Hyperboreus 27: 2 (2021) 291-298
DOI: 10.25990/hyperboreus.djm1-vm58

Anastasiia Pavlova

REATTRIBUTING
HERACL. PONT. F 102 SCHUTR *

Heraclides of Pontus, whose prolificacy and scientific versatility have
been well-known until the late antiquity, wrote several pieces on Homer,
including two books of Adoeic Ounpixai (Solutions of Homeric Problems)
according to Diogenes Laertius (5. 88). The very name makes it clear
that the work belonged to the well-known philological genre of resolving
inconsistencies in the Homeric poems.! Five or six of the extant Heraclides’
fragments are usually supposed to have their origin in Adocic Ounpixai
(F 171-175 Wehrli = 99—104 Schiitrumpf; Schiitrumpf also adds fragment
103 to Wehrli’s list), all of them are found in Homeric scholia and can be
traced back to Porphyrius’ Zytiuota Ounpixa.

In this paper, I would like to dwell on fragments F 101 and F 102
Schiitrumpf cited below and challenge the way they are traditionally
considered. Historically, F 101 and F 102 have been placed together be-
cause both discuss Telemachus’ speech in the second book of the Odyssey;
however, as other evidence suggests, the latter fragment can be reasonably
attributed to a different work of Heraclides, as elaborated below.

F 101 is dedicated to the inconsistency of how much Penelope’s
suitors had there been.

F 101 Schiitrumpf (= 173 Wehrli):?

£KOTOV O0€Ka KOl OKT®O OYedOV TOV AMAVI®V OVIOV HVNoTNpOV, Ao
TovteV 08¢ €k Ti|g 18dkmc ‘dvokaideka mavteg dpiotol’ (Od. 16. 251)
pnoéviov, {ntel Hpoakdeidng, ndg 6 TnAépoyog kataopikphvel év Ti
dnunyopiq, cveté eV to TAf0og gig povovg tovg TOaknoiovs. ti yap
onoy,

* This article was prepared within the framework of Russian Foundation for Basic
Research (RFBR), research project No 19-312-90026.

1 On Avoeic see comprehensive article by Gudeman 1927, especially Sp. 2511—
2521; see also Pfeiffer 1968, 69-70; Heath 2002, 253.

2 Here and onwards quoted after Schiitrumpf 2008.
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UNTEPL oL pyNoTiipEG EmEYpaov ovK £0gAovon,
TV vdp@V eilot vieg, ol £vBade ¥’ elotv dpiotor (Od. 2. 50-51)

TO YOp TOAD QOpTioV Tiig pvnoteiog mepmpnke cvoteilag 10 TAT00g €ig
ToVG £vOAEde, TOVG dvTag EMAYIOTOV UEPOG TOD TOVTOG TANBOVC.

When it is stated that there are about one hundred and eighteen suitors
and “twelve all of them noblest” are said to be from the Ithaca, Heraclides
inquires why Telemachus in his speech to the assembly lessens the whole
number and reduces it to the Ithacian suitors only. Because what does he
say? “The suitors assaulted my mother who did not want it, / the own
sons of the men, who are noblest here”. For he takes away a large part of
the burden caused by this wooing, reducing the amount to those from
Ithaca who make the smallest part of the whole number.?

Porphyrius solves this problem as follows: Telemachus talks to the
Itacians, that is why he mentions their sons only; had he mentioned
all the other suitors, it could have been a mere excuse for the Itacians’
sons because, representing the minority of all the suitors, they would
have turned out to be not the only people who had done something
reprehensible.* Porphyrius does not mention whose explanation he
cites, whether his own, or Heraclides’, or someone else’s. It cannot be
proven, but, as Heraclides’ Adoeic Ounpirai could have been written as
a dialog,> we can assume that it was Heraclides who proposed the solution
as well as the statement of the problem.® According to F. Wehrli, in the
later epic tradition the quarrel happened exclusively between Odysseus
and the Itacians, so there were no foreign suitors.” The discrepancy in
number of the suitors is a “classical” Homeric problem involving an in-
consistency in the text.®

3 All translations are mine. — 4. P,

4 Porphyrius, Quaestiones Homericae ad Odysseam pertinentes ad 2. 51 (Schra-
der 1880, 26. 12 ff.).

5 Diogenes Laertius (5. 86) states that Heraclides wrote dialogues of great beauty
and excellence and his type of dialogue was later appraised by Cicero (Gottschalk
1980, 9—11; Pavlova 2020, 49), however Diogenes’ testimony does not necessarily
mean that all the treatises were written as dialogs.

6 A similar scenario can be observed in Antisthenes’ interpretations of Homer
also cited in Porphyrius’ work. Both the statement of the problem and the solution are
attributed to Antisthenes, so his original work is supposed to have been a dialog. See
Prince 2015, 597.

7 Wehrli 1953, 122. Commentaries on the Odyssey also notice that foreign suitors
are rarely mentioned in the poem (Heubeck—West—Hainsworth 1988, 133).

8 On Heraclides’ Adoeig specifically see Wehrli 1968, 683; Podlecki 1968, 116—
117; Gottschalk 1980, 137; Heath 2002, 255-263; Pavlova 2020.
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The second fragment F 102 radically differs from the first one in terms
of what exactly is being discussed.

F 102 Schiitrumpf (= 174 Wehrli):

aitidrol 0 Hpaxdeidng kai 1o tiig Tniepdyov dnunyopicg Gvoikovountov.
déov yap, enotv, a&lodv kal iketevey cuvapachatl avTd TPOG TNV TOV
pvnotpev 10d 0ikov dmoAlayny, 0 8¢ EmmANcoel Aéyov

oV yap &1’ avoyetd Epya tetevyatal, 00O’ ETL KOADG
oikog 8uoc S1ohmAe (Od. 2. 63-64).

kol 10 Ot [gl] un mopeotiv 6 woTp, TODTO TAGKEW, T EMOVOTEWVOUEVOS TO
oV yap £n’ avnp
olo¢ ‘0dvooedg Eokev, Apv Amd ofkov dpdva,
Nupeig 8’ ob vo 1L Tolot apvvépey (Od. 2. 58—60).

kai, &1 mKpotépov mPpoOg ToV¢ I0axknoiovg dvrog Tod Adyov, Kol THV
AmEAV

dAlovg T’ aidécOnrte, enoi, Tepiktiovag avOpdTovg,

Oedv &’ vrodeioate pijvv (Od. 2. 65-66).

Heraclides also censures Telemachus’ unarranged speech to the assembly.
For, Heraclides says, Telemachus should have asked and begged them to
help him redeem his home from the suitors, but he attacks them saying
“for things unendurable any longer have happened, and my house has
been destroyed utterly and in an inglorious way”. He also censures that he
(Telemachus) very prolixly says that he suffers it all because his father is
absent “for there is no man, like Odysseus was, who could ward off the
ruin from the house, and we are not such people, who could defend it”.
And when the speech to Ithacians gets even more bitter, Heraclides
censures also the threat “May you be ashamed, he says, before the other
people who dwell around and may you fear the wreath of the gods”.

As already mentioned, scholars traditionally attribute F 102 to Adoeig
Ounpixai, like F. Wehrli who brings it in connection with the concepts

9 F. Wehrli enclosed the participle T émavotewvouevog T in cruces, Schiitrumpf in
his edition followed him. According to apparatus criticus in Schrader’s edition, the
alternative manuscript reading is the aorist participle of the same verb énavoteivo.
Its first meaning in LSJ is ‘to stretch out and hold up’, the second is ‘to brandish
threatingly’. Applied to words and speech, a new meaning ‘to speak with prolixity’
later develops — LSJ takes Dionysius of Halicarnassus as an example (Dion. Halic.
RA. 8. 14: kol émavatevapevog Adyous Tvag Bavpactovg og Epdv). While Heraclides’
text is retold by Porphyrius and then rewritten by a scholiast, this word usage typical
for later authors might be not that dubious.
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of xoipdg and mpémov in IV century BC rhetorics. Adding on that,
M. Heath,!® who wrote on Heraclides and Porphyrius as well (especially
on his rhetorical studies), further suggests that both Heraclides’ frag-
ments were taken from the same Adoeic Ounpiroi, but Porphyrius quoted
Heraclides selectively in order to disagree with his point, to prove
Telemachus a skillful orator and to dismiss Heraclides’ explanation (I do
not see any explanations in Heraclides, but Heath hypothesizes that, in
the following non-surviving text, Heraclides goes on to say that Homer
intentionally renders Telemachus’ speech not perfect as any other young
man’s speech would be) — and indeed, right after the long quotation
from Heraclides Porphyrius starts to elaborately praise the Telemachus’
speech.!!

However, the style and content of F 102 are very much different to
other Heraclides’ fragments on Homeric problems: the fragment does
not describe a Homeric problem nor provide a solution thereof and also
includes no mention of any textual contradictions or improbabilities,
but rather discusses the quality of Telemachus’ speech. An extended
commentary of this kind expands beyond the genre of solutions of
Homeric problems, which normally did not contain any kind of in-depth
philological criticism.!> Here Heraclides takes Telemachus’ speech as an
example and argues about how the speech in the assembly should be held
and what kind of mistakes the speaker had made in this particular case. It
also should be noted that Heraclides, whether intentionally or not, changes

10 Heath, 2009, 260-261.

11 Porphyrius, Quaestiones Homericae ad Odysseam pertinentes ad 2. 51
(Schrader 1880, 27. 14 — 29. 10): dyvoel 8¢ 6 katRYOpog TV dOvapy THc dnunyopiog.
GLUTAEKETOL YOP PACIAIKOV PPOVILLO. dENCEL Kal IKEGTQ. Kal EGTV 0VY ATADS O AOYOG
druyodvtog, tvo 8énoic 7| povn, GAAYL Baciémg dtuyodviog te Guo kol ddikovuévon
Ve OV fixkiota &xpfiv... 18 Taviev yodv Todtmv wikthiy 1€ 6pod kol motkthiog TApn
momaoag v dnunyopiav devod pritopog duvapet kexpnuévog paivetat. (“The accuser
does not recognise the force of the speech. For in this case the truly kingly manner of
thought is combined with entreaty and supplication. Moreover, it is not just a speech of
someone unfortunate, in which there should have been just entreaty, but the speech of
an unfortunate king who was injured by those, who by no means should have done it...
Having made the speech mixed and varied by means of all these things, Telemachus
thus appears to have performed the power of a skillful orator”.)

12 The genre of Adoeig is supposed to have its origin in the symposiac intellectual
discussions and the custom of {ntfpota mpofaiiew (i. e. to interpret some difficulties
in Homer’s texts). It was amusing in the first instance, so the serious Alexandrian
grammarians regarded it as a game (see Pfeiffer 1968, 70). Heraclides’ solutions are
also far from being taken seriously. H. Gottschalk finds them trivial and superficial and
the impression left by them seems to him unfavourable, especially in comparison with
Aristotle’s solutions (Gottschalk 1980, 136).
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the order of verses, probably to make the sequence somehow illogical:
Telemachus first being aggressive, then loquaciously complaining and
finally threatening. Heraclides’ arguments are much more appropriate for
a rhetorical treatise than for solutions of the Homeric problems. For this
reason, this fragment should be reattributed to some other Heraclides’
work, a rhetorical one.

Now, Diogenes Laertius’ catalogue demonstrates that Heraclides was
not very interested in rhetorics, though Diogenes mentions one rhetorical
treatise Ilepi 100 pnropevewv i Ilpotayopog. Unfortunately, not a single
fragment could be attributed to this work for certain. F. Wehrli believes
it was a dialog and predictably associates it with Plato’s Protagoras.'?
In this work, according to Wehrli, Heraclides most probably criticised
sophists as teachers of rhetorics (although the verb pnropedbm may be
associated both with public speaking and teaching rhetorics). Anyway, the
title Ilepi To0 pnropeverv 1 Ilpotaydpog can somehow hint at the contents,
because Protagoras’ studies involved rhetorics and literary criticism. This
makes the person of Protagoras important for my argument.

According to few extant fragments and testimonies of Protagoras
as well as to Plato’s dialog, it is known that Protagoras along with
rhetorics touched on theory of language (he is sometimes told to
have championed this research). He identified three types of nouns
(DK 80 A 27) and four types of discourse: wish, question, answer and
command (DK 80 A 1 = Diog. Laert. 9. 53—54) which correspond to
verb moods in Greek. Some scholars (among them, D. Fehling and
A. Rademaker) believe that Protagoras never had a fully fledged linguistic
theory, but all his conclusions base on the critical analysis of Homer’s
and other poets’ pieces.!# In Plato’s dialogue, Protagoras states that
being well-versed in poetry is a very important part of education (339 a).
The extant critical notes by Protagoras refer to the usage of moods (i. e.
the usage of the four types of speech he identified) and the connection
between gender of nouns and flexions. The crucial notion of his linguistic
theory was dpfoéncia (see Plat. Phaedr. 267 ¢ = DK 80 A 26) — the
correctness, which includes both the correct derivation of word forms
and factual correctness in poetry as well as other discourse forms. Here,
I cannot help but refer to a locus classicus from the 19th chapter of
Aristotle’s Poetics (56 b 15-18):15

13 Wehrli 1953, 69; Wehrli 1968, 678, 45-49.

14 Rademaker 2013, 87-88; 95-106. In the footnotes 21 and 22 on pages
95-96 Rademaker puts long quotations from Fehling 1965, whose opinion on the
development of Protagoras’ linguistic studies from criticism he shares.

15 Quoted after Kassel 1965.
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i yap v tig vmoAdpor uopticOor & [pwtaydpag Emriud, 6t edyecbon
oidpevog €mtdrtel gindv “pijviv dede Bed”; 10 yap keiedoal, enoiv,
motelv TL i} un| €mitaig otv.

For who would assume that there is something wrong in the passage,
which Protagoras censures because Homer when intended to say a prayer
made a command “Muse, sing the wreath...”, for he (Protagoras) says that
to order to do or not to do something is a command.

This testimony demonstrates that Protagoras not only identified the
imperative mood but also regarded it inappropriate when talking to the
Muse. The idea of appropriateness and inappropriateness of speech ex-
plained using Homeric poems brings the Protagoras’ testimony closer to
the F 102 of Heraclides.

While Heraclides’ fragments 101 and 102 both deal with the Tele-
machus’ speech in the second book of the Odyssey, they differ greatly,
as in F 102 Heraclides does not solve any inconsistencies in the Homer’s
poem, but censures the speech from a rhetorical point of view. This
makes it unlikely that both fragments belong to the same work, as it
was previously supposed to be, suggesting that the fragment 102 would
have rather been taken from a yet unknown rhetorical treatise. According
to Diogenes Laertius, Heraclides’ works are known to include a single
rhetorical work, a dialog called Ilepi tod pnropederv # Ipotayopag. It is
also known and well-attested that Protagoras in his studies turned to the
exegesis of poets, to rhetorics, to language issues etc. Moreover, there
are testimonies that Protagoras distinguished different types of speech
and illustrated it with verses of Homer, just as Heraclides did in the
F 102. Based on this, I believe that this fragment was taken from I7epi
100 pnropevery 1 Ilpotayopog, where Heraclides could have somehow
parodied or imitated Protagoras’ style of criticism. When Porphyrius
discussed the problem of the number of Penelope’s suitors and referred
to Heraclides’ Adocic Ounpixoi (F 101 Schiitrumpf), he could have
remembered that Heraclides had written on the Telemachus’ speech in
his Protagoras and quoted it, which explains why both fragments ended
up being nearby.

Anastasiia Pavlova
Saint-Petersburg State University

a.v.pavlova@mail.ru
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The article aims at reattributing the fragment 102 (Schiitrumpf) by Heraclides of
Pontus, which was traditionally considered together with fragment 101, both
being attributed to Heraclides’ Adoeigc Ounpixai (Solutions of Homeric Problems).
Both fragments deal with Telemachus’ speech in the second book of the Odyssey,
but while the first one (F 101) discusses an inconsistency in Homer’s poem, as
required by the genre of Avoeig, the second (F 102) discusses the Telemachus’
speech from the rhetorical point of view, which seems to be much more appropriate
for a rhetorical treatise. Heraclides’ catalogue includes only one rhetorical work
Lepi 100 pnropederv § Ilpotayopog, probably a dialogue. Although not a single
fragment of this dialogue survives, testimonies of Protagoras’ studies in rhetorics
and literary criticism suggest that the F 102 by Heraclides originates from IZepi
700 pnropedery ij Ilpotoyopag.
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B crarse npennpuHsaTa nonbiTka nepearpudynun ¢parmenta 102 (Schiitrumpf)
I'epaknuaa [ToHTHIICKOTO, KOTOPBIN TPaAUIIMOHHO paccMaTpUBaid BMeCTe ¢ ¢par-
MmeHToM 101 1 oTHOCHIIM 00a K OHOMY M TOMY e counHeHuto [epakmmua — “Pe-
IICHUIO0 TOMEPOBCKUX Bompocos”. Oba ¢parmMenTa kacarorcs peun Teaemaxa BO
BTOpO# kHHUTe “Onuccen’”, ogHako ecny nepsbiii u3 HUX (F 101 Schiitr.) ykassiBaer,
Kak Toro TpeOyeT >kaHp ADGES, Ha HEKOE MPOTHBOPEYHE B TEKCTE MOAMBI, TO
F 102 mpencrapnser coboit KpuTHKY peun Teremaxa ¢ TOUKH 3pEHHS €€ TIOCTpoe-
Husi. [TomoOHOe paccyxIeHue, Kak KaxeTcs, ObUIo Obl CKOPEe YMECTHO B PUTOPH-
YECKOM COYMHEHHH, a CJMHCTBEHHBIM TaKNM COYMHEHHEM y lepakmmma Obut
MPEANoNoXKUTENbHO auanor “O Butuiictse, uiu IIporarop”. HecMotps Ha To, 4TO
COXPAaHUIIOCH TOJBKO €TO Ha3BAHUE, CBUAETENHCTBA O PUTOPHUECKUX U JIUTEPATYP-
HO-KPUTHYECKHX 3aHATHIX [Iporaropa mo3BONSIOT HPEINONIOKHUT, YTO UMEHHO
aTO counHeHwue [ epakinaa u cTajgo HCTOYHUKOM (pparmenta 102.
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