THEORY INTO PRACTICE:
ARISTOTELIAN PRINCIPLES IN ARISTARCHEAN PHILOLOGY

FRANCESCA SCHIRONI

HE PERIPATETIC INFLUENCE on many of the fields developed at Alex-

andria is undeniable: chronology, ethnography, paradoxography, glos-

sography, literary biography, and bibliography (pinakes), as well as
medicine and mechanics,! owe much to the Aristotelian school and its
approach to Wissenschaft. In recent years, against Pfeiffer’s refusal to see
any link between Aristotle and the Alexandrian grammarians,? scholars like
Gallavotti, Nickau, Liihrs, Porter, Montanari, Richardson, and Matthaios?
have argued in favor of the influence of Aristotle on Alexandrian philology
and in particular on Aristarchus’ scholarship. Some parallels between
Aristotle and Aristarchus can be found in the distinction between Homer
and the Cyclic poets; in the idea of the té\og of a work (in particular, the
famous statement that the Odyssey had reached its téloc at 23.296);* in
the theory that the Iliad and the Odyssey are creations of one poet, Homer
(schol. 1l. 5.60a, 11.147a); and in the importance of the principle of consis-
tency (Homer does not contradict himself).

In this paper, I would like to return to this issue, focusing in particular on
the intellectual relationship between Aristotle and Aristarchus. Passages from
the Rhetoric and above all from the Poetics will be compared to the Aris-
tarchean sources from the Homeric scholia. In order to proceed in my analysis,
I will take into account only the scholia maiora to the Iliad and the Odyssey
and, among them, only those by Aristonicus and, with more caution, by
Didymus.5 These, I believe, are the only secure sources for Aristarchean

This is a revised version of a paper that I presented at the APA, in Montreal, January 2006. I would like
to thank Richard Janko, who read a first version of this paper, the two anonymous referees of Classical
Philology for their comments and suggestions, and Thomas Jenkins for proofreading the final version.
Translations are mine unless otherwise noted.

1. A relationship between Aristotle and Alexandrian medicine, both sharing the principle of teleology,
has been highlighted by von Staden (1997).

2. Pfeiffer 1968, 67, 87-88, 95, 272. For a criticism of Pfeiffer’s view, see in particular Rossi 1976,
110-14; and Montanari, in Montanari 1994, 2, 29-31.

3. Gallavotti 1969; Nickau 1977, 132-83 (on Zenodotus and his analysis of the narrative contradictions);
Liihrs 1992, 13-17; Porter 1992, esp. 74-80; Montanari 1993, esp. 259-64; Richardson 1993, 35-36;
1994; Matthaios 1999, passim; 2002, 17477, 189-90; cf. also Podlecki 1969; and Montanari 2001.

4. Cf. Gallavotti 1969 and Erbse 1972, 166-77.

5. As a general principle, all the scholia quoted in the present study are by Aristonicus. I always alert
the reader in the few cases when I discuss a scholium by Didymus, a much more independent scholar, who
hence is a much less reliable source for Aristarchean material.
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material when the name of the grammarian is not expressly quoted. All the
other scholia that do not explicitly mention Aristarchus are excluded in the
present work, however “Aristarchean” they may sound.®

1. SOME PRELIMINARY REMARKS: ARISTOTLE'S THEORY,
ARISTARCHUS’ PRACTICE, AND THE QUESTION OF TERMINOLOGY

The comparison between Aristotle and in general the Peripatetic school, on
the one hand, and Aristarchus and the work done at the Museum, on the other,
must be put in the right context, for it is clear that the ethos and essence of
the work of Aristotle and that of Aristarchus were fundamentally different.
Whereas Aristotle wrote theoretical treatises, Aristarchus did not produce a
single speculative work; all his theoretical background must be inferred
from his own practice in dealing with the £éxdooig of Homer, as witnessed by
the Homeric scholia. We can thus oppose Aristotle’s theory to Aristarchus’
practice and see whether and, if so, how this Aristotelian conceptual frame-
work fits Aristarchus’ methodology.

As for terminology, many of the same terms are to be found both in Aris-
totle and Aristarchean scholia. However, in approaching this topic, we must
employ caution for various reasons. First, at least with Aristarchus, we are
dealing not with his own work, transmitted by direct tradition, but with the
scholia by Aristonicus. Though beyond a doubt derived from Aristarchus,
these scholia are excerpts of his work, and thus may not necessarily preserve
Aristarchus’ ipsissima verba. This is especially true for grammatical termi-
nology, since between the time of Aristarchus (third to second century B.C.E.)
and that of Aristonicus (first century B.C.E.) grammatical and linguistic
analysis developed greatly. Thus Aristonicus had at his disposal a much
more precise and extended vocabulary for grammatical categories, and there
is evidence that sometimes he rephrased Aristarchus’ original Wortlaut in
order to update it with the new terminology of the téyvn ypappotikr.’
However, for a different kind of vocabulary, that of literary criticism, the
situation is different. First, key words used by Aristotle and Aristarchus in
this field (for example p6og, 761, Tpémov, didvola, to name just a few) are
part of a common technical vocabulary, shared by all scholars discussing
literary texts (including Crates and the kpttikoi too; see below) between the
fourth and the first centuries B.C.E. Thus, in this field, unlike in the t€yvn
ypappatikt, the vocabulary available to Aristonicus was essentially that of
Aristotle, and thus that of Aristarchus. When dealing with interpretation and
exegesis in a broader sense, therefore, it is much more likely that Aristonicus
did not change the Wortlaut he found in Aristarchus’ hypomnemata. More-
over, most of the terms in this field are not, strictly speaking, “technical
terminology,” since adjectives like edteAng, dnibovog, and &dvvotog and

6. Interesting results in the analysis of exegetical scholia (which however are not derived from Aristarchus,
and also probably represent a later stage in Homeric criticism) were developed by Schmidt (1976) and by
Richardson (1980); see also Montanari 1995.

7. See Matthaios 1999, 43-46, 520-22.
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adverbs like 1dimg and kvpiog are part of normal Greek vocabulary. They
were also used by Aristotle as well as by other Greek authors in literary exe-
gesis, but were not “invented” to express technical notions (as happened for
the parts of speech of the téyvn ypappatikn). Even if the usage of these
more common terms in Aristonicus’ scholia does not guarantee that they
were exactly the same terms used by Aristarchus, what really matters is not
the “form” but rather the “content” of these words, that is, the concept they
express. Since Aristonicus’ goal was to preserve Aristarchus’ opinions con-
cerning a line, what matters most are the ideas Aristonicus conveys. Thus,
in what follows, even if Greek nouns and adjectives are used to indicate
certain ideas common to Aristotle and Aristarchus (since these terms are to
be found in both Aristotle’s writings and in Aristonicus’ scholia), the focus
is rather on the content they convey—Aristarchus’ ideas—than on Aris-
tonicus’ Wortlaut.® As will become clear, the affinity between Aristotle and
Aristarchus is evident in shared ideas and common approaches to literature,
and this is the direction and the ultimate goal of the analysis that follows.

2. A PRELIMINARY ASSUMPTION:
TRAGEDY AND EPOs ARE STRICTLY CONNECTED

At the beginning of the Poetics (1448b24—1449a6), Aristotle draws a famous
distinction between the two main “genres” of poetical works: serious and
comic. Among the former he counts tragedy, which, according to him, is de-
rived from the serious epic represented by the /liad and the Odyssey, just as
comedy is derived from the Homeric Margites (Poet. 1448b24—-1149a2):

Sieonaodn 8¢ kotd T4 oikelo 0N 1 Toinoig™ ol p&v yap cepvotepot Ta.g KOAAG Epipodvto
npaelg kol tdg TOV TolovTOV, ol dE £dTEAECTEPOL TAG TOV PAdA®Y, TPHTOV WEYoug
TOLODVTEG, Bomep ETEPOL HIVOLE Kol EYKDLA. TdHV pEV 00V Tpd “Opripov oddevdg Eyopev
eineiv Tolobtov moinpua, eikdg 8& eivar morlovg, amd 8 “Ounfpov dp&apévolg Eotiv, olov
gxeivov 6 Mapyitng kol t@ toladto. . . . Kol 8yEvovto Tdv Tahadv ot pEv fpeik®v ot 8¢
idupov tomrai. Homep 8& Kol 6 omovdaio pditota TotnThg “Ounpoc RV (LOvog yap ody
ST ED ALY KAl PIUNGELS SPOpOTIKAG £moiNoeV), obTmg Kol To THE kKopodiag oy fua npdtog
Onédeilev, ob woyov GALL T Yeloiov Spapatonoticag: 6 Yap Mapyitng dvdloyov Eyet,
otep "Thag kol 1§ "OdVoosta Tpdg Tae Tpay®diac, oVT®m Kai ovTog Tpdg TaS KOU®Siag.

Poetry was split up according to their particular characters; the grander people repre-
sented fine actions, i.e. those of fine persons, the more ordinary people represented
those of inferior ones, at first composing invectives, just as the others composed hymns
and praise-poems. We do not know of any composition of this sort by anyone before
Homer, but there were probably many [who composed invectives]. Beginning with Homer
[such compositions] do exist, e.g., his Margites etc. . . . Thus some of the ancients be-
came composers of heroic poems, others of lampoons. Just as Homer was the greatest
composer of serious poetry (not that he alone composed well, but because he alone
composed dramatic representations), so too he was first to indicate the form of comedy,
by dramatizing not an invective but the laughable. For his Margites stands in the same
relation to comedies as do the Iliad and the Odyssey to tragedies. (Trans. Janko 1987)

8. The same point has been made by Liihrs (1992, 16).
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It is this “etiological” derivation that allows us to look at how Aristarchus
analyzes epic poetry in search of Aristotelian criteria, for ultimately these
two genres are not so far apart. Aristotle himself emphasizes this (Poet.
1449b16-20):

pépn 8 ol T pEv tadtd, T 8t 1da tiig paywdiog Sidmep SoTig mepl TparySiag oide
onovdaiog Kai eadAng, oide Kol mept En@dv: & piv yap dnomotia Eyet, bndpyet tf) tpaywdi,
a 8¢ avtfj, ob mdvta £v Tf) Emomotiq.

As for their parts, some are the same, others are particular to tragedy. For this reason,
whoever knows about good and inferior tragedies knows about epics too. Tragedy pos-
sesses all [the parts] that epic has, but those that it possesses are not all in epic. (Trans.
Janko 1987)

It is this close relationship between tragedy and epic® that allows for the
identification of Aristotelian criteria within the work of a Homeric scholar
like Aristarchus. If what I am going to argue is sound, Aristarchus knew what
the philosopher had said about the affinity between these two genres and
therefore thought it legitimate to apply Aristotle’s criteria for a good tragedy
to epic poetry. The Alexandrians knew some of the Aristotelian works, and
whether or not the Poetics was available to them, the dialogue On Poets, in
which Aristotle discussed the same topics as in the Poetics, and the Homeric
Problems were both known. 1

For Aristotle tragedy is composed of six parts (Poet. 1450a9-10): plot
(ubbog), characters (1j0n), diction (Aé€ig), thought (Sidvowa), spectacle (Syig),
and music (pehonotia). In the chapters on epic, he picks up this division
again, but rightly states that epic lacks the last two, music and spectacle
(Poet. 1459b7-10).'! This is a very useful working distinction, which helps
Aristotle to set out a systematic view of the main constituents of a tragedy
(and of an epos too), as well as to refer to other works such as the Rhetoric
for elements that have already been treated elsewhere. This distinction of
epic into four elements seems, moreover, to operate also in Aristarchus’
methodology, especially when he must decide about an athetesis, for a line
is generally judged with reference to its function for the plot, for the char-
acters, for the thought it expresses, and in terms of style. Therefore we will
follow this division in our analysis and will see what Aristotle and Aristarchus
have to say about the plot, the characters, the thought-element and the style.

9. As proved also by the last chapters of the Poetics (chaps. 23-26), where Aristotle focuses on epic
poetry, drawing on the previous chapters where he analyzed tragedy. For an account of Aristotle’s views
on Homer, see Richardson 1992, and 1993, 31-35.

10. Cf. Nickau 1977, 138-39, with n. 16; Liihrs 1992, 14—15, Richardson 1994, 17-18, 27. On the debated
problem about the destiny of the library and the books of Aristotle, see Moraux 1973, 3-31; Canfora 1988,
34-37, 59-66; Richardson 1994, 8-12; Nagy 1998, 198-206; Barnes 1999; Canfora 2002. The Poetics in
particular does not seem to have enjoyed great popularity in antiquity: ancient soruces are silent, and the
earliest quotation is in Porphyry (quoted by Simplicius [in Cat., p. 36.16-31 Kalbfleisch]): see Janko 1982,
and 1991, 7 and n. 25.

11. One problem is, of course, assessing whether this difference can be interpreted as a demonstration
that tragedy is a more accomplished form of art than epic. However, there are also advantages in the lack
of spectacle in the epos: see p. 286 below.
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3. ARISTOTELIAN THEORY AND ARISTARCHEAN PRACTICE: MY®OX

Since for Aristotle tragedy (and epic too) is an imitation of a complete and
whole action (uipnoig tekelog kai 0ANg mpdewc; cf. Poet. 1450b24-25) and
the plot (u0Bog) is defined by Aristotle as the piunoig tfig npdéewg (Poet.
1450a3—-4), it follows that the plot is “the principle and as it were the soul
of tragedy” (Poet. 1450a38-39: dpyf pév ovv kai olov yoyn 6 pdboc tfic
tpaywdiag). One of the most important criteria for the plot is that it must
be in accordance with probability and necessity (Poet. 1451a36-38 and
1451b8-10):

QovepPOV OE £k TOV elpMUéveV Kal 3Tl o0 TO TG yevipevo AEyelv, TOVTO TONTOD EPYyov
gotiv, AL ola dv Yévolto Kai Té Suvotd katd o gikdc fi 1o dvaykaiov.

It is also obvious from what we have said that it is the function of a poet to relate not
things that have happened, but things that may happen, i.e. that are possible in accordance
with probability or necessity. (Trans. Janko 1987)

gotwv 8¢ KaBohov pév, @ moiw Ta moia dtta cvpfaivel Aéyewv T Tpdttelv kKatd to eikdg
1 10 &dvaykaiov, od ctoydletat 1 moinoig dvépata EmtiBepévn.

A universal is the sort of thing that a certain kind of person may well say or do in accor-
dance with probability or necessity—this is what poetry aims at, although it assigns names
[to the people]. (Trans. Janko 1987)

For Aristotle, then, plots can contain what is “necessary” (&vaykaiov), but
also something which is kotd 10 €lkdc, “according to probability.” '? In other
words, a plot must consist of a necessary or probable sequence of events.
This is due to the particular status of poetry, which distinguishes it from
history: poetry represents universals, not particulars, like history; hence
poetry is more philosophical (Poet. 1451b5-7):

S0 kol PrAocoPdTEPOV Kol oToLdatdTEpOV Toinotg iotopiag dotive 1y pEv yap moinoig
paArov ta kabdrov, ) & totopio T kb’ Exactov Aéyet.

For this reason poetry is a more philosophical and more serious thing than history: poetry
tends to speak of universals, history of particulars. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Moreover, in poetry, elements that are impossible in reality are nevertheless
admitted because in this way the poet is able to astonish his audience and
achieve amazement (10 Bovpooctov: Poet. 1460al7), which is the télog of
poetry (Poet.1460b23-26):

480 vata merointat, fudptntor AL’ dpbdg Exst, i Tuyydver ToL Téhovg Tob adTiig (TO
yap téhog ipnran), £l oVTOG EkTANKTIKOTEPOV T} 00TO T GAAO TOLET pépog.

12. The same kind of contrast is found again when Aristotle is dealing with episodic plots, where we
have one episode after the other without necessity or probability (Poet. 1451b33-35: tdv 8¢ anidv pibwv
Kol Tpateov ol énelcodiddelg siciv yeipiotor Aéym & émelcodiddn uibov év @ Td Emetoddio pet’ EAANIA
obt’ elkdg ot dvaykn elvar [“Among simple plots and actions, episodic [tragedies] are the worst. By ‘epi-
sodic’ I mean a plot in which there is neither probability nor necessity that the episodes follow one other,”
trans. Janko 1987]).
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[If] impossibilities have been produced, there is an error; but it is correct, if it attains the
end of the art itself. The end has been stated [already, i.e.] if in this way it makes either
that part [of the poem], or another part, more astonishing. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Since supernatural, impossible elements make the poetry more interest-
ing,!3 Aristotle judges the plot not according to whether it is possible or not,
but whether it is mbavdg/anibavog, “believable or not” (Poet. 1460a26-27 and
1461b9-12):

npoatpeiodai te de1 &8V vata eikdta pdrhov 1 Suvatd dribova.

Impossible [incidents] that are believable should be preferred to possible ones that are
unbelievable. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Shog 8& 10 &d0vatov pEv mpdg THV moinowv T mpdg O BErTiov 7 mpodg thHV d6&av del
&vayev. Tpog te Yap Ty moinowy aipetdtepov mibavov dddvatov 7 dnibavov kai duvatov:

In general, the impossibility should be explained with reference either to the composi-
tion, or to [making something] better [than it is], or to opinion. In relation to [the needs
of] the composition, a believable impossibility is preferable to an unbelievable possi-
bility. (Trans. Janko 1987)

What is “probable” (eikog) is thus also “believable” (nibavov). Thus it is
better for Aristotle to choose plots that are believable—though they may
not be possible in the real world (miBova 4d0vota)—than stories that could
happen but are not believable (uvatd anifava). !4

Since a poet, in order to achieve t0 favpactov, has more freedom, the
criterion of “believability” becomes an internal one: something is believ-
able if it follows from what has been stated before as a logical consequence.
Within a work of poetry there are rules that are typical of poetry and, as
long as these rules are respected by the poet, the poetic work is good, no
matter how the pvbog in itself corresponds to truth in the real world. The
premise behind these prescriptions is that poetry is a téyvn that works
according to rules that are its own and different from those of other t€yvot
(Poet. 1460b13-15):1°

npdg & tovTolg ody 1 adth 8pBdTNG EoTiv Tiig Motk fig Kal THg TotnTikfig 0ddE GAANG
TEYVNG KOl ToLNTiKfG.

In addition, there is not the same [standard of ] correctness in the art of civic life as in
that of poetry, nor is there in any other art as in that of poetry. (Trans. Janko 1987)

3.1 Aristarchus: The Criterion of Believability

As for Aristotle, so also for Aristarchus, the main criterion for judging the
plot is not the distinction between what is possible and what is not, but that

13. In this light, Homer is a master of lies (Poet. 1460a18—19: dediduyev 8¢ pdiioto “Opunpog Kai Tovg
aAhovg wevd Aéyewv o Sel [“Homer above all has taught the other [poets] to tell untruths in the right
way,” trans. Janko 1987]).

14. This is because what is possible is believable, but not all that is believable is possible; hence believ-
ability is a wider concept, as Aristotle explains at Poet. 1451b16-19: aitiov &’ 611 mbavov Eott 1o duvatdv:
70 PEV 00V U1} YevopEeva obmo motebopsy elvor duvatd, Td 88 Yevopeva gavepdy 3Tt Suvatd: ob Yap dv éyé-
veto, £l fiv 6dbvata. (“The reason is that what is possible is believable; we do not believe that what has
never happened is possible, but things which have happened are obviously possible—they would have not
have happened if they were impossible,” trans. Janko 1987).

15. Cf. Richardson 1992, 36.
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between what is believable and what is not. AdOvota are not necessarily ex-
cluded if they help poetic goals. There are only two cases of lines athetized
by Aristarchus because they contain &d0vorta, “impossibilities.” The first case
is in the Nekyia:'° the lines about Otus and Ephialtes’ project to put Olympus
on Ossa and Pelium on top of them in order to reach the sky (Od. 11.315-16:
"Ocoav én’ OOAOuRE pépacav Bépev, adtap én’ "OooT) / IINAov ivocigui-
Aov, Tv’ ovpavog appatog ein) were rejected by Aristarchus og ddbvatot
(schol. V Od. 11.315). The other case is at Odyssey 22.144—-45, where
Melanthius, in order to help the suitors, takes out from the chamber twelve
shields, the same number of spears and the same number of helmets, as
Eustathius testifies (Eust. Od. 1921.56):

onueiocol Kol 6tL 1O TEPL TV dddek0 cakémv kol 1O 2R Apiotapyog dBetioag
keylakev, adOvatov eivar eindv tocodta factdoat dviporov. '’

Note also that Aristarchus athetized and marked with a chi the line about the twelve
shields and the following one, saying that it was impossible that a person could carry
all these [weapons]. '8

Nevertheless, in the Iliad, for example, there are no cases of athetesis due
to advvarta.'® Only at Iliad 2.667, when Homer tells the story of Tlepolemus
arriving at Rhodes after killing his uncle Licymnius, Zenodotus’ reading
aiyo 8 & v’ éc ‘Pédov (instead of adtap & v’ &éc Pédov) was dismissed
by Aristarchus because it would be impossible for a fugitive wandering in
the Aegean to arrive “at once” at Rhodes.2® Otherwise, elements that are
impossible from a rational point of view are allowed because of poetic
license. For example, the fact that the Cyclops knows that ships exist or
understands Greek is in itself absurd, but for Aristarchus it is to be kept, be-
cause it is poetry (schol. HMQR Od. 3.71):

0 8¢ Apiotapyog oikeldtepov avtovg tetdybot év 1@ Ady® tob Kikhwndg enowv: . . .

Sotéov &, enoi, 1@ mornti] T& Totadte. > kai yap vadv adTtov mapdyst eid6ta, “GAld pot

ele’ omn £oyeg ibv edepyéa vija” (0d. 9.279), kai cuvinow “EAAnvida eovrv.

Aristarchus says that these lines are more properly included in the speech of the Cyclops
[than here in Telemachus’ speech]. . .. But, he says, we must allow these [licenses] to
the poet. For Homer represents the Cyclops as aware [of the existence] of a ship, [as it
is proved by] “but tell me where, arriving, you put your well-made ship” (Od. 9.279),
and [the Cyclops] understands the Greek language.

16. An episode that was particularly suspicious to Aristarchus; see p. 288 below.

17. Eustathius is here probably quoting Aristonicus (see Carnuth 1869, ad loc.) from a collection of scholia
richer than the one that has reached us (and which does not present any scholium on Od. 22.144-45).

18. The possibility that Melanthius might have carried all these weapons in more than one journey does
not seem to have been taken into consideration by Aristarchus.

19. The only case of duvot- coming up in Aristarchean scholia is at Il. 21.475: dno tobtov &betodvton
otiyot Tpeig od dhvotar yap 6 aidobuevog “matpokactyvitolo piynpevor &v roddunow” (I1. 21.469) el
npokareicOat Tov [Tooeddva £v 1@ "OMOpn Tpog pdynv. This od dVvatar yap . . ., however, is due to in-
ternal inconsistency or &npénewa of a character; according to Aristarchus it is “impossible” that Apollo
once boasted that he was going to fight against his uncle Poseidon, if he is now afraid to face him. This is
thus definitely not an athetesis due to something that is “impossible” from an objective point of view.

20. Schol. . 2.667: adtap & y° &g PéSov: 811 Znvédotog ypdget “alya & 8y’ &g PoSov.” ob Svatar 5t
Tayéng EANALOEvar i Thy PéSov 6 Tpdtepov pEV vadg TETNYGS, £1ta GAGHEVOS Kal oDK DO TAotk®GT.

21. This closely resembles the Aristotelian remark: 3idopev yap tadta toig mommtaic in Poet. 1460b13,
apropos of metaphors and glossai.
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A similar attitude is to be found in Aristotle when he comments on the
episode of the bath in the Odyssey: Eurycleia’s recognition of Odysseus is
in itself dloyov, but it is allowed because in this way the poet achieved t0
Bovpaotov (Poet. 1460al1-26). This is to be connected with the comparison
between tragedy and epic: according to Aristotle an advantage epic has over
tragedy is that, lacking dyug, it can afford to be droyoc, because the audience,
not seeing the plot performed, is likely to notice irrationalities and incon-
gruities less (Poet. 1460al1-14):

Sel pev ovv év Taic tpaymdiolg moteiv 1o Bavpoctdv, pdrhov 8 Evdéyetar v Tfj émonotig
o Ghoyov, 8" 6 ovpfoivel pditota o Bovpactdy, did To pR Opav gig TOV TpdiToVTa.

[The poet] should put what is amazing into his tragedies; but what is improbable, from
which amazement arises most, is more admissible in epic because [the audience] does
not see the person in action. (Trans. Janko 1987)

The main criterion for Aristarchus, as for Aristotle, is thus that of prob-
ability. Facts in the poems often receive comments along these lines:
something takes place according to probability (eikdtwg) and is therefore
acceptable. For example, in the Doloneia (/l. 10.447) Diomedes addresses
Dolon by name: “pfy 89 pot &y ye Adhwv Epfdiieo Boud” (“Do not, Dolon,
have in your mind any thought of escape”), and some ancient scholars found
fault in the fact that Diomedes seems to know the name of Dolon, though
this is the first time that they meet. On this basis they read doAdv, the par-
ticiple of doldw, “to deceive” (“Do not have in your mind any thought of
escape, trying to deceive me”). Aristarchus, however, defended the text: for
him, it was probable (¢ikdg) that the Greeks knew the name of some of their
enemies after ten years of siege (schol. /l. 10.447a):

~

Adhwv: OTL {nreitat, TG TO Ovopo Eyve" S0 Tveg GvEyvmoav “SoAdV” GG Vodv. . . .
£ikog 8¢ Tvev yvdokeobor dvopato g dv dekaeTodg yeyovoTog Xpovoy, Kot poiioto
100 AdA®VOGT v Yap Kfpukog viog “morbypucog morbyodkoc” (cf. I1. 10.314-15).

Dolon: [the diple is] because there is a question about how [Diomedes] knew his name;
hence some scholars read doAdv, “deceiving,” perispomenon like vo@dv. . . . But it is prob-
able that they knew the names of some of them, since a decade had passed [with them
there], and in particular the name of Dolon. For he was son of a herald, “rich in gold,
rich in bronze” (cf. 1. 10.314-15).

This criterion of probability is mainly expressed in Aristonicus’ scholia
by the couple mbBavdg/anibavoc. It is one of the most common justifica-
tions given for an athetesis or for rejecting Zenodotus’ readings which, accord-
ing to Aristarchus, often lack believability. For example, in the assembly of
the Achaean leaders at Iliad 2.50-86, Aristarchus did not find believable
Zenodotus’ reading according to which Agamemnon stands up to speak in
front of only seven heroes (schol. 7l. 2.55a: 611 Znvddotog ypdeet “adTip
énel p° fyepbev ounyepéeg T &yévovto, / Tolol & dvioTdpevog HETEQPT
kpelov Ayauépvov.” anibavov 8& &v Entd 6pBOV dnunyopeiv).?? Details that

22. See Liihrs 1992, 260-61 n. 365; cf. also schol. 1l. 2.76a: &6gtobvtar otiyol dktd, Ol 00K 6pBod
elpnkoTog Tod Ayoapépnvovog héyet ol oy &g eindv kat’ dp’ eto, Onep dnibavov.
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seem to go against human chronology are rejected on the same ground, as,
for example, that Aethra, the maid of Helen, is to be identified with the mother
of Theseus, who would have been extremely old by then (schol. II. 3.144a):

A10pm, ITrtBfog Buydtnp: ei pev v Onoémg Aéyet untépa dbetntéov: dnibovov ydp éo-
v "EAévng dpginolov <eivar> thv obtoc Drepapyaioy, fjv odk Ekmotel {fijv d16 To pfikoc
o0 ypovov. el 8¢ opovopio éoti, Kabdrep kal émt TAeldvov, dOvatal pévetv.

Aecthra, the daughter of Pittheus: if Homer means the mother of Theseus, [the line]
must be athetized. For it is unbelievable that such a very old woman be the maid of
Helen. It is impossible that she has been living for such a long time. If instead it is a
case of homonymy, as happens in many other cases, [the line] can remain.?3

Also the famous problem of the dual in /liad 9 is solved by Aristarchus
with the criterion of credibility: there are only two people present, Odysseus
and Ajax, because, if Phoenix were also present, it would not be believable
to have Odysseus leading, since Phoenix was older (schol. II. 9.192a):

T 8¢ Batnv <mpotépw, fyeito 8 Siog *Oduvcoeicy: 6Tt émi "Odvccimg kot Alavtog tO
Suikdv: mapdvtog yap tod Doivikog dniBavov Aéyewv “fygito 8¢ dlog "Odvooeng.”

The two of them came forward, and noble Odysseus led the way: [the diple is] because
the dual is for Odysseus and Ajax. For if Phoenix had been present, it would have been
unbelievable to say “noble Odysseus led the way.”

The criterion of believability plays a role even in the supernatural episodes
where Aristarchus, like Aristotle, seems to put a limit to to favpactdov; thus
within the microcosm of the epos, although the supernatural is allowed, be-
lievability still applies. For example, in poetry it is fine for an animal to
speak, like Xanthus, the horse of Achilles. However, it is too much to have
him speak like a learned man or a seer foretelling his destiny to Achilles,
as happens at Iliad 19.416-17, lines that Aristarchus rejected (schol. 1.
19.416-17a):

fivrep élappotdtny <dc’ Eppevar—dopfivar>: d&betobviar otiyot kai ovtot ot dbo, 81t . . .
anibavov innov Aéyewy “paciv”’ domep avipa molvictopa.

[we may be running together with the blows of Zephyrus] who they say is the lightest
of all things; [yet still your destiny is] to be killed [in force by a god and a mortal]. . . .
these two lines also are athetized because . . . it is unbelievable for a horse to say “they
say, etc.,” like a knowledgeable man.?*

Or, again, it is acceptable to have gods intervening in human affairs
disguised as human beings. However, at Iliad 21.290, when Poseidon and
Athena, disguised as two men, go to Achilles, it is not believable for Poseidon
to say “Athena and I will help you,” as Aristarchus remarked in schol. L
21.290a: &Beteiton, Oti amibovov gig GvpOg popeNV GUOLOUEVOV AEYELY
“gyd kot ITaddag ABMvN”: tic ydp éotiv, ob ut vonorn (“it is athetized be-
cause it is not believable that disguised as a mortal he says ‘Athena and 1.’
For Achilles will not understand who he is””). How could Achilles know that
these two men were divinities?

23. On this athetesis, see Jenkins 1999.
24. Cf. Liihrs 1992, 46-48.
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The most important case of a limitation of 10 dhoyov?® and 10 fovpactov
is the second part of the Nekyia (Od. 11.568 [5657]-627), where Odysseus
claims to have seen Minos, Orion, Tityus, Tantalus, Sisyphus, and Heracles.
Notwithstanding the admissibility of a “marvelous” journey to the Under-
world, and although the lines are not bad in style, this episode was rejected
as suspicious by Aristarchus. Odysseus never enters Hades but remains at
the gate of Erebus (cf. Od. 11.37, 150, 563), and therefore could never have
seen all these mythical examples of divine justice and wickedness being
punished.?® The scholia by Aristonicus bear witness to a long series of
comments by Aristarchus along these lines: how can Minos come to the sac-
rificial blood? Does he go with all the people he is going to judge together
with his throne (schol. HQT Od. 11.570: odx dpa dre&fjdfev 6 Mivag Tva
oLvoPdfj. Grhoyov yap O Kai odv dikalopévolg kol adtd dippe &Eerbeiv)?
How can Orion hunt in Hades? How could he come forward with all the beasts
that he has slain (schol. HT Od. 11.573: o0d¢ £t tovtov teTrpnTon 10 cU-
@ovov. Ghoyov yap to &v ¥ Aldov KuvnyeTeiv: TG TE Gpa T TOV ONpdV dyEAT
npofhBe, kal ud ti;)? How can Tityus come to the sacrifice, if he is lying on
the ground with his liver devoured by two vultures (schol. QT Od. 11.577:
Katayéhaoto Kol todta, €l KoTeoTpOpéVog £v 1@ danéd® mpofihbev Emt To
o@dylov: adToc yap 6 "Odvcscedg odk fdOvato daPfjvar Emi to €pePog)? Or
how can Tantalus come to the sacrifice, together with the trees and the marshy
lake in which he lies? Or how did Odysseus see what was within from outside
(schol. H Od. 11.588: od8& obtoc SHvatar cOv Aipvn kai dévdporg éEghniv-
B¢ var & 10 cedylov, §j ndg EEwlev T0 Eow &0edpet;)? Or how can Sisyphus,
who must push the huge stone up a hill, come to the sacrifice (schol. QT Od.
11.593: né¢ SOvator ovv @ Abe kai Tfi dxpopeig £9° 7| dvekOAe TOV Albov,
fkelv mi td oeayia;)? All this, according to Aristarchus, was too much and
the risk was that, instead of being astonishing, the episode became ridiculous
(on which see pp. 298-99 below).

3.2 Aristarchus: Internal Contradictions

The conception of the work of poetry as a microcosm with its own rules
leads to the principle of noncontradiction. Avoiding inconsistencies within
the plot is a cardinal principle for Aristotle, who argues repeatedly against
what is brevavtiov (Poet. 1455a22-26):27

8e1 8¢ tovg pvBoug cuvictdvar kai T Aélel cuvamepydlecar dti pdiiota TP dppdTev
Thépevov: obto Yap av évapyéotata [6] 6pdV Botep map’ adTOIG YLyvOREVOG TOTG TPATTO-
pévolg evbpickot 10 mpénov Kai fikiota v Aavldvol [to] téd dnevavrtia.

In constructing his plots and using diction to bring them to completion, [the poet]
should put [the events] before his eyes as much as he can. In this way, seeing them very

25. On the criterion of 1o dloyov applied to athetesis of repeated lines in Aristonicus’ and exegetical
scholia, see Liihrs 1992, 167-94.

26. Schol. HT Od. 11.568: voBebetar péypt tod “&¢ eindv 6 piv adig £v dopov "Adog eicw” (627), kaitot
00K 3vieg GyeVETg mept THV @pdotv. DmEp 88 Thg GBeToEwg adTdY Aéyetal Towdde: (H) ndg 0ide TobTovg A
700G Aowmodg 60 T@V “Atdov TUADV GvTog Kol TOV TOTAU®V;

27. For Aristotle on Onevavrtiov, cf. also Poet. 1461a31-1461b9, 1461b15-18.
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vividly as if he were actually present at the actions [he represents], he can discover
what is suitable, and is least likely to miss contradictions. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Internal contradictions and inconsistencies are constantly rejected by Aris-
tarchus too, who seems to have developed Aristotle’s theory into a more com-
plete system, where the philologist has to work on a text as a self-standing
unity that must be purged of internal contradictions. Aristarchus takes ex-
ception to contradictions in the text (e.g., schol. Il. 8.39-40: évavtiodvtot 6¢
£vBade toig brokepévorg; schol. BQ Od. 12.374; schol. HQ Od. 12.439) and as
a rule, when this happens, he is in favor of athetesis.?® He also argues against
Zenodotus for readings that are contrary to some data present in the poems.?’
The idea that something is consistent or inconsistent with the rest of the plot
is expressed in Aristonicus’ scholia with comments like copedveg (“in
harmony,” “in agreement with”) or dovpedveg (“discordant,” “in disagree-
ment with”). Acvpeoveg is used to argue against readings and interpre-
tations by Zenodotus or other colleagues that Aristarchus does not share
because they contradict some other passage within the poem (schol. /1. 4.339b,
8.19). On the contrary, a line is cupedveg with the rest of the poem when
Aristarchus wants to defend Homer against his detractors or against the
dwookevaotal (schol. 71. 3.230a), or defend his own readings (schol. 11. 7.330b,
8.562). Alternatively, the same idea is expressed with pdayovrav/-gtan (“they/it
contradict[s]”), that is, that one or more lines are at odds (udystor/-ovrar) with
what has been said or known before, as in schol. H Od. 11.452: paydpevol
toig mpokepévolg. For example, at Iliad 20.269-72, ancient scholars were
puzzled that Aeneas’ spear reaches the golden plate of Achilles’ shield, having
pierced the two external plates, one of bronze and the other of tin, as if the
shield had the golden layer underneath, hidden by those of bronze and tin.
Aristarchus solved the problem by athetizing the lines, because according to
him these lines not only were odd in terms of content (why was the gold
hidden by tin and bronze?), but, moreover, they were in clear contradiction
with what we know about the shield of Achilles as described at Iliad 18.478-
607, where its surface is clearly made of gold (schol. 7l. 20.269-72a: &6e-
TOLVTOL GTiYOl TE0OUPEG, OTL dleoKevaouEvol giciv DRd Tvog T@v Bovlopévmv
TpOPANLO TOETV. pndyetol 8¢ capds Toig yvnoiowg [“four lines are athetized
because they were added by someone of those who want to create a question.
For these lines are clearly in contradiction with those that are genuine”]).

On the other hand, in Aristonicus’ scholia ob pdyetot is used to solve a
problem by showing that in Homer there are no internal contradictions.°
One famous question ({fntnua) was that of how many times Hector and
Achilles ran around Troy, because at Iliad 22.208 we read: 4A)N Ote o7 tO
tétaptov £mt Kpovvovg deikovto (“but when for the fourth time they came
to the springs”), whereas at Iliad 22.251 Hector says: “tpig mepi dotv péyo
IIptdpov diov” (“ ‘[Achilles, I do not flee you anymore, as when before] I ran
three times around the great city of Priam’”). Ancient scholars had taken

28. See schol. 11. 5.838-39, 7.334-35, 11.767a, 19.407a, 21.570a, 22.199-200a, 24.45a.
29. See schol. 71. 3.334-35a, 5.807.
30. See schol. 7. 9.571a, 13.365a.
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exception to this passage, as Aristarchus noticed in schol. Il 22.208a%:
onuelobvtatl 8¢ Tiveg Sid 1o Soxobv dvavtiov eivatl “Tpig mepi dotv péya
Iptdpov diov” kal “Gil’ ote 81 10 tétaptov” (“some mark this line because
of the apparent contradiction between ‘I ran three times around the great
city of Priam’ and ‘but when for the fourth time’”). Aristarchus, however,
clarified and solved the problem by arguing that there were three full laps,
but in the fourth they went as far as the fountain but did not go right around
the city. Therefore there was no contradiction between the two lines (schol.
Il. 22.251a: ob pdyetan 8 @ “4AN Ote 3 tO tétaptov” (11, 22.208)- tpeic uev
yap teheiong kKOKAOLG TEPLESPOOVY, TO B TETAPTOV E0G TOV KpoLVdV EABOVTEG
oVkéTL meptijhbov v ol [“it does not contradict ‘but when for the fourth
time’ (/. 22.208): for they ran in three full circles and in the fourth they
arrived at the fountains and did not go around the city”]).?!

4. ARISTOTELIAN THEORY AND ARISTARCHEAN PRACTICE: HOH

At Poetics 1448al1-18, Aristotle states that every mimetic art represents
16n, which can be either ornovdoiot, “serious,” or @avhrot, “base.” Poetry too,
then, has to choose which 7i6n are to be the target of mimesis, and hence it
is divided according to the characters that it is going to imitate. In this re-
gard, epic and tragedy are identical, in that both of them represent “admirable,”
“serious” people (Poet. 1449b9-10):

7| pEv ovv émomotia T Tpaydig péypL pEvV Tod petd pétpov Adye [em. Kassel: pétpov
petd Adyov B, pétpov peydhov A] pipnoig eivar omovdaiov ikolovOncev.

Epic poetry follows tragedy insofar as it is a representation of serious people which
uses speech in verse. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Hence, what is valid for tragedy with regard to characters is to be con-
sidered valid for epos too. Characters of tragedy and epic must be crovdaiot,
“serious,” and better than they are in reality. Hence they must not be cari-
catures of real people, as happens in comedy, because everything that is
ridiculous is to be avoided in tragedy and epic. When Aristotle comes to a
detailed account of tragic/epic characters (Poet., chap. 15), he first states
that they must be ypnorot, “good,” that is, “of value,” appotrovteg, “appro-
priate,” dpoiot, “(life)like,” and dparot, “consistent” (Poet. 1454a16-28):

Ev pEv Kai mp@dtov, dneg xpnotd 7. EEet 8& Hog v Edv domep ENEYON moLf] pavepdv &
Aoyoc ) mpddic mpoaipesiv tva <H Tig dv> [add. Vahlen] 1, ypnotov 8& éav ypnotiv.
£oTiv 8¢ &V £KAOTE YéveL Kal yap Yovi oty Xpnoth Kol dobAog, Kaitot ye Towg tovtev

O pEv xeipov, 10 8¢ Shog PadAdv dotiv. delitepov 8¢ 1o dpudtrovta: Eotiy Yap Gvdpeiav
pEv o M0oc, GAL’ odYy ApudTTOV Yuvoikl ovTeg dvdpeiav § Seiviv iva. Tpitov 3¢ 10
Spotov. toiTo yap Etepov T0D xpNoTOV TO KOG Kol GpudtTov molfjcar d¢ mposipnTat.

31. In analyzing plot, Aristotle deals also with the difference between simple and complex plots (Poet.
1452a12-18), which are characterized by the presence of Gvoyvepiopds and nepunétera. These concepts
are not present in Aristarchus, which is probably due to the fact that they are more part of a theoretical
discussion of a literary work than concepts that could be used in his philological activity. For the same
reason, Aristarchus does not seem to have taken much from Aristotle’s sections on the different parts of
tragedy (Poet. 1452b14-27), and on the different kinds of actions (pitiful, fearful, recognitions, Poet.
1453b1-1454al5). This essential difference between the work of Aristotle (theory) and that of Aristarchus
(practice) is fundamental.
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TéTapTov 88 1O OHOASV. K&V Yap GvOpoASS TG § 6 THY piunoly mapéyev Kai totodTov
M0o¢ Hrotedi], Spwg dSpardc dvdpatov del eivart.

First and foremost, the characters should be good. [The tragedy] will have character if,
as we said, the speech or the action makes obvious a decision of whatever sort; it will
have a good character, if it makes obvious a good decision. [Good character] can exist
in every class [of person]; for a woman can be good, and a slave can, although the first
of these [classes] may be inferior and the second wholly worthless. Second, [they
should be] appropriate. It is possible to be manly in character, but it is not appropriate
for a woman to be so manly or clever. Third, [the character should be life-]like. This is
different from making the character good and appropriate in the way already stated.
Fourth, [the character should be] consistent. If the model for the representation is
somebody inconsistent, and such a character is intended, even so it should be consis-
tently inconsistent. (Trans. Janko 1987)

If being ypnototi, “good,” is a necessary characteristic, due to the essence
of tragedy, which represents “serious” (ocmovdaiot) actions and characters,
the other three characteristics (to apudtrov, to opotov, and to 6pOAOV) are
more interesting to define. Characters must be appottovteg, “appropriate,”
in the sense that each character must fit the characteristics of the kind of indi-
vidual it represents. This concept is later on coupled with that of npénov (Poet.
1454a28-31: €otiv 8¢ mapddeiypo . . . Tod 8¢ dnpemodg kal un appdrrovtog
0 e Bpfjvog "Odvootwg év 1] TkVAAY. Cf. also Poet. 1458b14-15). Further-
more, characters must be dpotot, “(life)like,” “similar” to their real model
(in “real life” or in the mythical tradition to which the poet refers).3? Finally,
they must be opaioi, “consistent,” and not behaving in a contradictory way.
The last three characteristics are thus sharply distinct. To appodttov refers
to the relationship between the “type” the poet has in mind and how the
character relates to it, so how “convincing” the representation of that par-
ticular human being is (considered in terms of gender, age, social status,
etc.). To opowov instead refers to the relationship between reality outside the
work of poetry (i.e., the real life or the mythical tradition in the background)
and the characters, in the sense that the audience has to recognize the character
as someone similar to and comparable to people from their own experience,
whereas the idea of t0 6paAdv is an internal criterion to judge the develop-
ment of the character within the poetical work. Aristotle then summarizes
these criteria with the principle of katd t0 dvaykoiov fj 16 gikdg: when the
poet portrays a character, as when putting the plot together, he has to aim
at necessity and probability (Poet.1454a33-36):

%P1 8& Kal év Toig Beotv dpoing domep Kol év Tf) 1@V npaypdtev cvotdoet el {nteiv f
0 dvaykaiov T 1o £ikdg, dote TOV TolobTOV TG TOlAdTA AfYELY T mpdTTEly T dvaykoiov
1 €ik0g Kol todTo petd toito yivesbar 1j dvaykaiov 7 €ikdg.

In the characters too, exactly as in the structure of the incidents, [the poet] ought always
to seek what is either necessary or probable, so that it is either necessary or probable
that a person of such-and-such a sort say or do things of the same sort, and it is either
necessary or probable that this [incident] happen after that one. (Trans. Janko 1987)

32. Cf. Janko 1987, 109: “the character should be ‘like,” literally; but like what? This means either that
the type should be recognisable to us as one we know, i.e. lifelike, or that it should be like us. As there is
no explanation or example, Aristotle must have regarded the meaning as obvious. . . . Clearly a character
who is not lifelike will also be unlike ourselves, so the first explanation brings the second with it.”
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The analysis of characters plays a central role in the second book of the
Rhetoric (Rh. 2.12-17.1388b31-1391b6), because the knowledge of different
characters is essential for a good orator. Here Aristotle develops these ideas
especially in the direction of what is typical of different ages. In three beau-
tiful chapters (Rh. 2.12—-14), where he is explaining how a good orator should
depict various {n in order to be persuasive, Aristotle highlights the main
characteristics of young people (rash, optimistic, generous), old people (prone
to reflect, pessimistic, selfish) and mature people (a middle way between the
two). If one wants to achieve a good mimesis, one cannot depict a character
with the characteristic of another age, because this would go against the
criterion of 1o appdtrov. In this light the poet must be particularly careful
when putting words into the mouths of his characters, because their Aé&ig
must be 1101}, consistent with the character that uses it, as Aristotle makes
clear in the third book of the Rhetoric (1408a10-11):

10 8% mpémov E&et 1) AEEic, Eav §) madnTiKY Te Kal OLKT] Kai T0i¢ HroKeluévolg mpaypacty
avaroyov.

Your language will be appropriate if it expresses emotion and character, and it corre-
sponds to its subject. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

This is because each age and class has its own mode of expression,
and a good representation of a character must consider these characteristics
(Rh. 1408a26-32):

... 8K0AovBeT 1} dppdtTovca [i.e., Seilic] éxdote yéver kol £&et. Ayw 8& yévog pev kad’
fMkiav, olov maic | avip f) Yépov, Kol yovi | viip, kai Adkov | @cttaddg, EEeig 8¢,
Ka® G mordg Tic 1@ Pie: od yip kad’ dmacav &y ol Piot morol Tivec. £av oLV Kal T&
dvépata oiksia Aéyn Tf Est, motoet 1O RO 0O Yip TAHTE 00 doavTMS GypPoTKkog BV
Kol TEMASELUE VOGS ETTELE V.

Each class of men, each type of disposition, will have its own appropriate way of letting
the truth appear. Under “class” I include differences of age, as boy, man, or old man; of
sex, as man or woman; of nationality, as Spartan or Thessalian. By “dispositions” I here
mean those dispositions only which determine the character of a man’s life, for it is not
every disposition that does this. If, then, a speaker uses the very words which are in
keeping with a particular disposition, he will reproduce the corresponding character;
for a rustic and an educated man will not say the same things nor speak in the same
way. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

The interest in characterization in Homer is very well attested for Aris-
tarchus too. In Iliad 1.117, when Agamemnon, angered by the response of
Calchas, agrees to give Chryseis back and says, “I prefer that the army be
safe rather than destroyed” (Bovrop’ &yd Aadv odv Eupevol | drorécbor),
Aristarchus rejected the athetesis of Zenodotus (according to whom the line
was simplistic) by noticing (schol. Il. 1.117a) that v 1t yap Aéyetor, that
is, the line suits the character of Agamemnon (whom Aristarchus, probably,
did not hold in great esteem).?3

33. Cf. also schol. I. 15.505a, where Aristarchus notes that the line is according to Ajax’ character
(0kdq); see also Didymus in schol. I1. 16.50a (Apictapyog “ei Tiva 0ida” did tod £1, Ai™ b(BCE3E4)T v’
A HPKdTEPOV).
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Aristarchus seems to have followed Aristotle in arguing for consistency
and credibility of characters. Characters, according to Aristarchus, should
behave according to appropriateness (t0 appdttov), decorum (t6 mpémov),
and what is fitting (t0 oikeiov). In this case, as for Aristotle, dnpenrg becomes
a synonym of oby appottov, in the sense of “not convenient,” “unsuitable”
to the human type at issue.?* This criterion actually embraces all the subtle
distinctions of the Poetics as well as those of the Rhetoric: characters are
appotrovteg if they behave as their social position, their status, their age,
their present situation, or their “mythical model” require. Aristarchus thus
denies “unheroic” words to Homeric heroes. It was unacceptable to have
Agamemnon dwelling on the pleasure he was going to enjoy from Chryseis
back in Argos (schol. Il. 1.29-31: &Betobdvta, . . . dnpenteg 8¢ Kal TO TOV Aya-
pépvova towodta Aéyewv) or showing himself too greedy (schol. /1. 1.133-34
aBetobvTar, Oti . . . kai pf appudlovieg Ayapépvovi).>> The last words of
Achilles to Patroclus as he is about to go to battle, in which Achilles wishes
that every Trojan and every Greek may die so that only the two of them
could survive and sack Troy,3° were athetized by Aristarchus, because in his
view they were not in line with Achilles’ character (schol. 7I. 16.97-100a):

4BeTobvton otiyol Técoapeg, 16Tt Katd Stackevnv épgaivovot yeypdedat O TIvog Tdv
voplévtov &pav tov Aythhéa tod Matpdkiov: totobtot Yap ot Adyor “ndvieg dndhovto
ANV AUdV.” Kai 6 AytAiedg o0 T0100T0G, GLUTOONG SE.

Four lines are athetized because in their construction they appear to have been written
by one of those who believed that Achilles was in love with Patroclus. For such are the
words “[I wish] that all might die but the two of us” [i.e., these words support the idea
of an Achilles in love with Patroclus]. But Achilles is not like that, but is instead sym-
pathetic [to the Greeks].

Aristarchus also refuses to accept an Achilles who pettily insults Aeneas
(schol. 1. 20.180-86a: G.0stobvtat . . . kol ol Adyot od Tpémovieg Td TOD
Ayéng tpoodn®). Base insults to Diomedes are denied to Hector too
(schol. II. 8.164—-66a: dbetobvtol otiyol TPeig . . . AvdpuooTo 88 Kol Ta Ag-
youeva toig npocdnolg), a great hero who moreover, on another occasion,
does not “hope,” but rather “boasts,” that is, “vaunts” that he will win (schol.
1l. 14.366a: 611 Znvodotog ypaget “koi Enetor.” dppolet 8& @ npoodnT® T
gbyeTon, kavydrtor [“because Zenodotus writes kol EAnetat, but Kol edyetot,
‘he vaunts, is fitting to the character”]). Aristarchus also clearly deplores

34. This does not mean that, with the word anpennig, Aristarchus implied a moral judgment of poetry;
however, I would not agree totally with Schenkeveld (1970, 167-68), who maintains that énpenng in
Aristarchean scholia is used only to point out a contradiction in the text. When it refers to characters,
anpenig implies “contradiction” only in the sense of being contradictory to what a real individual in the
same condition would have done; hence dnpenniic means “unfitting.” On anpennig, see also n. 42 below.

35. See also Didymus in schol. /. 4.345-46a: dnpendg kai nopd t0 npdcona £ig kpeddiov dveldiovtog
00 AYOpENVOVOG.

36. I1. 16.97-100: ol yop Zeb te ndtep kai ABnvain kol "Anorkov / uité tig ovv Tpodov Bdvatov @vyot
Sooot Eoot, / pité g Apyeiov, vdiv § Exdbpev Shebpov, / Spp’ olot Tpoing tepd kpridepva Mopev (“1 wish, O
Zeus father and Athena and Apollo, that none of the Trojans, as many as they are, could escape death, nor
any of the Argives, but that only the two of us could avoid destruction, so that we alone could loose the
sacred veils of Troy”).
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Ajax’ characterization as a miles gloriosus who brags of his military su-
periority (schol. 1l. 7.195-99: otiyot névte 4BeTodvrat, 6t 0d kotd Tov Afovta
ol Aoyot kol éovtd &vBumoeépet yeholng [“five lines are athetized because
this speech is not worthy of Ajax and it is ridiculous that he replies to him-
self”]).3” By the same token there are words that may suitably be said to kings
and words that may suitably be said to subjects, like those that Odysseus
speaks to the soldiers to keep them from going back home (/1. 2.203-6: “not
all of us Achaeans are to be kings; the rule of many is not a good thing; let
there be only one ruler, one king to whom the son of Cronos, crooked of
counsel, has given the scepter and the laws in order that he can take counsel
for them”).3® According to Aristarchus these lines should not be employed
by Odysseus when Odysseus is addressing the rank and file (/I. 2.200-206),
but should instead be transferred to a previous point, when he is addressing
the other leaders (II. 2.190-97). His point of view is clear from Aristonicus’
remark in schol. Il. 2.192a: gici yap mpog Paciieic appolovteg, od mpog
dnuodtog (“for these lines are suitable to kings, not to rank soldiers™).

The same holds for women, who must behave properly, not give orders
to superior beings like gods, as in the case of Helen rebuking Aphrodite at
lliad 3.406-7 (schol. 1I. 3.395: ko1 Bracenpa <kai> [add. Friedlinder] napd
10 TPdcONEV E6TL T6 Aeydueva “fioo mop’ adtov iodoa, Gedv & amdeine
kelevBoug, / und’ €11 coiol modeoov” (Il. 3.406-7) [“and it is blasphemous
even for the character [i.e., Helen] to say: ‘Go and sit by his side, and give
up the way of the gods, and [do not go back to Olympus] with your feet’ ’];
or, as in the case of Andromache, giving tactical advice to her husband,
Hector, during their meeting (schol. II. 6.433-39: d8etobvtar otiyol Emtd E0g
tob (439) ... 0t dvoikelot ot Adyor T Avdpoudyn: dvrictpatnyel yap td
“Extopt [“seven lines are athetized down to line 439, because the arguments
are not fitting for Andromache, since she is giving strategic advice instead
of Hector”]. A young princess like Nausicaa was not allowed to dwell too
much on the gossip people might have made upon seeing her enter the city
with Odysseus (schol. Od. HQ 6.275: 40stobvtot otiyol 18’ . . . &g &dvoikelol
@ vrokepéve tpoodne [“fourteen lines are athetized . . . because they are
not fitting to the character in question”]. A mother like Thetis cannot give
excessively explicit advice to her son (schol. 24.130-32a: dfetodvror otiyot
TPETG, OTL AMPETES UITEPO LI AEyELy “AyaBdv Eott yovouki picyecbon” (cf. lines
130-31) [“three lines are athetized because it is inappropriate for a mother
to say to her son: ‘it is good to have intercourse with a woman’’]).

As between men and women, there is a clear distinction between what is
allowed to gods and to humans (schol. /. 1.204b: tobto 8¢ tfj Abnva appdlet
paiiov dwaPePorodv [“but this sense of certainty about the future is more
suitable to Athena [than to Achilles]”]; schol. Il. 2.791: d0gtobvton otiyot
névte” . . . [Tohitn dvoiketov. pd@ihov 8¢ “Ipidt apuolet émrtdooewv [“Five

37. Cf. also schol. Il. 9.612b: &1 Znvodotog ypdeet “ddupdpevog, kivupilwv,” otov Bpnvdv. Eott 8 ody,
‘Opunpkov kai mapa 1o tpdocenov [i.e., Phoenix].

38. 11. 2.203-6: 0od pév mog ndvteg Bacthevoopey vAAS’ Ayaroi- / obk &yafdv molvkotpavin: £1g koipavog
Zot0, / £ig Baoihete,  ddke Kpdvov ndig dykvlopnten / okfintpédv T 15t Bépiotag, (vé oot fovkednot.
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lines are athetized. . . . [it is] not appropriate for Polites. To give commands
is more fitting to Iris”’]). Also, the verbs suitable to the immortal gods are
in the present, not the past tenses (schol. Il. 2.448c: Znvddotog 8¢ ypagpet
nopaTaTIKAS “Repébovto,” Omep ody Gpuodlet émt dbavdatwv). Even among
gods there is a hierarchy: what is permitted to Zeus is not allowed to Iris
(schol. 1. 8.406-8: 611 t@® 100 Aldg Tpoc®dn Gppolovotv ot Adyot, td 8& thig
“Ipdog [sc. 8.420-22] odkétt).?

The distinction between Greeks and barbarians and what was fitting for
a Greek hero to say played an interesting role in the athetesis of Iliad
16.237. Here Achilles prays to Zeus and says: “you did me honor, and
greatly oppressed the army of the Achaeans” (tipufoog pev éué, péyo &
{yoo Aaov Ayoudv). According to Aristarchus, the line was wrongly re-
peated from Iliad 1.454, where it was at the right place, when Chryses is
praying to Apollo. For it was not likely for Achilles to rejoice at the defeat
of the Greeks, whereas this was fitting for a barbarian enemy of the Greeks,
like Chryses (schol. Il. 1.454: od ydp gikdtwg Aythiedg Emyoipel T NN
t®v ‘EMnvov. 6 8¢ Xpdong BapPopog kal pieédinyv [“for it is not plausible
for Achilles to rejoice at the defeat of the Achaeans, but Chryses is a bar-
barian and enemy of the Greeks”]).*? The words of Aeneas to Achilles
suggesting that they should not insult each other like women in the streets
were athetized by Aristarchus for the same reasons, because they were more
suitable to barbarians than to civilized Greeks (schol. II. 20.251-55al: 46e-
TobvTal oTiyol TEVTE. . . . Kol 0 Aeydpeva dvadio Tdv TpocdTOV: Kol Topd
BapBdporg 8¢, €0t TO TAG YvvEiKEG TPoEPYOpEVOG AowdopeicBor B¢ mop’
Alyvrtiog [“five lines are athetized. . . . and what is said is unworthy of the
characters. Among barbarians it is possible to have women come out and
hurl abuse, as among the Egyptians”]).#!

An important point is that words and actions must be suitable to the
age and the social level of the characters. A typical case is Iliad 3.156-60,
when the old Trojans see Helen arriving on the tower and remark that it is
shameful to fight for a woman, no matter how beautiful she is. The scene is
introduced as follows (lines 154—55): 6t 8° &¢ ovv £id0ove’ “EAévnv émi mOpyov
ioboav, / fka npoc aAAAove Enea ntepdevt’ dydpevov (“and when they saw
Helen arriving upon the tower, they softly spoke winged words to one
another”). Aristarchus argued against a variant suggested by Zenodotus,
oka, “swiftly,” instead of fka, “softly,” “in a low tone,” because that adverb
was anpemnég if it referred to Helen (a noble woman cannot come “quickly,”
“run”: &mi mopyov iobcav dxa) and dvéppoctov if it referred to the old Trojans
(old men are BpoduAdyot, they cannot speak “swiftly”: dxo Tpog GBAAAOLE
Enea mrepdevt’ dydpevov).*? Similar to this case is that of Odyssey 15.45,

39. Cf. schol. II. 8.420-24a.

40. Cf. also schol. II. 16.237a.

41. Cf. Liihrs 1992, 117-20, esp. 119.

42. Schol. 1. 3.155a: fika {rmpog drAnhovg }: St Znvodotog ypdget “dka.” eite 8 émt thg “EAévng éotiv, ST
OKka émopedeto, dmpemic Eotar’ eite &Mt TOV dNpoyepdvToV, dTL KA SlEAEYovTo, dvdprosTov: Ppaduidyot
vdp giowv ot yépovreg. This scholium raises, moreover, the question of a possible distinction between the mean-
ing of anpenég and dvdppootov/ody dppottov: whereas the first seems here to point to a specific appropriate-
ness, related to the character Helen (running is not fitting to Helen), the latter seems to hint at a generic
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where Telemachus wakes up Pisistratus by touching him with his foot (A&
nodt Kivnoog). According to Aristarchus, this way of waking someone up is
more suitable to Nestor, who is old and does it at Iliad 10.158 to wake up
Diomedes.*? These comments seem to have behind them the same ideas about
old age as we read in the Rhetoric, Book 2.13, though, admittedly, Aristotle
does not talk about the “slowness” and lack of strength of old people, but
focuses on a psychological description. The same idea of old age as measured
and never inclined to excess suggests that measured and dignified language
is fitting to old kings like Priam** and Alcinous.*> The reverse is true for
young people, who should respect the old and restrain themselves from speak-
ing too openly.*® Also unfitting are references to marriage and family for
warriors who are too young for it (schol. Il. 15.439a: ica giloiot ToxkeDoLV:
St Znvddotog ypaeet “ica gilolot Tékecsoiy.” oby apudlet 8 todg mepl TOV
Alavto véoug dvtag Aéyelv “tékecotv’ mpiv yap moidonotficor Eotpoteld-
cavto [“because Zenodotus writes ica giioiot tékecoty [we honour him] ‘like
our sons’ [instead of 1oa giloiot tokebouv, ‘like our parents’]. But it does
not fit those around Ajax, who are young, to say ‘like our sons.” They served
in the army before begetting children”]).

A case where the contacts between Aristotelian theory and Aristarchus’
practice are particularly strong and interesting is Odyssey 4.156-60. Here,
Pisistratus speaks to Menelaus and confirms that Telemachus is Odys-
seus’ son:

“Atpeidn Mevéloe Slotpepéc, Spyope Aadv,
Kelvov pév Tot 68 LVidg ETHTVpOV, BG &yopedEls”
4G caoppev éoti, vepeoodtat 8 £vi Bupd
®8 ENBOV 1O mpdTov EmecPolioc dvagaively
Gvta 6£0ev, Tod vl Beod B¢ Tepmoned’ addy.”

Divine Menelaus, son of Atreus, leader of people, he is indeed that man’s son, as you say.
But he is prudent and feels shame in his heart that on his first coming he might show
himself hasty in speaking in the presence of you, in whose voice we both take delight
as in a god’s.

appropriateness, related to the characteristics of the human type depicted (speaking quickly is not fitting to
old people in general). However, the evidence from the other scholia, which use the two terms inconsis-
tently, prevents the acceptance of such conclusions.

43. Schol. HVind.133 Od. 15.45: vobevetar dg Stomemhaocpévog & futotryiov tiig k “Thddog (line 158)"
£kel yap mpoonkévieg Néotwp kKotpdpevov Atopndnv dvictnot, kbyar katokviicag S o yipag.

44. Schol. Il. 24.556-57: 46etobvton, Tt GVAPROCTOL TG TPOSHOTE Al £0Y0L Kal EnavTtdpwpog 1 drdkpLotg.
Cf. also Didymus at /1. 24.636a: <mavoduebo:> ovtwg Apictapyog vl Tod dvanavcduedo: dnpents yap to
Aéyewv tov Hplapov “tapndpedo.”

45. Schol. P Od. 7.311: to0g £ Apictapyog Siotdlel “Ounpov eivat. £l 8 kol “Ounpkoi, eikdtag adTodg
neprarpedijval enot. mdg yap dyvodv tov dvdpa pvnotedetar adT@d THV Buyatépa Kol od TPoTpENOpEVOS,
arka amapdv; Cf. also schol. Il. 9.56-57, about Nestor saying to Diomedes: “You might even be my son”:
St 0y, appdlet 1@ tpeis yeveas Pefrokdtt Aéyey “éndg av maig eing” (cf. line 57) xatd thv Hlkiov. npog
Emtipnov Tod ToAEpoL.

46. In this sense, one could quote the case of Od. 2.316-17, lines probably athetized by Aristarchus on
the grounds that Telemachus here is threatening the suitors too strongly (schol. EM Od. 2.325: 1) pdha] Befaio-
Tk tadte ¢ £ tod R eipfobar Ond Tniepdyov Todg npondetnuévoug otiyovg (lines 316-17) “neiprom
B¢ K Bupt Kakdg Emt kfjpag inho Mg TIHhovd’ EABGV 7 adTol 1@’ évi Spe.” dnopolvieg yop Aéyovoty “R
pdro TnAépoyog,” o0k v GmopfoavIes ol TPOUKNKOOTES).
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Lines 158-60 were athetized by Aristarchus because they were considered
contrary to the traditional usage (t& ndtpier) and not appropriate for the char-
acter of Pisistratus; moreover, they were superfluous and utterly unsuitable
to be spoken by a young man (nopd td matpia Koi ody appottovta 1@ Iet-
GLGTPATOL TPOCHTE . . . TEPLTTOL KOL DTO VEOL MOVTATOCL AEYectat npeneis).
This comment by Aristarchus finds a striking overlap with what Aristotle
had stated in the Rhetoric (1395a2—6 and 1404b15-16):

appotTel 8t yvopoloysiv Hlkie uév mpecPutépov, tept 5t To0TOV OV Eumelpde Tic EoTLy,
dote TO pEv prf thitkobtov dvta YVopoloyely dnpentg dotep Kol tO pubodoyeiv, mept
3% OV dmetpoc, HABLoV Kol dmaidsvtov.

The use of maxims is appropriate only to elderly men, and in handling subjects in
which the speaker is experienced. For a young man to use them is—like telling stories—
unbecoming; to use them in handling things in which one has no experience is silly and
ill-bred. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

émel kot évtodba [i.e., in poetry], i dobhog kKoAlienoito 1 AMav véog, drpeniéotepov, i
mept Mov pikpdv.

For even in poetry, it is not quite appropriate that fine language should be used by a
slave or a very young man, or about very trivial subjects. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

A young man cannot speak in yv®paou either for Aristotle or for Aris-
tarchus.*

5. ARISTOTELIAN THEORY AND ARISTARCHEAN PRACTICE: ATANOIA

Aristotle defines Swavouo as the thought-element, everything transmitted and
expressed with words (Poet. 1450a6—-7 and 1456a36—-1456b2):

Sdvorav 8¢ [Aéyw], v Gooig Aéyovteg dmodeikviaoiv Tt ) Kai droeoivovTol yvaduny.

By “reasoning,” I mean the way in which they use speech to demonstrate something or
indeed to make some general statement. (Trans. Janko 1987)

€0t 8¢ Kotd TRV ddvolav tabto, 6oo OO Tod Adyou i mopackevacHfvatl. pépn 8¢
T00T®V 16 TE dmodetkvhvar kol o ADELY kol TO mdon napackevdlely (olov Edeov fj eoBov
1| dpyTNv Kal oo TowadTa) Kol £t péyedog Kal pKpoTNnTag.

All [the effects] that have to be produced by speech fall under reasoning. The types of
these are demonstration and refutation, the production of emotions (e.g., pity, terror,
anger, etc.), and again [arguments about things’] importance or unimportance. (Trans.
Janko 1987)

Thus, with diavola we are dealing with the content of speeches, either
uttered by characters or by the poet himself when he intervenes in the nar-
rative. In this sense it is opposed to Aé€ig, which is the form in which the
thought takes shape. In particular, Aristotle states that the two main parts of
the Sidvoro are 1o te dmodeikvivar kai o Aewv (“demonstration and refuta-
tion”) and kal T mdON nopackevdlely kol £t péyebog kai pukpotnrog (“the

47. The attention toward characterization and what is fitting for each character is also used in the so-called
Moelg £k Tod mposomov, which are typical of Aristarchus’ exegesis; on this principle, see Dachs 1913.
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production of emotions, and again importance or unimportance”). Aristotle
in the Poetics does not treat didvoio extensively, but refers his readers to the
Rhetoric, where the opposition between the thought-element versus the formal
element in speeches is well stated (Rh. 1404a18-19):

ot yap ypapduevol Adyot peilov ioyvovot did tHv A€y ) Sud Thv Sdvolav.

Speeches of the written kind owe more of their effect to their language than to their
thought. (Trans. Roberts 1984)4

The thought expressed by the characters or by the poet must thus reflect
the general “ethos” of a poetic work. In particular, the didvola of tragedy
and epic must be in keeping with the “solemnity” (cepvdtng) and seriousness
that characterize both genres. Therefore, anything that is yeloiov, “ridiculous,”
must be avoided, because this is typical of comedy and low genres and ex-
traneous to tragedy and epic (Poet. 1449a32-37):

1 8¢ kopedio dotiv domep einopev pipnoig eovrotépov pév, od pévtor katd naoav
Kokiov, GALG Tod aioypod éoTt TO yeholov poptov. TO Yap YeAOIOV £GTIV GUAPTNHG TL
Kai aioyog dvdduvov kal ob eBapTikdv, olov eDOVC TO YeLoToV TPOGHTOV AicyPOV Tt Kol
Steotpoppévov dvey d3UNVG.

Comedy is, as we have said, a representation of people who are rather inferior—not,
however, with respect to every [kind of] vice, but the laughable is [only] a part of what
is ugly. For the laughable is a sort of error or ugliness that is not painful and destruc-
tive, just as, evidently, a laughable mask is something ugly and distorted without pain.
(Trans. Janko 1987)%

Aristarchus certainly shared the idea that epic is mainly concerned with
“serious” content, for he often rejects lines expressing a ridiculous thought.
In particular, there are some interesting cases where Aristarchus argues
against Homer himself. At Iliad 12.176, describing the battle at the Achaean
wall, the poet says: “it would be too much toil for me, as if I were a god,
to tell all this” (&pyoréov 8¢ pe tadto Beov &g mavt’ dyopeboot), a statement

48. A correspondence with this dichotomy between form (Mé&ig) and thought (8idvoia) can be found in
the three books of the Rhetoric, where the first two deal with the thought, whereas Book 3 deals with the
style. In particular, Book 1, where Aristotle analyzes the different kind of speeches and arguments, seems
to correspond to the first part of didvoia (“proof and refutation”), while Book 2, dedicated to the analysis
of the different emotions and characters that the good orator must imitate in order to persuade, reflects the
second and third parts (“the arousing of feelings and then again exaggeration and depreciation”). Book 3,
instead, is about the nel? Aé&ig, the prose style, extraneous to poetry. This is probably why in the Poetics
Aristotle refers his readers to the Rhetoric as far as didvouwa is concerned (the thought-element obeys the
same rules both for prose and for poetry); whereas he needs to have a proper section on style in the Poetics
(rowntik?) Aé€ig is not the same as nel N AéEig). That this dichotomy of form vs. content is operating in Aris-
totle’s Rhetoric is shown by the end of Book 2 (1403a34-1403b3): énel 8¢ tpio €otiv & 3e1 mporypotevBHijvan
mepL TOV AGYov, DREP pEV TaPaSElYRETOV Kol YVOUOY Kol Evluunpdtov Kai OAeg Tdv mept Thy didvoav, 6Bev
t¢ edmoprcopEV Kol (g adTd AVcopev, eiprfobe Muiv tocadta, hotndv 8¢ Steddeiv mept Mewg kol talemg
(“Three points must be studied in making a speech and now we have completed the account of examples,
maxims, enthymemes, and in general the thought-element—the way to invent and refute arguments. We have
next to discuss language and arrangement,” trans. Roberts 1984).

49. On the opposition between yeAoiov (typical of comedy) and cepvév (typical of tragedy), cf. Rh. 1406b6—
8: gioiv yap Kol petagopoi dmpemeic, al pév Sid T yeholov (XpdvTol Yap Kol ol KOUMSOTOLOl HETAPOPATS),
at 8% 810 1 oepvov dyav kol tpayikdv (“Metaphors like other things may be inappropriate. Some are so
because they are ridiculous (they are indeed used by comic poets too). Others are too grand and tragic,”
trans. Roberts 1984, modified).



ARISTOTELIAN PRINCIPLES IN ARISTARCHEAN PHILOLOGY 299

that Aristarchus rejected as yehoiov.’ For the same reason he found fault in
the concluding line of the long catalogue of the Nereids mourning Patroclus
(1. 18.38—-49). Here, after giving a list of thirty-three Nereids, the poet con-
cludes: “and all the other Nereids that were in the depth of the sea” (GAAot
0’ ol xotd PEvBoc dAdc Nmpnidec foav)—as if, Aristarchus commented,
Homer first intended to list them all by name, but then got tired (schol.
Il. 18.39-49: yeloidv te € dviouatog mpobépevov gineiv ndoag, donep
drmokopdvta gimeiv “dAlor 8ol kTA.”). Also, the consoling example of
Niobe that Achilles tells to Priam is considered ridiculous, because a straight-
forward paraphrase of the exemplum would give: “eat, because Niobe too
ate and then was turned into stone” (schol. Il. 24.614—-17a: xai ©| Topopvdio
yelola: @dye, énel Kai 1) N16Pn £paye kal dnehbdOn)—indeed a rather poor
encouragement.>!

Aristarchus found fault also with the words uttered by the characters. For
example, at Iliad 8.189 Hector talking to his horses and inviting them to
drink was ridiculous: yghotétatoc émi innwv 6 otiyoc, OTL oivov inmot ob
mivovot. kal 8Tt “Bupndc avayor sic pédnv” yehoiov.’? Other atheteses by
Aristarchus due to a yeloiov thought in the words of characters are attested
at Iliad 10.409-11 (Odysseus to Dolon);>? Iliad 14.376-77 (Poseidon to
the Greeks); Odyssey 4.158-60 (Pisistratus to Menelaus); Odyssey 4.553
(Menelaus to Proteus); Odyssey 11.157-59 (Anticlea to Odysseus); Odyssey
14.495 (Odysseus to the Greeks at Troy). Alternatively, Aristarchus notes
something yehoiov in the readings of predecessors (Zenodotus in particular),
which are therefore to be rejected, at Iliad 3.74 (Paris to Hector) and Iliad
23.94 (Achilles to Patroclus’ ghost).>*

The simile comparing Achilles and Hector running around Troy to a dream
in which the pursuer cannot reach the one who runs away at Iliad 22.199—
201 (g & év dveipy o dOvatar pedyovta didkelv: / obT’ dp’ O TOV dbvartol
brogpedyety o0’ O Sidkely' / &g O TOV 0 dOvato pdpyor Tooiv, odd’ Og dAdEoL)
was athetized by Aristarchus, as he found the lines “cheap” both in style
and in thought (schol. /1. 22.199-201a): kai Tf] KatacKeLT] Kol T@ vonpott
ebtedeic.” Edtelnc, “cheap,” “of no value,” is thus used as a synonym of
yeloiog in the scholia of Aristonicus to convey the idea that the content
or the style of a passage are not consonant with the serious content of the
epos. Aristotle likewise employs the adjective edtehr|c when comparing two

50. Teloiov is surely part of the Aristarchean vocabulary since it appears in a direct quotation of Aristarchus
by Didymus in schol. /1. 2.420a'.

51. Cf. also the first part of schol. II. 24.614—17a: 40gtodvton otiyol técoapes, Gt 00k dkdrovbot @ “f &
Gpo oitov pvicat’, Eret kape dakpy yovow>” (11 24.613)- el yap dnelbdON, ndS ortia tpo<oIMVEYKaTO;

52. Cf. Liihrs 1992, 46 n. 92.

53. On this athetesis, see Liihrs 1992, 226-28.

54. A rather close synonym of yehoiov is €01ng, “foolish.” Aristarchus athetized lines because of their
“foolishness” in the thought expressed by the character: at Il. 1.139 (Agamemnon to Achilles); /1. 2.80-81
(in schol. II. 2.76a, Nestor commenting on Agamemnon’s dream); /. 8.185 () npocpdvnoig, i.e., the address
of Hector to his own horses, ed1{0ng). This criterion was also at the basis of an athetesis by Zenodotus in
schol. /1. 1.117a (a scholium already mentioned): BoOrop’ 8y®d Aadv cdov: 811 Znvddotog adtov ROETNKeV
¢ TR dtavoiag edHBovg olong. od &1 8 adTov idig Tpoipecbar, GAAL cuvdntely Toig dve &v fbel yap
Aéyeta.

55. Though for different reasons, the diw€ig of Hector by Achilles in I1. 22 was problematic for Aristotle
too (cf. Poet. 1460a11-18).
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contrasting types of authors: the cepvoi who will write tragedies and the
evtehelc who will prefer comedies (Poer. 1448b25-27):

ol pEv Yap cepuvotepot Tog KaAag Eupnotvto tpdEelg kKai Tig TdV ToovToV, ol 8t edtelésTEpOL
T4 TAV PAUA®V, TPOTOV YOYOLG TOLOD VIEG BOTEP ETEPOL UUVOLG KoL §YKAOuLAL.

The grander people represented fine actions, i.e., those of fine persons, the more ordinary
people represented those of inferior ones, at first composing invectives, just as the others
composed hymns and praise-poems. (Trans. Janko 1987)

Therefore, in Homer we must avoid everything that is edtehéc. And indeed,
we find many Aristarchean atheteses on the basis that some lines are evtedeig
1§ ovvbéoer kal tfj dravoig (schol. 71. 1.133-34, Agamemnon to Achilles;
schol. Il. 15.212a, Poseidon to Iris; schol. Il. 16.93a, Achilles to Patroclus;
schol. HP Od. 5.94-95, probably referring to lines 97-98, Hermes to
Calypso), some gOteheig Kotd thv didvorav (schol. 11 3.395 on II. 3.414,
Aphrodite to Helen), some ebteheic tf] kataokevf kot toig vonuact (schol.
1. 20.180—864a, Achilles to Aeneas).’°

On the other hand, the Aristotelian principle that epic &wdvoua is concerned
with or must express importance (uéyebog; cf. Poet. 1456a36-1456b2 quoted
above) seems to be at the basis of Aristarchean practice too. Arguing against
an athetesis of Zenodotus in Iliad 17.260, Aristarchus maintained that those
lines containing a comment by the poet himself (tdv & &\\wv tic kev fou
@peoiv odvopoat’ eimot, / dccot 81 petodmicbe payny fysipav Ayoidv; [“But
of the rest, what man of his own wit could name the names of all that came
after these and aroused the battle of the Achaeans?”’] were actually increas-
ing the importance (10 péyebog) of the battle for Patroclus’ corpse (schol. /1.
17.260a: 1o péyebog g Omep Iatpdkiov payNg).

6. ARISTOTELIAN THEORY AND ARISTARCHEAN PRACTICE: AEZIX

The analysis of mowntikt Aééig is carried out by Aristotle (Poet. 1457b1-3)
with reference to the Gvopa: each word can be normal (xVplov), a gloss
(yAdtra), metaphorical (uetagopd), ornamental (koopog), invented (memotn-
pévov), lengthened (énektetapévov), truncated (bonpnuévov), or altered
(#Enihaypévov). Moreover, whereas the kOptov usage is typical of the prose
style, the other schemata are characteristic of poetic style. In particular,
at Poetics 1459a9-10, glossai are said to be the most apt to epic; this, as
already mentioned, is one of the points of contact between Aristotle and
the work done at Alexandria, where collections of glossai were widely pro-
duced. However, poetic style cannot be reduced only to figures of speech;
to be a good poet one has also to be clear (Poet. 1458a18-34):

MEewg S8 ApeTh) CapT] KAl i) TOMELVIY £1VOL. GAPEGTATN PEV 0DV £0TLY 1} K TV Kupiov
dvopdtov, ALY tamewvy: . . . oepvh 88 kol éEalhdtTovcn to idwTikdv ) Toig Eevikoig
keypnuévn: Eevikov 8 Ayw YA@TTAV KOl pHeTopopdy Kol néKTooLy Kol Tav T mopd To
KOplov. AN’ &v Tig dmavta Towadta motion, i aiviypa Eotat fj BapPopiopog: &v pev odv
£K peToeopdv, oiviypa, £av 8¢ &k YAOTTIOV, BapPapiopdc. . . . 8¢l dpo kekpdoboi mog
T00T01G. TO PEV Yap TO ufy SeTIKOV Totioel undE tamewvdév, olov 1 YA®TTO Kol 1
HETAPOP Kol & KOGHOC Kal TaAAe Té eipnpéva e18n, 1O 8& KOplov THv cagrveiav.

56. On this athetesis, see Liihrs 1992, 191 n. 153.
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The virtue of diction is to be clear and not commonplace. Diction made up of standard
names is the clearest, but it is commonplace. . . . Diction that uses unfamiliar names is
grand and altered from the everyday. By “unfamiliar,” I mean the exotic [name], metaphor,
lengthening and everything that is contrary to what is standard. But if someone makes
all [the names] of this sort, [his poem] will be either a riddle or gibberish. If [it is com-
posed] of metaphors, it will be a riddle; if of exotic [names], gibberish. . . . [The poet],
then, should mix these [two kinds] in some way. The first (i.e. the exotic name, metaphor,
ornament and the other kinds we mentioned) will produce that which is not everyday
and commonplace, and the standard name will produce clarity. (Trans. Janko 1987)

To achieve clarity one must use “normal” words (k0pia); however, this can
lead to tamewvdtng, “meanness of style,” which must be avoided in poetic
style. Therefore poets also use words that get away from common language
(B&oArdTTovoo TO wTikov 1) Toig Cevikoig keypnuévn), for example, glossai
and metaphors. However, they must not be excessive, otherwise the result
will be an aiviypo (if there are too many metaphors) or a BoapBapiopog (if
there are too many glossai).>’ The aim is thus to achieve an equilibrium be-
tween norm and novelty, where the true poet is able to mix the two and thus
be at the same time both clear and striking.

Attention to both form and style is evident in Aristarchus; in particular,
the definition of what is Homeric style and what is not seems to be the
coherent development of the Aristotelian distinction between poetic and
prosaic Aé&ic.>® As for Aristotle, for Aristarchus too language must first be
capmng, “clear,” and Homer is a champion of cogrveia: he always builds his
sentences in the clearest way, €évexo caenveiag (cf. schol. I1. 15.8a). For this
very reason, Aristarchus argued against Zenodotus at Iliad 14.169: €v6’ 1y’
eloghBoboa BOpag émébnke goewvag (“And she [Hera] entered there [the
chamber], closed the bright doors”), where Zenodotus changed the finite verb
énédnke into a participle émbeioca (so that the main verb was to be found in
line 171, kabnpev). Homer—Aristarchus argued—prefers to have another
main clause with a finite verb at line 169 and thus to be clear and avoid a
postponed principal clause.”®

Aristotle in particular maintained that coenveia was due to the usage of
KOpta dvoporo, “standard names.” It is interesting how many times Aristarchus
notes that a term in Homer is used kupiwg, that is, according to the normal
usage, hence “clear.”®® On the other hand, Aristarchus seems to be well aware
of the characteristic of poetic language, which is allowed to depart from
KOptov usage. Schol. /I. 5.266b describes as idiwg, that is, proper to Homer,
the usage of the word mowvr] in this passage (in the sense of “price paid,”

57. For a similar analysis of prose style, see Rh. 1404b1-1408b20.

58. In this case, an important change in terminology happened, since for Aristarchus A€ meant “word”
and not “diction,” “utterance,” “style,” as in Aristotle; cf. Matthaios 1999, 198-200; 1996, 68-69. To mean
“diction,” “composition of words” in Aristonicus’ scholia we find cbvleoig and katackevn.

59. Schol. II. 14.169a: 6pag nsbnke pagivag: St Znvoédotog ypdeet “BVpag émbeica oevdg,” v cuvaehg
6 Moyog yévntat. 6 8& “Ounpog GAhag &pydg Aappdvet, Tva puf doogng 1 tepiodog yEvntot fitot boteponepio-
Sog. On the concept of cagrveio in Homer, cf. also Didymus in schol. /1. 6.76b! and schol. /1. 8.349a'.

60. Cf. schol. 1. 4.141a, 7.146b, 7.255a, 10.75b, 11.523, 22.31, 22.319a, 22.489b. Aristarchus could
not adopt the very word of Aristotle, kOptov Svopa, which, by that time, meant something different, denoting
the grammatical category of “proper names” (or just “names”), as opposed to that of epithets; see Matthaios
1996, esp. 69-70; 1999, 218-25.
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“recompense”) and opposes it to the standard usage (kvpiowg) of the word, as
at Iliad 9.636 (in the sense of a “fine paid by the slayer to the kinsmen of
the slain”).®! Sometimes when a word is used o0 kuping the purpose is to give
a deeper meaning, as at Iliad 2.670 where the image of Zeus pouring gold
is said to be xvpiwg in Pindar (OI. 7.34) and metaphoric in Homer to suggest
the aboundance of gold (npog Enpactv Tod mhovTov). Or the epithets dpyv-
poniov “with silver nails,” at Iliad 2.45, and ypvodénrov, “with golden
nails,” at Iliad 11.29-30—both referring to the sword of Agamemnon—are
not to be taken in the standard way (xvping). Otherwise, Homer would con-
tradict himself and depict Agamemnon’s sword once as silver nailed, once
as golden nailed. Rather, they are used ornamentally as a poetical device.5?
Aristarchus is also keen to note metaphorical usages in Homer, as in schol.
1. 1.37e (katd petogopayv ék 1OV 1eTponddwv); schol. Il 11.632b (katd peto-
Popav &md TdV Epydymv); schol. I1. 22.356a (4md v docwv ) petagopd).®

Just as Aristotle allows poetic diction to depart from common language
in order to avoid tangvétng, “meanness,’ so Aristarchus athetizes lines
or rejects readings because the words (Aé&eig), the style (katackevn), or
the composition (c0vBec1g)®* are edtedeic, as happens in schol. I1. 2.314b
(edterng 8¢ N Méig); schol. 11. 8.164—66a (edteheic iot Tff KataokeL);
schol. 71. 10.497a (tf] ovvBéoet edternc); schol. I1. 11.130a (edtedeic tf
katookevR); schol. I1. 11.413a (edteddg yivetar 1 oOvBeoic); schol. Il 11.767a!
(eDTEANC 88 T oOVeeasLC); schol. 11, 15.56a (katd Thv oOvBeGiv sicty edtekeic). b
However, notwithstanding this shift from common language, Homer never
BapPapiler. Hence, anything against grammatical correctness must be rejected,
as in schol. 7l 12.34 (611 Znvddotog ypaget “®¢ fuedlov Omobe.” o1t 88
BapBapov) and in schol. Il 15.716 (bote BoapPapiletv tov “Ounpov), both
against Zenodotus’ readings.

Finally, some interesting parallels with the Rhetoric. For prose, one of the
most serious vices is to be yvypov, “frigid,” and this can arise from four
causes: the usage of glossai, of excessive epithets, of strange compounds,
and of improper metaphors, all devices that pertain to poetry rather than
prose (Rh. 1405b35-1406a13):

té 8& wouypd dv tétTapot yiyvetar katd thv Aé&v, Ev te toig Sumhoig dvopooty, . . .
ndvta TobTa yap ToTikd did thv Sinhooty goivetal. pia pév odv adtn aitie, pia 38 1o
xpioBor yrdTTONG, . . . Tpitov & €v 10ig Embétolg T | pakpoig 7 dxaipois i mukvoig
xpiobar év pev yap motmoet mpénet “ydio Aevkov” einelv, év 8¢ AOY® TG PEV ATPETETTEPQL.

Frigidities in language may take any of four forms: the misuse of compound words, . . .
The way all these words are compounded makes them, we feel, fit for verse only. This,
then, is one form in which bad taste is shown. Another is the employment of strange

61. Schol. Il. 5.266b: mowvfv <—oUvek’>: o1t idiwg @ mowvy kéypntar Kupieg yap émi eovov, “rotviv
Selapéve” (I1. 9.636). . . . Similarly, the distinction between a usage kvpiog and a usage that is not standard
is noted by Aristarchus in schol. 7. 8.439a and schol. 1. 10.528b.

62. Cf. schol. . 2.45a.

63. Cf. also schol. . 1.51c, 2.49b, 4.521a, 5.21b, 5.299a, 11.390a, 13.147a, 13.317, 13.420, 13.745-46a,
23.226¢, 23.273a. On the expressions kvping, dkOpwg, and petagopikds, cf. Matthaios 1996, 66, with n. 44.

64. In particular, on o¥vbeoig as a technical term, see Schironi, in Bottai and Schironi 1997, 1058-62.

65. On the athetesis of Il. 15.56, see Liihrs 1992, 129-32. The word gdtehrg is used by Aristotle
(Poet. 1458b19-22) as a negative term to compare two different results in composing iambi: a good one by
Aeschylus and a bad one by Euripides.
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words. . . . A third form is the use of long, unseasonable, or frequent epithets. It is appro-
priate enough for a poet to talk of “white milk,” but in prose such epithets are sometimes
lacking in appropriateness. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

In Aristarchus, we find the same principle applied to poetry, which must
avoid too many prose elements: some atheteses are due to the style, which
is meCog, “prosaic” (schol. Il 2.252a: 4Bstobvtor otiyol névte, OTL TeldTepol
1§} ouvléoet). 50

On the other hand, Aristarchus, like Aristotle, takes exception to epithets
“out of place” (¢nifeta dxarpa).®’ In this case, he seems to have applied
Aristotle’s principles to poetic style, because sometimes he rejects a line
because the epithet there is dkaipoc. This happens at Iliad 21.331, when
Hera, addressing her son Hephaestus, calls him kvAionodiov, “club-footed”
(schol. Il. 21.331a: dkaipov 10 énifetov: 1 yap erravOpwnevopivn Kol
Aéyovoo “Epov 16kog” 00K AEeIAeV GO TOD EANTTONATOC TPOCEOVETY [“the
epithet is out of place. For since she regularly shows kindness and says ‘my
child,” she ought not to have addressed him by mentioning his defect]), or
at Iliad 21.218, when the Scamander, talking to Achilles, calls his streams
gpateivd, “pleasant” (schol. 11 21.218a: 6t dkarpov to Emifetov: meoivikTa
yap OO ToL aipartog [“because the epithet is out of place: for [the river] is red
with blood]). Iliad 23.581 was athetized because Menelaus, angry with Anti-
lochus, address him as dtotpepég (schol. 1. 23.581a: 0gteitar, 6TL dKaipwg
Aéyel drotpeic, dpyldpevog avt®d [“it is athetized because he says ‘fostered
of Zeus’ inappositely, since he is angry with him”]). Often Aristarchus finds
that the epithet diog, “divine,” is used dxoipwg: for example, when Menelaus
addresses his enemy Paris (schol. Il. 3.352a: 46gteitat, 01t . . . Koi “3ilov”
dxoipwg 6 Mevéhaog tov £yBpov Aéyer [“The line is athetized because . . .
and Menelaus calls his enemy ‘divine’ inappositely”]), or for the voluptuous
Anteia (schol. Il. 6.160a), or for Hector when he is talking to himself (schol.
I 7.75a"). Aristarchus’ principle is that epithets must be appdtrovra, “fitting,”
to the names and contexts to which they refer, just as Aristotle explains (Rh.
1405a10-13):

Se1 8¢ kol T0 Enibeto Kol TAG PETAPOPAS GppoTTolcag AYELy. TovTo 8 EoTat 8K ToD Gvd-

hoyov- €l 8& N, dnpentg paveiton S to map’ GAANIa T¢ vavtio pditota goivechat.

Metaphors, like epithets, must be fitting, which means that they must fairly correspond
to the thing signified: failing this, their inappropriateness will be conspicuous: the want
of harmony between two things is emphasized by their being placed side by side. (Trans.
Roberts 1984)

If instead &niBeta are not appottovto the result is dnpenég; this leads
Aristarchus to an athetesis.%

66. Cf. also schol. 1. 3.432 (4Bgtobvrat otiyol névte, 01t teldtepotl eiot kol T0ig vofjpact yuypot

Kol dkatdiinior); schol. I1. 9.688-92a (46ctobvton otiyotl mévie . . ., OTL . . . TOIG Vorjpact Kai Tf] cuvBioet
nel6tepor); schol. 11 11.767a! (48etobvrar 8t émd tovTov otiyol évveakaideka, . . . 8Tt 7 GOVOESLS ADTOV
neln).

67. Cf. also Rh. 1408b1-2: 10 &’ ebkaipwg 7 uf edkaipog ypfiodut kowvov dndviev tov eiddv oty (“all
the variations of oratorial style are capable of being used in season or out of season,” trans. Roberts 1984).
68. Cf. Matthaios 1999, 237-38.
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7. ARISTOTLE, ARISTARCHUS, AND THE
HELLENISTIC LITERARY CRITICISM

The parallels between Aristotle’s theoretical statements in the Poetics and
in the Rhetoric and Aristarchus’ practice in his £xdooig of Homer must not
be taken, however, as evidence of a “direct” dependence of Aristarchus on
Aristotle. Aristarchus is not a Peripatetic, or, better, is only a Peripatetic to
the extent that the other scholars and scientists working at the Museum or
in Alexandria were Peripatetic. Aristotle seems to have shaped their rigor-
ous and systematic approach to knowledge, also providing them with a set
of methodological tools to proceed in their studies, such as the principle of
cause and effect, analogical reasoning, the combination of teleological and
mechanistic views of natural phenomena, and the analysis of concrete data
in order to offer a systematic view of the kosmos.%® This is what, mutatis
mutandis, we find in Aristarchus, who, among the “philologists” of his own
time, such as Crates of Mallos and the so-called kpitikot, is certainly the
most concrete, systematic, and anti-speculative. This is an important point,
because all of these similarities between Aristotle, Aristarchus and, in gen-
eral, the Alexandrian philological school” in the field of literary criticism
are not particularly meaningful if it cannot be demonstrated at the same time
that this is a unique case and that the majority of the other contemporary
grammarians, philologists, and critics were adopting other views. It is thus
necessary to focus on Aristarchus’ colleagues.

One of the most important sources for Hellenistic poetic theories is On
Poems by Philodemus of Gadara. In Books 1 and 2, Philodemus, using Crates’
work surveying the literary views of the “critics” and of the “philosophers,”
attacks the views of the so-called kpttikoi.”! Then in Book 5 (cols. 29-39
Mangoni), based on the previous work of his teacher Zeno of Sidon, he sur-
veys thirteen different views of poetry.”?> Unfortunately, these two accounts
are not completely consistent with each other and, moreover, it is not always
easy to judge who held particular views. However, some general points and
a certain degree of detail for some of these critics and literary theorists can
be reached. A brief review of them will show how Aristarchus’ approach to
poetry is different from (and more Aristotelian than) all these other theories.

7.1 The kxpitikoi (Heracleodorus, Pausimachus, and the Others)
and Crates

The term xprtikdc, as Janko has pointed out, is in itself very ambiguous be-
cause by the time of Philodemus it meant generically “literary critic.””> How-

69. The same relationship with Aristotle can be envisaged for Erasistratus; cf. von Staden 1997.

70. I am focusing on Aristarchus because among the Alexandrians he is the one about whom we know
most and also he is considered the acme of Alexandrian philological activity. However, Zenodotus, Eratos-
thenes, and Aristophanes of Byzantium share, at least in part, the same Aristotelian approach with Aristarchus.
On Zenodotus, see Nickau 1977, 132-83; on Eratosthenes, see p. 309 below. The contrast thus is between
the Alexandrian school (with Aristarchus as the main and final representative of it) and the other schools
flourishing in other parts of the Hellenistic world, like Pergamum and Athens.

71. The best survey of these views is that by Janko (2000, 120-89).

72. For an analysis of these columns, see Asmis 1992b.

73. Cf. Janko 2000, 126.
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ever, we tend to use this name to label a group of scholars that considered
sounds and composition the primary (if not sole) criterion for judging poetry,’*
as Philodemus explains in PHerc. 1676, col. 6, 2-9 (from On Poems, Book 2):

Kai to “tHv piv | [Emeoi]vopévny [e]deovilav iStov [e1]var, ta 8& von{i}lpota kot [t]dg
MeEerg Extoc | ivan kai kova cuvdyeolBat Seiv,” malpd ot ugv dc | &y [oth]Am pé[v]st
t01g kptltikoi[g].

that “the supervenient euphony is particular [to poetry], but the contents and the words are
external [to it] and must be considered common [to all]” is fixed as if in stone among
all the critics. (Trans. Janko 2000, 124-25)73

According to these critics, then, the content, the thought-element, and the
words, were something outside poetry, and the poets must only take care
of the form and verbal composition. The extraneousness of thoughts and
diction from the t€yvn nowntikn was thus the common ground and the shared
basic principle of all the kpiticoi. There were, however, some differences in
the details. Heracleodorus (late third century B.C.E.)’® maintained that only
euphony that supervenes upon word-order (cOvOeoig) mattered, whereas
genre, style, and meter had nothing to do with poetry.”” In fact, according
to him, even content was superflous: if the line sounded good, it did not
matter if the verse was unintelligible.”® Similar but more extreme views were
held by Pausimachus of Miletus (c. 200 B.c.E.),”® who considered sound the
only source of poetic pleasure (that is, the sounds of vowels in particular),
and denied a role to content, genre, and even to the choice (§xAoyn) of words.
The first three views quoted in Zeno’s list of Book 5 are along these lines:
the first group calls for a “composition that delights the hearing or moves
along beautifully and expresses the thought powerfully”; the second for a
“verbal composition that signifies the underlying thought vividly and sug-
gestively,” and the third for a “composition that makes clear the underlying
thought clearly and concisely along with preserving a poetic style.”3% All
these views focus on the verbal composition (cOvBeoig), which is presented
as the main task of a poet. The thought (diavouwa) is indeed there but its role
is secondary; it is necessary only in the sense that poetry, qua poetry, must
express something.

A particular case is represented by Crates, quoted by Philodemus among
the xprtikoi and considered the rival of Aristarchus in Homeric criticism.
The assessment of the real nature of this opposition is still under debate. If,
on the one hand, it is undeniable that Crates was in many respects pursuing
a different kind of scholarship, more interested in the philosophical aspects
of the text and in its allegorical meaning (especially in the light of Stoic cos-
mology), on the other hand the methodology he uses (etymology, attention
to Homeric style, grammatical analysis, and even analogy) is largely shared

74. On the xpitikot, see Porter 1995.

75. Cf. also Asmis 1992a, 142.

76. On Heracleodorus, see Janko 2000, 155-65.

77. Janko 2000, 162, frag. 29.

78. Janko 2000, 161, frag. 22.

79. On Pausimachus, see Janko 2000, 165-89.

80. Asmis (1992b, 397-99) thinks that the first opinion is Crates’ (on Crates, see below).
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with the Alexandrians. Yet the similarity of methods used by these two schools
highlights better their fundamentally different approaches to the topic, for
there are frequent cases where Crates and Aristarchus use the same pro-
cedure (etymological analysis or even analogy) to reach opposite results. !
This fundamental difference between Aristarchus (a ypoppatikdg, dealing
mostly if not only with the text) and Crates (a kpitikdg, with a pronounced
“philosophical” approach to Homer) was already recognized by Crates him-
self, who proudly maintained that he was able to “judge” a poem, unlike the
grammarians concerned only with the limited analysis of words, syntax, and
questions of authenticity (Sext. Emp. Math. 1.79):

Kol yap &keivog [i.e., Kpdtng] heye Stopépetv TOV KpLTikdv 100 Ypappatikod, Kol tOv
HEV KPLTIKOV Tdomg, enoi, Sel Aoyikfig dmothung Euneipov elvat, OV 38 ypappoTIKOV
amAdg YAwoodv EEnynTikdv kol mpocwdiog dnodotikdv Kal T@v TodTolg TapanAnciov
eidnpova’ mapd Kol Eotkéval EKETVOV PEV APYLTEKTOVL, TOV 88 YPOUHATIKOV DINPETT.

[Crates] said that the “critic” was better than the grammarian and that while the critic
was experienced in all of logical science, the grammarian was simply an interpeter of
rare words (glossai), establisher of accents, and knower of things like these; hence the
critic was like an architect and the grammarian like his servant. (Trans. Blank 1998)8?

Further evidence of non-Aristotelian elements in Crates comes from
Philodemus, On Poems, Book 5, cols. 24.25-29.18 Mangoni = frag. 101
Broggiato, where Philodemus dwells on Crates’ view, and in particular from
the following excerpts:

163 einep &1’ eine, 1O p[M] | mBavov eivar v Suldvolav Emovelv, dtélyvouv ye 8% 1o
totovtov | dvtog. (Col. 27.3—-7 Mangoni)

For he also said that it is not plausible to praise the thought, since this sort of thing is
non-technical. (Trans. Asmis 1992a, 151)

81 10 | pdoxewv di[o]yivdokeslbot thv drndpyovcav év | toig to[plag[tlp evowny | dwa-
eopav T [dx]oft. (Col. 27.17-21 Mangoni)

Because he claims that the natural difference that exists in poems is discerned by the
hearing. (Trans. Asmis 1992a, 153)

Kot téde | p[Nte ta ailoBnoet Emtlt[epnii] prte thv ddlv[owav Sleiv kpivewv | td[v] mon-
pdtev, Al | ta hoywka Bewpnpato | o @boel dr[apyolvta 8t aiclénoewg kp[ivev],
kot odlk dvev @V [voolupévev, | od pévtotl t@ voolpelva. . . . (Col. 28.19-29 Mangoni)

As to the claim that one must judge neither what is delightful to perception nor the thought
of poems, but [one must] judge through perception the rational theorems that exist by
nature, not without thoughts—not, however, the thoughts, . . . (Trans. Asmis 1992a, 155)

From these fragments, a major point in Crates’ literary views emerges
clearly.®? As for the kputicot, for Crates too hearing alone can judge whether
a poem is good or not. However, for Crates the judgment of euphony is not

81. On Crates and Stoicism, cf. Broggiato 2001, xxxi—xxxiii, lii, Ivii-lviii, Ix-Ixi, Ixiv-1xv; and Asmis
1992a, 139-40, 156-57, 161.

82. Cf. Blank 1998, 140-41; see also Broggiato 2001, 249-50 (on frag. 94).

83. See also Janko 2000, 122-23, esp. V7,V 8, V 11.
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subjective, but happens on the basis of objective criteria that are recognized
by the hearing. Also, whereas Heracleodorus and Pausimachus did not take
the content into consideration at all, Crates allows for it, in the sense that
content is embedded in poetry. However content (dtdvoia, 16 voodpgva) is
not the object of judgment.®* For Sidvota is a nontechnical (dteyvov) part
of poetry.®

In sum, the constant and sole focus on cOvBecig and edpwvio 86 a5 the only
criteria to judge poetry, on the one hand, and the firm point that content and
argument are outside the art, on the other, mark all these views as not Aris-
totelian®” and also not Aristarchean. As we have seen, Aristarchus very often
opposes (or couples) form (cOvOeoig or katackevn) and thought (Siavoia or
vonua), as if they were the constitutive and polar parts of poetry, especially
when giving reasons for an athetesis. If one decides on a line on the basis
of the form or the thought-element (or both), obviously he considers these
two elements as fundamental (and also technical) parts of the poetry, as did
Aristotle. This is exactly what Crates and the kpitikoi were arguing against.

It is moreover interesting to note that the vocabulary adopted by the xpttikoi
and Crates is identical to that we find in Aristonicus’ scholia, with terms like
davota, vonpota, and ovvleotic.®® This means that we are dealing with tech-
nical terminology that indeed started first with the Peripatos and was fully
developed during Hellenistic times and still used in the first century B.C.E.
However, within this common terminology, the principles are radically dif-
ferent: for the critics and Crates, didvoua is not part of poetry, and sound alone
(either as verbal composition, cOvBeoig, or as pure euphony) is the sole cri-
terion by which to judge poetry. For Aristotle and Aristarchus the thought
(8tavown)—but we could speak more generally of content, including thus also
the pdog and the On—is at the core of poetry.

7.2 Zeno’s List: Theories on Diction (cUvbeo1g)

There is, however, more. In the list of Zeno, a second group of critics main-
tains that (Book 5, col. 30.6—10 Mangoni) the main point of a poem is a
oUvbeoig MEewg Evapyde Kol EUQOTIKAG THV LTOTETAYUEVTV ddvolay o1-
paivovoa (“a composition expressing the underlying thought vividly [Evapydc]
and suggestively [Epoatikdc]”).? In rhetorical handbooks, évépyeio and

84. Cf. Asmis 1992a, 160: “Crates does not take the extremely radical position that what makes a poem
good is simply the sound, considered apart from any meaning. . . . His point, which is radical enough, is
that what makes a poem good is the sound in relation to the meaning, regardless of what the meaning is.”

85. Cf. Porter 1995, 93-99.

86. The theory of euphony stemmed from Pythagoras and the atomists and then was developed by the
Stoics. Aristotle and the Alexandrians, however, rejected it; see Janko 2000, 173-82, 189.

87. Similar views are argued by Arrighetti (2001, 138-46).

88. For a full list of this technical terminology, overlapping with the Aristotelian one, see Mangoni
1993, 79-103.

89. On this opinion, see Asmis 1992b, 401-3. "Epgatikdg is translated here with “suggestively,” because
£neootg in ancient literary criticisms does not correspond to the modern “emphasis,” but is a technical term
that indicates the ability that a poet has to express something that is not clearly stated, as Asmis (1992b, 402)
explains: “There is no good English equivalent; ‘suggestive’ comes close in meaning. Although the term
can mean ‘expressive’ and this sense can slide off into ‘forceful, it is misleading to translate épugatikdg
as ‘emphatic’ or ‘forceful,’ as it is often done.” I have thus preferred to leave the Greek term €pgooig in-
stead of translating it into “suggestion,” which may be equally confusing.
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Zupaotic are considered among the best qualities of style;”° this is in contrast
with Aristotle, who maintains that the major virtue of style (both in prose
and in poetry) is cagnveio. *! We have seen that Aristarchus most highly praises
cagnveto while also esteeming cvvrtopia.’? True, Aristarchus pays some
attention to Homer’s ability to achieve ab&noic and Eugaocic,”® but this is
something that Aristotle as well admires in Homer (Rh. 1413b32-1414a7):

6 yap cOvdeopog Ev motel td moAMd, dote éav E&aipedii, dfhov 0Tt TodVavTioV EGTOL TO
gv moALG. Exet obv oBEnoiy” . . . toliTo & BodAstar moteiv kot “Ounpog v 1@ “Niped¢ ad
TOunlev,” “Nipedg Ayiding,” “Nipedg 0g kdAMoTog.” mept ob Yap moALd Aéyetat, Bvaykn
Kol ToAAKIC eipficBar ei ovv [kai] moAAdKic, kol TOAG Sokel, dots noénkev, dnag
pvnobeic, dtd TOV mapoloylopdv, Kol pvipny teroinkev, oddapod votepov avtod Adyov
TOLNGAUEVOG.

Just as the use of conjunctions makes many statements into a single one, so the omission
of conjunctions acts in the reverse way and makes a single one into many. It thus makes
everything more important. . . . This is the effect which Homer seeks when he writes
“Nireus likewise from Syme, Nireus the son of Aglaia, Nireus, the comeliest man.” If
many things are said about a man, his name must be mentioned many times; and there-
fore people think that, if his name is mentioned many times, many things have been said
about him. So that Homer, by means of this illusion, has made a great deal of Nireus,
though he has mentioned him only in this one passage, and he has preserved his memory,
though he nowhere says a word about him afterwards. (Trans. Roberts 1984)

It is interesting to note that the criterion of the évapyég seems to be absent
from the scholia by Aristonicus.* Moreover, the fact that those critics
praised only the “excessive” qualities leading to amplification and gpgacig
and did not pay any attention to clarity separates them from Aristotle and
Aristarchus.® The third opinion, instead, demands only clarity and concise-
ness (Book 5, col. 31.7-8b Mangoni: cbvBeoig copdg Kol cuvtopmg <Thv
vroteTacpuévny ddvotav dtacapodcoy); this too is not in line with Aristarchus,
who recognized that Homer had a particular poetic manner of expression,
for example with glossai, metaphors, and other figures of speech.

90. Cf. Dion. Hal. Lys. 7 (évapyein); Quint. Inst. 6.2.32 and 8.3.61 (évdpyewn), 8.3.83 and 9.2.3
(Enoaoic); Rhet. Her. 4.67 (significatio = Eénooig), 4.68 (demonstratio = évdpyeia).

91. On Aristotle’s virtues of diction, see Ax (1993, esp. 27-31), who outlines the virtues of diction
among Peripatetics and Stoics as follows: for Aristotle they are cagég, EAAnviletv, npénov; for Theophrastus:
“EMAnviopde, cagnvela, npémov, kotackevn; and for the Stoics: ‘EAAnviopdg, cagnvelo, cvvtopia, tpénov,
kotaokevt (see Diog. Laert. 7.59).

92. Cf. schol. II. 1.110a, 3.352a, 8.108a, 8.528.

93. Cf. schol. Il. 2.299b, 2.670 (quoted above, for the distinction between kvping usage and the meta-
phorical one), 2.809, 3.80b, 6.169a, 8.108a, 9.44a, 15.470a, 15.622, 16.161a, 17.172, 23.16a, 24.6-9a',
24.205b'; cf. also Didymus in schol. /1. 19.386a. In another instance (schol. II. 9.14b) Aristarchus was ar-
guing that lines 15-16 of Book 9 of the Iliad, where Agamemnon is weeping “like a fountain of dark water
that pours down murky water from a steep cliff”” and that Zenodotus rejected, were instead dvaykoia 8¢ . . .
eig aliénouy, i.e., for the amplification of the tragic character of the moment.

94. Out of forty-nine occurrences in the Iliad and Odyssey scholia of the words évdpyeia, évapyég, and
£vopydg, none goes back to Aristarchus. See also Zanker (1981, 307-8), who maintains that évdpyeuwa is
never used by Aristotle, but that he uses évopyrg in Poet. 1455a24 and so does Theophrastus. However,
this is an Epicurean concept (ibid., 309-10).

95. According to Asmis (1992b, 405-6), the recognition that épgactg is the most important constituent
of poetry leads to the adoption by Hellenistic scholars of allegorical reading, a way of reading poetry that
was totally rejected by Aristarchus.
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7.3 Zeno’s List: Theories on Thought (didvoia), Imitation (pipnoig),
and More

Of course, other Hellenistic theorists gave great importance to the thought
of poetry. For example, the Sidvoia is central to the fourth, fifth, and sixth
theories listed by Philodemus (himself a great supporter of the importance
of the thought versus sound) in Book 5 of On Poems.’® Some (col. 31.33—
34 Mangoni) demanded wise thought (copn didvola) and some (col. 32.3
Mangoni) useful thought (deéhyog diavola). All these definitions are equally
extraneous to Aristarchus, who never defines Homeric poetry as “useful” or
remarks on the copia of the poet. This can be seen in conjunction with the
idea that Homer does not aim at didackaiia but at yuyoyoyie, a statement
ascribed to Eratosthenes, who maintained that in Homer one should not look
for any technical knowledge, geography in primis.”” This idea was shared by
Aristarchus as well, and many are the scholia where, commenting on Homeric
geography, Aristarchus claims that we do not have to seek for accuracy, or
a true depiction of the cosmos.”®

Then (col. 33.1-3 Mangoni) Philodemus mentions the opinion of those
who call for a composition able to teach “something more” (cOvbeoiv AEE-
€0V TPOoodddcKovoaV Tt mepttTdtepov dd motnuoatog). This statement is
very interesting when compared with Aristarchean evidence, and not only
because again it calls for a didactic aim in poetry. More importantly, neptocog
and its derivatives are some of the most typical expressions to be found in the
scholia of Aristonicus, but they are always used in a negative sense, meaning
“superfluous.” Everything that is nepioodv is rejected in Homer. Often this
criterion is the deciding ground for an athetesis.?® This is a very interesting
point because the negative sense for mepiocdg (in itself a vox media, sig-
nifying “extraordinary” but also “superfluous,” “useless”) is shared with

96. See Asmis 1992b, 406-8.

97. Strabo 1.1.10.31-35: 008& yap drndég éotiv, 8 enowv "EpatocOevng, St mointnig ndg otoydletat
yuyayoyiag, ob diduckariog tévavtia yap ol epovipdTatol Tdv mept motntikiig Tt eOeyEapévov npdTny
Twva Aéyovot prhocopiav thv otk (“for Eratosthenes is wrong in his contention that the aim of every
poet is to entertain, not to instruct; indeed the wisest of the writers on poetry say, on the contrary, that
poetry is a kind of elementary philosophy,” trans. Jones 1969). And also Strabo 1.2.3, in particular 1.2.3.37—
42: 6 8 gmveykev 0T youyoyoyiag pévov, didackariog 8 ob. kai mpooeepydletal ye, muvbavépevog Ti
cuppaireTar TPOG EpeThv motnTod noldv drdplot toneV Eunepov i otpatnyiog fi yeopylag fj pnropikiic i
ola 8% mepimotely adt@ Tiveg BovAndncav; (“but his [of Eratosthenes] words were ‘mere entertainment and
not instruction.” And Eratosthenes gives himself quite unnecessary pains when he asks how it contributes
to the excellence of the poet for him to be an expert in geography, or in generalship, or in agriculture, or in
rhetoric, or in any kind of special knowledge with which some people have wished to ‘invest” him,” trans.
Jones 1969).

98. Cf., for example, Aristarchus’ criticism of those (like Crates; cf. Strabo 3.4.4.1-15 (= frag. 75
Broggiato) who interpreted the voyages of Odysseus as a true geographical decription of the oikovpévn
(schol. PQ Od. 5.55: mpdg td mept tfig mhdvng, 0Tt néPpw mov &v ékteTomopévolg ténolg Gopictols . . .
schol. BQT Od. 10.189: éx tovtev 8¢ éktetomopévn gaivetar f) mAdvn tob "Odvocéwcg). Cf. Lehrs 1882, 241-
46; Buonajuto 1996. The link between yuyayoyio and poetry is present in Aristotle too (Poet. 1450a33—
35): mpodg 8t TovToIg T8 PEYIOTO 01g Yuyoywyel 1) Tpayedio tod pilov pépn éotiv, af te mepuméTelon Kol
avoyvopioeig (“In addition, the most important things with which a tragedy enthralls [us] are parts of plot—
reversals and recognitions,” trans. Janko 1987). Here however the point is not so much about the goals of
poetry but rather about the means by which the yvyaywyio is achieved. Hence, the parallel between Aristotle
and the two Alexandrians is not so close.

99. On this topic, see Liihrs 1992.
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Aristotle. The philosopher, especially in his works on biology, sees nature
as purposive (i.e., with a téLoc) and not doing anything in vain, reptrtév. 1%
The same is, according to Aristarchus, the ¢boig of Homer. Instead, these
theorists quoted by Philodemus demand a poet who teaches us something
neprrtotepov, where the adjective is obviously used in a positive meaning,
incompatible with the meaning that this key concept has for Aristarchus
throughout our sources.

The seventh view in Zeno’s list calls for the mimesis of other poets.!?!
This is one of the bases of Roman literature, and we have no earlier evi-
dence for it apart from this hint in Philodemus. To present Homer as a model
that must be imitated can indeed be seen as a development of Aristotle’s
view of Homer as a master of the craft and of Aristarchus’ distinction
between Homer and the later poets (ot vedtepotr). However, the exception-
ality of Homer compared to all other poets is so deep according to
Aristarchus that a mimesis is virtually impossible: the vedtepot can only try
to imitate “the poet” but their results are so openly inferior that Aristarchus
cannot but notice their bad outcome. In the Aristarchean scholia the
vedtepot’s attempts to imitate Homer are often commented on with remarks
like émhavnOn/émhovnOnoav, “he was/they were misled,” that is, he/they
missed the point, he/they got it wrong.!0?

The other opinions (8—13) are extremely generic, and therefore they
cannot be referred back to any particular school.!?* The opinions, which
judge poetry according to whether it has a Aé&ig Tpémovoa toig é€ayopévolg
npocmmolc (eighth opinion),'% or on the basis of its effects on the audience
(ninth and tenth opinions), of its beauty (eleventh opinion), of its goodness
(twelfth opinion), or of mpénov (thirteenth opinion) are not comprehensive
theories of the téyvn nowntiky, as are those of Aristotle and of Aristarchus.
For those about whom we know more, however, the kpttikoi and Crates, the
points of discrepancy are so many that the affinity between Aristarchus and
Aristotle becomes even more evident.

7.4 The Peripatetics: Neoptolemus of Parium, Heraclides of Pontus,
Andromenides, and Megaclides of Athens

Among Hellenistic scholars dealing with poetry, Neoptolemus of Parium
shows an interesting overlap with the views we have found in Aristotle
and Aristarchus.!'?> Neoptolemus was a Peripatetic living in the third cen-
tury B.C.E., whose work is entirely lost and can be recovered mainly (again)
through Philodemus On Poems 5 (cols. 13.32-16.28 Mangoni).!% As is
well known, Neoptolemus divided the art of poetry into three parts: the poet

100. See von Staden 1997.

101. See Asmis 1992b, 408-10.

102. Cf. schol. 1l. 2.659, 4.439-40, 14.500, 15.119. On the neoteroi, ct. Severyns 1928. For an example,
see Aristarchus’ criticism of Antimachus in Schironi 1999.

103. See Asmis 1992b, 410-14.

104. This is from Andromenides (see p. 312 below); cf. Janko 2000, 147, F 8.

105. Cf. Asmis 1992c.

106. Cf. Brink (1963, 145-49), who calls Neoptolemus’ approach a “revised Aristotelianism”; and
Janko 2000, 152. The fragments of Neoptolemus are collected by Mette (1980).
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(mowmtng), the poem (moinua), and poesy (noinotig). The second and third parts
correspond to form (cOvOeoig or moinua) and content (VdBec1g or TOINGCLS).
This opposition cOvBeoig/bndbeaig as outlined by Neoptolemus (he himself
seems to have used these terms together with moinuo and noinoic) is stated
in Book 5 (col. 14.26-28 Mangoni):

8la]upaloto]v & adltod kai [t0] tfi[c] mocen[c] | ivar t[f]v DndBectv [u]dlvov [. . .]
(col. 15.1-3 Mangoni) koi to nofj[patog pollvov Ty [cdvleotv tig] | Aé€ewg pletéyey . . .

It is astonishing of him to claim that only theme belongs to poiesis. . . . Also, [it is astonish-
ing] that only verbal composition [participates] in a “poem.” . . . (Trans. Asmis 1992c, 210)

The technical terminology is the usual one; however, a link between
Neoptolemus and the Alexandrians can be seen in the opposition between
form and content as expressed with cOvBeoig/Onobeoic. We have already
mentioned the vast usage of the term cOvBeoig to indicate “composition,”
“style,” among the Alexandrians. This terminology is actually missing in
Aristotle who, as was observed, used instead AéEic to indicate “form” and
“style.” It seems as if the usage of cvvBeoig for “form” (in opposition, even
from a morphological point of view, to brébeoig for the “content”) is a later
development, which might have been due to Neoptolemus himself.'%” This
Peripatetic scholar, like Aristotle and Demetrius of Phalerum before him,
was known at Alexandria'®® and exercised some sort of influence among
the ypappatikoi there. While in the scholia derived from Aristarchus there
seems to be no trace of the opposition cOvOeoig/ bnobeoig as formulated by
Neoptolemus, the use of the word bdBeo1g to indicate the “content” of a lit-
erary work comes from Aristophanes of Byzantium, who used the term to
refer to the summaries of the “content” of the dramas. However, apart from
this idea of poetry as based on form and content, the tripartite division
of poetry as devised by Neoptolemus is absent in Aristarchus as well as in
Aristotle. ' Also different is the idea that the poets, according to Neoptole-
mus, should both delight and benefit, a criterion that seems closer to Plato
than to Aristotle. !'° The importance of Sidackalio as the goal of poetry had
already been advocated by Heraclides of Pontus (fourth century B.C.E.), a
pupil of Plato and Aristotle,!'! who, besides writing “grammatical” treatises
on Homer and other poets in the best Aristotelian tradition, maintained,
more in line with the euphonistic school, that éupéieln, “musicality” and
Myvpdtng, “sonority,” were primary virtues for poets.

Andromenides (third century B.C.E.?) is perhaps the closest to Aristotle
and Aristarchus. His case, like that of Heraclides, is interesting evidence of
how the Hellenistic critics were influenced by many different doctrines.

107. See Schironi, in Bottai and Schironi 1997, 1058-62.

108. He was quoted by Aristophanes of Byzantium in his glossographical works. This, however, does
not mean that Neoptolemus was indeed working at Alexandria, a hypothesis supported by Mette (1935,
esp. 2467). For a more cautious view on the relationship between Neoptolemus and the Alexandrian schol-
ars, see Brink 1963, 135-50.

109. See Asmis 1992c¢, where she tries to find other traces of this theory in rhetorical treatises.

110. See Asmis 1992c, 218.

111. On Heraclides, see Janko 2000, 134-38.
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Philodemus in Book 1 quotes him among the Kpan01’;”2 however, he has
many views in common with Neoptolemus of Parium. Like Neoptolemus
and the Peripatetic tradition, he collected glosses. Moreover, he seems to
follow the same division of poetics into poet (tointrg), poem (noinua), and
poesy (moinoig). He is more Aristotelian than Neoptolemus, however, when
he maintains that poetry aims to please (and not to impart truth like prose)
and when he holds the view that each genre has its own subject matter and
appropriate style (10 mpénov) and that each character has a distinctive dic-
tion. On the other hand, Andromenides, like Crates, maintained that the ear
was the ultimate judge of poetry (and this is why he is considered a kpttikog
by Philodemus), and also that diction and word choice (§kAoyn) were par-
amount. This emphasis on phonetic beauty, not so prominent in Aristotle,
is at the core of Theophrastus’ theory of style'!? and can be seen as a later
development of the Peripatetic school.

The case of Megaclides (early third century B.C.E.) is similar; he, while
quoted by Philodemus in Book 1 among the kpitikot, is defined as a Peri-
patetic in other sources.!'* His work on Homer (he wrote a nept ‘Opnpov)
and on his language (he believed that Homeric dialect was Attic, like Aris-
tarchus) is purely in line with Alexandrian interests. Moreover, his distinction,
especially in terms of mythological tradition, between Homer and Hesiod,
on the one hand, and post-Homeric and post-Hesiodic poets, on the other,
makes him an Aristotelian with ideas very close to those of Aristarchus.
However, he was listed by Crates among the advocates of the ear (and not
the intellect) as the best judge for poetry. And even if his precise poetical
theories are still under debate, due to the fragmentary state of the evidence
from On Poems 1, he seems to be close to Heraclides of Pontus and An-
dromenides, as Janko has concluded.!'!> The euphonistic approach to litera-
ture shared by all these Peripatetic scholars makes them pupils more of
Theophrastus, with his theory of style and of word choice (¢xAoyn), than of
Aristotle, with his content-based approach to texts.

CONCLUSION

As I hope to have shown, Aristarchus seems to have been aware of Aristo-
telian reflections on poetry. In his work on Homer, he uses Aristotelian cate-
gories and critical concepts. This is particularly evident when Aristarchus
has to deal with atheteses or argues against Zenodotus’ readings. Interesting
similarities between Aristotle and Aristarchus are to be found in the handling
of the plot (it can contain “impossible elements,” but they must be “according
to necessity or probability”), of the characters (they are of necessity “serious”
and their behavior must be according to what is considered “proper”), of the
thought-element (epos is a serious genre, hence all the comic elements must

112. On Andromenides, see Janko 2000, 143-54.

113. Cf. Dion. Hal. Isoc. 3.1; and Ardizzoni 1953, 70-72.
114. Frag. 2 Janko. On Megaclides, see Janko 2000, 138—43.
115. Cf. Janko 2000, 143.
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be avoided) and of style (which must be clear, but also poetic, i.e. rich in
glosses and metaphors).

The affinity between Aristotle and Aristarchus is further proved by a com-
parison with other Hellenistic views on poetry. Here, while the technical
vocabulary is almost identical, the views held by Crates or the other Helle-
nistic kpttikoi are opposite or, at best, far in spirit from what was expressed
by Aristotle. In particular, their continuous focus on the sound-element and
euphony against content are in striking opposition to Aristotle’s theory and
Aristarchus’ practice. '

There is, however, a fundamental distinction between Aristotle and Aris-
tarchus: whereas the philosopher theorizes these principles, the philologist
applies them. In this, Aristarchus is different from colleagues like Crates
and the kprticoi as well. The latter had an “active” philosophical background;
they claimed to be critics because they aimed to give prescriptive views on
how one should write a poem. Aristarchus does not claim anything like that,
but tries to make a better text of Homer by editing and commenting on it.
In this sense, Aristarchus (and his Alexandrian predecessors) are different
from all the other scholars who were taken into account, who like Crates (and,
in this view, Aristotle too) wanted to develop theories out of the study of
Homer. For Aristarchus, Aristotelian philosophy, like grammatical categories,
is, instead, just a tool to use in his job: working on texts, preparing editions
and writing commentaries. The contrast could not be greater: on the one
hand, literary critics like Crates and the other kpitikoi, having a particular
agenda, or, as in the case of Crates, influenced by Hellenistic philosophy,
versus grammarians like Aristarchus, on the other. The latter had a “scientific
approach” to the text, looking at the bare data on the basis of a very clear
account: that of Aristotle, the founder of scientific inquiry.

Harvard University

116. T am not arguing that Aristotelian concepts are present only in Aristarchean scholia. As Richardson
(1980) has demonstrated, they are abundantly present in the exegetical scholia. For example, in schol.
QV 0d. 23.310-43 (o0 kakidg §0ETNoEY ApicTapyog TOvG TPETG Kol TpLaKovVTa” PNTOPIKTV Yap MeEmOinKev
avokeparaiooty kai émtopnyv g "Odvooeiag), the scholiast argues against Aristarchus for his athetesis of
Od. 23.310-43 with arguments that recall Arist., Rh. 1417a12-15 (n nenpaypéva 81 Aéyewv Soo um tpat-
tépevo ) oiktov fi Seivooty eépel: mapddetypo 6 Ahkivou Gmoroyog, Og mpog thv IInverdnny &v E&rkovia
€neowv memointon), where the philosopher praises the story Odysseus tells Penelope as a good way of nar-
rating a story cutting off all the most terrifying details. However, my claim here is that, even if we find
more Aristotelian concepts in the exegetical scholia (which are a product of later scholarship), we do find
Aristotelian concepts even in Aristarchus, and in opposition to the other Hellenistic theorists.
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APPENDIX

ARISTOTLE AND ARISTARCHUS ON THE FOUR PARTS OF EPIC POETRY

Aristotle

Aristarchus

Mibbog

“Hon

Awdvoro

AéEig

plot must be kotd o £ikog 7} TO
avaykaiov

4dOvata are allowed in poetry for the
sake of 10 Bawpoctov

adOvata eixdta preferable to duvord
amiBava

Katd o £ik6g = mbovov

against internal inconsistencies
(bnevavtio)

characters must be katd 10 £ikOg f 1O
avoykaiov — they must behave and
speak according to the criterion of
appropriateness (t0 Tpénov)

character differences include age, sex,

nationality, etc.

thought-element — in tragedy and epic
it is serious and not ridiculous (gadrog,
yehoiog, e0TEMNG)

poetic diction must be clear and not
commonplace

cagnveto is achieved through the use of
KUpLo, GvopoTa

70 mopd TO KVptov to avoid commonplace

Rhetoric: language must not be
“poetical” in prose

Rhetoric: against &nibeto Grxonpa

poetic licence for 10 fovpactév — but
mbovotng is necessary

Katd o £ik6g = mbovov
lines mbovoi — to be kept
lines dnibavolr — athetesis

what is dovpedveg or pdyetor with the
rest is rejected

lines dnpemneig, ur dppoloveg, od
TPETOVTES, AVAPHOGTOL, TAPQ TO

npoéowToV, dvoikelol with reference to
the characters — athetesis

behavior codes for heroes, women, old

and young people, Greeks, and
barbarians, et al.

lines yehoiot, e0teheis Tf) Stovoig —
athetesis

cagnvelo and kvpiwg usages in Homer

ov Kupiog usages in Homer

language must not be prosaic in poetry

¢mibeta dkapa — athetesis
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