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ACHILLES’ INCONSISTENCY IN ARISTOTLE’S
LOST HOMERIC PROBLEMS: A FRESH LOOK
AT FOUR bT-SCHOLIA OF THE ILIAD

My aim in this essay is to re-examine four bT-scholia of the /liad.! Two of
these have long been recognized as fragments from the Homeric Problems;
but the other two, if my speculations are correct, might be previously
unattested Aristotle-fragments. Eustathius plays an important supporting
role in understanding these scholia,? as do relevant passages in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric and especially his Poetics. 1 begin with this latter.

' On the Homeric scholia on the Iliad, see Erbse 1969, xi—Ixvi, Kirk 1985, 38-43,
Janko 1992, 20-28, Nagy 1997, Dickey 2007, 18-23, Niinlist 2011, and Montanari et
al. 2017. I am interested in the bT scholia, which Dickey 2007, 19-20 describes as
follows:

The bT scholia are so called because they are found in manuscript T [= Burney
MS 86 (British Library)] (eleventh century) and in the descendants of the lost
manuscript b (6™ century). They contain some Alexandrian material (much
of it attributable to Didymus) but seem to come more immediately from
a commentary of the late antique period (known as “c”), of which b produced
a popular and T a more scholarly version. These scholia are also known as
exegetical scholia, because they are concerned primarily with exegesis rather
than textual criticism. They include extensive extracts from the Ounpika
{ntiuoata of Porphyry [3 c. AD] and the Ounpka tpoPAfuato of Heraclitus
[the Allegorist, 15t c. AD].

Note that manuscript B (Venetus B [Marc. gr. Z. 453], eleventh century) is the
most important extant descendant of the lost manuscript b. It contains two levels of
scholia (eleventh century, and twelfth or thirteenth century). Scholars use ‘B*’ to
refer to the later scholia, though it is the other type that interests me in this essay. On
ms. B and the B-scholia, see Erbse 1969, xvii—xviii.

2 Eustathius of Thessalonica (12% ¢. AD) wrote massive commentaries on each
of the Homeric epics. Their value in the present context “consists particularly in the
assemblage of material drawn from the old scholia and the lost works of earlier scholars
and lexicographers” (OCD?3 s.v. Eustathius). See Wilson 1983, 196-204, Pontani 2005,
170-178, Cullhed 2016, 1*-33* and Pagani 2017. I have used van der Valk’s edition
of Eustathius’ commentary on the //iad (1971-1987).
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1. The Poetics on proper and improper inconsistency
in characterization

Poetics 15 opens: “Concerning the characters, there are four things [the
poet] ought to aim at: first and foremost, that they be good (ypnotd)”
(1454 a 15-16). Second, he should aim at a character being appropriate
(10 appotrovra), and third, that it be similar or like (10 6potov: scholars
disagree about whether this means life-like, like ourselves, or like the
traditional character)* (1454 a 22-24). Last, but most important in this
essay: “Fourth, it should be consistent (t0 opaAov). For even if the one
who is the basis for the imitation is someone inconsistent (Gv®UAAOC)
and such a character is assumed, even so it ought to be consistently
inconsistent”™ (1454 a 26-28). Aristotle provides examples for each of
these save the third. For the fourth, he says: “an example of inconsistency
is Iphigeneia in Aulis; for the supplicating girl is not at all like the later
one” (1454 a 31-33). Late in Euripides’ play, Iphigeneia at one point
supplicates herself before her father, and passionately begs for her life
(1211-1240); but not much later, she defends her father before her mother,
and passively accepts her fate, declaring that she should not love her own
life too much (xoi yap ovd€ toi Tt Mav €ue erhoyvyely ypemv, 1368—
1401). So Aristotle thought this rapid change of heart constituted poor
characterization on the part of Euripides.

A bit later, towards the end of Poetics 15, Aristotle discusses how the
flaws in otherwise good characters ought to be presented (1454 b 8-15):

Since tragedy is an imitation of people better than we are, [the tragic
poet] ought to imitate good portrait-painters. For in rendering the
particular form, while making [people] life-like they in fact paint them
more beautiful [than they are]. So too the poet, in imitating [people who
are] irascible or lazy or possessing the other such traits, [ought] to make
those who are such [sc. irascible, lazy, etc.] decent in their characters; ...”

3 qepi 8¢ oL 11O TéTTapd EoTtv OV el oToydleshat, v pgv kai TpdTOV, STOC
xpNoTa Q. ... For the text of the Poetics, 1 use Taran—Gutas 2012. All translations from
the Greek are my own.

4 See especially Else 1957, 460—461, as well as Hardison (in Golden and Har-
dison 1968, 201), Janko 1987, 109 and Halliwell 1987, 142. I have a slight preference
for life-like.

5 TéTapTOV 88 TO OUHOAOV. KOV Yap GAVOUOAGS TIC T) O THY pipnoty Tapéyov Kol
to100T0V f00C VIOTERT, SIS OUAADC dvdpalov Sei elva. ..

6 10D 8¢ avopdiov [sc. Eotv mopadetypa] 1 v AVAISL Teiyévela: ovdEV yap
£otkev 1) ikeTevOVOA T VOTEPQ.

7 gmel 6¢ pipmoic Eotv N Tpay@dia PeATIOVOV 1) TLETS, 0T pupelofat Tovg dyadovg
€lKOVOYPAQOVG” KOl yYop €KEIVOL Amod1dovVTES TNV idiay HopENV Opoiovg ToloDVTES
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What follows is a possibly corrupt line, which has been heavily re-
vised by most editors, and is potentially quite important for my present
purposes. The manuscripts give us:?

napadeyno okAnpodttoc olov tovV Ayxléa ayadov / Aydlov kai
Opnpog.

Now mapaderypo oxkAnpodtnrog has full manuscript support. The primary
sources are split between dyafov and Ayédbwv, and one primary source
has pév after AytiAéa (though that is neither relevant here nor likely to
be correct). I know of five ways in which scholars have dealt with this
line (which cover everything from accepting the manuscript tradition to
complete excision, and in between those extremes more or less radical
conjectures):

1. Try to make sense of the text as is, without emendation. This was
the approach of Vahlen 1867, who printed Ayafwv.

2. Conclude that the text is so corrupt as to defy emendation. This
was the approach of Kassel 1965, who set the entire line between
daggers (7).

3. Conclude that the text is corrupt, but conjecture radical changes
to fix it. This was the approach of Else 1957, 475-482, who argues
for reading: [mopéderypo oxAnpdTOC] 0lov TOV Axidéa dyadov Kol
<épowov> ‘Ounpog (“...the way Homer made his Achilles good and
<like us>").

4. Bracket the first two words, and print Ayd8wv. This was the solu-
tion of Ritter 1839, and it was recently defended by Taran, who regards
mopaderypo okAnpotntog as a marginal gloss (2012, 268-269); cf.
Else 1957, 478. One would render the remains as for instance Golden
did (in Golden—Hardison 1968): “just as Agathon and Homer portray
Achilles.”

5. Transpose the first two words, and print éya06v: olov Tov Ayiléa
ayabov kol mapdadeypa oxkAnpodtnrog ‘Ounpoc. This was first suggested
by Lobel 1929, 78 and has since been widely accepted — for instance by
Janko, who translates the result: “E.g. Homer [made] Achilles good as
well as an example of stubbornness” (1987, 20; his brackets). Halliwell
1987, Heath 1996, and Kenny 2013 offer similar English translations.’

KOAAIOVG YPaPOVGY: 0VT® Koi TOV TOMTHV HIHOVUEVOV Kal Opyihovg Kol padvpovg
Kol TdALa To TotodTo. EovTag, &M TV 0GBV T0100TOVC VTG EMEIKEIC TOlETV- ...

8 For details, see the app. crit. ad loc. in Taran—Gutas 2012, 190.

 For more examples of scholars who have interpreted this line in these various
ways, see Herrick 1945 and Else 1957, 475-482.
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Keeping in mind that the Poetics is almost certainly a set of lecture
notes and not a polished treatise, I think it is possible to make some
sense of the paradosis.!? As napddetyua oxinpdtnrog has full manuscript
support, I prefer retaining it, and in its location in the clause. And although
one could make either Ayabwv or ayaddv work, I have a slight preference
for the former.!"" So I would render the line (supplying a past tense form
of moelv, as Janko and others have done): “for instance Agathon and
Homer [made] Achilles an example of harshness” (the implication of
course being that Achilles is decent in his character as well). In any case,
it is clear that Aristotle regards Homer’s Achilles as good but flawed (the
flaw being harshness or stubbornness, and no doubt irascibility as well).
And although he never in his extant works refers to Homer’s Achilles as
inconsistent (in either sense), I expect he would consider him an example
of a character that is “consistently inconsistent”.!2

A passage in Rhetoric 2. 22 confirms — or at least supports the possi-
bility — that Aristotle regarded Achilles as essentially good but flawed as
well.!? There he claims that whatever the subject of a speech, and whether
the speaker is advising or evaluating, facts are needed to support one’s
case (1396 a 23-30):

It makes no difference whether it is concerning Athenians or Lacedae-
monians, a human or a god, [one ought] to do the same thing: for even
when advising Achilles, and praising or blaming him, and accusing or
defending him, one must grasp the facts or what seem to be the facts, in
order that we may say, based on these [facts], whether there is anything
noble or shameful, in praising or blaming him; whether there is anything

10 T am grateful to Christian Wildberg for reminding me — in connection with this
line — of the nature of the Poetics, and for making the case to me for preserving the
manuscript tradition.

1" As David Sider pointed out to me, Aristotle was fonder of Agathon than most,
citing him ten times (most often in the Poetics and Rhetoric). Herrick 1945, 249 writes:
“Neither dyabdov nor Ayabwv, to be sure, makes any significant difference in Poetics
15. 1454 b 14-15; either way the sense of the passage seems tolerably clear”. This is
ultimately true of the various ways of interpreting the line generally.

12 Else 1957, 463 argues that for Aristotle Achilles is consistently inconsistent;
and I accept his conclusion but not his argument for it (which involves excursions into
the Aristotelian conception of melancholy). See also Hintenlang 1961, 117, quoted
below in n. 33.

13 In Rhetoric 1. 6. 1363 a 17-18 and 3. 16. 1416 b 25-28, Achilles is treated as
good, with no suggestion of any flaws. I argue, based on passages in the Rhetoric, that
Aristotle likely defended, against objections, Homer’s portrayal of the lamentation
and anger of Achilles (2019, 76-83). I think it likely that Aristotle regarded that
characterization as consistently inconsistent.
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just or unjust, in accusing or defending him; and, whether there is
anything expedient or harmful, in advising him.!4

A little later, Aristotle distinguishes common (kowva) facts from particular
or special (idwo) facts. In the case of praising Achilles, common facts
would be those that apply to any great hero (he mentions Diomedes,
1396 b 10-14). He continues (b 14—18):

But particular [facts] are those which belong to no one other than
Achilles; for instance, to have killed Hector, the best of the Trojans, and
Cycnus, who — being invulnerable — prevented all [the Greeks] from
disembarking;'> and because he [sc. Achilles] was the youngest to have
gone to the war and without having taken the oath; and all other such
things.10

Now even though the emphasis is on Achilles’ goodness, there is the
implication that he was not consistently good, having (possibly) committed
shameful or unjust or harmful actions.

Whatever one concludes about Achilles’ inconsistency in Aristotle’s
extant works, there is evidence that he discussed it in his Homeric
Problems. In what follows, I want to take a look at two sets of scholia,
both of which indicate that ancient Homeric scholars raised and discussed
problems about Achilles’ purported improper inconsistency. In both
cases, | believe, Aristotle defends Homer’s presentation of Achilles. Now
Aristotle is not named in the second set of scholia; but I argue that their
source too may well be Aristotle’s Homeric Problems.

14 0088V 6¢ drapépet Tepl AOnvaiov fj Aakedapoviov §j avOpdmov fj 0£0d TavTo
0010 Spav: Kol yop cvpPovievovia @ Ayxdlel Kol €movodvto Kol yéyovto Kol
Kot yopodvto Kol droloyoduevov Hmep adTod T0 VIapyovTa | dokodvta VIAPYEW
mmtéov, v’ €k ToVTOV Aéyopev EmavodvTes 1 yéyovtes €1 TL Kahov Tj aioypov DTLApYEL
Katnyopodvieg &’ 1j dmoloyovdpevol €l Tt dikawov §| ddwkov, cupfovievovieg & € Tt
cuppépov §| Prafepov. For the text of the Rhetoric, I use Kassel 1976. Regarding ta
vrapyovta 1 dokodvta vmapyew: I follow Reeve 2018, 96 somewhat in translating
this. Perhaps more literally, one would render it “the things that exist or seem to exist”
(with respect to Achilles); but note LSJ (s.v. vmépyw) B.4.b.: “10 vmapyovta ... ,
a man s record”, and see Grimaldi 1988, 283.

15 The story of the death of Cycnus, son of Poseidon and king of the city of Ko-
lonai, does not appear in the //iad or the Epic Cycle. Pindar twice mentions that Achilles
killed him (OL. 2. 82, Isthm. 5. 39); but for the manner of the killing (i. e. strangulation),
given Cycnus’ invulnerability to spear and sword, see Ovid. Met. 12. 72—144.

16 {5100 8¢ & pndevi dAA® cvuPéPnkev §| @ AyiAksl, olov TO AmokTsival TOV
“Extopa tov dpiotov tdv Tpowv kai tov Kbkvov, 6g ékdlvcey dravtag dnofaivey
dtpmwtog dv, Kol 611 veDTATOG Kod 00K EVOpKOG MV £0Tpatencey, kol 6o dAla totadTa.
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2. Three Aristotle-fragments on
Iliad 24. 559-570

The context for the first set of texts is a scene in Iliad 24 that Aristotle, in
the Historia animalium, calls the Expedition of Priam (8[9]. 32. 618 b 26:
&v 1] tod [prapov ££66w).!7 Priam — prompted by Iris (with a message
from Zeus) and escorted by Hermes (who promises him safe passage to
Achilles’ dwelling) — leaves Troy and goes directly to Achilles to request
the return of Hector’s body. As instructed by Hermes, Priam immediately
supplicates Achilles. He offers him a large ransom, and asks him to feel
pity and to think of his own father. Both men begin to weep — Priam for
the loss of Hector and many other sons, Achilles for his absent father and
for Patroclus. Achilles does feel pity for Priam, invites him to sit down,
and in a relatively long speech describes how Zeus allots portions of good
and bad fortune to each man.'® But Priam is impatient (553-556):

un o &g Opovov e drotpepec dppd kev "Extmp
Kettal évi KMoinow akndng, aAAd téylota

ADoov v’ 0pBaipoicw Wdm: ov 8¢ d&Ean dmowva
TOMAQ, TG, TOL PEPOUEV: KTA.!D

Do not seat me in a chair, O fostered of Zeus, so long as Hector lies
among the shelters uncared for; but with all speed release him, so that
I see him with my own eyes; and accept the great ransom that we bring
you. [Etc.]

This angers Achilles (559-561; 568-572):

OV & dp’ vddpa DV TPOGEPN TOdAG BKVG AyAAes:
unKETL VOV 1 €pEtile yEpov; voém O€ Kal oTOg
“Extopd To1 Aboat, Adfsv 88 pot dyyehog A0

TG VOV U pot paAdov év diyeot Bupov opivng,
p1 o€ Yépov 008" avToV évi KMGinow £40w

Kol k€N mep £6vta, A10¢ & dAitopot EQETUAG.
¢ €pat’, £dewoev & O yépov kal Emeifeto pobo.
[Inketdng & ofkoto Aéwv &C dlto Bvpale. ...

17" Aristotle is there interested in the eagle that Zeus sends as an omen to Priam
(24. 308-319). See Mayhew 2019, 66—68 for a discussion of this eagle.

18 What I describe occurs within verses 159-551.

19 For the text of the Iliad, 1 have used West 2000.
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Then looking darkly at him, swift-footed Achilles spoke: “Provoke
me no more, old man; I am even myself minded to release Hector to
you, though a messenger from Zeus came to me [sc. directing me
to do so0]%0...

Therefore, stir up my spirit no more in my sufferings, old man, lest I not
allow you [to remain alive] — not even yourself — within my shelters,?!
though you are a suppliant, and so transgress the commands of Zeus”.
So he spoke, and the old man was frightened and persuaded by his
speech. And Peleus’ son sprang like a lion toward the door...

Once out the door, however, Achilles immediately sees to the ransom, and
then has his servants respectfully prepare Hector’s corpse for its return to
Troy — giving them orders to keep the corpse out of sight, so that Priam
is not moved to anger, which would in turn provoke Achilles into killing
Priam, against the wishes of the gods (573-586).

We are now in a position to better understand the following three texts
on this part of //iad 24: a B-scholium, a T-scholium, and a comment from
Eustathius. I present all three first, before discussing them.

(a) schol. B Il. 24. 569 (fol. 333v)*2

There is no lemma, merely a I'" indicating that this is the third
comment on the folio (the first two, at the top of the folio, are marked o’
and B’; the other two, at the bottom, are marked A" and €"). So ours is the
sole scholium in the margins — placed where it is, either because that is
the middle of the folio, or because it was intended to be close to line 559:

20 Regarding voém ... kal avtog KTA.: Achilles is saying that, independent of the
command from Zeus, he is inclined to release Hector’s body.

21 T think the clear implication of pn og . . . évi Khoinow €dow is “lest I not allow
you to live within my shelters”. See schol. D 7/. 24. 569 (van Thiel), which takes édom
(‘allow’) to mean Aeinw Cdvta (‘leave/release [you] living”). Compare the rendering
of 1. 24. 569 in the superb translation of Alexander 2015: “lest, old man, I do not
spare even yourself within my shelter”. And note Richardson 1993, 336: “00d" avtov
here is emphatic, ‘not even yourself””.

22 This scholium (which Erbse labels 77. 24. 569 b2) can be accessed here: http://
www.homermultitext.org/hmt-image-archive/VenetusB/. In addition to Erbse, previous
editions of this text are in Villoison 1788, 529 and Schrader 1880, 277. It is also
found in the following collections of Aristotle’s fragments (presented in chronological
order; see the bibliography for details): fr. 149. 2 Rose'!, 194. 1 Heitz, 160 Rose?,
168 Rose3, 391. 1 Gigon. It was not included in Dindorf 1877 or MacPhail 2011.
I think it important to go back to the manuscripts when possible, in dealing with
this material, and I have done so. But in the present case, and punctuation aside, the
editions of Villoison, Schrader, and Erbse are identical and accurate.
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OV 0" dp’ Vmddpa. idwV TPocipn TOdUC OKVG AyArede (“Then looking
darkly at him, swift-footed Achilles spoke”). In any case, I have assumed
the former (not a strong conviction, but in any case unimportant), and
have followed Erbse and labeled this schol. B 71. 24. 569 (fol. 333 v). Here
is the Greek text with my translation:

APIGTOTEANG PNGIV AvOpolov sival TO AxtAémc ffoc. ol 8¢ pacty 8Tt
iva dmootior avtov tod €9 “Extopt Bprivov, did toto dedicoet : ~

Aristotle says that the character of Achilles is inconsistent. But others say
that [this is] in order that he [sc. Priam] might be kept from the lamen-
tation for Hector, for which reason [Achilles] frightens [him] : ~

(b) schol. TII. 24.569 (fol. 277r)%

Although I present two scholia here, which follow each other in the
margins of the manuscript one after the other and refer to the same line
(note the overlapping lemmata), my interest is in the second. I present
the first (which indicates that o€ should be pronounced without an acute
accent) merely to illustrate the T-scholiast’s use of dAlwg (Which will
become relevant in analyzing the next set of texts, in § 3 below). Usually,
dAwg (‘alternatively’) is “used in scholia to introduce a second or
subsequent note on a single lemma” (Dickey 2007, 221).24 In Homeric
mpoPAnua/{tnua literature, however, dAAlm¢ is often used to indicate
an alternative solution to the same problem. Yet both here and in § 3,
the T-scholiast does not use dAAwg to indicate an alternative solution
to a problem, but to indicate another note on the same or similar (but
not a single) lemma. In the second scholium, the lemma provided is pn
o€ yépov 006’ avtov; but I believe this is, as is often the case, meant to
indicate the entire line: uf og yépov o0d™ avtov €vi KMoinow £dom (“old
man, lest I not allow you — not even yourself — within my shelters”). Here
is the text with my translation:

23 These two scholia (which Erbse labels /. 24. 569 a2 and 569 b') can be accessed
here: http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=burney ms 86 fs001r. The text
I present is identical to that in Erbse (and in Maas 1888, 476 as well), and the second
scholium (the one that mentions Aristotle) was included (among the collections of
fragments) in Gigon alone (fr. 391. 2). This pair of scholia was not included in Dindorf
1877 or MacPhail 2011.

24 This is from the relevant entry in Dickey’s “Glossary of Grammatical Terms”.
See also her somewhat lengthier discussion of #Alw¢ in ch. 4: “Introduction to
Scholarly Greek” (2007, 108—-109).
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“un og yépov”: éykMtéov v “oé” 1 —

BAA@C: “Un oE Yépov 00S’ adTOV”: APIGTOTEANC ONGIV AVOLOAOV ElVaL TO
Moo AyiAlénc. ol 8¢ o¢ dmooticot Tod oiktov Tfi KoTamAnEel ovTov
0élet, un idav "Extopa Opnvion akoAdTmg kot tapdén avtdv : —

“lest you old man”: one must treat 6¢ [‘you’] as an enclitic : —
alternatively: “lest you old man ... not even yourself”: Aristotle says that
the character of Achilles is inconsistent. But others [say] that [Achilles]
wants him [sc. Priam] to avoid wailing, through terror, lest seeing Hector
he mourns uncontrollably and it troubles him [sc. Achilles]? : —

(c) Eustathius ad Il. 24. 559572
(vol. 4, p. 956.1-6 van der Valk)?*

In Eustathius, ol maAaioi (the ancients) usually refers directly to the
scholia, indirectly to their sources.

onueiocot 8¢ 811 ApIoTOTEANC, B¢ PAGLY oi ToAoLol, Avduaioy glval T
100 Aydlémg 100¢ cuvéyet, 6 Té TpdTa pethyiolg SeElmGAIEVOG TOV
ikémv Ipiapov, eita Aeoviobeic olov, O¢ dnAol 10 “Aéov & GATO
0Vpale” — 810 kal vdv “Eddeloev 0 Yépov kai Eneibeto pHdm” — dyprodtal
Kol ameldeitat To mpoppndévra.?’ Kai dokel pev Emnitndeg obtm motElv, dg
av €xmAnén tov yépovta Kol Gmootion Tod 0ikTov, TO 8’ 6TV OV
TO10VTOV.

Note that Aristotle, as the ancients say, concludes that the character of
Achilles is inconsistent, who at first welcoming the suppliant Priam with
gentle [words], then becomes a lion so to speak, as “like a lion he leaps
to the door” [572] makes clear — and this is why at this time “the old man
was frightened and persuaded by his speech” [571] — the things [Achilles]
said becoming wild and threatening. In fact he seems to act in this way
deliberately, as if striking panic in the old man and keeping him away
from the wailing, whereas such is not the case.?

25 See Breitenberger 2006, 316 and Cullyer 2008, 543.

26 This text (in an earlier edition) is found in two collections of Aristotle’s
fragments: fr. 149. 2 Rose! and 194. 2 Heitz.

27 van der Valk claims in his apparatus (ad loc.) that this clause (from 0¢ td Tp@dTOL
to 10 mpoppnOévra) is Eustathius’ addition to his ancient sources.

28 Hintenlang 1961, 116 goes on (after an ellipsis) to quote as well a line which
appears a little later (at 956. 16): cuvayetal 6¢ 10 00 AyAAémg GoTotov Kol €v Ti)
o poyedig kol év taig Artaig (“And the instability [dototov] of Achilles can be
ascertained both in [//iad] Rhapsody 1 and in the Entreaties [i.e. Iliad 91). But there
is no reason to think this comes from Aristotle.
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I think it probable that all three texts ultimately have the same source,
namely Aristotle’s Homeric Problems, though an intermediate and in-
direct source was likely Porphyry. None of them provides anything like
the entire text, as found in Porphyry (if he was the source), which likely
would have included the statement of the problem, and at the very least
two solutions.?® I think it possible that the original Homeric problem can
be reconstructed from Eustathius, who is perhaps indicating that Aristotle
aimed to provide a solution to it: Why did Homer portray Achilles at first
being gentle with Priam, but shortly thereafter being lion-like? Another
possibility is that the statement of the problem had the same form as that
found in the two scholia discussed in the next section: Why did Homer
portray Achilles inconsistent in this way, at first being gentle with Priam,
but shortly thereafter being lion-like?

Both of our scholia present two solutions: a terse version of Aristotle’s
solution first (in nearly identical Greek, which is also quite close to what
Eustathius reproduces): “Aristotle says that the character of Achilles
is inconsistent”. The second solution, from other (unnamed) scholars
(oi 8¢), defends Achilles’ character by claiming that he intentionally
acted as if he were angry in order to prevent Priam from lamenting over
the body of Hector.?® (The T-scholium is more informative than the
B-scholium.?!) So this solution seems to aim to defend Achilles against
the charge that he is not in control of his emotions. Cullyer 2008, 542—
544 argues that these scholars could be Chrysippus and other Stoics.3?
I find her interpretation quite plausible (and such a defense of Achilles’
character less plausible, at least as Homeric scholarship). If the Homeric
problem specifically referred to inconsistency, then I assume the second
solution would originally have included the claim that Achilles is not
inconsistent in any sense.

But what more can we say about Aristotle’s reply? If I am right that
our three texts are the remains of a single Homeric problem, of the sort
preserved and presented by Porphyry, then it is highly likely that Aristotle
was solving the Homeric problem by claiming that Achilles’ character

29 In what follows, I am assuming that these texts originally came from a Homeric
problem with solutions. On the possibility that they were originally part of a criticism
of Homer, see below n. 34.

30 T think it likely that Eustathius is referring to (and even accepting) this solution,
when he writes at the end of the text: “In fact he seems to act in this way deliberately”,
etc. (koi dokel pev Emitndeg obtm motEly, KTA.).

31 See above, note 1, on the T-scholia being more scholarly than the b-scholia.

32 See also Plutarch, How the Young Should Listen to Poetry 11 (Moralia 31
A-C), with Hunter—Russell 2011, 173-175.
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is inconsistent — but consistently inconsistent, which is perfectly proper
esthetically.?? In the language of Poetics 15, Homer made Achilles good
generally, but also with a character flaw: harshness. So I think it much
more likely that Aristotle was defending Homer, in this way, than that he
was criticizing Homer.3

But can we describe this defense of Homer in the terms Aristotle
describes in Poetics 25, the topic of which is Homeric problems and how
to solve them? As with many Homeric problems, this one likely involved
what some critic erroneously objected or worried was a contradiction (in
the portrayal of Achilles). And there are plenty of examples of Aristotle
replying that what is thought to be a contradiction is in fact merely
apparently so0.3> There is no contradiction, because Achilles is consistently
inconsistent.

33 So Hintenlang 1961, 117: “Wenn Aristoteles in Fr. 168 R. sagt, der Charakter
Achills sei ungleichméBig, so ist dies nicht als Vorwurf gegen die Darstellung Homers
zu verstehen, sondern soll bedeuten, dal Homer ihn konsequent ungleichmafBig
zeichnet”. Hintenlang 1961, 118, followed by Breitenberger 2006, 414, quite
plausibly suggests the possibility that Aristotle’s target is Plato (citing Rep. 3. 390 e
— 391 ¢ and Hipp. min. 369¢ — 371d). Hintenlang 1961, 116—117, again followed
by Breitenberger 2006, 413—414, also discusses, in this connection, EE 3. 1. 1229 a
20-27 (and I would extend the reference to a 29), where Aristotle describes states that
seem to be courage but are not. Relevant here is the kind that arises “from irrational
passion, for instance from eros or anger” (818 méBog dAdyIGTOV, Olov U’ EpwTo. Kol
Bopov). (Cf. EN 3. 8. 1116 b 23-30, a parallel discussion which in fact quotes three
Homeric passages.) Aristotle says that people who are beside themselves with rage,
like wild boars, are dvopoadrot, ‘inconsistent’ — though in the context of EE 3. 1 we
might rather render it ‘capricious’ or ‘fickle’ (Breitenberger: “‘unbestindig’). Aristotle
goes on to say that young people, who often have this trait, make the best fighters.
Hintenlang’s speculation that Aristotle would characterize Achilles in this way is
intriguing.

34 We cannot, however, rule out entirely the possibility that Aristotle was levelling
an objection against Homer, as he is capable of doing this, though such instances are
rare. (On Aristotle’s possible criticism of Od. 21. 217-221, involving Odysseus’ scar,
see Mayhew 2019, 40-45.) If this were the case here, then the texts discussed in this
section would be a remnant of Aristotle claiming that in the Expedition of Priam in
Iliad 24, Achilles is like Iphigeneia in Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Aulis, i.e. improperly
inconsistent. In close proximity, Achilles goes from treating Priam respectfully, to
threatening his life, to immediately thereafter respectfully preparing Hector’s corpse
to be handed over to Priam. One might have grounds for leveling this criticism against
Homer, though I doubt Aristotle did so.

35 See Poetics 25. 1461 a 31 — b 9, and Mayhew 2019, 20-22.
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3. Three possible unattested Aristotle-fragments on //iad 18. 98

Like many Homeric mpoPAnpata, the one I turn to next concerns an
apparent or purported contradiction between something in the /liad and
something in the Odyssey.3

At the opening of lliad 18, Antilochus goes to Achilles to tell him
that Patroclus is dead, the amour Achilles lent him has been stripped from
his body and is in Hector’s possession, and the fighting continues over
Patroclus’ corpse. Achilles” mother (Thetis) hears his lamentations, and
visits him. Achilles explains that he has no wish to live, except to avenge
Patroclus by killing Hector. Thetis replies (95-96):

OKOLOPOC 1) Hot TéKOC EGGEaL, 01’ (yopevELS:
avtiko yap tot Enerta ped’ "Extopa mdtHog £Toinoc.

Then you are doomed to a swift death, my child, from what you are
saying, for straightaway after Hector [sc. dies], then evil-destiny
[i.e. an early death] awaits.

Achilles recognizes that he is making this choice (98-99):

avtiko tebvainy, €nel ovk dp’° Eueldov Etaipm
KTEWOUEVE EMOUDVOL ...

Straightaway may I die, since I was not fated my companion
to defend when he was slain...

So Achilles is choosing to avenge Patroclus, at the cost of his own life.
In Odyssey 11, in his trip through Hades, Odysseus encounters the soul
(yuym) of Achilles, which is weeping (6Aopupopévn, 471-472). Odysseus,
trying to console Achilles, points out that he was blessed in life — so highly
was he honored — and now in death as well he seems to be blessed, as he has
great authority over the dead (484—486). Achilles famously replies (488—491):

un 61 pot Bavatdv ye mapadda, eoidy’ Odvooed.
Bovloiuny Kk’ €mdpovpog Emv Ontevépey GAA®,
avdpi map’ akANp®, GO pn Plotog moAdE &N,

f} o vekveosot Kataediuévoloty avacoety.’’

36 These are not uncommon. For instance, a passage in the Odyssey (12. 374-375)
seems to contradict a description in the //iad (3. 277-278) of the Sun’s ‘omniscience’.
“Why, having said that Helios [i.e. the Sun] beholds all things and hears all things
[Z1. 3. 277], did [Homer] portray him needing a messenger in the case of his own
cattle [Od. 12. 374]?” Etc. Aristotle proposed three solutions. See schol. B* /1. 3. 277
(= fr. 149 Rose3/373 Gigon).

37 For the text of the Odyssey, I have used West 2017.
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Do not speak soothingly to me of death, illustrious Odysseus.

I would choose to be bound to the soil, the servant of another —
a man with no allotted land, whose livelihood is nothing much —
than to be lord over all the dead who have perished.

Achilles then asks for news of his son Neoptolemos and his father Peleus.
Odysseus has no news about his father. Achilles replies that were his
father being oppressed owing to his absence, he would want to return to
life to protect him (500-503):

€1 t01668” Moyt pivovlad mep £g matéPog 6@,
A K€ Te® oTO AU PEVOS Kol XETPaG GATTOVG,
ol kelvov Prowvtat €épyovoiv T° amd TS,

If I could go as such a man [sc. as I was formerly] for a short time to
my father’s house, I would in this way make hateful my power and
invincible hands to many a one — those who do violence to him and keep
him from honor.

In the Iliad, though he is alive he chooses death; and in the Odyssey,
though he is dead, he wishes he could come back to life. We are now
in a position to better understand the following texts on Iliad 18. 98:
a B-scholium and a T-scholium,38 and a related comment from Eustathius.
I present all three before discussing them.

(a) schol. B 1l. 18. 98 (fol. 249 r)*®

There is no lemma. Instead this text begins with what seems to be
a number (1'€),* which is also written above the words on which the

38 As will become clear, each of these scholia consists of (or can naturally be
divided into) three parts. Erbse combines the B and T scholia in his presentation of
this material, labeling the three parts /7. 18. 98 b, 98 ¢, and 98 d. I think this is proble-
matic, and so in what follows present my transcription of these scholia separately.

39 This scholium can be accessed here: http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-
image-archive/VenetusB/. In addition to Erbse (see the previous note), earlier editions
of this text are Villoison 1788, 415 and Schrader 1880, 220-221 — though the latter
includes only the portion I have labeled [1]. It was not included in MacPhail 2011,
though note that Erbse inserts “Porph. (?)” prior to his schol. 7/. 18. 98b. Virtually
identical to, and dependent on, this B-scholium is a scholium in Leidensis Vossianus
64 (fol. 394r) — on which, see the relevant information in Erbse’s apparatus criticus.

40 This is not the number 15 (1¢”). The ‘numbering’ on this folio is odd. The
first scholium is marked 6°, the second ', the third ', the fourth 1B, the fifth 1"y,
the sixth 1’8, the seventh (our text) 1’e. They continued to be marked 1'c, 1'C, 1'n, 10,
k’, and finally «’a. By contrast, the nine scholia on the previous folio (fol. 248v)
are marked as one would expect: o, B', v', &', €', ¢, {’, ', and 8". The scholia
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scholium is a comment (in this case, above the second alpha in avtika
in 18. 98, so it is clearly a comment on avtiko tebvainv, “Straightaway
may | die”). Note that nineteen words were originally omitted owing
to parablepsy: the scribe’s eye jumped from the first (fjv to the second.
There is in effect a scholium to our scholium (I think from a second hand
[B*]), which adds the missing material (marked with the symbol -/.).
Shortly thereafter, there is also a superlinear addition of the word i
between aAAd and uova (I assume by the same hand responsible for the
other addition). I have used italics in my transcription and translation
to indicate these additions. I have also inserted numbers in brackets,
because although this scholium is presented as one unified text, the nearly
identical material in schol. T 7/. 18. 98 is presented as three different
scholia roughly corresponding to the material that I have marked with
these bracketed numbers.

e [1] o ti Tov Ayilién obtog dvouaiov menoinkey, 8¢ ye dte &0n
tebvavar EBovdeto, tebBveng 8¢ Liv dovledwv pdllov i Exerv v tod
Aidov Pocileiav; i olte to tebvivar 01" avto aipeioBar paivetor olte TO
Gijv, GALG 016 pova To koA Epya Kol Omtmg mpdTty tadta;t! tva uev yop
BonOnon td Matpdxig, “tebvainv” enoiv, va 8¢ 1® matpi, {fv €0EAeL.
®Hote KOADV EPYOV TPOKEWWEVOV O OIAOKOAOG kol (dv Tebvaval
aipnoetat, gl péALOL kaAdv T Tpd&an arobavov, kai avafidoesdol Taiy,
el péAdot TV kat’ apemv Tt Tpdfat avalnoag. [2] 6pa 6& wAC TM
“anTika” ypNoauevos, ® Kol 1 OETic, TOV S1 ApeTHV KatappovodvTa
Bavdatov évépnve. [3] Kahov 8¢ mpodg elhetarpioy mapddetypa, elye Toig
T000VTOIG U mewsbeig dmpoig diya tovTeV Kol Odvatov aipgitor VIEP
oihov : —

Ve [= “Straightaway may I die”]: [1] Why did [Homer] portray Achilles
inconsistent in this way, who when he was living wanted to die, but
having died [wanted] to live being a slave more than [he wanted] to have
the kingdom of Hades? Or does he appear to choose neither dying for its
own sake nor living, but for the sake of noble deeds alone and so that he
can perform these? For in order to help Patroclus, he said “may I die”,
but in order [to help] his father, he wanted to live. Therefore, when noble
deeds present themselves, the one who is nobility-loving and living will
choose to die, if in dying he is going to do something noble; and he will
choose to return to life again, if in returning to life he is going to do

on the two other nearby folios that I checked at random are similarly numbered as
one would expect. This oddity, however, does not affect the interpretation of this
scholium in the least.

41 Unlike other editors, I have punctuated this sentence with a question mark (not
used in our manuscript), which I believe makes the most sense.
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something according to virtue. [2] And note how using ‘straightaway’,
which Thetis did as well (18. 95), [Homer] displayed the disregarding of
death for the sake of virtue. [3] And [this is] a noble example regarding
love of a comrade, if not persuaded by these many offerings apart from
them in fact he chooses death on behalf of a friend.

(b) schol. T 1. 18. 98 (fol. 202v)*

This text has roughly the same content as the previous one, but
presented as three scholia (the second and third indicated by &AAwc,
and in the opposite order). The statement of the mpdPfAnpua is in a sense
quite different than in the previous text, in that it includes a (possibly
incomplete) quotation*? and (I suspect) a lacuna; but conceptually, they
are the same. Here are my transcription and translation:

“avtiko tebvainy’: [1] 61 77 1oV AyiAdén obTOG AVOUAAOV TETOINKEY,
8¢ ve Ote ECn teBvavar Bovieto, TeBvemg 8¢ (v <...>-4 “Bovioiunv «’
Embpovpog EmV”; §| obte 1O TEBVAVOL ST avTo aipeicbot eaivetar olte
<t0> {fv, GALG <S10>40 udva ta ko Epyo kol drwg tpdrn tadta;?’ va
pev yop pondnon Matpdxie, “avtika tedvainy” enotv, iva 8¢ @ matpi,
(v é0ékel. dote koldv Epyov mpokeléveov O @ulokorog kol OV
tebvavar aipioetal, €l péAdot kadov T mpaot dmoboavav, 1| Pefaiong
avafuooeoBat, €l péAlotl T@V Kat® apethv Tt tpd&ot avalnoog : —

[3] A hog “adtica TeBvainy”: kKaAov Tpog eletalpioy lye TOGOVTOLG Un
nele0elg ddPoLg diyo TovTeV Kol Odvotov aipeital KEP eilov : —

[2] 8Mwg “odtika TeBvainy”: @ odTd OVOMOTL YPNGAUEVOS, @ KOl
N OETIC, TOV O dpetnv Kataepovodvia BoviTov EvEpnvey @ —

“Straightaway may [ die”: [1] Why did [Homer] portray Achilles
inconsistent in this way, who when he was living wanted to die; [but
having died wanted to live, saying] “I would choose to be bound to the

42 This scholium can be accessed here: http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.
aspx?ref=burney ms 86 fs001r. Previous editions of this text are Maas 1888, 247
and Erbse (see above n. 38).

4 Or the scholiast was counting on his audience’s vast knowledge of the Homeric
epics, so that he needed only to quote the opening words of the verse(s) that he had
in mind.

4 This ti, obviously correct, is a superlinear addition by a second hand.

4 T'mark a lacuna here. See the translation.

46 T have added these two words (in pointed brackets) from the parallel line in the
B-scholium.

47 Unlike other editors, I have punctuated this sentence with a question mark
(never used in our manuscript), which I believe makes the most sense.
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soil” [ete.] (Od. 11. 489)? Or does he appear to choose neither dying for
its own sake nor living, but for the sake of noble deeds alone and so that
he can perform these? For in order to help Patroclus, he said “Straightaway
may I die”, but in order [to help] his father, he wanted to live. Therefore,
when noble deeds present themselves, the one who is nobility-loving and
living will choose to die, if in dying he is about to do something noble;
or he will steadfastly choose to come back to life, if when coming back
to life he is about to do something according to virtue : —

[3] Alternatively: “Straightaway may I die”: [this is] noble regarding
love of a comrade, if not persuaded by these many offerings apart from
them in fact he chooses death on behalf of a friend : —

[2] Alternatively: “Straightaway may [ die”: using the same word
[i.e. ‘Straightaway’], which Thetis did as well (18. 95), [Homer] dis-
played the disregarding of death for the sake of virtue : —

(c) Eustathius ad Il. 18. 98—100
(vol. 4, p. 141. 12—17 van der Valk)

As in the previous pair of scholia, there is a comment from Eustathius,

which was based on these two scholia or shares with them a common

source.

€l 6¢ vOv pev tva ponbnon t@ [atpoxio “tebvainv” enoiv, &v Odvcoseia
8¢ tebvemc avalfioot OEReL, Tva T@ TaTpl EMAUHVOLTO, OVK EGTIV v poiio
f10ovg 1O TorodToV. KaTA VAP TOVG TOAAIOVG 0VTE TO TEBVAVAL O’ aOTOV
aipsiton obte 10 Cfjv, GAAY 18 Epya, OV Tpokeyévay 6 ehdkalog (v
pev tebvavar aipioetat, € kaAdv TL €otor Oovovtog, TeEBvedg O
avapiocechat, €1 TOV KAt APETAV TL TPAEEL.

If here, in order to help Patroclus, he says “may I die”, whereas in the
Odyssey, having died, he wants to come back to life, in order to aid his
father, such a state is not inconsistency with respect to character.
For according to the ancients, he chooses neither to die for his own sake
nor to live, but for the sake of deeds, for which having presented
themselves the nobility-loving one who is living will choose to die, if
dying will be something noble, whereas having died, [he will choose] to
come back to life, if [in coming back to life] he will do something
according to virtue.

The first point to make is that I think it relatively clear that the T-scholium
is correct, and that what I have labeled [2] and [3] are separate (however
related) comments on //. 18. 98. It is less natural to take them as support
for the solution in [1]. So I will be focusing on the versions of [1] in both
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scholia. Next, I think the B-scholium likely has a more accurate statement
of the Homeric problem: Why did Homer portray Achilles inconsistent in
this way, who when he was living wanted to die, but having died wanted
to live being a slave more than he wanted to have the kingdom of Hades?
I suspect that in the original text, there may have been a quote from Homer
representing each side of the supposed contradiction: the verse(s) in the
1liad beginning “straightaway may I die” (18. 98), and the passage from
the Odyssey containing the statement: “I would choose to be bound to the
soil, the servant of another | ... | than to be lord over all the dead who have
perished” (11. 489 & 491). When this material was used for or transformed
into a marginal comment on the //iad, the first quote became the lemma,
and the second was eventually either paraphrased (as in the B-scholium)
or became mangled (as in the T-scholium). The follow up question (which
suggests the solution) is identical in both texts: “Or does he appear to
choose neither dying for its own sake nor living, but for the sake of
noble deeds alone and so that he can perform these?” The remainder in
both scholia — with some minor variations — briefly demonstrates how
the solution implied in the follow-up question is correct, i.e. that there
is in fact no contradiction on the part of Homer or even inconsistency
in the character of Achilles in the relevant Homeric passages. And in
this connection we have what might be the one contribution from the
Eustathius-passage (which has a decidedly Aristotelian ring to it): “such
a state is not inconsistency with respect to character” (ovk £€otv dvopaiio
f10ovg 10 TotovToV). This may well have been the language of the original
solution to our TpOPANLLA.

The purported problem is why Homer presents Achilles as inconsistent
in the way indicated. The solution is that Achilles is not inconsistent
in either of the senses indicated earlier (proper or improper). He is
not, because of harshness or irascibility or some other character flaw,
portrayed by Homer as wishing he was dead (when he is alive), but pining
for life in the afterlife. Rather, according to the author of this solution,
whatever his flaws Homer’s character is consistent in being nobility-
loving (piAdxoroc); and so, whether he is alive on earth or a shade in
Hades, he wants to do what is noble (even if, in the former case, it costs
him his life). I do think there is a certain lack of symmetry here, in that
if he could, Achilles would choose not to remain in Hades, whether or
not a noble deed was waiting for him. One might reply, however, that
although he has, in a sense, resigned himself to his fate in Hades, his
desire to come back to life (per impossibile) is intensified when he thinks
of his father and the possible need to defend him, and that this is owing
to his remaining nobility-loving, even as a shade in Hades.
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I believe the most likely source for these texts is Aristotle. First, as in
so many of the fragments of the Homeric Problems, the likely intermediate
source of our two scholia is Porphyry.48

Second, as we have seen (in the previous sections), Aristotle was
very interested in the character of Achilles (in a literary context), and
particularly with his purported inconsistency (which is mentioned in
the statement of the problem under consideration). Here is a further
indication of an interest in Achilles’ behavior: After the funeral games,
still unable to overcome his grief for the loss of Patroclus, Achilles drags
the corpse of Hector from the back of his chariot three times around
Patroclus’ tomb (/I. 24. 14-18). This gave rise to a Homeric problem,
for which Aristotle offered a solution (schol. B* 7/. 24. 15 [fol. 322r] =
fr. 166 Rose / 389 Gigon):

Why was Achilles dragging Hector around the tomb of Patroclus, acting
contrary to established custom with respect to the corpse? ... It is possible
to solve [this], Aristotle says, also by referring to the fact that the existing
customs were like that, since even nowadays in Thessaly they drag
[corpses] around tombs.*?

Third, there is at least one (other) text whose source is the Homeric
Problems, in which Aristotle is not named.*? In Poetics 25. 1461 a 9-16,
Aristotle writes: “Some [problems] should be solved by looking at
diction”. Aristotle’s third example is: “And ‘mix purer [wine]’ [//. 9. 203]
refers not to unmixed [wine], as if for winos, but to [wine mixed] more
quickly”.’! Poetics 25 is a summary of how to deal with objections to
Homer, and much of what he says there almost certainly appeared in the
Homeric Problems as well. In this case, Aristotle was likely responding

48 As is often the case, I side with Schrader (and by implication Erbse, see above
n. 39), against MacPhail, in regarding Porphyry as the source of far more of these
Aristotle-fragments. In any case, however one counts them, a great many of the
fragments of the Homeric Problems come from Porphyry.

49§10 1l 6 Ayidhedg Tov “Extopa gihke mepi TOV Tagov tod [atpdkiov, mapd Té
VEVOLGUEVO TTOLDV €iG TOV VEKPOV; ... £0TL & AVEY, PNnoiv AploToTtéAng, Kol €ig To
Vrapyovta Gvéyovt’ E0n éti Totadta NV, émel kol viv év Osttarig meptédkovct mepi
ToVG Tapovg. Aristotle is referring specifically to the corpses of murderers, which are
dragged around the graves of their victims. (We know this from Callimachus, via
schol. B* [/. 22. 397 [fol. 300v]. See Schrader 1880, 268.)

50 T owe this example to Verhasselt (forthcoming), whose discussion of it is
characteristically clear and succinct.

SU a8 mpog TV AEEWV OpdVTOL ST SLOAVEW ... Kad TO “LopdTepov O& KEpUE” oV
10 dKpaTov MG 0lvOEALEWY G TO BdTTOV.
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to a criticism of Zoilus.’> Now consider the following section of a text
from Porphyry, in schol. F /1. 9. 203 (fol. 77v):33

Porphyry. “mix [it] Copoétepov, and prepare a cup for each man™:
Inappropriate: for he is being commanded to provide [wine] more
unmixed, as if they were at a party. Some solve [the problem] from
diction, for [they say] Copdtepov is ‘more quickly’...>*

Finally, there is evidence from Rhetoric 1. 3 that Aristotle may have had
this view of Achilles’ dying for the sake of avenging Patroclus.>> The
context is a discussion of the three kinds of rhetoric (deliberative, judi-
cial, and epideictic) and specifically of how the end or aim (télog) of
a deliberative speech can differ. In some cases, the orator will grant certain
things, and even issues of justice and injustice will be of no concern;* but
he would never admit that he is recommending to his audience what is
inexpedient (doVpPOpoC) or steering them away from what is advantageous
(d@éhpog, 1358 b 33-37). He then says (1358 b 38—1359 a 5):

52 See Plutarch Table Talk 5. 4 (Mor. 677 E), which has the title ITepi 709
“Lopotepov ¢ Képoue”: AAAL LEWPOKIOIN TV GIAOTILINY ODTOV ATEPALVOV, 3EOOTOV
opoloyelv dxkpatotepov gipflabat 10 {opdtepov, MG &v ATOT® TVi T0D AYIAAE®S
éoopévov, kabanep 0 Appumodritng Zoilog vmedapupaveyv... — “But I [sc. Plutarch]
pointed out that their [sc. his interlocutors’] noble effort was immature, because they
were afraid to concede that {owpotepov means ‘more unmixed’, as if this would put
Achilles in an absurd position, just as Zoilus of Amphipolis supposed...”.

33 This scholium can be accessed here: http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-
image-archive/E4/E4-Pages/077v-168.jpg. On ms. F (Escorialensis Q 1.12), see Dué
2014. Schol. B I1. 9. 203 (fol. 118v) seems to me to be a mixed up version of this text,
though the ‘Aristotle’ line is identical in any case. See MacPhail 2011, 283 for an
edition based on these two scholia.

34 Tloppopiov: “Capdtepov ¢ képate, 6émag 6 Eviuvov ékdot®” [11. 9. 203]
ATPEMEG” MG YOP EML KOOV TKOVGIV AKPATOTEPOV S1OOVaL TAPAKELEVETAL. Ol PEV VAP
amd tig MEemg Movot: 1o yap (wpdtepov sivan téylov- This is followed by two or
three solutions from other people, which do not concern me here.

55 One might argue that the value of this evidence is undercut somewhat by the
fact that Achilles’ willingness to die for the sake of avenging Patroclus was something
of'a commonplace for the willingness to die for what is noble: see e.g. Plato, Apology
28 c—d and Symposium 179 ¢ — 180 a. But I think it matters that Aristotle mentions both
praising and blaming Achilles.

36 Aristotle says (1358 b 36-37): &g 8" ovK Gd1kov TOVG AGTLYEITOVOG KATASOV-
Aobofat kai Tovg pndev adikodvtag, ToALAKIG 003V epovtilovoty — “but they are
often not concerned about whether it is not unjust to enslave one’s neighbors and
those who have done nothing unjust”. Most scholars note here an implied criticism of
the Athenian delegation to Melos, as presented by Thucydides (5. 84-116). See e.g.
Grimaldi 1980, 84.
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Similarly, both those who are praising and those who are assigning blame
do not consider whether [the one they are evaluating] has done what is
expedient or harmful, but in fact in praise they often put it down that
disregarding what is profitable to himself he does what is noble. For
instance, they praise Achilles because he came to the aid of his comrade
Patroclus, knowing that he must die, though it was possible to live. But
to him, such a death was nobler, whereas living was expedient.>’

There is of course no indication that Aristotle thought Achilles was being
inconsistent.

Once again, this Homeric problem is really no problem at all, but
in fact arises owing not to Homer’s characterization of Achilles, but to
what some critic erroneously objected or worried was a contradiction (in
the portrayal of Achilles). In this case, however, the solution is not that
Achilles is consistently inconsistent (which is proper), but that he is not
inconsistent at all: rather, he is consistently @iAoxarog.

My suggestion that Aristotle is the ultimate source of these three texts
on Iliad 18. 98 is — and short of further evidence coming to light, must
remain — speculative. But I do believe | have made a good case for Aristotle
being the likely source. And that the problem and solution presented
in these three texts fits so well with the rest of the evidence concerning
Aristotle on Achilles’ inconsistency is I believe one more reason for taking
seriously my speculations about their Aristotelian authorship.’®

Robert Mayhew
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My aim in this essay is to re-examine four bT-scholia of the //iad, concerning the
purported inconsistency of Achilles. Two of these have long been recognized as
fragments from the Homeric Problems; but the other two, if my speculations are
correct, might be previously unattested Aristotle-fragments. Eustathius plays an
important supporting role in understanding these scholia, as do relevant passages
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric and especially Poetics.

B crarse noasepratoTcs HoBomy paccmoTpenuio 4 cxonus bT k Hauade o npen-
M0JIaraéMOM HENocTosHCTBe Axwiuia. [lBa M3 HUMX YK€ [JaBHO ObLIM TPU3HAHBI
(dparmMenTaMu  omeposcKux 6onpocos; 1Ba NPYyTrHX, €CIM MOU pacCysKACHHs Bep-
HBI, BO3MOXKHO, TaKKe SIBISIOTCS (parMeHTaMu Apucrorelns. BaxkHyto posb Juis
MOHUMAaHU W aTpuOyIHH 3THX CXOJIMEB WIpaloT KoMMeHTapuil EBcradus, a
TaKoKke COOTBETCTBYIOIIME MacCcaku U3 Pumopuxu u 0CoOeHHO [losmuku
ApucroTens.
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