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The dissertation consists of an edition and commentary, with
translation and brief prolegomena, of Philodemus' treatise On the Good
King according to Homer, columns 21-39. The goal is to present a much
improved text on the basis of accurate reading and reporting of both the
papyrus and the original apographs, both preserved in Naples among
the Herculaneum Papyri, in addition to detailed a commentary.
Placement of numerous previously unplaced fragments provides
coherent sense to several parts of the treatise which were previously
unclear. The treatise, addressed to Calpurnius Piso (consul 58 B.C.), the
father-in-law of Julius Caesar, examines Homer's conception of a good
ruler. Among other topics, Philodemus treats a king's behavior at

symposia, his fatherly character, the importance of good counsel, the



utility of a king's personal beauty, and self-praise. Of particular interest
are a newly restored section which treats Telemachus' journey in
Odyssey 1-4 in terms of an educational experience similar to travelled
young Roman aristocrats in Philodemus' time, and a reconstructed
column concerning the morally correct response of the good king to
acts of hubris. Odysseus' incorrect response to Polyphemus’ arrogance
resulted in his chastisement and moral improvement. Philodemus
cites Homer frequently, including an important so-called spurious
verse, Odyssey 3.130a which was overlooked by previous editors.
Throughout the dissertation, comparison is made to ancient Homeric
scholarship, and periodically to Vergil, who may well have drawn
from Philodemus' discussion for his portrait of Aeneas as a

philosophically idealized "Good King according to Homer."
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Introduction

THE PAPYRUS AND NEAPOLITAN APOGRAPH (N)

P. Herc. 1507, mepi o0 xaf’ “Ounpov dyaBod PactAéwc, was unrolled
in 1808 by Luigi Corazza, who made a pencil drawing of most of the
papyrus in 1811, referred to in this dissertation as N.! At some point,
the papyrus was cut into sections containing 4-5 columns each, and
pasted onto green paper, acceptable by the conservation standards of
that era, and later installed in metal, glass-covered trays (cornici). [ts 43
columns fill ten of these trays, of which the first, second and fourth
contain sections that came apart into two pieces and the others single
sections. We can be certain they are in correct order, which is not
always the case with these texts. The treatise was probably a little more
than eighty columns long originally, if Murray's handling of the
stichometric notation at the end of the roll is correct.2 As
Herculaneum papyri go, P. Herc. 1507 is in a rather good state of
conservation, though the upper part of the roll was damaged to the
extent that the top margin is not visible. The hand of the papyrus is
catalogued by G. Cavallo in his Group Q, and written in the same hand

as P. Herc. 1275, a very fragmentary unedited papyrus of Philodemus

L Bassi 1908, 460.
2 Murray, 163; Dorandi, 209-11. [ have found traces of two stichometric letters which
may, however, change this number.
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which also concerns Homer, and P. Herc. 207, Book IV of On Poems.3
Group Q has been dated to the second half of the 1st century B.C* As
Dorandi's description of the papyrus suffices in most respects’, [ will
now turn to two fundamental matters where he and the other
preceding editors were insufficient, the fragments of the papyrus and
the priority of hands in N.

A characteristic feature of P. Herc. 1507 is its high number of
sovrapposti and sottoposti, fragments which adhered to the layer above or
below their original location in the process of the unrolling of the
carbonized papyrus. Dorandi catalogued and numbered these
fragments, but placed none of them in their correct location.é By
placing numerous fragments in their proper location, [ was able to
make new supplements, confirm or reject supplements of earlier
editors, and find several citations of Homer which had gone unnoticed
by others. [ consequently use Dorandi's enumeration of these
fragments only for his fragment 80, a large sovrapposto which I have

placed at the top of col. 36.7 The technique itself of placing sottoposti and

3 Cavallo 1983, 42-3. Cavallo notes that P. Herc. 1275 has the same hand as P. Herc.
1507, but does not observe that P. Herc. 207 is also in the same hand as well.

4 Dorandi 53; Cf. Cavallo 1974, 34-7. Consequently if the treatise was written in the 80’s -
B.C., in Piso's youth, as some have argued (but see my commentary on col. 23), our copy
would have been made somewhat later.

5 Dorandi, 51-5.
6 Dorandi ,110-20. Olivieri edited many of them in the apparatus of his text.

7 When it became clear that my readings differed from his in several places, I decided
simply to refer to the location of the fragment by column and line number. For the
location of the unplaced fragments according to Dorandi, see Dorandi, 64-1.
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sovrapposti is not new$, and the principle behind it is not complicated. If
the diameter of the roll can be determined at a particular point in the
roll, nearby fragments which are one layer higher than their original
location (sovrapposti) belong later in the roll by precisely the length of
the diameter of the roll. Fragments one layer lower (sottoposti) belong
earlier in the roll by the length of that same measurement. Fragments
which are two or more layers higher or lower than their original
placement can also be transposed by the same method. Using digital
calipers to measure the folds in the papyrus was my contribution to the
science of moving the fragments. By using the two edges of the calipers,
[ was able to trace the parallel folds of the papyrus where [ would have
been otherwise unable to find them. [ was thus able to obtain a more
accurate diameter-measurement and to place the fragments with a
higher degree of precision than was formerly possible. Often [ was able

to join together various parts of single letters, which would have

8 Several of the modern editors of Herculaneum papyri practice the technique, with
varying degrees of success. The fundamental article describing the process is Nardelli
1973. As she notes, Cronert understood the technique, as he shows in Croenert 1906.
What seems not to have been pointed out is that the academics or interpreti--possibly--
and the humbler, more practically oriented artist-artisans or disegnatori--quite
certainly--who were involved in the processes of unroiling of the papyri and making
pencil drawings of them also understood the technique. Corazza certainly did, for [
have discovered that in P.Herc. 1507, portions of the fragments drawn in the margins of
the disegni (on which see below) still in fact survive as sovrapposti. This explains why
the marginal fragments Corazza drew do not survive. They probably never were loose
fragments at all. They were sovrapposti which the disegnatori, knowing where the
misplaced text belonged because of understanding the process of the unrolling, drew into
the margins of the appropriate column, and then removed in order to record the text
below the sovrapposti, probably destroying most of the sovrapposti in the process. David
Blank informs me that the same phenomenon occurs in some papyri of the Rietoric. I am
grateful to him for explaining to me the technique of transposing the fragments.

3



otherwise been illegible. In all, [ was able to restore more than one
hundred fragments to their original locations. More remain to be
placed. In the text of the columns, [ have represented these fragments
in bold-faced print, since using the double slash (/) would have
resulted in lines of text complicated to the point of illegibility, and since
[ already use the double slash to represent another kind of fragment,
namely fragments drawn by N into the margin of his drawing, but
integrated into the body of the drawing by N'.

Much of the text [ have edited of On the Good King survives only
in N, the pencil drawing of the papyrus made by L. Corazza in 1811.
The largest part of this material which no longer survives in P derives
from fragments which Corazza drew in the margins of his drawings.
These fragments were later integrated into the body of the disegno by
an unidentified interprete, whom [ refer to as N1.9 N1 writes with a
much less elegant hand, with a lighter pencil, and erased poorly in
comparison with N. [ have found the meagre remains of some of these
fragments in P as sovrapposti, which suggests that the fragments were
sovrapposti in their entirety, which Corazza copied into the margin of
his drawing, and then proceeded to remove in order to draw the text
underneath. Presumably the fragments were destroyed in the process

of this removal. Unless N! worked with Corazza as he made his

9In most cases the artist-artisans who drew N, the disegnatori, were intentionally
chosen for their ignorance of Greek, so their first vision of the letters would not be
prejudiced in any way; and their work was (sometimes, as here, but not always)
reviewed by scholars (interpreti) after it was drawn.
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drawings, N!integrated the fragments into the body of the disegno
basing his drawing on Corazza's fragment drawn in the margin and
not on his own autopsy of the fragment of the papyrus. My
predecessors either thought that N1 was derivative of N or else that
both were witnesses to the papyrus.l® But there are several cases where
it seems obvious that N1 has merely corrected N or supplemented N
rather than consult the papyrus.!! Nl seems to have known just
enough Greek to harm his integrations on occasion.l? For these
reasons I have come to the conclusion that N1 is simply derivative of
N. The relationship between N! and N will no doubt become clearer
when [ read the earlier columns of the treatise, for among the
manuscripts recently discovered by Prof. Janko was a transcript of some

of the earlier columns of On the Good King made by the interpreti.l3

10 Dorandi notes that the disegni bear traces of "una revisione” (p. 52 n. 4), but he does
not distinguish between Nl and N (or typically P and N for that matter) but gives
priority to N1 over N. Olivieri does on occasion distinguish between the two hands, but
also gives priority to N1, as [ show in my apparatus.

11 Cf. e.g. col. 31, 20 where [ have shown that N1 correctéd N and argue that N l's
reading Jraxncilofc] is part of a conjecture rather than a reading of the papyrus.

12 He seems not to know, for instance, that two iotas can be paired together in a word
like Aui (col. 26, 37). If this seems paradoxical, it should be remembered that even the
Greek scholars who directed and presided over the Officina dei Papiri in the days of
the old Kingdom of the Two Sicilies were men of only mediocre professional standing
compared to their contemporaries in England and Germany.

13 Janko and Blank 1998.
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A BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF IMPORTANT SCHOLARSHIP

Salvatore Cirillo published the first edition of the treatise in
1844.14 He based his edition entirely, or almost entirely, on the
engravings of N which accompanied his edition of the Herculanensium
voluminum.'5 His text was accompanied by a Latin translation and
commentary. Cirillo's edition is a strange combination of brilliance
and incompetency, but he had a fine eye for Homeric quotations, and
some of his supplements are as good as any in the treatise.16

On the basis of Cirillo's text and the accompanying engravings,
Biicheler was able to discover several more Homeric citations, and
made a number of fine supplements and suggestions, accompanied
also by a host of impossible supplements, since he based his text on
Cirillo's edition, which was two steps removed from the papyrus.17

A. Olivieri's edition of 1909 marks the first critical edition of our
text. He examined both the papyrus and the Neapolitan apographs at
first hand. Olivieri edited several columns which Cirillo had omitted,
and made substantial improvements to’ all the remaining columns.
The papyrus has deteriorated since Olivieri's time, and therefore both

his text and apparatus contain important information about the state of

14 Cirillo 1844. Cirillo read the title of the treatise incorrectly, on which see below, p.
63. The correct title was independently restored by Comparetti 1870 and Diels 1878.

15 1n places, the engravings, made by F. Casanova, are unfortunately based upon his
text. At col. 21, 20-1, airpodvikoc is the reading of the papyrus (P) and N, but Cirillo's

text reads anep ouvx ewkoc. The engraving of the disegno (VH 1) reads alrepovkeikoc.
16 E¢. col. 27, 15-18.
17 Biicheler 1887.



the papyrus in his day. Olivieri's edition also included an apparatus
containing parallels with authors such as Athenaeus, Plutarch, and Dio
Chrysostom. R. Philippson's review of Olivieri's text, while of
practically no importance textually, as it attempted to be, noted some
important similarities between Epicurean doctrine and Philodemus'’
treatise.!3

As has often been the case in Philodemean scholarship,
Olivieri's text, though far more readable and reliable than anything
that had preceded it, generated little scholarly reaction--Philippson’s
review, in its own day, and nearly nothing else. Forty-five years later,
M. Paolucci advanced the thesis that De bono rege is a compilation of
materials from various philosophical schools and other sources,
attempting to prove this in part by the text of Philodemus’ Homer.!?
Much of the treatise was to have originated from a gnomological
collection of kingship sayings.

O. Murray, in a fundamental article, which opened a period of
more serious scholarly interest in De bono rege, refuted Paolucci's

thesis, arguing instead for a high degree of originality in Philodemus'

18philippson 1910. Philippson, the author of the RE article on Philodemus (1938), the
first available full and scholarly survey of Philodemus’ life and writings as a whole,
and--as a Jewish scholar working in Germany--a martyr to Hitler at the end of his long
life, was unfortunately both over-ambitious and consistently unlucky as an emender of
the Herculaneum papyri. His supplements, as my own apparatus shows, are always to
be taken with great care. Van Krevelen 1942, another review of Olivieri, is worth even
less.

19 Paolucci 1955.



treatise.20 Philodemus wrote the treatise for the principes viri of the Late
Republic, the basileis in Homer being analogous to them. Part of
Murray's discussion rests upon Olivieri's misreading of an important
phrase of the text in which Philodemus talks about the purpose of his

treatise. I present the new text with an apparatus and translation:

17 . vlJw[] v dgolpludv & Meil-
cov e éctirop’ ‘Ounpov Aa-
Belv eic éravopBacty du-

20 vard[v

17 t@v Olivieri: to, vert. P today & Meilcwv Sudhaus 19-20 Obbink: dulva(c)te[idv

Olivieri: 8, v(perhaps bit of left arm) | va[ P: [vate N

". .. of the points of departure, Piso, which it is possible to take from

Homer for (moral) correction . . .".

Olivieri's 89Iva(c)ts[l&)v had led Murray into speculation that this
passage could be particularly relevant to Piso as an ally of a dynast,
Julius Caesar.2! dvivatd[v is a superior reading, however, as the

apparatus shows.22 Still, much of Murray’s basic thesis is a sound:

20 Murray 1965.

21 Murray, 180-1.

22 Dirk Obbink had suggested to me that behind Olivieri's §[v]lva(c)re[1dv] might
actually lurk dulvatdv, and he turned out to be correct. On agopuai, "points of departure”
in philosophical discussion, see Obbink 1995, 191; Blank 1998, 295. On éravépBucic, see
Asmis, 22; Obbink 1995, 191.
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"The work is a description of the duties and moral behaviour of a
princeps in private and public life, not a political pamphlet."23 He
argued, however, that the work is incompatible with Epicureanism?4, a
thesis refuted by Asmis (see below). Murray’'s article includes a
commentary and paraphrase of legible passages as well as a few
supplements made on the basis of autopsy of the papyrus. One great
contribution of the article was to connect the work convincingly with
the Roman aristocracy, a thesis strengthened by new readings of the
papyrus.?

T. Dorandi's edition and commentary of De bono rege, based on a
reading of the papyrus with binocular microscopes, appeared in 1982,
representing a significant advance over Olivieri's text.26 Dorandi
included informative sections in his introduction discussing

Epicureanism and poetry, and Epicurean views of government.

23 Murray, 178. Various scholars have tried unsuccessfully to explain De bono rege as a
kind of political pamphlet, beginning with Momigliano 1941, who placed the pamphlet
in the years of Caesar’s dictatorship as an appeal to moderation. Grimal 1966 dated the
treatise to 45 B.C., with the good king representing Caesar, the bad king Anthony, and
Odysseus representing Cicero.

24 Murray, 173, 175.

35 Murray argued that Philodemus’ emphasis on the importance of deliberation (cols.

31-33) was more suited for a Roman background than Hellenistic monarchy. To this

may now be added several passages where it appears that Philodemus may be referring

to Roman customs. He warns against the king being a lover of laughter, which seems not

to be a paralleled feature in kingship literature, but more probably a compliment to

Roman gravitas (col. 21). His reference to the kings in Homer standing in honor of their

superiors (col. 26, 35-8) was probably more common in Rome than in Greece in the 1st

century B.C. (on which see commentary). There may also be a reference to the Roman

aristocratic custom of rising early in the morning to receive and greet clients (col. 31, 29

ff.). On the equation of Roman nobility with kings, see Rawson 1975.

26 Dorandi 1982.



Unfortunately he made it possible for the reader to distinguish between
readings of the disegno and the papyrus only in a few places, which has
frustrated attempts to emend or supplement his text.

In Virgil's Augustan Epic, F. Cairns, building on Murray's work,
showed that Vergil made use of kingship theory in the Aeneid. Aeneas,
despite occasional lapses, is modeled as a good king, and, conversely,
Turnus as a bad one.2? Cairns includes an excellent summary and
discussion of the virtues extolled in kingship literature and the most
complete bibliography on the subject to date.

In an important article, E. Asmis demonstrated that the
contradiction between Philodemus' De bono rege and Epicurus’ dictum
that the exegesis of poetry is useless is only apparent.28 From
Philodemus’ On Poems V, she shows that, while utility is not the
definiens of poetry, a poem may nevertheless teach incidentally (indeed,
it will hardly interest a reader unless it at least seems to convey
information of some kind, accurate or not). While Philodemus found
Homeric theology reprehensible, as his treatise On Piety shows us, he
believed that there were morally correct opinions to be found in
Homer which a philosopher could distinguish from morally incorrect
opinions. Asmis accompanies her article with a translation of the text

and brief commentary.

27 Caims 1989. See esp. chs. 1-3and 8.
28 Asmis 1991.
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THE PRESENT EDITION

I have based my text on a complete re-reading of the papyrus
with a microscope both slightly more powerful than Dorandi’s, but
more importantly, illuminated by a fluorescent ring-lamp. It is
conjectured, though not certainly known, that the disegnatori and
interpreti, and also later editors like Olivieri, read with magnifying
glasses, but they certainly did not use microscopes, which were
introduced in the 1970's into the Officina dei Papiri, where the papyri
are conserved. Since then they have proved essential to every reader
of the papyri. But the advantage of the ring-light microscope is that
one is no longer dependent on the natural light the Officina receives
through its great skylights above the reading room, which made it
necessary for earlier editors to wait for the bright light of spring and
summers days to read to best advantage. = Consequently [ can
legitimately claim to have had means to see the text itself more clearly
than Dorandi could.

As the size of letters is exceptionally consistent, [ determined the
average length of a letter (2.65 mm), and in the process of reading the
papyrus, measured lacunae with digital calipers. While even a
precisely spaced text like this one is not perfectly consistent and a
margin of error must be allowed for, this method enabled me to judge
the length of my own supplements and those of other scholars with

much greater accuracy. Certain sections of the papyrus are immediately
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legible even to the unaided eye. Other portions, for instance the end of
col. 23, had to be read at a rate as slow as a line per day in order to read
the traces carefully and determine to what layer of papyrus the ink

belonged.

STYLE

Philodemus’ style could be characterized in general as avoiding
style and rhetorical artifice.?? Interestingly, even in his most informal
and improvisatory-sounding writing, he avoids hiatus with a
determination hardly exceeded by Attic writers of the fourth century.
Except for the most exceptional passages, such as the end of De morte,
and a sentence in praise of Epicurus (De Epic. fr. 8 col. 1), a topic on
which every Epicurean was prepared to wax Lucretian in his
eloquence, Philodemus seems to avoid high style as much as much
as he avoids hiatus. I suggest that this avoidance of high rhetoric is
explained in Philodemus’ own description of the best life, in De oec.
col. 23, 23-36:
rpdrov 8¢ | xal kaAAictov (sc. way of life) axd Adywv | grho[cd]pwv avdpdciv
dektivolc petadidopéviwv] avitipetarapPavev evyapilctolv dula petd
cePacpod | mavt[oc], dc éyéver’ 'Emuco[v]ipat, Ao[iro]v & aAnfwav xal |

aoirofv]e[ilxov xat [c]u[AJAqBN[v] | einelv [dr]apdywv, dc 6 ye Sud

29 On the style of Philodemus, see Obbink 1996, 86-8.
30 philippson 1938, col. 2476.
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cop[rcti]xdv kai dyovictu[x]dv o[08év] écti BéAtiov 10D | S On[uok]omixdv
xai cuxolgavtik[av].

"The first-ranking and best (way of life) comes from philosophical
reasonings shared with people who are capable of taking part in them
on the same level, a way both beneficent and utterly venerable, as
happened to Epicurus, that is to say, of reasonings aimed at truth and
without love of victory for its own sake, and to put it in a word,
producing tranquillity; while a life devoted to sophistic and
quarrelsome argument is no better than one devoted to demagogic

oratory and legal pettifogging.”

While some of Philodemus’ lectures are arguably full of the very
quarrelsomeness he says should be avoided, his praise of logoi free from
eristic rhetoric helps explain the lack of rhetorical artifice in his treatises.
Friends do not speak to each other with rhetorical artifice, but with
directness and candor (rappncia). Although there are too few complete
sentences to comment in depth on the style of this treatise, one can see
traces of this improvisatory style in De bono rege which are reminiscent
of his other treatises. Cf. col. 20, 8-11 doxd [8]& u[o]t ! kai tfic aicypoAoyioc
td{v] | perayevdv puvnuove[Olicetv "But [ think I shall make mention also
of the vulgar speech of the succeeding (kings)." Here it genuinely
seems as if he has been recorded by a short-hand transcriber, talking to
himself for a moment about what to say next. At col. 21, 11-18 after

listing several courts in Homer to prove his point that base jesters do

13



not have a place at the courts of Homer's monarchs, in a note of
apparent spontaneity, he adds that this is the case even with the court
of the swineherd's father. Sometimes it seems that he begins a
sentence not knowing precisely how he will finish it.31 Such
improvisatory features are characteristic of the lecture-style we find
elsewhere in Philodemus. What is therefore surprising about the style
of On the Good King, however, is that one also finds traces of a high
rhetorical style, the very kind of style he seems to have avoided
elsewhere. Compare the parallelism of clauses in col. 29, 32-6 (noted
also in commentary):
oV Y&p dv motE
0 uév tdv Beldv abdrdr Bacihebc
tov "Alpn tdv fedv
0 0& tav Balcthéav (sc. BaciAenc)
tov AiA[AJéa T@v povépywv

[ExBic]tov Erellfye

In col. 38, 31-6 the rhetoric is almost Gorgianic (also noted in
commentary):

T0lC pév dvictopritolc abTov émdeidel,

touc &’ émhavBavouévouc avapuvi(cle,

tovc 8¢ dyapictovvtac dpBaipmpuyticer,

31Eg col.21,18 ¢
14



Touc 8¢ rapadeinovrac |

Such rhetorical adornment may suggest that De bono rege was written
for an occasion different than that of many of Philodemus’ other
treatises, which often sound more like classroom lectures. He has an
audience that accepts his ordinary offhand style of writing and
speaking, yet can also be appealed to (given that the subject is one that
belonged to the epideictic realm of oratory, by ordinary conventions,
and involves continual poetic quotation and paraphrase) by an
occasional display of the epideictic manner that an ordinary speaker on

this subject would normally have used throughout.

A NOTE ON ODYSSEY 3.130A

As [ show in my commentary on col. 34, 29-31, Philodemus' text of
Homer contained the plus-verse Od. 3.130a, a variant overlooked by
former scholarship on the treatise and on Homer. Philodemus’ text
seems to have read as follows:
130 A yép xai [Tpdpoto térv Senépoapev ainmy,
130a PovAii xai pdBoior xai fxepornidi téxvy
130 1 yap xai Philod. et Strabo: a¥tap énei mss. 130a Philod., Strabo, etc.: mss om.

“For surely we captured the steep citadel of Troy by a stratagem and

tales and by deceitful art.”
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This plus verse, as [ show below, is also found in Strabo, Polyaenus,
and Stobaeus, but none of the medieval MSS of the Odyssey. There is
no mention of the variant in the Odyssey scholia. We have no other
papyri for these verses. Van der Valk argued that the line was
authentic and probably deleted by Aristarchus who may not have liked
the unequivocal manner in which Troy is said to have been taken by
deception rather than strength or perseverance.3? This view must be
modified, but is still, [ think, tenable in its broader form. It is now
believed (perhaps demonstrated) that Aristarchus did not delete lines
such as this one.33 It is still possible, however, that the line was
eliminated from part of the the textual tradition before the time of
Aristarchus, and that some of the MSS he consulted had the variant
and some did not.3* Van der Valk's explanation for the deletion of the
line can be improved upon, as well. [f the the purpose of the
Telemachy was seen in antiquity as the education of Telemachus,35 this
verse would indeed have scandalized certain critics. What kind of way

would this be for Nestor to educate Telemachus, to instruct him that

32 van der Valk 1963, ii. 525 ff.
33 g, for instance, Apthorp 1980.

34 As Janko 1992, 28 notes, ". . . a very few genuine verses may have vanished entirely
through the unscholarly habits of prudish schoolmasters and critics from Xenophanes'
era down to Zenodotus' . . .". Further, on [l. 9.458-61, lines found only in Plutarch and

have been hotly debated, he notes, "The charge that Aristarchus ‘removed’ 9.458-61
means only that he left these lines out because they were absent in MSS whose
authority he valued, probably the unreliable emended texts which he preferred.
These sources surely deleted some recalcitrant verses, and formed the model for
Zenodotus’ practice.” On that passage cf. most recently Apthorp 1998.

35 See below on col. 23.
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trickery and deception won the day?36 Moreover, it may be that the
verse was removed because of an over-literal reading of Od. 11.363 ff.
where Alcinous affirms that Odysseus is not an fyreponevc:

"® '08uced, to pév ol i o éloxopev eicopdwvreg

fineporfié T Enev xai énixhomov, oid te roAlobg

Béoxel yaia péraiva toAvorepéog avBpdroug

yevded v dpridvovtag, 38ev xé tig ovdE i8otto (11.363-66).

The fact that there is no record of the verse in the Odyssey scholia is
insignificant, as they are much scantier than the Iliad scholia and could
easily have passed over the verse and any problems associated with it.
On the basis of these fact, the verse should at least be included in the
apparatus of future texts of the Odyssey.3 In any case, we can be almost
certain that Vergil's Homer contained these lines. He may even allude
to them in Aen. 2.195 ff.:

Talibus insidiis periurique arte Sinonis

credita res, captique dolis lacrimisque coactis

quos neque Tydides nec Larissaeus Achilles,

non anni domuere decem, non mille carinae.

36 Zenodotus athetized II. 1.225-33 probably under the influence of a fourth-century
copy which omitted these lines because of Plato’s criticism in the Republic (389 E), on
which see Pfeiffer 1968, 113. In general, the Alexandrians seem sensitive to moral
criticism of Homer, especially by Plato.

37 The variant is not included in the apparatus of Van Thiel 1991.
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Editorial Sigla

P P.Herc. 1507

N Neapolitan apograph of P

N!  second hand in N, largely (or entirely) derivative from N

VH! Herculanensium voluminum vol. viii, (Naples 1844) 1-62

a letter read in P

 letter read only in N (printed in italics only in text, not commentary
or apparatus)

a letter situated on another layer of the papyrus (i.e. a sovrapposto
or sottoposto), placed here by the editor (printed in bold
in text only, not commentary or apparatus)

a, crossbar = « followed by crossbar

a letter which can also be read as at least one other letter

a letter which exists only in N which has been altered by the editor

o letter in P which has been altered by the editor

[.()] 1-2 lost letters

{1 0-1 lost letters

71 indicates a space left by the scribe, not a lacuna

/8 aord

a/(d) & or § but a paleographically superior

{a} letter deleted by the editor

(o) letter inserted by the editor

fa] letter deleted by the scribe

‘a’ letter inserted by the scribe

[a] letter supplied by the editor ’

lau letter supplied by the editor from a parallel source

18



Il end of column, with visible bottom margin following
/I two parts of the same verse joined from different fragments
> mark used by the scribe to fill the space at the end of the line

* the editor

*N.B. If a source is not given in the apparatus for a reading, it is to be
understood that the reading is from P (the papyrus). I have generally
reported the conjectures of previous scholars as they would have
reported them if they had used the conventions I have used and had
access to the information which I have had at my disposal. I have not
recorded supplements of earlier scholars which are impossible in light
of new information from the papyrus, except when I think it instructive
to do so. Given the constraints of space, I have usually not credited
supplements which would be immediately obvious to almost any
reader of Greek. The space saved doing so [ have used to describe
various traces in the papyrus. I thought this method most suited to this
papyrus. The numerous supplements of Professors Armstrong, Cairns,
and Janko in my apparatus were all communicated to me privately.
Other individual supplements which were communicated to me [ have
marked as such in the apparatus. Supplements of my own [ have
marked with an asterisk (*). Readers should be aware that the top of the
papyrus roll was damaged to the extent that the top margin is nowhere
visible. Even in the best preserved columns, probably one to three lines
are lost at the top.
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21 o]uom[-
u:ou&[- 2 ]uou[ N:c (top of curved let.), =, o (top
left),u (base?) P 3 t/u ofc x[alt : x (specks of vert.
and perhaps lower leg) 5 cul ]re N: ofe, speck
{space prob. too long for1), ta P: jve (yo/ from 22.6:
a[Aao]vevopévorc * (prob. too long): taparrojuevoic
Olivieri: taf_..... ], u(diag.), evowc P 6 to/lic
crepp//odoywtatoic ¥, ulorymutoxc Dorandi after
Olivieri 7 o.[], x P: o[ulx mvtoé[a]//r_tolc Janko:
ravroc( from fr. in left marg. N: [n/v/let.(not 1) + 1,
otc P: n(right vert. lost), o N = (aome of horiz. and
rt. vert.), peaked let. (e/A, etc.): RUJ[Lll 8 naeav
81)/faBéc(echv Janko: Sllllaezcw Olivieri: ur:t]uemv
]lcu//vezcw Armstrong 8¢ Olivieri: 8/a, ¢/ P: a[ N
tou[c] : t{iva Dorandi: t(honz ) neghglble traces
of two lett. 9 nlSu[ko]//:Louc ue//v Cairns:
&]8v[va]//touc peliv *:18%[ctqvolv Dorandi:
"Olldulccéa] // pe/iv Olivieri éri Oliveiri 10 tjav
Cirillo 11 ={av]toc Cirillo: vert. close to preceding
let., [, ..()lvoc P 12 & Dorandi tobc Dorandi:
t(speck of base and horiz.), o(left half), v(hook of
base), ¢ P y[va]umt Dorandi: ]g(nghtmost stroke), nt
P today: cn[ou]Sﬁl Olivieri 13 Olivieri 1 4
Ay[uueu]vov/lu Olivieri to[%]//ro Olivieri 15 rpjoc
Olivieri ([rpoc]): Jo(left half of curved let.), cileft
half of curved let.) P "A[Ax]ivo/fuv *: A[lxlwo//ov
Olivieri: af _Jw. left half of circ. let. [ N: ink in
left bot. corner, [, ], top of vert. stroke, v, top left of
curved let. [ P: /fuv frag. of N tour/lo Olivieri: tov,
crossbar [ N frag.:Jo P 16 (obt]uc * : & Dorandi
(short) 17 xali Olivieri: Ji (apeck at top and bot.) P
17-18 Cirillo 18 ta "ex 20 xav *: xav Olivieri
avt0¢ *. :abtoic Olivieri: "0 I Croenert (in
Phxllppson) 21 t&AAa Cairns: m : yevntanr Cook
(priv.): @ rowrAc ? Dorandi 22 aya[rav Olmen u(
N:ay, a/p P ujn n Dorandi 23 vialp / x]u[l
[ovo]v / xlalpléxer Janko: xajtéger Olivieri who
read ]t (horiz.), egeu: honz. midline, [ ], exer P today
24 Cirillo xaxojbc *: |t/tv), efofc P: Jelo/c N: ye
Olivieri (too short): ['{zl Cirillo aAAx N: a, kl/u. aP
25 <[roudhyv Olivieri 26 1 Janko 27 mowrtei: fanko:

=, otupper left),[1], nter N: r[]mnze P 28 v (,)lov -

29 veA[ ()t N end xwfuv] N 29-30 &&i|xdr{alitov
Cirillo 30 arode[x- / arode[ix- Janko: ardde{1Siv
rowod]vrac Cook (priv.) 31 Olivieri 35 toyeA[o]rwov
N

20

: (legs), ofc[ P: J{cha N:c[ L VH! 2 21

10

15

30

35

............... I. Ouota{
crov[d ., Jvav | vxa [
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ovtaf, Jve (.)jouevowc [, . ()
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(ollx //ravroc . Imorc te ket naf

[]} (/. Becwv /f. ["Olunpoc 8& tob[c]

n]8u[Adl//youc pé/iv ovdérot’ émi
tac t]@v povapywv ecti-

ac napdryer, Sa nfav]roc
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xai] tpacer- tolv}//ro wiév] mpoc
Ay[apéulvov//a, tob//[to] d&

p oc "A[Ax]ivo//uv, tobr//o B¢
npde &ravalc] // aridc /f [obt]ac,
xa i tpoc tov Thc Zupov du-
vac[tlebovta. enel kol to
grhoyédotov Shac elvat

tov facidéa, kGv atoC G-
rpovvikoc [tdAAa i}, ov-

x fowcev, ay [ .. . IJntixa-

Bapedav oipfar | [ Jexer

tobc towoutfouc | ). aAda
xlaithvel . ... ]y
mpotpan [) . [L... ]t
rowmntel mpof, . | J ovde
vii[plovra [

vehwor ... ... .. l...v
tov anodef, .. ... lvtac

éni i ye[Awrtonoeiv]. dc-

te xal tov Ofepci]my éni

TouTwt yéyeL Sewvac, Ent

T ndv Ayewy "0 T ot elcan-

10 YEAOtOV "Apyeioiciv Eu-
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&yel ctuyntov: "Exfictov &' 'A-
LAAel paiicta ket "Oduccel”,
rept Gv cuyypdoet. tobe 3' “EAll-
[Anvac



22 2 e, foot [t]oce N: 1, bot. of curved let., ¢/B/e[ 4 22

tw, 3 / apex (8/aletc.): 1@v Olivieri tlov * <liv
iy nlalp’ /onfilp *
r[ Ju N: detached horiz. at top, [ ], p/(v) P oixeiofwc /
oixeim[v *: otxero N: otxer, perhaps bot. of curved
let. P 6 dlpetld/ aM& ™ ol ()] Pral ). Mot N

7 xaxicrouc Armstrong: i, Jxal Jtouc N:

-

Olivieri &Avv Olivieri 5

v[épov *
If. .. Jx(vert. and right arm), w(top left), rouc P:
to]bc gpictouc *. Jxa[t ad]tobc Olivieri 7-8 Po,
speck, A, e/o/§ P: BovA[ N 7-8 BovAe[v! tiprov
Philippson: BovA[ed | ew Olivieri: BouAe[vlecOar *

aicypov *
Janko: @, {], ¢, perhaps left tips of [ ], o/(1), v P:
awcyapol, Jav N epa, trace at bot. close to « P: epat
N:épaclxe *: oifcxer Philippson:

xai] Janko &[yew] / xja[Aew * : aicyiov

tpat(ve /
¢paivel[zo / épaivovito / ép’ allc / ép’ ab[touc / ép’
ab{roic *9 woufc *: horiz. at top / top of curved
let., e/c, t 10 n/nfy P moAdouc N: horiz. at top / top
of curved let., [ ], 1 /AA, ouc P [E]pwtixotc Olivieri:
Jpwrix, bot. of curv. let., v, ink at bot., bot of curved
let.?[ P: p[ J[wtkov .. n] N 11 xau téc cbv xax(ofic
*: Stovuci]ax(o]ic Dorandi [t]exvizaw Cirillo:
levitane N: exvif Jawc P 13 xfy, traces of two lett.:
xai / ypf *: [ei] Dorandi 13-4 avlt[ Janko 14 Tjcox
Armstrong vf 14-15 * 15 &8ei ™ o Cirillo: [ P:
t, specks compat. with o/t N rpoc N:poc P 16

ta[b]ta xai’ Dorandi rote N: rote P: {rote]
Dorandi 22 &{yw]viav Cirillo: e, Jviav N:a[_ .
Jav P ouxN:of Jx P 23 Biicheler end. JAa N: Aa P
24 Cirillo 27 =pd / Selbpo? * 28 m, c(prob. top of
curved let.), horiz. at top ? stroke incl. to left, aid
29 yx 30 mol (). elc, xar P: xv[ Jp[ Jxat N:
Mo{plplolc / mulploc * a/M) P:oN wxa Ny c /o, x.
a/A Prxali® 30-1 xaite * 31 end evo. f (vert. and

lower loop) P: évoy|o}lhouvrec Olivieri
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taiov N[1]xoundouc ra[t]ap.
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1:[,] kaipobe eic kvfovc xfai
. .(yInl] moAdoic [€Jpwmixobe . [ ()



23 2 end Jvorat N: Jtpon| Olivieri 3 o, tvelv 23

¢]mzevi{xtixac Olivieri, perhaps against traces in
P: euN 3 Jrev N 4 ypoviGlevipavile * &]v8pac
/ &]v8_gu : v, horiz. base (8/8), p/tv), af P: I{ac] N
6 -7 avlf Jo[ P acc. to Dorandi and Olivieri: avl[ P
today 7 xai Cirillo 8 =P 9 ¢[i] §’ Caims: e[i}c’
Armstrong: ¢€/(8), [[], speck éni tiic Cairns:
emmﬁ[auu]ul[tmv Dorandi: e&smm&[ec Cirillo
ouua[c. r:m'm&[oc Cairns (too long’) 10 see
com. 11-12 pel[tu spelof 12 njvav *Eévov 13 ©
Cirillo: t(speck), o 13-14 Olivieri: el Jou N: el
_Jvou P 14-15 Cirillo: aiBeato[ N: aif(bot. rt. of
curve),[, ()lt(horiz.),o.v(tips) P 15-16 Dorandi:
avucitepnrov N: avicl[ P 17 ke N: Ja[ P rappnciac
confirms Olivieri é&nerpov Cirillo 17-18 Olivieri:
1lc.nyopo,u(blt of base and rt. arm) P: |ic[ Jyopoc N
3¢ x[m] : §(peaked let.), e (circ. let.), x (only
speck at top line): Aéy[er D. Blank (pnv) ).e{[u)v/
Aéy(ewv Armstrong 18-19 ulnm&mtov : a(a/A/8)
uspeck): [égelraiSev(cev Cirillo 19 mvr ‘ofev end
JoN 20 beg. o (first half of curv. let. ), < (good) P
see com. for rest 21 ei[x&j{ov Armstrong 2L
[Ix/n]N 23 covofx] N t/v 24 vtoc N:vtoc P p/d
24-5 &v]i8pa- *: |1 Spa P IISpa[c]N 25 pmb curved
stroke (o possible),u/(1), xa, vert. and
mdxstmgulshable traces (v not impossible) P ]mv
N: ouxav[npl/av[ﬁp] Cairns: o0k v *. ucu.v[oc 25-
6 &wnlcopev[o]c :vi9) P: Suvnicopel8, alc Olivieri
27 perhaps spat. bef. kai xai 1 [ Olivieri: xaito[1]
Dorandi to[0]to{v Cairns: t/v Evejxev Cairns:
Ixtgood), e (rightmost ups)/(l), v P 28 rotn|tic
Olivieri: mo., traces of let. from lower layer,
t(base only), n (left bar but not 1),c 28 uro, vert. 29
x/(c)/(z)P x/a/lN cxyazz : arayew Dorandx
QroLTelv Olivieri 30 eic MlbAov [xai "]napm[v
31 t[nllmo[u]zonc * 32 w[u]pn;z[llv 334
Cirillo: xlz[_]lovN xhef Jo[ Py En fere Olivieri: ye
n G. Ranocchia (priv.): v’ E(c)n “after Cirillo: ye[
N:y (horiz.), e, horiz. top, speck at bottom of line
34 ratpac Armstrong (confirmed by P): r(horiz.), a,
t(honz) poc P élni *: Im N: rthoriz.), 1 P 35 i8[n
Cirillo ai Cirillo "Anvév Cirillo 36 rowdv *:
roww, vin P: onoiwv Olivieri As[yolucuv : Sef Jucu[
N: el . JJucay P 37 £. ayali[6- Janko
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toc fi6[n]- xoi thv ‘ABnvav
Aé[yolucav ro1dv ot t@v
efpnuévoy évexa, xai ayall-



242 t/v 4 Jptof Ja[ N only 5 rtavrolv * o]ie
Olivieri: Jut N: [t P 6 oixe[iov] Armstrong: oixé[mv]
Olivieri 8 xdh Murray: yin tfd] *: <{&] Dorandi
crovdaiov”: crovdaila Murray Bacihet Olivieri 9
Olivieri atct[npalv: av, c(top left), t(horiz.), [ ..
Iv(almost certain): avc[ N 10 Olivieri: fBoc Janko
xafi] tpaxd: v/(B), paxv P 11 Dorandi p deleted
with large supralin. dot 11-12 Dorandi 12-13
¢mieilcerav Cirillo: emev N 1415 Fowler: ¢,
\g(specks),[,].'(l(t)[ P:¢[ lyel N:euSarpoviixov
Caterino: «[xé]c[ewc aplpoviikov Derandi 15
n[A}//eictov Caterino 16 Cirillo gopot{v]ra: opo[,
Jra P: popofz . Jra N 16-17 Olivieri 17 [xai]
Oli;/ieri Sec[rotixd ¥: Sec[romikfv Olivieri: 18
Olivieri duve(c|tei{av: dvv, a(diags.){ P: e el ]
N 18-19 Olivieri 19 ur//0 Olivieri: v/y[ P: Jo N
ewoe N: [ewoa] N1:é()dfn ? Janko 20 &AX’]
Dorandi tj@v Olivieri (twlv) 21 twv, vert.(x/v
good) P @ AMu.n N: wAdn N1 22 rpocayo(pelonc /
rpocayo[peju(@)i * Kloplov( * 23 i Olivieri 23
Bo[vAebew Biicheler: Bo[vAnpatn * 24 [xat * 243
Dorandi 25 ott[ac / obtfoc *: olit{ Olivieri: obt[e
Dorandi: Jut[ P today 8}i’ Dorandi 26 cuurda@ifalv
*: cupuna, O(bottom left), i(top of vert.)[ ]v:
coprdBerfav Olivieri 27 ur ¢/o end fie] N 28 B¢,
31 Cirillo 32 8(& 8laltpeiv Janko: 8¢ oiakeiv 2 *:
[&}vé[ylew Dorandi: rajpafylew Olivieri 34 e/c). (],
horiz. at top, [, Ju[ P: é{SoxéAAew Cirillo
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25 5 Olivieri 6 ovd[ev]oc * 7 [xai]
[vtjiva Cook (priv.) 7-8 afllf. ], vert.,
u[.Jvov P: allliew[ Jvov N: alveinfe]vov
Janko 8 t/u: ctépylovta Janko 9 ourmote
N:c/(o), v. &, ct/o, horiz. at top, top of
curved let. P ev, e[ P: jveic N 10 njva
Janko u perhaps from different layer 11
o(top of curved let.) p/AA [{lvapn *:
speck at top right, a, u/(AL), n P: vert.,
afun]Adn N éxAvav Olivieri: ex, A(lower
tips), v/, av 12 aA]Aa* 12-13 Olivieri
13 Cirillo 13-14 Cirillo 15 [tqv]} dub.
Fowler 17 twpo{t}pior Olivieri: t/v,
[ Joprar P: niaf] folval N 18 matpoc * r,
18-19

g[clgnxévar *:

a(speck), t/(m), po. c(bot. left)
19
e[b]pnkévar Armstrong e/0[ ], y(right

Armstrong: t/v
tips)/p(possible),n.x/ic, evar P: g[, Jnxevar
N pnfeic *:8/¢ 20 ¢[i]rocdpwr:
o[ JAocogw, /(1) P rpérer Cirillo xafl
*(see com.): [t&] Olivieri 21 edr[ef]iac
*(see com.): evn[pereialc Murray, too
long: evt[eAeialc Gigante 24 pe, v /(r): pey
N agel P:ad[ JeA N év]avitia Janko 25
vy 26 ytim 27 éc[n* x]ai *:rau N:
perhaps peaked let., 1 P i[ovtac Biicheler
xat|& 28 xdoculov] Biicheler [“"EAAnvac
Biicheler «x]ai * 29-31 Biicheler 32
d18{ac]x[e]r Olivieri 33 A (peak only) 37

&' [o]b & Olivieri: §” [a}vté Cirillo

25
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20

30

35

Jat
Jed
Jrev|
ewe [af .. Jvel
Swated | [, . t]@v yeyovor(av
repi 00d[ev]dc pvncaikakobv-
o[, :]é[, Jwo kévrpov xai af}-
[liew[ Jvov xai ctf. . Jovra

. (olobmote [, | Jev ew
aalvall o dove [l
.. Jocov [{Jve py 8¢” ExAuciy
ar]Aa 81& kpicv @lalivnrar npd-
olc, §[t]& uév thv nmém{1}-
Kty @udftan, Sid 88 Ty éri-
Jracy, Ty dre xpn, ph kata-
gpoviitar- Bewpeiton 8¢ tor-
obtofc] 00 it ngw (1] plot t@v
émBovAdv 0 ratpoc ebfvoli-
av [clynkévan pnBeic. el 8¢
@ ¢[1Jhocdowr tpémer xa(i] me-
pi ctfplatedparoc evnfedioc
Kol axocpiac t[,’:,ja[

earl. .. Jovor[ c. 9 Jral
pey[ J{al[] aoerl. . . .. Ja [
naf(, Jau[ Juval, ... JverBlm

_xavtovf, . . . vpclIAel, Jy[.i.)lv-

vewe &c[. . Jau é[rio]v[rac "eb kat]a [
xocpufov]” tovc ["EAAnvac xlai "ci-
i kol "deidudtac cnjudvro-
pac”, touc 8¢ BlapPépojuc, "xAay-
it xai évomiit ipmy dp-

véav." xat Sid{ac]rer ulev] dc

el tac arerh[ac] xar[i] dxocpi-

ac tob mAnfouc [klatactédiev

3t "Oduccéuc éa[t]& ri\v.yg\gq-
pévny rod tayapép[vovolc
Siarerpav. auéder " [Jumll



26 5-6 Janko 11 élmur[ijpdrtfar * 13-14 26

Aotr- * My, o, vy/nir, speck P: [t5] Aouind([v]
*:[t&] Aouna Cook (priv.) 14 AapPéver *
15 beg. y/t P:tN 23 &ia [t]fic *: &
a[dpa)c Olivieri 24 [piuf xlai *: Jou N 24-
25 alivactédAfet]ar / a]ivactédd[ovt]ar *:
N: [6] TeAlanwvia]/dn[c mote] Olivieri
Aropdne / 'AxiAdede * 26 1 (horiz. only)
N fin. e N: [8]& *: 8]011v1er1 27 v
(horiz. only) 28 Olivieri 29 ton[y]apouv
Dorandi & (good), top of curved letter
(c/0) ak[kou Blac[iAléwc Olivieri 29-30
g[o]ultmv * 30 a&//iw//(v Olivieri: ag[ P:
Jo[ N: v, ® (first loop)[ N1 30-1
Blepar[ilewv]l t@v Janko: 8lepat[1{ov]itav
Olivieri 31 e[ P today: Oliv. read ¢, upper
part of vert. [ Jeew y/e[ N: [c][ N1,
én[aivov Olivieri 33 [&]AAa& Cirillo:
[o]Ada N: JAa P 35 Serdecc//[iv: dernaew
N:8eracwf. ] Nl 36 xaBat N:xabor N1
37 du N: 8[ ][] Nt: A[ri] Cirillo, Olivieri,
Dorandi 38 v (perhaps part of left arm)
39 peyicto[v] Armstrong: uéyicto[v]
Dorandi: peyicto[i Olivieri: peyicto N:
peyictfo/w] N1 N140 twvadav N:
tavaAliav N1
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15

30

35

40

................... ov
.......... (<] S
Mlevoll, ..., ... Ivol.....
Hapaddf[ . ... .... Jeat]
............ Kat.....
............ leml. .. ..
vac[ ][ g~
voyAdfv

oveal, . ... .... I.ol

Cetter|

14 lpxa(

acaxal, . élmt{ijpatfat

rap L. Jvoco(

exaal] vap [].[le[. . JAoy(-
n. [l AapBaver 8[] . [.. Jxa [

to[. ] éxactoc éx Tiic Aelac.
¢mripdrat 88 MevecBelc

d6&ac katoxvely v’ "Aja-
pepvovoc, U’ "Oduccéuc

3¢ x//ai // xatd rrl.neoc ot TAnu-
nel/foBv)ifrec tht Sraner-

(p)ar. AJ/nebeic 8[E)/ tic tdv ev-
8é//tav eic rafl[pladerypa xai
xo//Aderen xifai S [t]fic a-
wledicpll]. .. . [ [ klai [a-
va/fctéAdlet]on [ ] [, ()] nev
U//ro Nect/ffolpolc . . ... ()t }[8)é
b/fr’ Ayau[Eluvlovoc .. Iy

8" /1v%d tfffvoc) aA[Aov B]ag[ti\.]t_i:mc.
wofirlapotv e []. vO[. ] t[o]v-

v a&//ie//[v Blepat[ .. .. .

tav (]//cety/]. JEv] xoi 0 [té do-
lpa t@//v BaciA/éwv un xép-

18ecy/v opilery /] [@]AM& Tipaiic (-
eﬁp[m] /lyap' xpea//cw te 158 mAe[i-
Hotc deragcc//\]v' xai ‘rava-{
lctacer, xaban//ep émovn

l1tdr Aud ravr/f[wv] t@v Oel-

l@v xai pépici/i]v and o[-

[ctdv, ueyicrof/[v] 8¢ ueftax

ltdv & dwv //[éy]xwuliov Tuxely I



27 3 end o[ P: Jawvov N 4 tN:m/t P 6 ¢ 27

(top left of curved let.) 7 v(base and rt.
arm) 8 ptop loop), y/(v), ov: té]pyov /
dax]puov /: dyov * 9 Dorandi: TnAé]uayoc
Olivieri 14 =/fy 15-18 Cirillo 18 prob.
spat. after yov 19 ayainfjfcar 8¢ Janko:
éyalmi[vopa Cirillo 20 &[v3]poc * end wv
N 21 ‘v’ Cirillo rjavtayfob / rlavroy(i
* 21-22 éjralpadia / altalpagiav *: n/th,
alpagia N: Jlpagia, vert. (Vriv/ etc.) P: ralp’
agiav Cirillo 22 p/(B): mpilv / nfe]p[i * 23
very small paragraphos 24 perhaps dot
under v or over t in following line 26-7
-Jtéov Tva *ite, 0/c, v, @8 P -tec wiv
Biicheler 27 un Janko: undapdc Cairns
28 émdxro[uc Janko: at]axto[vc Biicheler:
araxtov[c Olivieri (rdxto[vc in app.) 28-
9 mpocllaywct Armstrong: mpollaywct *:
én]idywnct Biicheler (impossible division)
31 mv "ou 35 Caterino 36 [&Bic|tov *: ¢
(part of vert. only) o (left and rt. parts of
circ. let.) P: Jav N €Aell[yev Biicheler

10

30

35

L......lel

ceeee o loxepev [ el

..... lox(] . .. (Ixewar[. Jawvov|

hwel]. [ .hlotl

Jerar tipartf Jx|

......... | vetepl .l ovxr ¢f
........ Jaif. | Jvav
......... lawav(. | Jpyov ar
- @Adjuayoc
Al Jvo
.................. lav
................ lapw
] benl. .. Joxar
> onl ... ... Jetan «« xpi T0L-

1apod[v @rAd]vikov glvat

tov afyaBdlv Suvacmy

aAA[& uf odjordAeuov

un[3& prAdp]ayov, aya-

ol 1. ol

al, . Jpoc[ ¢ 7

WAl )loveaxl ... ... '

pagictllpyf ¢ 7 | nepo-
—mAfcoc, [ X

ov t€ toic A[

...........

tiac é0vo[ ] [

téoviva [ .. ]. . [roica-

vaykaioic éraxtof[c poc-
Gyt BopdBouc. ofopar

d¢& xai tovTolc tpocPefin-
KEval tov towtiv: ov |}
Yap Gv rote O pév tdv Oe-
@v avtdt Baciiebe tov "A (-
pn tdv Be@v 6 d& t@v Pa-
cthewv tov "AgiA[AJéx tav [
Hovapyav [Exdic]rov Erelllye



28 3 y/v 6-8 Olivieri 8 toucdt N: [/Ma,
t.¢/o P Jta P: cemta VHL [ Juta NP 89
Biicheler 10 p]évto[r Biicheler voluictéov
Olivieri: gnlpwctéov Cirillo 11 ap{x]nv
Cirillo 12 ¢ left part of curved let. P 18-
19 Cirillo 19 Cirillo 21 émeép[e]r /

* 22 end ac N:

émoép[o]vr’ / émpopuwrep-
rt. half of curved let., ¢ P 23 Aéywv]
Cirillo 29 x&[v Hawthorne (priv.) tloic *
33 Dorandi: xai t[ov Janko 33-4 Dorandi
34 v/t 34-5 Umeplcredd[ovcav dpla v

'A[@nvav Olivieri
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en[. June ] . nl]ex [
Lo v A[Rewce |

touc €8], ()lov ena[, . Jal
roAep[, . .. tloic Lro[teta-
yuévlowc ()] . o kai mpoc ad-
obe el ... ()] ap-
rovnpevecBan kjai Braxey-

ewv [n]évro[t voluictéov

et vouiler thv ap[x]nv ob-

e acpaectépay EEe,

oc kol Tdv iIdwtdv Tt-

VEC EVKTRIOV UROVOOoUCtY
"oivct:;:é}v elvat ctdav,” >
xoxde £100TEC EXATEPOL

S0t kal mpdc anwAgiav

1@V oikwv xai tdv dvu-
va[ct]eiav k[atlalctpopn]v
tov[jorepo [ . [........ l.
emogep [] el ... ..., le

"appritaip)” [Aéyov] "aBiémc-
toc avedtidc Ectiv EXEL-

voc 0c n'oh.é]@o'u 1 Epatat L€
mdnuijov Sprudievroc”

kol tov Néctopa rapeic[a-

yov cre[08]ovta Abew Tv
crécv [] kafv t]oic npoc "Ay[a|pé-
qu);/a Kav Taic t@v npec-
Bewv év[t]oraic xav it
Maftpléxiov rapaxAncer.

xai tfov ‘O8Juccéa & xai ka-
ol lpe (el Jvumel

..........



29 3 Olivieri 3-4 Olivieri 4 Cirillo 4-5 29

gic 6 | avto Olivieri 5 PAfa] é'y//'a’c
Olivieri: Joc fr. of N 6 Cirillo 7 Cirillo
13 Cirillo 14 ecBat’ 'xar 15 [8n] Cirillo:
[riv] Olivieri (prob. too long): [3€] Janko:
[8’] Dorandi (too short) 16 Bap[uvé]uevov
Armstrong: Baf[cxaivopjevov Cirillo 17
pétect[wv] @v Armstrong 18 xaAdv
Dorandi 8¢ [] 8[¢]wdyfau Olivieri end xa,
perhaps speck: kai * 19 10 6]gedofc *: g/y,
e, My, 0 (good) 19-20 * 20 ted[EecBar * &
'k (half space) 21 c/e: ai]pel Cirillo:
avajipel Olivieri: @é(i)per Janko 22 ei
Olivieri: ot Dorandi 23 tav [Mu]kmv(ain]v
Cairns: "EAJAf[vav Olivieri (impossible):
Joxle), avl. . )P 245 tocodlt[m kai
agnjctixecav Olivieri (prob. too long) 26
Olivieri

. J0anr e[, . J//roll]
Jo . L1 ul. W\ powii(
kol togéuc &f/x{pépelv avnxe-
"<"rouc Sucpevi/elayjc eic 6 {al(
5 avto BAfa] é'yi/f o’ ¢ “Ouniilploc cov-[
éxBaiper to//uc roM//[épolu kat
touc €pi{]8o//c pidofuc] xai
onav "odiynv kv té npd-
ta kopUcecd” avmv ab-

10 tap érerta obpavadt c-
pillewv kapn xai éni xBovi
Baivew”, kai énap&ta.i 414
"Ex e 101edv Ex TavBpa(r]-

>-mwv” arorécBar. xai 10

15  TnAdtumov [, ] areivar
8¢l xai Bapluvé]uevov, el

__twi pétectiv) ('i:)v E¢lolucv.
xaAov Oe [] 8[e[dr1axbar ko .
. Jegdol . ] kai yép a-

20 Ehlotev[..... ].exoipe-

—tl&Aac € per Sragpopéc - dc-

t’ eixdtwc oi gpovipu[d]ta-
[or (ylrwvl, Iemvl, ()]v "O[8]uc-
ce[ve te kot N]éctwp tocov-

25  t[an aonjemikecay t(@]v

rof[@v tobt]wv dere "ojité

rot’ 1év mjoAéuwn Sixe Piale-

tov obit’ évi BovAfit GAA’ E-

va Bupov 1Exoivte wdian

30 gpialovit’ "Apyeiotciv] Orox

0x’1 épretia yévorto”[, S0

cabvev Lo vl



30 2 yalpalv Cirillo: g, left circle of curved let.
(w/o)[ P:yol.th][v] N 3 anéderglev Cirillo
aretbottom of curved let.), Sthoriz. at bottom line) [
P:areh[ WE[ N 3-4 oi]ixeiav Janko: yAv]xeiav
Dorandi: x/ let. + ¢ 4 Sox[@v Janko: §6x[tpov Cook
(priv.) 5 [riv Olivieri 6 horiz. at top, [ ], vert.
(probably ), xnv P: Jhariz. at top, [nxn]v N 7 al (],
diag. (Mu good), ow: &[A|Aow * (perhaps too short)
7-8 xatackefvlélcpellav *: xatacx| c. 6 Jc. yu, v P:
xatacxo[ ) Ja[ VH L. xatacxof ( )lftop right of curved
let.]p N: xatacxefv]a[ic Olivieri 8 éxd[c]uncev *
[obtw Janko 9 ot N: bot. of curved let., foot of let. P
9-10 Cirillo 10 {ot Dorandi 11 xate[ N: xaz[ P: xai
a-* 12 86pot/ Pdpot / obldapol rapectaveaf P today:
Olivieri read sapeczavtar [8& 8t Olivieri (perhaps
too long): (61" Dorandi 13 érouc Olivieri: e/, t/r, ouc
P today: Olivieri read ]touc 13-14 Olivieri 15
opewvac * e xai Janko 16 poy(Bnlplac Janko 25
tlelopylilac * o rounjmhlc * 26-7 ebc(e]iBeialc]:
éntet]xeiafc Cirillo 28 ofetan Cirillo: [ Jetar N:
o(speck), u(vert), e (horiz){ P 30 moi[n]enc *:
rotf (.)]tvert. only) n(specks of perhaps first vert.)[

P:xo[, Int[N

30 ... l.ott t]xovl. . ..
....... Jawv xélpajvl. ...
........ ()lv aned(eledl. . .

ey eivar Sox[ || .
5 xai 10 dctu kai My [yiiv

1. [uenv tepoic x [ .. )

al ()] . ow katackgv]alcpa-

av éxdfcjuncev [, ... .
kat tapa Paiadiv ot [Apé-

10 vec kai ta teiyn{t} xai [ol

vaoi xai ayopai katal, .

.. pot rapécravtan [S1”
grouc & dévdpa kaprfogo-
pobvta. koi map” 'T[Baxmci-

15 __ouc 8¢ toic dpervac tfe xai

pox[6n]plac

...........

25 __ylelopyli]ac o mot[n]mlc . . .
pe v el kel @) per” edcfe-
Beta[c] kot per’ e0d[i]xiac fa-
clAebovTi GépEtv oleTan
v 7y "rupobe kai kpiBaic

30 > xaiPpiBev dévdpea xapmar.” !



31 roAépwv Philippson: ]olep.uw P:ajto[ N: Jpepav
N: JueAdav N1 rokeu[ Iv VHL: réreyov Cirillo 3
leu[ Jee . (1. 9/(@) P: Jewue[ N: reepalx]ewpélvne Cirillo:
rapafx]eipéivovc Olivieri 4 rlacfic Cirillo
acxne[ewc Olivieri: acxnfcai] N end maid N4-5
Olivieri 5 end [~ Jotovte[ N: Jcrov[, I Nl: e
followed by trace of vert.[ P: eppmuelvmc ? Janko:
éxn//ovou(u]élvoic Olivieri 67 *: tupacl( Jew N: 7,
trace top of line, paf P: horiz. at top, vpal_ ! Jew
VH!L: tvpa[ Nt 7 dvtlax Janko: <tdt> dvti Olivieri
o] roAbv * 8 Cirillo 9 &y//[A]vBévrac Olivieri: ex[
N: Jfa]vBer[ Jrac N: 10 (good), ()], high vert. close
to next let. (v good), tac P 10 7] {d)guiéxtovc *:
{xai a)lpviaxrouc Olivieri: pvAax(t)ouc Dorandi 11
r//ohdovc: ] N: J{c]JAdoue N: JA[], o/, uc P 1"
QéXavtac levxen BeAdovrtec N: uv[a]//neczlllv
énfi tlav * / oxfoc]ny 14 mpoekxoucw
[lu]_j/npa)c Olivieri: z: o N 15 avzcect//[vl Cirillo
ucx'znm"' Gexelic8]afi] lelo &cxe[iv] Dorandi 16
Cirillo™ 18 metp[t]//ﬁtmt : evxerpifa] / Se/ffvéc
Cirillo: //8¢e// N 18-19 e[[c]]lcnv * confirming
Cirillo ({éct1]) 19 nploficéx[ovct / rploffcéx[er *:
rplo//céx[wv Kuxaer (in Vooys): rplo/fceyx[dpnevoc
Olivieri 20 el]ic ": x]po[c Janko: [foot of vert. 2,
speck at top 21 uv//nxov[tmv Cirillo 21-2 * (after
lelo) 22 réhi)/v xai Cirillo 23 lcx]orovpevoy ¥
. cxjorovpevoc Dorandi: Joroupevo, ¢ (upper half)
N lo, horiz., ouuevo[ 1 Nt: o, horiz. at top, oupevo|
VHL: n]epl tmv st Jv N:e, speck v (bar rather
high) P: t[ Nt 24 olo/vuv ()* <0, vin/(y/m), ink at
bot.: towc N: tot[ N1 25 cxok]aQovtzc Armstrong:
nlcux]aCov-tzc rtlpawarmv 26 vert.(?), c: elm/uc
xm * 2 xz[pt]/lecrmmv Armstrong wc
vert./rt. side of wio xai *: uspeck but little room)
(& Armstrong: t(crossbar)[ 27 v eillpnvixdlv *:
m]//pnvmm[c Ohvnen uultmc Janko end tot.
_____ eooS//[llov J:mko £’
28 ai[wucv. Armatrong aéfia Iankxo "9 30
Armstrong: x/u/1, etc. 30 Akxylvo[uc (cf. col. 21,
15): "AAx{fvooc: ulm(N Mve[ P 31 eic: erfc] N 34-
5 Cirillo Jaxnciw N: |a, vert., ncil P: taxnciwfc)
N' 35 Olivieri
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............... Jo. [
Jal ()lrorépav

.. v €660 rapal Jewuce p.
.. .. ®lacic acxric(eax] alo] -
cracl/Beu, toic yap sf/otovrer]

.........

voic // o0[x] eldd@aciv // tupay-
v]eiv, dcte dvr{wc] // moAbv
1povov arolal/ vEw The
ncvlxlefac. * toic 8 éyl(A]vBévrac
ii] (@) puAdxrouc avi/ayxil ov-
ct rodeuceicBar, rffoAAoic te
xai 0éAovrac dv[a]//r;egg[i]y.
éxfi clnv mpoerpn// Jevar . v
rpoédxoucty [Av]m/mpax.
xav raic avécect//[v] dexeltan
ta [c]duara xai nl/[pd]c icx[d]v
xai tpoc 10 xivd[v]/veder[v,
xai nc v évyerp[L]/fSian &[[c]-

‘<t aei xai [rplof/céy[ovct

tac [Uro}//Brixac t/dv [elic

t|ov // xéAeuov avimrdv(-
wl/fv, kai cuvedpllebou(er |
cx]/fomovuevor [x]/fept tidv

Jo. (ivev ovsen]. ] iho [,
() Widgovrec [dv nl//parnértoy
xe[pt)//ectirwv // ac kai tfa
v eil//pnvixalv ()lrow [
agl. ... )8 ndvifo 8ul. . .

toic] £poadf/ov /I rpocdofov-

v éwbgv 6 “AAxt /ivo[uc €&-
elcty "eic PovAny, Tjva piv xa-
Agov Paiexec ayavol” xat cuv-[
a]xfsicnc éxxAnciac Urd to[d]
TnAeudyov tav [ '10]axnci-

alv] zpétov ruv[Bav]ovtan unil



32 4 «fJefi] * 6-7 Olivieri 7 uarot[e Olivieri: 32

un{, ]n/c P today: un, horiz at top (r/etc.), peaked
let N 7-8 n]pogoipac Cirillo 8 tdv "Alupiova
Armstrong xdAAtolv Armstrong 9 v, prob. left top

.. .Iv onep mept[
Jual, ... Juevur[ Jpa
JutlL Jwdal

Aew x{]afi] rof

of horiz. (t/r/etc.): (o pli Seiv * cxilac / Bilac *. bot. 5 v kai e [JCIL... oo Inc

of curved let., x/(B). dac 14 mpydypata: np, diag. [ P: Katéxoug} [rhv Suvarlctei-

loypata N 15 w/ai:x, diag. [ P: jar N 16 Suvapewc: av "m\ T F[’ .. Jpogo-

§u, ink in top left and ., ap, bot. of curved let P: SECJSQV:\E Cine "sé!'v'”'JC‘:n_

Suvap([ N: Jpewc N 19 obpol/v: ovf P: ofv]po[ N: Jv[ 10 ac @’ &v :El('a‘rép//al Té')'v‘// e

N “Alxal@[v: af, ()l N: afict] Nt ck. spacing and plct’&c'emv "Ev.coq)u‘)w 11 Bovien-

hand 20 & tz Armstrong: o(good), t (perhaps base), uee tée moAAde y/épac vikjav”

e(speck): [, curved let. N: 6[n] Olivieri av, trace r;ai 1 1okb to//Tra rcarop-v

at top of line P av/fxa Cirillo: avrav Olivieri 22- foucBat téx np}/éypma xai

3 Armstrong: tpu N: tp[t] N: gp[ VHI: gpolfvolve 15 ywpic dmhav xjjai pere cuy-

Cirillo 24 y/v(pt. of diag) efta) 24-5 Armstrong ___uétpov duvd//peax. O OV

25 x/Blp N 27 Mpiauov (confirms Cirillo) {pévoc rowmthyv ov AéAn//Bev afA-

Armstrong 27-8 allei?* 28 ei* t, 1 prob. curv. let. A" avtdc te tov Nécto//pa mploc-

P today: Olivieri read tto Olivieri: Bovierar to nydpevcey "ovpol/v Axandav",

marginal notation in N 1 ‘Afn{v]& Janko: mafn N 20 ° e paAwcr cn:)// Tét teipav

end Jo perhaps. diff. layer P 29 29-30 ovU«x eidnoac td//v eiddv du-

‘Alav]ltoc “gcropév{o]/v” Olivieri 30 €(x *. dlx) ¢lot]épav el &//éxa T fpi‘

Olivieri 33 xep(i)oide Biicheler cat’ "xat NV end r@[v tépojvi napo//zAnciouc etfv}-

*. to[ N: tf VH1: ro[v Olivieri 34 xai ®Jaiaxwlv] Z'[EV _‘,(_)lgce'al 8/fexa xal. .. .

Olivieri, Dorandi 34-5 A[éllyeror Cirillo: first S tlr‘v Tooiav ../ xel. .. éa-

) Awx]évar gncy ov//xet, . ()

vert. and diag. of v. [¢. 1-3]i[ Jerar N: Jivetan P ) ) s
M{pt]cuov moAwv ov//toc |, . (),
el 8¢ BovA[elral tic // 777 ‘Afn[v]a.
xat 0 Atopn[d]ne // xai [ovx "Alav-

30 f]téc "gcropéviol//v”, enci, "xai ax
[Inupoc aiBoumévifioto dupw wo-
amicew,” aAd’” Ofduccéwc “éral
rep(idorde woy//fican.” ket tafv
tbmc'xlgm[v] 1 vilatic "avépa’” A [¢-
35  yeton "gépetv Qeoic é/fvariy-

xia uid(e)’ Egovta,” xa/i vnfo
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33 1 0,4/8 3 v w/to): P: to N: éxlacrulv * 7-8
Balic[tAlelilalv / Ballc[iA]éa *(see com.) 9 yery
followed by top of curved let. P: [ye] N 8u, lower
left of curved let. (o/c/e) P: §%o [ / Suo[iv *: Suv N 10
éln18eilEnt/ 861Em * <lfjx [36]Ent Janko 10-11 rpdkeny
(2) *: mpulte[bovtac van Krevelen 11 end M(3), e,
horiz. or slightly arched stroke at top (y/¢
possible), stroke at the top (curved or straight):
Aéye[r/ AeigB(- *, Aeyw(v Janko: deiv Olivieri 15-16
Olivieri 16 “Ou[npojc * ore[ J[vle N 16-17 eijine
t0 Janko 17 urfy: t [éxfiociv/ eliSectv Armstrong:
rfapa]dociv Olivieri 18 t[oic] BactA[eb]cr Olivieri: ¢
(base only), [. .(.)|BactAe, Vv, c/e[ P today end ro N:
x, left of curv. let. P 20 adti[v* 21 beg. Olivieri
read Jnv:, Jtraces of two verts. P today: t{olc]
Baci[ei]c also possible A, a/(A). GAA[& 3]h tore
Olivieri: &AA[a 8] todc vé[ouc Sifidacxev
Philippson: v/t 22 é|raoxeiv *: gacxew Janko 22-3
crouvd{ai]la *(perhaps too short) 24 np{a]m *
n/p, rt. and bot. of large circ. let. (w/0/8) 26 a/A,
etc. 27 c/o P:o N ¢, vert. 28 dper, trace P: Jpeip N:
avSlper[- * [ "08 29 Olivieri 29-30 voxmypecilay
30 BouAgudpevor Cirillo: Boudoropevor P 30-1 [rept
td]v | 6A[w}v Olivieri 31 Olivieri 32 Olivieri 32
tov: [ron] N: tof P 38 Murray
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34 4 t/y . rept, speck at top line (perhaps top of 34

vert.) 6 elicayav Olivieri (eilcaywv): tcaf jav P
today d'gl)gt[l]pcv Janko:. x/c p:c N e speck at top
left: ei]c t[o] Janko 8 beg. ink at top of line, perhaps
from =/tz), o/eletc., pl ()], v (vert. and maybe speck of
diag.), twv: op[d]vtuv Janko twv er (half-space)
ex. () 10 x/y), ef]. apex (?) ewcayw, ink at top of
line perhaps (but probably not) part of w, two
verts., v, t/v, trace at top of line 12-13
avdpaliyabiac Janko 13 beg. rp{0f tov may confirm
Olivieri * 14 It xav 1@ temhacué{ve*: Allavto[c
Olivieri: avt, curved/vert. stroke P: zlavto[c]/
rlaveelc] / rlavralv 15 xoté/ xaia *y KaAd: Ka,
speck, A, a P 15-16 Sujiynfp’ *16 reroin[x’} dc *
rexown[x]dc Olivieri 17 m(horiz.) i(speck) 18
éxtpen[opevov] *, éxtpénfo]va ¢[ Olivieri: v (vert.),
ta perhaps from different stratum (Olivieri read
Jrac): éxtpéxy[olvia / éxtpex[uevov / éxtpén{ecBat *19
vape(, , Jw, diag. incl. to the rt. N v/tp) 20 rahi,
two specks at bot., vert. P: rahu, vert.. [ )}[v] N:
néiiv {yo]o[v Olivieri 21 ¢ (crossbar) v (speck in
left top) Alélye[1] Janko: Ap(from possible sott. in rt.
marg., {...)lv. e/o)[ P: [ylo] N: yo Olivieri &1 xai
Janko: ofperhaps right part or else vert., t/n, ixa,
speck): xa@{drnfep Janko 22 tim) mtP: [t N /K, ev,
vert. P: [c]Jev N 24 ve, left half of curved let. (0
good, w possible) v/(1): |t abltdv * 25 [xav ? Janko
eunjpepiafi)c / eon]pepiac * xat* 256 xalp(ilac /
xailvae * 26 see com. for beg. of line elic Armstrong
tav[tov émjypapey *: Urolypéyev Janko 27 ne,
horiz. at top / rounded let. a/A/§ 28 tou{tou / tob /
tou[tav] * t (pt. of vert. only), au[ P: pou N gev[valv
*. Jv (vert.) 28-29 [¢]lerve[- * 29 n yimie Alélyav (<)
* 30 napwdhlcac / rap@dn(cic Janko
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35 10 f/owA 11 1 Jal P: Jap[ N 12 ne, horiz. at
top, a N: n(horiz.)[ P 13 beg. pacx N: [Ix[ P 13-14
Olivieri 15 &8, curved let. (w,0), perhaps
followed by v though this trace may be from diff.
layer 16 see com. 17 y/r N: vert. only P 18 roic
ulovégyloc ( ) *: voucl, . o N: vor, fo, ol (),
left of curv. let, 1, bot. of curved let. P 19 o
roAdpntic Olivieri 20 1 (read by Olivieri), a(any
peaked let.), x 21 ot N:o, yfm/twi(t) P 22 u ¢ )lpexc
N: t followed by vert. only (1 good), followed by
fissure of indeterminable length, peit P 23 ¢ from
rt. margin in sott. 24 8[ave]roc Cairns: 8[vnjrdc *: 0
from rt. margin in sott.: Jtoc N: Jo/w, ¢ P today:
Olivieri read toc tobjc * 245 x{Jafv]xw{uélivoulc /
c{lafvlxwlpélivou *: c(Ja(lxwl. ()lvou(part of base
and left arm){ 25-6 xaBixoluev(oc] Cirillo:
xafixoluevioc tov * (see on col. 36, 234 28 [x]ai
Cirillo: a(any peaked let.) w(second loop) from
sovrapposto above the previous o in this same line

30 @V ap (2spaces) 31 roc 'emt 34 v o
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36 1-2 “Ex]lropa / Néc|ltopa Olivieri 2 evo N: Beo
VH! 3 rav[té]c or sim.* 5 [pacxo]ve[oc /
[pdcxo]vea / Aéyojv[a / Aéyer]v Wigodski 6 op&tat
Olivieri from P(fr. 80) xpiv confirms Olivieri
(rpilv]): rpi[ N: r(speck only)( P: Jv from sott. in 37.3
xaiic confirms Olivieri ([x]eAdc): pt. of stroke
midline (e/x), ahax P: x(vert. and probably pt. of
arm)([ from sott. in 373 P 7 il3[eilv * gevyu(lv
confirms Olivieri: ¢ fr. 80 P: Jevya[}v N:] bot. of
curved let., bottoms of two verts., [], v P 8 rteiyoc *
wery[ fr. 80: [ lcitips of e/c) 8-9 contirms
Olivieri (teilyac): el P: lxoc B(fr. 80) 9 rt. pt. of
curved let. before initial r in rapatpereiac (o/a/o/MH)
rap’ arponeiac / atpepeiac S. White (priv.) r;qg’qtpélsl

{ac} Cook (priv.): ap’ arpeneiac / nponeteiac
repatpénerat Olivieri: nfy, a/d, p, a/N8, tpe, nfy, elac
eia’ 'm0 9-10 moldb {] e confirms Olivieri (rol[Ab
8&]): Au(perhaps pt. of left arm) 8/e/a/8, e(top left
of circ. let.) fr. 80 10 [u]@Adov Cirillo 10-11
evi{tuyialic Cirillo: edl{nuepialic *: sﬁl[ngayiu]lc
Olivieri 11 avBpdro[ijc possible (ovk) * 11-12
ellyivaloxey *: éifnépalcxev Caimns: él[8idalcxev
Cirillo 12 (o0x} ": x(perhaps speck of top of vert.
and top arm): ov(x] Biicheler: obv Cairns ica
Biicheler ([Tca): tivert. or rt. stroke of w), ca P
today: Olivieri read «ca 12-13 8elfoic] Cirillo 13
gppdver: eppove[ N: Jopove, uspeck at bot. line) P
after sppover Olivieri adds un t 68 14 obx fipt|Cev
Cirillo (too long): fipt]Cev Olivieri: [ JGev N: [, ..
v P o k15 gnct tdjv T : vopilwlv Cairns:
pacxalv *: xai Soxd]v / giicac 1@}v Armstrong: Soxav
t@)v Olivieri: avtd wd]v Cirillo xperttévav: xp, &/
w(bot. of vert.), [}, t(horiz.), tovav P: xp[ |rovev N
16 ef]var: Olivieri: v(vert. only) xali] Olivieri: xa(
P:xa[o] N y[é]voc Olivieri: y/&, (], voc P: Jvoc N 17
ép] pevott[o: pevoyt N: Jevout P today: Dorandi read
pevout: Bed]Bev *: A16]8ev Olivieri 5t Armstrong
17-18 &vii[or] *: év | N[@&]xn[t Olivieri: evt P:
evi ()Jxn N 18 xai Armstrong: yn N: P lost [ta)v *
18 ajv Cirillo Screp[o]v Bicheler: ictéplwlv ™: ver(],
e(top pt. of curved let. and trace of horiz. ), p/v, [ ].
v: Olivieri read vcrte{: bere[peiv Cirillo 18-19

ovapy[nicavitwy / povapy[ilwv] / povapx[ixwed]tav

:povap, g (good), [J1[, . ], v wimuch better than
o), v: povapy[uxdra)tov Olivieri 19 éltdv / 8]ty *:
w(good) 4[/afb* tlpAdcac Olivieri 30 A (speck)
31-4 see com. 234 Cairns 25 totad[Jm|[ (see com.)
27 eiplnxévar / ecxInxévar Janko van, left half of
curved let. (c/o/w), lower pt. of diag. incl. to left o
8¢ ? 28 otk éldv *: Sox]av Olivieri érokoAbGerv
Dorandi 29 toilc Olivieri 29-30 Cirillo 31 w(bot.
of second loop) 33 Cirillo 35-6 Biicheler ~
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37 1-2 galivepic * 2 aiéc Dorandi: a/to), w(t), o, ¢ 37 _ .1

(left of curv. let.): 9\'_)1:69 Cirillo: outo N: ovto VH 1 1e
/e *: [3]¢ Cirillo xav: xa, v (first vert. and perhaps
bit of diag.)/(1) P: xaA Olivieri: xat N 2-3 Cirillo
3-8 Cirillo 7 vov' a1 eiye Dorandi 9 10 tipart of
vert.) v bottom of vert. 13 Thc Olivieri: tibase
only) nitwo feet) ¢ (speck) P today 17 ¢ (speck
below line) P 18 un N: My[ P: cxé]An Cairns 19 beg.
[s/r/etc. (horiz), w] N (w perhaps from other layer)
20 ¢[Babdpa]Ce Olivieri: é[ripa]Ce Cirillo: ép[tBp1)e
Dorandi 20-1 Evi{pua|Aov *: Ei[un]Aov Cirillo 21
Aov, tip of serif (from t/ni/fetc.) P 21 n N (perhaps
from other layer) x/m a/8 P:8 N 23 t/n/y (perhaps
incorrect layer) Suix[1/i|8we(njt- 22 22 &pn  Cirillo
23-4 see com. 24 un[8]év Cirillo (too short) ftto[vec
Cirillo 25 8e, diag. incl. to right P (acc. to
Olivieri): Be[ P today bot. of curv. let., a ?(bot. tips
?), va 26 Cirillo
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38 1 Aajepr[iadng ? 3 =/t ¢ (any curved let.) v
ko 4 npuecct N: tnpwecal P 5 E(middle diag. and
bits of lower and upper) x(specks only) 6 end. xja[i
* la[N only 11 t{otrt]ov Dorandi: tfwi]ov N: <[],
speck near bottom of line, ov P v[ ]Jfrixo] N: v{],t/,
ik, + (perhaps), top of curved let., perhaps top of
horiz. P 13 ¢ 'xa1 14 Olivieri 15 écBfjla
Armstrong: E[yly[e]lcy Olivieri: copajlct Biicheler:
pulict Cirillo 16 c(left of curved let.) 18 §[ei]v
Olivieri: 8 N only 19 beg. A N(perhaps dif.
hand): ¢/ (?), perhaps another let., ov P: t]av
Cirillo Swxcagpleilv Dorandi 20 [ob] Murray: [ei]
Cirillo 20-1 Olivieri:c only in N 21 x//afapotc
*. p(speck) o(right of curv. let.): /a8’ afbrolic
Cirillo 22 c|zé[plncic / c]té[plncv * n/(x) 25 ov *,
o/w, vert. yap: horiz. (y/n/etc.), ap P today:
Olivieri read yap: tap N: rapiiv Biicheler xg[vtwv
* 2% br]epéxev Gigante (in Dorandi) 27 x&fciv
Olivieri (who read =, diag.): r/t1, speck close in
bot. left (x compatible){ P today 27-8 Olivieri 32

Sev" “touc (172 space)
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39 1-2 xal]itavi[ixrov Dorandi 4 muvBa}/vopévav
Olivieri 5 §' Olivieri 9 néAw Cirillo Aéye *:
avdc Cirillo 12-13 rpecBevi(- *: npecBeil[a Bicheler
13 &|AA[o]uc Olivieri (incorrectly written as
aAr[o]uc: mo]AR[o]bc / "Axt]AA[e]bc / ete. * 15
éxxh]nciav Clivieri 16 3ie, two verts, e 19 ¢
avro- Olivieri 21 &, tops of two verts., ¥/rfu  Gv]ev
* 22 avdpayabiac *: a (good), tips of let. (v
possible), 8, p, a (peak), y (speck), «, £8, 1a, clo/w P
today: Olivieri read JaBiac: aoiac N 23 v[S]v
Olivieri: vertical (not visible today), [ lv /i
Olivieri (probably too short) 27 vuv’ 'xot 31 age,
v (vert. with diag. erased) N:ayp, stroke at top
line compatible with top of curved stroke, speck at
top line P 32 t[o]wo//irav Dorandi [00]8" Olivieri
w/to): éxeivw [v Janko: éxeivo Cirillo, Olivieri 33
ra{pareuntjéov Olivieri 34 an//d tilc éurer]pialc

Cirillo
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Translation

21 ... talented . .. the vulgarest people . . . character (?) . . . But Homer
never brings base jesters to the hearths of monarchs, but always the best
in thought and action. This is always the case with Agamemnon, and
with Alcinous, and so generally with all (of them), even with the dynast
of Syrus. And since for a king to be altogether a lover of laughter, even
if he is free from lewdness in other matters (?), would not seem
appropriate . . . being pure in . . ., I suppose, he includes (?) such base (?)
men, but . . . he prefers . . . the poet . . . nor sober . . . for raising laughter.
So that he also vehemently reproaches Thersites for this, for saying
everything "which seemed laughable to the Argives” (Il. 2.215-16), and
he introduces him as being loathed by all, "and especially despicable to
Achilles and Odysseus" (II. 2.220) about whom he writes his works; but
the Greeks . . .

22 ...ennui . .. the worst men into the council hall not according to
custom . . . shameful, . . . their time on dicing and many erotic . . . and
time wasted with base (?) craftsmen and other idleness ... making
threats against a man about what must happen for the morrow and . . .
at times some of them play at draughts, but for the most part they all

either do something beneficial and useful or deliberate or practice
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something to do with athletic exercise or contests at arms, not only
those who lay claim to virtue, but also the baser ones. For even the
suitors "amuse themselves with discs and with light spears” (Od.
4.626/17.168) . . . . another's (property), but having left their own behind,
like the father of the last Nikomedes. But let Telemachus serve as an

example for us. For ... him, though he was both young and . . .

23 . .. linger . . . "while searching for my godlike father may I not
perish" (Od. 15.90) and "having left possessions behind and men behind
in the halls" (Od. 3.314/15.11). But if . . . at home (?) ... again ... . and to
be one who has constantly lived among people not living according to
his will, since it is necessary for him to be one who has neither seen nor
heard of many things and has had no experience of free speech with
equals, and for the most part uneducated, for which reason . . . and
especially (several lines fragmentary) will be able to come to him, and on
account of these things the poet (contrived to have Athena ?) lead
Telemachus to Pylus and Sparta where he was to have dealings with
such great men, for he was certainly not going to do anything profitable
concerning his father, who was by then already on Ithaca. And making!
Athena say that it was on account of the things which have been said,
thatalso. ..

1 The subject is Homer.



24 ... the same thing, nor indicate (that it is) suitable.

Departing therefore from such topics, let us again praise that
which is good for a king, to be averse from a harsh, austere and bitter
character, and to practice gentleness, goodness and a king's mildness
and forbearance as much as possible, since these lead to a sound
monarchy and not arbitrary rule based on fear of a despot. But
Cambyses . . . by the Persians "like a father" (Od. 2.47, etc.) ... by . .. not
by the...not...call...for... "he was kind like a father" (Od. 15.152) . .
. being ruled in this way with gentless and sympathy . .. as faras . ..
slackness . . . suppose . . . to have become somewhat negligent towards
men. It is possible to . . . evidence as far as even the very uttermost . . .

forbearance . . . and in the final . . .

25 . .. holding a grudge over nothing . . . goad (provocation?) both
relaxed (?) and . . . in order that he may seem gentle not on account of
laxity, but rather on account of a sense of discernment, (so that), on
account of his gentleness, he might be loved, but, on account of his
firmness, when necessary, he might not be despised. One said to have
had the goodwill of a father is not seen as such by virtue of his
punishment of plotters.

But if it is fitting for the philosopher <to discourse> also about
the orderliness and disorderliness of an army (c. 5 lines fragmentary) the
Greeks "advance in order” and "in silence" and "in fear of their

commanders” (Il. 4.431) but the foreigners "with clamor and a cry like
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birds" (Il. 3.2) And through Odysseus he teaches how one must check
the threats and manifestations of disorder of the multitude in the test

brought about by Agamemnon. But of course . . .

26 . .. is rebuked . . . each receives . . . from the plunder. But
Menestheus, for having seemed to shrink back, is rebuked by
Agamemnon, and by Odysseus those who err in the test are rebuked en
masse. Someone of those well suited to serve as an example is taken and
both punished and . . . through the threat . . . as . . . is corrected by
Nestor. . . (and this man) by Agamemnon . . . (and that man) by some
other king. Accordingly . . . of the worthy . . . to define the gifts of kings
not by real profits but rather by honors; for "with a seat of honor, the
choice meats and filled wine-cups" and by rising from one's seat, just
like (the rising up) of all the Gods for Zeus when he enters, and by

portions from sacrifices, and to enjoy the greatest praise among others. .

27 ... It is necessary therefore that the good (?) dynast be a lover of
victory, but not a lover of war nor of battle . . . freedom from
disturbance (?) . . . near to . . . must be done in order that . . . (they not ?)
introduce unnecessary troubles and add them to the unavoidable ones. I
suppose that the poet looked to these things as well, or the king of gods

would not ever have said that among gods Ares was hateful to him, nor
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would the (king) of kings have ever said that among monarchs Achilles
was hateful to him.

28 ...war...and to the subjects . . . also to themselves ?) . . . However,
he2 must be thought to be thoroughly depraved and slothful if he
thinks that in this way he will have his realm more secure as also some
laymen suppose that "discord among the slaves" is a thing to be desired,
each failing to understand that (it leads) both to the destruction of
households and the overturning of monarchies. . . . saying (?)
"friendless, lawless, homeless is the one who loves terrible civil strife"
(I. 9.63-4). And introducing Nestor as eager to resolve discord in the

disputes with Agamemnon, and in the instructions for the emissaries

and in the calling aside and talking to Patroclos . . . . and Odysseus . ..
eager (2)...
29 ... and (strife ?) quickly produces unbearable enmities. It is with

reference to this (?) that Homer detests the lovers of war and the lovers
of strife as much as his heroes, and he says that "she3 is only a little
thing at first, and then she strides on the earth with her head striking
heaven" (Il. 4.442-3). And one charactert prays that she will perish
"from gods and men" (Il. 18.107). And jealousy must also be absent, and

2] . the king.
3 Le. Eris.
4 Le. Achilles.



being irritated by anyone's having a share in what they (themselves)
have. But it is good that . . . be pursued (?) . . . for in fact, Ideem . . . and .
. . great disputes, so that fittingly the most sensible of . . . Odysseus and
Nestor were so far removed from these passions that . . . "neither in war
nor in counsel did they walk apart, but worked out how things would
go best for the Argives" (Od. 3.127-9).

30 ... the region ... showed (?). . . both the city and the . .. he5 adorned
with temples (?) and with other (?) structures, and in the land of the
Phaeacians, the harbors and the walls and ships and marketplaces. . .
trees bearing fruit year round. But among the Ithacans (who inhabit) . . .
mountainous and poor (places) (several lines fragmentary) farms . ..and
to the one ruling with piety and righteousness heS thinks that the earth
yields "barley and wheat for him" (Od. 19.112).

31 ... wars (?) ... straightway . . . (can seldom?) abstain from all
exercise, for they are not accustomed to rule tyranically . . . so that, in
truth (?), they enjoy tranquility for a long time. Those who have
become severely fatigued or who are off their guard they compel to do
battle, and many, though wanting to give up, for the reason already
mentioned, they painfully drag forward; and even in their times of

relaxation their bodies are exercised both for strength and for

5 Homer ?
6 Le. the poet.



undergoing peril. And everyone is always equipped with a dagger and
directs his attention to the instructions on the things pertaining to the
war at hand, and they deliberate in council, examining . . . concerning
the . . . in nothing (?) (being at leisure??) when (troublesome)
circumstances obtain, as also in (what concerns?) peaceful circumstances
. . . to those expecting right of access Alcinous goes out at dawn "to the
council where the proud Phaeacians used to summon him" (Od. 6.55).
When the council of the Ithacans had been summoned by Telemachos,

they inquire first not (?) . . .

32 ... (of which ?) they possess the rule . . . rebukes . . . (to) consider . . .
but that in both situations?, "one piece of wise counsel conquers many
hands" (Eur. Antiope fr. 200) and, that for the most part by this (wise
counsel), affairs succeed both without weapons and with moderate
force, a fact which did not escape the poet, but rather he himself calls
Nestor "protector of the Achaeans” (Il. 8.80; etc.) and the one® who had
gotten for himself (?) the most experience of both kinds?, (says ?) if he
had possessed ten men similar to the venerable old man . . . Trojan (or
Troy) ... to have ... he says ... city of Priam (. 2.371-4) . . . was taken ..
but, if one wants <to say so>, by Athena. And Diomedes says not with

Ajax "following" but rather with Odysseus, that "we both would return

7 Le. in war and in peace.
8 Le. Agamemnon.
9 Le. experience in war and peace.



even from the blazing fire, since he excels in thinking," (II. 10.247) and
the ship of the Phaeacians is said "to bear a man with counsels like the

gods" (Od. 13.89) and for (Odysseus) not to be forsaken by Athena . . .

33 ...safety ... first. .. good counsel . . . he says "you are preeminent
among the Greeks in counsel and in fighting" (II. 1.258) and "both
initiating good counsels and marshalling war" (II. 2.273) ... two (?) ...
he first says "good counsel” . . . of good counsel for the kings . . . is
necessary not only for those who have acquired it . . . to practice (?) . . .
and be zealous (?) . . . to attempt . . . the nobles in the night gathering
who were deliberating on the whole situation summoning Meriones
and Antilochus, who had not yet been given a place in the council, as
though they had seen their prudence especially in the (episode)
concerning the watch (cf. II. 9.79-81).

34 ... Agamemnon . .. bring in . . . Hector, in single combat . . .
fabrications . . . he has made the narrative more pleasant, as the one
diverting (someone) from the ambush . . . wearing a single garment (cf.
Od. 14.462 ff.). . . concerning these things he says (?) . . . they should . . .
(one ought not ?) to give oneself credit for successes and (labors ?), but
also what was done by someone else (?) . . . for (this is surely what he
meant ?) who said "for surely we sacked the steep citadel of Priam by a

stratagem” (Od. 3.130-130a) and "I shall give seven blameless women,
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skilled in handicrafts, women of Lesbos, whom, when he took well-built

Lesbos" (I1. 9.128-130). But whenever . . . shared successes . . .

35 ... nobleness . . . therefore . . . the one of many counsels . . .
exceedingly . . . boasting . . . having struck (?) . . . "[whom] we give to you
first of all whenever we capture some stronghold” (II. 2.228) and "one
that I, or some other Achaian, capture and bring in?"(Il. 2.231) if a
babbler's parody does not escape us. And moreover, "not willing to
contend with with men of former times, neither Heracles nor Eurytus.”

(Od. 8.223-4) But Hector ...

36 ...Hector . .. “if his hands are like flame, if his hands are like flame”
(Il. 20. 371-2). ...is seen ... before hel0 saw him!! well is seen fleeing
not even to the wall, but rather around the wall in consequence of his
rashness. And much more, in favorable times, he did not understand
that he was just a human being, but in fact vied with gods and strove
with the gods themselves. And suppose someone claims to be a child of
the Great Ones and to draw his lineage from them; and yet even the one
who blinded the one who foolishly said “for the Cyclopes are not
heedful of Zeus nor the other gods, since we are far better” (Od. 9.275-6)

was corrected, just as some also of those who ruled later (were corrected)

10 1 e. Hector.
11 Le. Achilles.
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.. .such . .. not allowing (her!2) to cry out in triumph even over those
justly punished, and exclaiming that “it is not piety to glory over slain
men” (Od. 22.412). This reveals that Homer, in his disdain for thoughts
of this kind, both (shows) himself such . . .

37 . .. (Homer) himself obviously . . . and would quite have loathed
Demetrius Poliorcetes, who was conceited even over his own beauty,
not just for his!3 accomplishments, if, as he did, hel4 wrote that "the
lyre and the gifts of Aphrodite would not help Paris, nor his hair nor
his beauty," (Il. 3.54-55) just as in fact happened to Demetrius when he
was taken captive with his whole army. And the beautiful Ares, lover
even of Aphrodite herself, bound by lame (Hephaistus) . . . Nireus thus .
.. but Euryalus . . . <although he had the> (?) image of a god . . . he said
that . . . was not inferior . . . less . . . and yet (Homer's) his making the
kings godlike in form is pleasing to me, at any rate, for in fact, to the
ordinary un-philosophical person it has something startling and
intimidating about it, and akin to the most powerful of beings,1> whom
one must imitate; for which reason he calls them both godlike and god-

resemblingle.

12 1 e. Eurykleia.

13 Demetrius'.

14 Homer.

15 Le. the gods.

16 [ borrow this rendering of 8eoevixélouc from Asmis (33).
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38 . .. "preeminent among heroes” (Il. 2.483) and Achilles both most
beautiful and . . . (?) for "he shines like a star" (Il. 22.26) and again "like
the autumn star which shines most bright" (Il. 5.5-6) . . . "fever to
wretched mortals" (Il. 22.31). And he makes the Greeks beautiful for
their fine appearance, impressive with their . . . and their dress and
their full array for battle; thus . . . Homer . . . just as I said . . . (makes
them) free from boastfulness . . . for there would be no "excelling all" if
even when everyone agreed it were so hel7 were to deprive (himself) of
the recognition of the superior qualities he actually has, through which
recognition, apart from the other considerations, he will display himself
(as he is) to those who don't know him, he will remind those who do
know him but are becoming unmindful, will stab out the envious eyes
of those who are ungrateful to him, and those who fail in their duty to
him he will . . .

39 ... "the ruse which divine Odysseus once brought into the acropolis”
(Od. 8.494) saying, when they inquired, "I am Odysseus, son of Laertes,
known before all men for the study of crafty designs, and my fame goes
ﬁp to the heavens" (Od. 9.19-20). And again he! (said) to Achilles, "But I
in turn might surpass you in wisdom by far . . . older (?)" (Il. 19.218-219
?) . . . manly excellence . . . he explicitly said . . . "no one will have a

better plan than this which I now plan, both of old and now also" (Il.

17 Le. Odysseus.
18 [ e, Odysseus.
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9.104-5). And all these men, for the reasons I have said, make their own
encomium, but not in order that they may talk about themselves

gratuituously . . . such. .. of the poet . ..
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COMMENTARY

Col. 21

This column is from a portion of the treatise (cols. 16-21) concerning
the behavior of kings at royal symposia. In the preceding column
Philodemus noted that Homer, while not being prudish, is free from
the vulgarity found in the entertainment of the courts of pest-Homeric
kings. Here he notes the absence of vulgar and coarse characters from
the courts of Homer's kings. While it is true that the base, laughter-
mongering Thersites appears in Homer, the poet makes his own low
opinion of him clear in making him detestable to Achilles and
Odysseus. Asmis (37) suggests that this column defends Homer from
Plato's charge that he made his kings lovers of laughter (Rep. 383e-89a).
It is worthy of note that Vergil's Drances, who is in part borrowed from
Thersites, shares nothing of the base, scurra-like qualities of Thersites.
This may be completely explainable in terms of the difference in
Vergil's technique of characterization (on which see Heinze and
Heinze 1993 and Otis 1964). On the other hand, Philodemus' precept of
the decorum appropriate to Homeric heroes may have influenced
Vergil as well. If Drances is to be at the court of a king, he must not

have any of the qualities of a base jester.
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4 af[), peaked letter (A good), possibly another peaked lett. We may, unless we
have two peaked letters in succession, have some form of &BAtoc, a
common term in Philodemus which could be contrasted here with
evlpuec-[ in 5.

5 Dorandi's tafpatto]uévoic is obviated by the placement of a sottoposto from 22.6.
After ve there is what seems to be the top of a curved letter, though the right bar of a
or a v are also possible. There may have been another letter before this one. o is almost
certain, followed by a diagonal inclined to the right. I am almost certain that this
diagonal was originally the left diagonal of the rightmost part of i in this column.
a[Axgo]vevouévorc is probably too long for the space. d]vegopévorc would fit.

6-11 Here I have succeeded in integrating a fragment drawn in the
margin of N. Unlike all such fragments which N drew in the margins
of his drawings for this papyrus, this fragment, and another at 13-16,
were not copied from the margin into the body of the disegno in order
to represent their original position in the papyrus. Next to the first
fragment, one of the academici has written "pare che non appartenga”.
Olivieri attempted to integrate the the first fragment, but
unsuccessfully, except perhaps for one word in 7; Dorandi was
persuaded by the marginal notation, but mistakenly, since the fragment
belongs without question to the text of these lines. In 9 the first half of
the v of u&//v is in the disegno, the second half in the papyrus. In 13, the
top of p is situated on the fragment while the bottom part is in the

papyrus.
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JAoyetatoic P: Jiocrepu, short

.......

6 10//i¢ cxepp//odoyotdtorc: | [Jrof
stroke slightly slanted to left (a/A/y/ right stroke of o){ N. Dorandi should have dotted
the « of his reading dAoywrdtoic, which can just as well be the right part of 0. The
various forms of creppdroyoc and crepporoyio are frequently
mistranslated as "gossiping” and "gossip” in contexts where they
clearly refer to vulgar speech or a person who speaks coarsely, or
simply to a crass person. So, too, the substantive forms of the stem. Cf.
Plut. Mor. 65 B 1. 6 diapiArldpevoc vrepParécBar PBoporoyia wai
crepuodroyia. Cf. Plut. Mor. 853 C 1. 19 creppodoyia xai gAvapio vautiddnc
"vulgarity and sickening nonsense”; Plut. Mor. 456 C 1. 12 axoAacta koi
mikpd kai creppoAdya pipata. In Dionysius of Halicarnasus an obscene
Tarentine man who defecated upon a Roman ambasador is described
both by the author and by the ambassador as being creppoAroyoc (19.5.2-
3), which is hardly to be translated "frivolous" (Loeb) or
“"chiacchierone, pettegolo” (Montanari)! "[A]s a term in social slang it
connotes absolute vulgarity and inability to rise above the most
contemptible standard of life and conduct” (Ramsay 1896, 242). A
crepudroyoc person is unfit company for a king, and not the sort of
person to be found in the courts of Homeric kings (8-13). The term
looks back to the discussion of shameful speech in the previous
column, and forward to the point that base people are not to be found
at the courts of Homer's kings.

7-8 The line may begin with o[0]x. There may have been, however, a letter before o.

tlowc (Janko) is perhaps possible, although the traces seem more like the top of the
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vertical and upper arm of « rather than 1. tJoic would accord better with ravtod[a}/roic
(Janko), which, if correct, suggests that a dative plural follows in 8 rather than an
accusative singular (51aBeciv, etc.). Very near the beginning of 8 there is a vertical,
followed by the top of a curved letter. Before Qeciv, there is in N the bottom portion of a
diagional inclined to the left. This is at bottom touching an erased vertical, meaning
that making v best fits the traces, though a and 1 also good candidates. 1{fectv is thus a
good possibility.

8-9 tod[c | h]8v[Ad)//yovc: dvf. ... . .. ()]v P: Jtoucpev[ fr. in marg. N.
It is impossible to tell whether 3 falls at the beginning of the line or is the second
letter. The fact that this § is smaller than letters like 8 typically are at the beginning
of a line suggests that it was the second letter. Although N places the letter at the
beginning of the line, I am confident that he had no more information about its position
than I. We could also read tob[c 7]Idv[Ad]//youc, though the papyrus seems in fair
condition where we should expect to find traces of o but instead find no sign of ink.
Cairns' correction of N's t to y is plausible, since the error occurs
frequently in the disegni. For hdvAdyoc as “jester” cf. Ath. 4.165b
®pivixoc 6 xopedonowoc év 1@ 'E@uadty pvnpoveder tob hdvAdyou (A:
n8vAoyelv Kaibel) d1& tovtav (I 370 K)- éctiv §° attolc ye guAattecBar tdv
viv yoAendtatov épyov. We could understand the term to mean
"flatterer,” which would suit a sympotic context in which excessive
praise and blame were both to be avoided. As an alternative to 716vAdyoc
(primarily a poetic word), a]dv[va]//rouc "ineffectual,” "week" would

provide a word more unambiguously opposed to tobc apictouc y[va]unt |
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[xai] npd&er (8-9), as the sense demands. Dorandi's attempt, §4[ctnvolv is
spatio brevius and ignores the fragment.

11 x[av]toc: the supplement is actually a little short for the space. The av must have
been large.

12 y[v@]unu: today the papyrus is destroyed where Dorandi read y (though he
printed yva]un in his apparatus) and Olivieri read =, though I have no doubt that
Dorandi's supplement is correct. For the pairing of yvaun and npa&iwc cf. A. Av.
xawvog yvaouny | kawav épyev ' éyxerpntig; D.C. Fr. 3.4.4 npoc yd&p tdc
yvopoc téc te npakeic 1@V fyovpévav; Isac. 1.4.6 viv &’ obdeic dv pe neicerey
@c otdv t’ éctiv tocodtov xai tfi yvoun xoi taic rpageciv dieveykelv.
Philodemus, however, is giving a prose paraphrase for the Homeric
polarity between d&piwctoc BodAy, Erecciv, etc., and dpwctoc paxp. CF
Peleus’ charge to Phoenix concerning Achilles (II. 9.443): ptBwv te pntip’
Euevan Tpnktiipd Te Epyav.

15 "A[Ax]ivo//uv: former editors incorrectly changed N to maintain
the Homeric spelling.

14 'Aj[apéu]vov//a confirms Olivieri (["Ayauéu]vov/a): a(diag. incl. to rt.), Y(vert.
and bit of horiz.) from sovrapposto in col. 21, 14: | ..Jvov P: |a frg. of N

16 &rAdc [o¥t]woc: stronger than arAdc alone. See LS[ s.v. II. 2. The
expression is mostly patristic, but found also in Plato, Galen, Dio
Chrysostom, and Cassius Dio. Dorandi's ac is too short for the space.

17-18 xa]i xpdc tdv tfjc Lopov Jvivac[tledovra: a rather recherché
allusion to the father of the swineherd Eumaeus, king of the island of

Syrus, as Philippson 1910, 766 suggested. Other possibilities are
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canvassed in Dorandi (156-7). Strabo 10.5.8 identifies the island Z¥poc
with the island Zupin in Homer. A reference to an obscure king follows
well after the unqualified statement that this is true for all Homeric
kings. Moreover, Od. 15.465-6, quoted by Dorandi, mentions men who
were guests at the court of the swineherd's father. Equally important is
the following verse (457), which speaks of their imminent participation
in the assembly, implying that they are capable men: ebpe 8’ évi rpodépue
Auev déro 0& tpanéCoac / dvpdv dartupdvav, ot pev ratép’ Gupenévovto. /ot
Hev Gp’ éc Bdxov tpdporov dNuoid te piipv (15.466-8).

18-30 The precise structure of the argument is unclear, but can now
perhaps be plausibly reconstructed. Philodemus may be making the
point that the court of a good king should be free of base and lewd
characters, since, even if the king himself is not given to base talk, it
seems inappropriate for him to have such people in his company (18-
22). Homer may have such characters in his poem, but his opinion
about them is clear.

20 xé&v a‘l'na?c: Olivieri and Dorandi claim to have seen avtoic, and accordingly
read xav abvtoic. Of o there remains the left top, after which the papyrus is frayed. It
seems quite clear that there is not room for 1 before the c. They may have mistaken the
right part of o for .. More probably, abtoic was inherited uncritically from
Cirillo. I understand this to refer to the king rather than to Homer.

20-1 G&lxpodvixoc: a drag Aeyopevov and addendum lexicis. mpodvixoc, as
a term of abuse, means "a base person”. As an adjective it appears to

mean "lewd". Cf. LS] s.v. npovveixoc; Dorandi (157-8).
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22 ay [....Intua is followed by v or perhaps n. The horizontal and first
vertical are clear. These are followed closely by another vertical stroke, slightly
inclined to the right. Rather than being the final stroke of x it seems to slant somewhat
to the right (a/p). We may have a dative ending in nti. The dative with
xaBapedw can denote the sphere in which something is pure. Cf. Ar.
Ra. 355 dctic dnerpoc to1dve Adyav 1 yvoup pi kaBapeter on which Dover
1993, 239 comments "yvapnv (M Vb3) is grammatically preferablebut
yvoppn (R V al) cannot be rejected as wrong.” Nevertheless, I am
inclined to think that a single word ending in -nt did not fill the gap,
after having examined several such possibilities. We should try plh .t
(Dorandi), 1{ 11, etc.

23 Olivieri claims to have seen a crossbar at the top of the line before exe1. Isee one
midline, two spaces before exei, which would work well with a for Janko's supplement,
as well as my own.

24 xaxo]Uc is a possible reading. Cf. xaxictouvc col. 22, 7-8.. I am
doubtful about Olivieri's ye, since it would still leave space for
approximately three letters after totovtfouc,

29 Previous editors wanted to read yeAwv{8]’, which is impossible, given the traces.
After o there appears to be the left half of a rather small curved letter (o good, c/e
possible), then 1. Perhaps the word ends in -yeAawc.

29-30 Cirillo's adi]xat[a]litov, retained by subsequent editors, is
incorrect, since 29 ends with v. What precedes must be read in better
lighting. The disegno reads xw[v], x and » being impossible given

traces in P.
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31 ye[Awtoxoeiv]. Olivieri saw the bottom left part of a curved letter after y.

34-8 On the text of these citations see fDorandi, 1978 #101,41.

39 xepl v cuyypdeei:not an inane remark that Homer is writing
about Odysseus and Achilles in this passage, but that the hero of both
epics found Thersites detestable. See LS] s.v. cuvyypago II. For
Philodemus, it follows that this is indicative of Homer's own opinion
about Thersites. Asmis (37) notes that Philodemus answers Plato's
claim that the portrayal of a subject's insubordination to a ruler should

not be represented in poetry (Rep. 3.390a).

Col. 22

On the use of the king's leisure time. Even the gavAdtepotr in Homer,
like the suitors, are not idlers. Major problems remain, however. The
suitors are clearly the topic of discussion in 16-27, but what of the
previous lines? With the exception of a mention of [t]exvitaic (11),
much of what precedes seems applicable to the suitors. More probably
the lines are part of a discussion of the sorts of things which occupy the
leisure of bad kings, to whom the suitors are then favorably compared
in 16-27. The suitors are at least not characterized by inactivity. A
recurring motif in the treatise is that even the worst behavior of basileis
in Homer is often better than that of later basileis. Cf. col. 17, 14-17
where Philodemus notes that not even the suitors are given to

drunkenness. But in col. 3 he refers to their sexual affairs with the
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servant women and cites Homer's judgment of them as being bfpictai
and datdcBaior (Od. 24.282). In the same column he mentions their
taking away another's property and plotting another's death.
Hillgruber 1999, ii. 411 noted an important parallel in [Plut.] Vit. Hom.
207 drac 8¢ xoi yopvaciow xpficBot napayyédder pavepdv ék noAAGv. Gel yop
rovolvtoc ROLEL TOUC MEV &v TOlC mpocikovcly Epyolc, tobc O& o’
¢gmmdevpdtav- ondte kai tovc pdActa tfi hdvrabeiq xexpnpévouc Palaxac

Kol Touc dcdrtovc pvnctiipac yopvalopévouc eicayer.

"It is clear in many passages that Homer prescribes gymnastic exercise,
for he shows the heroes constantly in action, both in their regular
activities and also for exercise. He even shows both the Phaeacians,
whose lives are largely given over to pleasure, and the profligate
suitors exercising." (tr. Keaney 1996).

2 Unfortunately traces revealed by the microscope render impossible
'0]8vcced|c, Olivieri's supplement, which was retained by Dorandi.

4 &Avv: "ennui, boredom”; not found in other texts of Philodemus,
though I suspect thatwhat is printed in De morte col. 11, 20
(fragmentary context) as aAon, "a socket for éxétAn, a plough handle" is
an incorrect reading for @Avv. The word occurs numerous times in
Plutarch where it is related to idleness and bad use of one's leisure, cf.
Plut. Mor. 274 D ‘Pouaiot cgddpa, xai toic "EAAnciv olovtar undév obtac
aitiov dovAeioc yeyovévar xai padaxiac, @ T Youvdcio Kai Tac taAaictpac,
oAbV GAvv xai cyoAnlv éviexolcac Taic méAect xai xaxocyoriav "For the
Romans firmly belive even in the case of the Greeks that nothing has

been so much to blame for the enslavement and softness of the Greeks
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as their gymnasia and wrestling schools, which engender much listless
idleness and waste of time in their cities" (tr. adapted from Loeb); Mor.
78 D Gtav olv ol tolobtor katocracpol yévavtal pi toAAdxic, af Te Kpdc
avtobc éEanpécerc kai avaxpouvcelc Tod gpovipatoc dicrep éx tporiic Taxelon
napdct kai StoAddact pedinc tov dluv xai v adnpoviav, év tivi Befaie ™y
rpoxoriiv eivan el vopilew.

"When therefore such fits of dejection become of infrequent
occurrence and the objections and protests made by sound sense against
them quickly come to our help, as though rallying after a temporary
rout, and easily dissipate our idleness and dismay, we may well believe
that our progress rests on a firm foundation” (tr. adapted from Loeb).

5 xox-: perhaps from a word which has to do with toil or work
(xémoc, etc.) as opposed to dAvv mentioned above.

oixero[- : cf. oixei[a]v 34, where the discussion is the misuse of
others' goods and the neglect of one's own.

6-8 The details are not clear, but the discussion may relate to base
persons wrongly being included in the process of deliberation. Cf. the
discussion of Thersites in the previous column. But it is troubling that
there is not room for the article before xaxictouc. tolbc apictoucis a
possibility, and could be taken with xata v[éuov perhaps as a reference
to the aristoi not being summoned for deliberation as had been the
custom in Ithaca.

8 P reads as I have printed. I[ . Jawcyapo[, Javepatr N. N appears to have drawn

more letters than the space would allow.
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egat[ N, although o is followed by a stroke perhaps too close to a to
be the base of t in P. Perhaps €pac[xe should be considered, which is
Philodemean, and could give us something like the following text:

af, .(.)laph xota viopov

. Jxexcicrouc eic 10 BovAe[vTi-

prov] afyewv] aicypov Epaclxe
"He asserted that their summoning base men into the council chamber
not in accordance with custom was shameful.” épave is also possible,
though ¢aiva in the active voice is extremely rare in prose (but cf. Xen.
Anab. 4.3.13; Cyrop. 6.4.13)

9 tob[c] xarpodc is possible (and what we would expect), though
the o appears more like c/e and the v appears more like a 1. See app. for
other possibilities.

xvfovc: cf. 16-17 below.

10 -pouc or -Ahouc is clear in the papyrus, though only exiguous traces precede. N
reads moAdouc. The bottom of p has been erased in order to read AL. If the suitors
were being discussed, we could think of their relations with the female
servants of Odysseus' household, noted by Philodemus in col. 3.
Philodemus may have discussed the sexual morality of the good king
in col. 1, where the names Bellerophon and Anteia appear. But it may
be that épmtixdc is used here in the weaker sense of "fondly disposed,”
"fond of," on which see Obbink 1996, 525. In that case, supplements in
the first part of the following line would have to be altered.
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11 Dorandi suggested diovuct]ak{olic, on which see his note. The fact
that there is space for two or three letters at the end of the previous line
(unnoticed by previous editors) makes his supplement possible:
roAhodc [E]patixobe klai | tac cbv Srovuct]ax(o]ic. Given the presence of
[tlexvitaic (or drovuci]ax(o]ic) can we assume that the first part of the
column is not about Homer, but a general discussion on bad uses of
leisure by kings in general?

12 xdvec: to whom does this refer? To basileis in Homer? To the
suitors?

15-16 éanlpealaov & [] deil t0 xpdc abpiov éx’ &vdpa:va derives
from a sottoposto in the following column. For érnpeale controlling a
relative clause, cf. Hdt. 6.9.20-1 tdde 718n cpu Aéyete énmpealovrec ta nep
cpéac xatéler "threating things which will actually overtake them."ér’
avdpa is used commonly of coming against a man (more often men éx’
avdpac) with some hostile intent (Herodotus, Plutarch, etc.). =poc
adplov appears only in Hesychius (s.v.) where it is glossed by eic atpiov.
I suggest that this newly reconstructed line refers to Antinous’
threatening words to his fellow suitors at Od. 4.774-7:

Sapovior, piBoug pev brepprdidovg dAéache
RGvTES OUdCG, {1} OV TIG dnoryyelAnol Kol elow.
&AA’ &ye oyl Tolov AvaoTavteg teEAfwpev
piBov, 8 &1 xai ndcwv évi ppeciv fipapev Tipv.
Book 4 ends with the suitors waiting in a cove in ambush; Book 5

begins with the rising of the dawn. In col. 3, Philodemus mentions
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those "who not only take away another's belongings, but also consider
it the best advice for a tyrant to kill and murder." This refers, according
to Asmis (34), "to the suitors’ approval of Antinous's plan to ambush
Telemachus at Od. 4.673 (cf. 20.241-6)."

16 xai ‘ta  ta .., 1': Dorandi read 'tadto xai’ of which I am
somewhat dubious. For v there is only a vertical, and [ see no room for the right
arm. For his « there is only a vertical followed by a blob of ink about midline. This is
followed by a peaked letter and then a vertical.

17 The suitors are playing at dice when we first encounter them (Od.
1.106-7). Aristodemus of Nysa is said to have argued that Homer was a
Roman because of customs found in Homer which were paralleled (he
claimed) only among the Romans, namely the playing of reccoi and
their rising up of their own accord for superiors (Vit. Hom. VI 18-23). It
is interesting that Philodemus mentions both of these customs in this
treatise, meccoi here, and rising as a sign of honor in col. 26.35-8. On
Aristodemus, see Heath 1998, esp. 34. On the Roman love for reccol, see
Austin 1934/5. Only the suitors are represented as playing this game in
Homer; but Philodemus may be remembering such things as the well-
known black-figure vase type of Ajax and Achilles at draughts in
implying, as he seems to, that "sometimes some of the heroes” in
general also play at reccot.

27 Not many words end in -po. Even allowing for a spatium to

accompany the diple, npé may be too short.
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30 nv[.]pllc: was N correct to read p where he did? (See app.). If so,
this may be a reference to Pyrrhus.

31-2 ], evoPo[]Aodvrec: the B is virtually certain, though I have
found no compound of -Bolew with this pattern. R. Janko suggests to
me that it may be part of a compound of -BoAew which may mean
something like "dice away,” given the fact that several BoAecw
formations (e.g. nAewctofolréw, evPorém, npwtoforéw) relate to dice
throws. The trace before ¢ is difficult. There is part of a vertical rather
close to €, above which (at about the level of the horizontal of €) there is
visible a short stroke inclined to the left. At the top of the a line there
is a rather short horizontal. n may be possible, and perhaps ¢, the top
horizontal being the top ornament. This would give Cairn's
&]gevoPBoliobvrec, an unparalleled word which would mean "to
squander wealth."

32-3 t[hv] dAAotpilav: cf. col. 4, 10-11 (on the suitors) un pévov
alp[arplovuévov tar[A]otpra; Od. 1.160 érei aAAdtprov Biotov viimoivov
édovawv; Od. 18.280.

34-5 Bcxep & 1oV tedevitaiov Nfilxophdovc ma[t]fp: the "last
Nicomedes" will have been Nicomedes IV, king of Bithynia (c.94 B.C.-
74 B.C.), and hence his father, to whom Philodemus is referring here,
Nicomedes III, under whose reign (127-95 B.C.) Bithynia declined
markedly. With Mithradates Eupator he took control of and
partitioned Paphlagonia. Already overextended, he then invaded

Cappadocia and married its regent Laodice, the widow of Ariarathes VI
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(125-111 B.C.) and the sister of Mithradates. Mithradates subsequently
drove his own sister and Nicomedes from Cappadocia, but kept his
nephew on the throne. After several years of dynastic confusion, the
Cappodocians began a new dynasty. Financial debt to the Romans, and
the expense of his efforts in Paphlagonia and Cappodocia left his
kingdom all the weaker. After the death of his successor, Nicomedes IV
(95-74 B.C.), Bithynia became the territory of the Romans. The youthful
Julius Caesar, the father-in-law of Philodemus' addressee, Calpurnius
Piso, visited the court of Nicomedes IV in 81/80 and was satirized for
the rest of his life for his allegedly too close friendship with the
effeminate king. On the reign of these kings, see Sullivan 1990, 30-5;
Magie 1975, 311ff. For the history of the question of identification, see
Dorandi (160). This reference to "the last Nicomedes" insures that De
bono rege must postdate 74 B.C.

Philodemus’ periodic comparison of post-Homeric kings to Homer's
kings is a unique feature of the treatise. Besides this reference to
Nicomedes III and IV, he discusses Cambyses (col. 24), Demetrius
Poliorcetes (col. 37), and in general kings subsequent to Homer (col. 21).
Statues of numerous Hellenistic monarchs, including Demetrius
Poliorcetes and Pyrrhus, were found in the villa which has been
identified as belonging to Philodemus' patron, Calpurnius Piso. If
Philodemus read this treatise to his patron, he may have been

surrounded by the statues of some (or all) of the post-Homeric kings to
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whom he referred in his treatise. On the statuary of the villa, see
Pandermalis 1983, 19-50; Comparetti 1883; Gigante 1990.

36-8 See below, at the end of the introduction of the next column.

Col. 23

This column appears to be devoted entirely to Telemachus, mostly to
his character, and its development. Unlike the suitors, who neglected
their property to damage another's, Telemachus, as revealed by the
Homeric quotations (5-9), is concerned about his patrimony. This is
followed (how the transition is made is unclear) by a discussion of
Telemachus in his uneducated state (11-19). Lines 28ff. mention the
"real" purpose of the Telemachy, Telemachus' exposure to great men.
This passage, with the new readings, comprises the earliest
securely datable reading of the Telemachy as the naidevcic of
Telemachus, Porphyry previously being the earliest (schol. Od. 1.93;
1.284). Undoubtedly this reading goes back earlier than Philodemus,
perhaps much earlier. Herter 1934, col. 351, suggested that Antisthenes
may have seen the Telemachy in this light in his treatise 'A@nva i repi
TnAepdyov. This interpretation is now the standard interpretation of
the Telemachy. See most recently Cook 1998 for a reading of the
Telemachy in terms of initiation, and Scheid-Tissinier 1993, pp. 2-22;
Beck 1998/99, 121-39. For an earlier exposition of the Telemachy as a

Bildungsroman see Jaeger 1939, 27ff. and bibliography in Herter 1934, col.
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351. Analysts, of course, resisted the possibility of the development of
character on the part of Telemachus. Cf. for instance, Wilamowitz 1927,
106. Although modern discussions of the Telemachy frequently note
that Porphyry read the Telemachy in this manner, they do not, to my
knowledge, point out the sophistication of his reading. Porphyry
responded to critics, now unknown, who claimed that the departure of
Telemachus was dtoroc because it subjected him to peril, promised an
uprising on the part of the suitors, and did not benefit the search for his
father (schol. Od. 1.93). The following forms part of Porphyry's
response: GAA’ £der tov év yuvau€i teBpappévov, Adrauc tetanevopévoy,
pntoperdv oV nerelpapévov ovderdnote, toAdtponov yevécBon raparincimc
1® matpi, kai todto kepdavar tff mAdvy, xal kowwvelv T ratpl TdV
xotopfopdtav év tfi pvnctnpoxtovig. "But it was necessary that one who
was raised among women, humbled by griefs, and who never had
experience in rhetoric, should become polytropos very much like his
father, and to gain this by his wandering, and to share with his father
in his successes in the slaughter of the suitors.” Cf. also the scholia at
Od. 1.284, where a lengthy quotation from Porphyry develops the idea
of the Telemachy as the naidevcic of Telemachus. Ancient discussion of
the Telemachy, therefore, in some ways prophesied discussions over
several generations of recent scholarship. To Philodemus’' and
Porphyry's view of the Telemachy, we might compare a quotation of
(Scott 1917/18, 428) in his unitarian defense of the Telemachy made at

the beginning of this century against analytic views: "Ithaca, with the
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nurse who had watched over his own and his father's infancy and with
Penelope hesitating whom she should choose a husband from all that
rabble was no proper place to make a man and a hero out of
Telemachus, but a trip abroad where he might converse with such
Trojan heroes Hector and Menelaus was just the thing needed to bring
about those strong and manly qualities which were by right of birth the
possession of the son of Odysseus" (cf. also Scott 1925, p. 57). Unlike the
analyst viewpoint represented by Kirchoff, who claimed that "Die reise
des Jiinglings hat keinen rechten Grund und bleibt ohne Folgen, ohne
allen Einfluss auf die Haupthandlung" (in Bekker 1858, i. 105), both
Philodemus and Porphyry believed that the Telemachy was well
motivated, had important consequences, and was integral to the plot of
the poem.

Why does Philodemus discuss the uneducated state of Telemachus
and offer a reason for his departure? I suggest that, in an age in which
young aristocratic Romans "began to flock to the East” to study rhetoric
and philosophy with the intellectual heroes of their day, Telemachus
would be an ideal model. He goes abroad, is awakened and transformed
by new experiences, discoveries and relationships, and returns to
perform great exploits. See Rawson 1985, 9 whose phrase I quoted, and
who also notes Cicero's statement that those with Epicurean leanings
would travel abroad "for the sake of studying or seeing the sights" (De
rep. 1.3.6). If the experience for Romans of the late Republic going to

Greece was at all akin to A. Gellius' some two hundred years later, as
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Rawson suggests (11), then dining clubs and conversations in the
houses of learned Greeks would certainly have been part of the
experience, which might make it easier for a Roman of Piso's
generation to associate his own experience abroad with Telemachus'.
Going abroad to be educated by great men is certainly something to
which Philodemus himself could have related, being from Gadara but
having studied with Zeno in Athens.

Telemachus is introduced in the previous column as one who
contrasts with the suitors in his concern for his patrimony.
Philodemus introduces him with the phrase napadetjypa 8' qpiv o
ThlAépaxoc yevécBw- tobtov | yap kai véov Un[d]pyovia kai Il (37-8). I think it
almost certain that Philodemus intends Telemachus to be a paradigm
for his Roman audience, not only in the concern for his patrimony
which he displays, but also in the pattern of his education and
development now revealed in the newly-reconstructed column. We
might imagine that those yet to go abroad, listening to or reading this
treatise, would have seen themselves in the description of Telemachus
in lines 14-19 who lacks authority and respect in Ithaca since he is "one
who has neither seen nor heard of many things, inexperienced in free
speech between equals” -- a phrase which would likely be understood
as "unlearned in forensic rhetoric” (see below) — "and in many respects
uneducated.”

This new material might be seen as lending support to an early

dating of the treatise and therefore a young Piso, a position already
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defended by Asmis (23-4) on the basis of Dorandi's text. One might add
that Philodemus also seems concerned with the passage from boyhood
to manhood in the single legible phrase of col. 14: o0 [y]ap | toic
évavtiow [, .. Jvra 3[el] | avdpa yivecBar mpiv ff xai | xoteygeipeiv tav
a[d]t@v (9-12) Il. Philodemus ends this discussion on Telemachus near
the beginning of the following column (24.5-6) with the phrase ta0to[v
o]¥t’ éppaivew | oixefiov] "the same thing, nor indicate that it is
suitable,” which suggests (though we cannot be sure since the previous
lines are missing) that he ended the section by saying that he did not
want to repeat what he had already said earlier in the treatise (perhaps
col. 14) about young nobility. It seems probable, then, that Philodemus
devoted another earlier section of On the Good King to youths, in
addition to this treatment of Telemachus which itself stretches for
more than a column.

But this more probably cannot help us determine the date of the
treatise. It may have been the young sons of Pisb who inspired
Philodemus' treatment of Telemachus' character and its formation. Or,
as Armstrong suggests, this treatise may have been delivered as a
lecture to a group of young Roman noblemen studying with
Philodemus (like many of Philodemus' discourses). In any case, the
education of the prince would be a topic suitable for any treatise on the
good king. On Piso's children, see Armstrong 1993. For a summary of

views on the date of the treatise, see Asmis (1 n. 1).

71



Asmis explains the introduction of Telemachus at the end of col. 22
and the purpose of the quotations at the top of 23: "Still the suitors
badly misuse their time. Philodemus returns to this theme by
proposing Telemachus as a contrasting example: whereas the suitors
left their homes to waste another's property, Telemachus went away
from home, then returned, to save his property . . . . As the quotations
show, Telemachus gives up a pleasant stay with Menelaus, as well as
the prospect of further travel and gifts, in order to assume his duties at
home. His sense of duty is in strong contrast with the injustice of the
suitors, who ravage the home of their hostess, Penelope" (38).

Armstrong suggests to me an alternative version of what was in the
gap, which I can best present here by a translation of col. 22, 36~col. 23,
19, filling in the supplemented areas with brackets: "But let
Telemachus serve as an example for us. For [the poet has Athena lead]
him, since he was both young and [inexperienced, away from home,
but (unlike the suitors of the father of Nicomedes) for a noble reason,
namely his development and education. But if it seems inconceivable
that he should make such a short trip and change so much, we must
take into account the poet's making it impossible for Telemachus to
spend all that much time on the trip, saying as he does] 'while
searching for my godlike father I must not perish’ and 'having left
possessions behind and men behind in the halls' [and then has to go
back to his home], and that he has been brought up among people who

do nothing he wants them to, precisely because he has neither seen
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anything nor asked for instruction or talked to anyone as an equal and

in several ways is totally uneducated.”

2 Traces in P seem neither to conform to Olivieri's reading, nor N's.

4 gpovil[er]v: xpovi{[ is certain (from a sottoposto in the following
column), but gpovif[ei]lv may be incorrect. The stroke following &
seems more like p than i, which could give the reading &]vdpa or
&]vdpac or a]vdpdct. In any case, xpovi{[ probably refers to the fact that
Telemachus should not linger too long away from his home. It may be
part of a paraphrase of Od. 15.10, "TnAépoy’, oVkétt koA douwv dro THA’
aAdAncar,” or 3.313, "kai c0, gidoc, ph dMOa dopwv dro THA' dAdaAnco,”
since Philodemus, in 7-9, quotes either Od. 15.11 or 3.314.

5-7 Od. 15.90. Telemachus, having been encouraged by Athena (with
the verse quoted by Philodemus in 7-9), tells Menelaus why he must
return home in order not to jeopardize his patrimony.

7-9 A shortened form of a line which occurs twice in the Odyssey,
first in 3.314 where Nestor, after relating the story of the murder of
Agamemnon and the vengeance of Orestes, warns Telemachus not to
tarry long lest the suitors consume his property, and secondly, in 15.11,
where Athena reminds him of precisely the same thing: xtpatd te
tpoAnav &vdpac 1’ év coict d6powciv. Homer uses these lines to spur
Telemachus from Pylus to Sparta, and then from Sparta back to Ithaca.
Presumably, Philodemus has the second occurrence in mind, which

falls nearer the line he has just quoted (15.90), but he may recall that
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the line is used twice to spur on Telemachus to the next point of his
journey. Olivieri and Dorandi incorrectly supposed it possible to read
coilct after é[v, which would conform to the Odyssey text. After ¢[ there
is a lacuna of one space, and then blank papyrus. Philodemus may
have just forgotten, or else he intentionally adapted the line to make it
seem as if it were said by Telemachus. I think it more probable that
Philodemus, who often quotes from memory, was trying to quote two
successive verses, Od. 15.90-1, rather than Od. 15.90 + Od. 3.314/15.11.
Od. 15.91 (1 i pot éx peydpawv xkewnAiov écBAOV dAntan) is, in fact, spoken
by Telemachus, and it expresses almost the same thought as the line
Philodemus quotes and perhaps inadvertently alters. If this is correct,
we should assume that Philodemus made his quotation of 3.314/15.11
in some way scan. He may have written xai ta] rather than just xai], or
perhaps 1 ta], either of which would make the line almost scan
correctly.

On the variant ypfipata for xtipata see Dorandi 1978, 42.

9-11 What followed between the quotations and where the text
becomes clear in 11 is difficult to establish. If Asmis is correct to
suppose that Philodemus is illustrating a laudable quality of
Telemachus in these quotations (his concern for his patrimony), since
11ff. speak of Telemachus' deprived upbringing and uneducated state,
what follows in the lacuna in 9-10 might be something like, "and this
concern of his is remarkable considering his deprived upbringing."

Cairns suggests something something like "But if he remained at
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home, it would have been necessary for him to be (without help ?)
again." I discuss his specific supplements below. This would give us
something similar to what is found in Porphyry (schol. Od. 1.284),
quoted below in my note on 31.

9-10 e (good) is followed by a lacuna of one or two spaces with a speck of ink at the
bottom of the line. Cairn’s gfi] §’ is possible. t is followed by the left part of a curved
letter, which obviates all the proposed forms of émimd-. After tnc there are exiguous
traces for about three letters and then a peaked letter (a/A/3). Olivieri read emutnd[. ],
vert., a. N read emutn[ (,)][par]. In line 10, after a lacuna of three spaces I read e(fair),
foot of a vertical (n/v, etc.), bottom of a curved letter, [, ], crossbar, e. N records n before
the crossbar. After na\v (secure), there is perhaps space for a letter, then x/a, base of
stroke probably vertical but perhaps slightly inclined to right followed rather closely
by ink at bottom line (v/x ?), & n/y. N (for 10) records [n~ exon \if Jxae”]. From this,
using some suggestions of Francis Cairns, we could read &[i] &' éri iic
oixia[c | €]i[uev]ev £[Selr ye ndAv . . . "But if he remained at home, it
would have been necessary again [to be without help] . . .". The
difficulty with this is that we would need an infinitive before the
clause beginning elvou 8¢ xai, and rdAiv seems somewhat strange in
such a context. Nevertheless, the beginning of the supplement is
plausible.

10-11 If a single word spans the end of 10 and beginning of 11, and if it begins with a,
it may be another alpha-privative which describes Telemachus, since there are several
such words describe him in the following lines. At the beginning of 11, P reads Jtov, N

reads Jntov. Some possibilities are avex[uxodp]ntov "without help,”
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aver[ilpAlntov "heedless; unheeded" (the word is Philodemean but
probably too short), aven{uckon]nrov "unregarded” (mostly late).

11-19 These lines describe Telemachus in his uneducated state, before
his passage to adulthood. Dorandi greatly improved the text here, but
he attempted (161-2), as did Fowler (83), to explain the lines as though
they were about Odysseus. Asmis (38) is right to suggest that the passage
is about Telemachus, and the new readings have confirmed her view.

12 &vectpqguévov: in this context the term must mean something
like "one who has constantly lived,” though this is poorly documented
in LS] (better in Montanari). This nicely suits the context and allows for
supplementation better than Asmis' "alienated” (38). Cf. Epict. 1.2.26,
where Dobbin 1998 renders the term "at home": év toiadty TIvi x@pq
avectpappévoc, ovyl rapd 1@ Bato(vi dlewpdpevoc. Philodemus uses the
term in this sense in Rhet. 2 col. 35, 35 év éxxAn[ci]loanc xai Sixactnpiorc
[&iv]actpaoéviac "those at home in the assemblies and law courts".

13 xpdc t0 BodAnpa: see LS] s.v. II. for the sense of BovAnua here as
"express will" or "consent". For npoc 10 BovAnpa cf. Chrys. Fr. mor. 336.1-
3 1od vopipov avdpdc evBLc Gvroc kocpomoAitov, tpoc T BovAnua thic gicemc
t&c npageiwc anevBivovroc and Epict. 2.2.26 dvayxn ce Gve xai xdto
xvAiecBar pdc 10 fovAnua Tob xvpiov.

14-19 This section (beginning with énei xai) tells why the household
of Odysseus' palace does not live according to Telemachus' princely
will, namely because he is by necessity (see below on 15) a person of

inexperience and lack of education.
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13-14 éi[xe] ivov: must refer to Telemachus rather than Odysseus.

14-16 &l@éato[v]: the term, like aviclzdpnrov, should be understood to
have an active rather than a passive sense, as Fowler suggested (83) and
Asmis (38) confirmed. The two terms are paired (both active in sense)
in D. Chr. 12.59.3.

15 &vdayxn: it is necessary that Telemachus be such a person as is
described in 15-19, Philodemus appears to be saying, for the purposes of
the plot of the poem. In [. 28 of the column (quoted above),
Philodemus mentions "the poet," evidently referring to Homer's
decisions about the plot of the poem and the need for his departure.
Alternatively, Philodemus may be saying that it is necessary that
Telemachus be such an inexperienced person given his insulated and
deprived upbringing.

17-18 mappnciac &xepov {lcnydpov: Philodemus may be using the
term rappncio in a general sense that would cover both the older
meaning (the right to an equal voice in assembly, etc.) and the later
meaning (frank speech). Telemachus was inexperienced of rappncia in
the older sense, because an assembly had never been called in his
lifetime, and when he called an assembly, he remained, in part,
inexperienced of rappncia on account of his treatment by the suitors.
At the same time, he is also inexperienced of personal frankness of
speech, and when he attempts it, his listeners respond with shock and
disbelief, and some of them with contempt (2.200, etc.). He does not

truly enjoy this type of rappncia until he goes abroad, where he meets
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someone his age (Nestor's son Pisistratus) and is treated with dignity
and respect by Nestor and Menelaus and Helen, with whom he is able
to speak freely. When encouraged by Athena to speak with Nestor,
Telemachus, in a reference noted by Asmis (38), admits that he is
inexperienced in speaking: 008¢ ti nw pHBoict mereipnuon ruxvoicv (Od.
3.23). But the fact that Philodemus qualifies nappnciac with ilcnyépov
may suggest that he is referring to his lack of experience in the
assembly. When Polybius uses nappnciac in the older sense (having an
equal voice in assembly) he invariably joins it with icnyopia or a similar
expression (e.g. 6.8.4.4). When unqualified, it appears to always refer to
frank speech. Philodemus' qualifying the term with ilcnydpov may
indicate that he thought the reader would incorrectly construe the term
to mean frank speech if he left it unqualified. This might suggest that
the older use was at least not common in Philodemus’ day.

In fact the idea of "free speech between equals” is a central concept in
Epicurean education as Philodemus conceives it, the subject of one of
his key surviving treatises, De libertate dicendi, on which see Konstan
1998; Glad 1995. Philodemus may be stealing a sly glance at his student
audience as he brings in the concept of rappncia, a major element, as
they would all know, in the education he is giving them--psychological
consultation on a basis of equality in everything but philosophical
knowledge, continual one-on-one and group discussion of intellectual
and ethical progress, on which see Nussbaum 1994. Just the word itself,

in the school context at Herculaneum, would be enough to remind
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them that they are modern versions of Telemachus and that
Philodemus and his fellow philosophers in the school play the role of
Athena and Nestor.

18 moAAdxrc: see LS] s.v. IT 2 for what must be the meaning here,
"for the most part,” "altogether” though only poetic usages are
exampled. Alternatively, as Stephen White suggests to me, roAAdxic
may be generalizing, i.e. people like Telemachus (typical princes) are
often thus. . Amstrong suggests that it may perhaps (uniquely) mesn "in many respects” here.

18-19 &iraidevtov: cf. Porphyry at Od. 284 (quoted in full below on
31) pévav &’ év 'T8dxy dnaidevtoc.

17-18 ilcnyépou: apparently found only here and at Pollux 6.174. The
noun icnyopia is common. The flavor is as so often in this treatise of
rhetorical elevation.

20 It should be possible to supplement the end of this line: Hahicra, y/r/t/E, av, y/r,
[Lvert, fe: pddicte 1@dv (Janko) / péhictay’ dv falic / pdAict’ dywv should be considered.

21 ever[ ()]ov N: wve, speck at top line (v possible), [.],5wv P.

25-27 Svvnicépeviolc xpdc adrdv aouxécOar: probably part of a
sentence which speaks of the reuniting of Telemachus and Odysseus
being able to occur with Telamachus now a mature man who has
enjoyed the society of "such great people" (31-2). One or the other of the
two men is probably the subject, although, as Armstrong points out to
me, this could be a reference to Athena coming to Telemachus, in

which case we should supplement dvvnicopév[n]c rather than

duvnicopevio)c.
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28-35 Here I have reconstructed parts of a sentence which was
incoherent in previous editions of the text. In the sentence,
Philodemus gives a motivation for Telemachus' journey to Pylus and
Sparta. I understand the sentence in the following way. The first part,
up to the negative in 32, explains the motivation for Telemachus’
journeying to Pylus and Sparta, namely "to have dealings with such
great people." Proceeding from the negative in 32, the possibility is
ruled out that Telemachus would do more good concerning his father.
He would not, since his father was already on Ithaca. It is for another
reason, therefore, that Athena leads Telemachus to Pylus and Sparta:
exposure to great people.

27 to[b]tw[v: presumably refers to Telemachus' uneducated state
and need for experience abroad.

28-9 A verb meaning something like "contrived" or "planned” is
needed. u=m, probably vert. (v etc.) but perhaps a stroke slightly inclined
to the right (u etc.), [, . .(.)le (good), ¢/(8), speck at bottom and curve at top
line. It is possible that the material at the end (ec .) is not on the correct
layer. Some adverb probably ending in -kwc or -cac must bridge 28-9. If a
¢ could be read (the papyrus must be checked again), we could read
colgpac (Cairns).

30 eic: /o[ P: ic from sottoposto in col. 22, 29. We may thus rule out
é[x MJoAov [xai Z]mdptn[c which would otherwise have been

paleographically possible.



31 g[n]l..txq[\')]gqtc:g (vert. and pt. of horiz.), [], Ma, ik, o/(@), [ ], © (perhaps
vert.), o/(p), 1. TMAikoDroc in the sense "so great” occurs fairly frequently
in Philodemus. Cf. col. 12, 6 mAwxottar Bupdr and also De vit. 10 col. 23,
13-14 6pBadc pov kotappoveic mAtk[o]dtoc dv - kol yap adtoc pavtod "Being
such a great person yourself, you are perfectly right to despise me, for in
fact, I despise myself." The citation is from a section adapted from
Ariston (of Chios ?). Presumably here t[n]Aixo[0]toic was prepared for
in some way in 19-27, perhaps with 24-5. Philodemus argues here that
Telemachus, as a part of his development, needed the experience of
associating with the great comrades of his father, Nestor and Menelaus.
Porphyry (schol. Od. 1.284) claims that such experience is part of his
becoming worthy of his father, specifically learning about his father
from them: pévav &’ év 'I8dxy draidevtoc fj t@v pvnectipav eixeto kai
rpoiSwxev Gv tOv oixov, fi émmnBépevoc aldtoc dndAeto &v, péAic 1od
"Oduccémc St° UrepPBoAiiv ppoviicenc kai éunerpiac duvnBévtoc avtoic doAinc
émBécBar, dEidc te ovx Gv tod matpOc éyéveto, ui Tol YE TAPA TOV

cuctpatevcdvtav nuBduevoc nepi Tdv éxeivou npatewv.

"But if he had remained in Ithaca uneducated, either he would have
been loyal to the suitors and betrayed his house, or tried to attack them
and been destroyed, since even Odysseus, with his superior intelligence
and experience was only with difficulty able to set on them, and that by
trickery; and he would not have become worthy of his father had he
not learned from his fellow soldiers about his father's doings.”

Philodemus may have also had in mind Helen when he thought of the

great individuals with whom Telemachus was to have dealings. He
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learns much about the character and exploits of his father from her,
and, as Scheid-Tissinier 1993, 9 notes, her gift of a cloak to Telemachus
(Od. 15.125-8) shows him that he is now an adult who can begin to
think about marriage. It was also educative, at any rate, to associate
with a heroic woman quite unlike his mother. In a passage important
for this column, Porphyry (schol. Od. 1.284) mentions Telemachus'
exposure to Helen: gaiverat toivov “Opnpoc ad0vatov vopicor avdpa vmo
yovouxt tefpappévov, el kai coppovecta ein, kol év oike katokexkAeiuévov
rAn0er LPpictdv GvBpadnwv év Bepanaivaic te dcedyécv évavEduevov xai
viicw Mikpompenel xai afacilevte noAvv xpovov, kivdovav te Eevik@v un
eilngdta melpav, undé petacydvto Gndidv kol dywvidcavto €v Gcoic
adnpoviaic yéyove TnAépayoc tpociévan péddav Néctopr xai Mevehdao xai
‘EAévn: paivetar obv pf ot Gv duvnBfivar vopicon dpetfic &Adac ti rac
petocyelv. 810 npdoaciy uév éxer | arodnpio mept é€etacewc tod natpdc,
cxondc 8¢ éctu 1) copPovievoicy 'ABnva naidevcic, ag’ fic fipeAhev EcecBan, 6

npotBeto udAicta i Bedc.

"Homer appears to have considered it impossible for a man brought up
by a woman, even the most virtuous, and shut up in his house by a
mob of men full of hubris, and growing up among shameless serving
maids, and in a unimpressive island that had been for a long time
without a king, and having no experience of danger abroad, and
having dealt with no unpleasantnesses, and having struggled with the
evil circumstances that Telemachus found himself in when he was
about to approach Nestor and Menelaus and Helen -- at any rate, it
seems, he thought, one could get a share of excellence in no other way,
for which reason, Telemachus's trip abroad has its excuse in the search
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for his father, but the purpose Athena has in counseling it, is education
from which he was going to become what the goddess most preferred
him to be."

It seems that Porphyry, like Philodemus, and probably most of the
ancient commentators who highlighted the educational value of
Telemachus' travels, differed from modern commentators in using the
passage to encourage their younger auditors to imitate Telemachus and
acquire a liberal education, raideucic, for themselves.

32-33 ob yap 8% =nAe[illov y* €ri: The combination ov yap 31,
particularly when followed by ve, is used "for clearing the ground by
ruling out at least one possibility,” Denniston 19542. 243 (2). Here the
possibility ruled out is that Telemachus would do still more for his
father, who was already near Ithaca. I have preferred y’ €n1 to ye 11 since,
with #8[n] following (1. 35), it appears to be the temporal nexus which is
in the fore here. Cf. Rhet. 2 col. 13, 8 o y&p [8]h Tor0btc éctfi]v, xaBanep
obréc pnaw.

33 novficewv: like cu[u]uei&ei]v, this infinitive is controlled by &ue'A’Ae
(1. 31).

34 [¢]xi: since Odysseus was not on Ithaca when Telemachus was led
away to Pylus and Sparta perhaps we should translate this as "near," for
which see LS] 1.2. More probably, Philodemus' eye is on Telemachus’

return, by which time Odysseus was indeed on Ithaca.



35 xai thv 'ABnvav | Aé[yo]ucav moidv: a new reading. For this
use of noiéw + part. (LS] s.v. 1.4.b.), cf. Athen. 5.56.11-12 naAw 0 Zevopdv
ROLEL TOV ZoKpatnv Aéyovia év 1@ coproci TavuTi.

36-7 tdv | elpnuévov: ie, on account of the things Philodemus has
previously mentioned. What does Philodemus go on to say? That, in
making Athena say these things, it is clear what Homer thinks about
them, namely that he approves of Telemachus' concern for his
patrimony and also of his exposure to the great compatriots of his

father?
Col. 24

On the clementia of the good king. This part of the treatise (col. 24, 6-25,
19) involves relatively little exegesis of Homer, but instead discusses
the qualities of gentleness and forbearance which must characterize the
king and bind his people to him rather than fear. See Asmis (39) for a
discussion of these virtues in Epicureanism and Stoicism; also Paolucci
1955, 498. Philodemus treated this theme in col. 5, where he mentions
the love of the Trojans for Hector, and quotes the lines from Iliad 22

where his death is said to seem to them like the fall of their city itself:

Jov- 0 yap oidpelvoc
5 ...} 96Bwr povov [—

zAlM8ovc yap écta]—-

]6 xupred[cjew [—

. Jrou xai toic of—



Juenfct—
10  nalpd Tpw[eccr —

cJov [ Jec[—

..] robtav [~ aA-

Ade td mpoc [~

0 ovT@v [—
15  apyov xai [—

. Jav[]Jowr [

npof—

xawv[- - -Jo[-—- "t

8¢ pafAwc]t’ afp’ Elnv évafAiyla-
20  ov, ac el arafca] "TAtoc dgpu-

decca upi c[pliyo[i]to xat’ &-

x[pInc"- xai d1a thv @rhoctop-

ylilav ot Tpdec adtdr tov “Extollpa (Dorandi's text)
"For the person who thinks that by fear alone . . . that he will be lord . . .
of the multitude . . . among the Trojans . . . 'It was very much as if all of
beetling Troy smoldered with fire from the top down' (Il. 22.410-11).
And because of their love, the Trojans . . . Hector for him .. ." [tr.
Asmis].

5 épgaivev: LS] does not document the word in this sense, but see
Montanari ("dichiarare”) and LSJ s.v. épgacic II. "setting forth,
exposition, narration”; Plb. 6.5.3.

6 8% the particle can have a logical sense when used connectively,
on which see Denniston 19542, 238.

10 xa[i]: the arms of x and diagonals of a are found in a sottoposto in

25.9. Traces of the rest are found here in their original location.



11-21 All the text to the right of the double slashes, save for two
letters in 20, were drawn by N in the right margin of his drawing. They
were later integrated by an interpreter (N!) into the body of the disegno.
In cases such as n{a}padimra (11-12) I intend the reader to suppose that
mta, found in the left portion of the column, was read from P unless [
say otherwise.

11-12 u[a}gaél‘mm: ratac N: N copied N's text into the body of the disegno,
where an interpreter subsequently cancelled out the first x and made the second a into a
Q.

11-13 npadtnc and émeixera are also joined in Plut. Pers. and NT II Cor.
10.1 adtdg 8¢ éyd MadAog rapakard Ludg did thg npaitntog xai émeixeiag
100 Xpiotod (note that Xpiotdc is a kingly title). I owe this note to David
Martinez.

14 Fowler (83) suggested cvyyva]povikov, regretting that it was too
short for the space. It would indeed make for a short line (about 46
mm), but certainly not too short. His supplement requires a correction
of the disegno, Dorandi's a correction of the papyrus.

15 @A../le‘iaov: . .J' A ewcrov I: =, A(bot. of first diag.)[ P: ¢, n(first vert. and horiz),
ewctov N: r(crossbar)[ Jewctov N 1 rs supplement is certainly correct, but the letters cn on
the fragment of N need to be explained. They may be from another layer.

17-18 un Sec[xotixd] | @éBar Svva[c)/seflav: my Sec[rotixd]
would seem to be an improvement over Olivieri's dec[rotixv], of

which Fowler was dubious. decrotixdc is paired with pofoc three times
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in Philo, where it means "fear of the master" (De spec. 1.128.3, De mut.
24.3, De virt. 114.4).

Suva(c]/zeflav: lyel is also a possible reading of the fragment. The
term is securely restored at 28.18-19. On the use of the term in this
treatise see Dorandi 1978, 34.

18-26 Cambyses is apparently used here as a negative exemplum. It is
impossible to tell how far discussion about him continues. Murray
notes an important parallel in Eustathiu (1.81.45-7, van der Valk) on
Od. 2.46-9: Inpeincan 8¢ eic 10, matip &k fimoc Av, ki 16 t0d "Hpoddrov, 10,
KapPicne piv Secrdmne, Kbpoc 8& notip. 6 pév, 6t yahendc Av xai dAiympoc. 6
3¢, 8t fimoc xail dyaBa colcy éunyavicaro, fitot toic Mépcarc.

"Note on 'he was gentle as a father,” Herodotus who calls Cambyses a
'despot' and Cyrus a 'father,' the former because he was harsh and
insulting, the latter, because he was gentle and 'contrived good things
for them,' i.e. for the Persians.”

Eustathius' comment on II. 2 669 (éx Aidc, 6c te Beolcr xai avBpdrowciv
&vdccer) is equally relevant: épepunvevtikov écti tod "Zebc nathp dvdpdv
1€ Bedv te," dc Tahtov Ov Tpomov Tiva Pacidéa te kai ratépa eielv, da 10
ypfivan Tov &pyovta natpdc Sixny tdv brmxdwv xidecBar, 6 xai év 'Oducceig
gavepdc dnhodtar, Smov Aéyerr "mathp 8 &c fimoc fev." 16 xai map’
‘Hpod6tp Kaufocnc pev Secrdme, Kdpoc 8¢ natip toic Mépcanc fv. O pev yap

&yplac fipxev, 6 5t frinc 1.493.16-21 van der Valk).
"This is a paraphrase of 'Zeus father both of gods and men' since it is in
a way the same thing to call someone both king and father, because the
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ruler must take care of his subjects in the manner of a father, as is
made quite clear in the Odyssey also where he says, 'he was gentle like
a father,’ which is what in Herodotus also makes Cambyses a despot to
the Persians and Cyrus a father to them, for the one ruled cruelly, and
the other gently."

The tradition of comment on the Homeric phrase rathp &’ &c fimoc fev
must therefore have made use of the contrasting examples of Cambyses
and Cyrus. Relevant also is schol. b Od. 2.47, noted by Murray (168): ot
apyaiot thv Paciheiov éuépilov eic tpia énibeta. tov pév npaov Paciréa
avopalov rmotépa, TOV Grnviy kai Oupddn, decrdtmy, 1oV @erdwAov xai

QLAGYPUCOV KATNAOV.
"The ancients divided up royalty under three epithets, calling the mild
king ‘'father’' the harsh and angry one 'despot’ and the stingy and

money-loving one 'innkeeper'.

According to tradition, Cambyses was completely devoid of the
qualities mentioned in this column. Among the crimes mentioned in
Hdt. 3.31, he murdered his brother when he had a dream that he would
be overthrown by him, and and then his sister/wife when she betrayed
knowledge of the crime. He also mortally wounded the Apis bull.

It is notable that Philodemus chooses an exemplum from outside
Homer. It is true, as Asmis notes (39), that Homer does not depict a
"paradigmatic despotic monarchy.” But despotic monarchs are at least
referred to in passing, for instance Echetus and Aegisthus, both of

whom are referred to as exempla of tyrants in [Plut.] Vit. Hom. 183.



20 Dorandi's supplement aAA’ must be incorrect. Cambyses was no
better loved "by the Persians” than anybody else he knew. #mwoc is
probably too long. See below on 24-5.

t]dv: ov derives from a sottoposto in col. 25, 20 confirming Olivieri's
supplement.

20-1 yove[,(,)]ltov: there appears to be room for one letter, or
perhaps two, after yove on the fragment, so Dorandi's suggestion
yové(wv) | tdv could actually be read as yové[wv] | t@v. But what do
Cambyses' parents or ancestors have to do with any of this?

22 xpocayo[pe]vn: apparently a subjunctive form. Perhaps the iota
adscript (frequently present in this text) was misread for the vertical of
K.

x[. .Jou[ :judging from the parallels in Eustathius, there may be a
contrast in these lines between Cambyses and Cyrus. We should
consider reading K[dp]ov .

23-4 "gathp | dc firio[c] ?]ev": the phrase is used three times of
Odysseus (Od. 2.47; 2.234; 5.12) once of Nestor (Od. 15.152) and once of
Hector (Il. 24.770). Plut. [Vit. Hom.] 182 cites the phrase, with the preface
xai onolov 3¢l elvon tov BactAéa, cagdc dnhoi "and what kind of man the
king ought to be, he clearly shows.” The same paragraph notes that
Homer was familiar with various forms of rule, and "mentions
monarchy throughout all his poetry with praise” (tiiv pév Bacideiav &’
OAnc thic rowjcenc dvopalmv xai éyxepialwv). Hillgruber 1999, 381
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observes that Stobaeus incorporated the phrase in his broBfixai nepi
Baciretiac (IV 7,8).

24-5 Bac]ideviépevov: this must be passive, rather than middle, as
Dorandi and Asmis translate it ("regnando / ruling").

25 otit[wc: Olivieri and Dorandi read otit[e here, but keeping in mind
the possibility that Cambyses is being compared to Cyrus in these lines,
we may not want to read a negative.

8]1’: 816 + acc. sometimes has a sense similar to the genitive. LS]s.v.
d1a omits this, but see the article 81a (esp. at end) in Bekker's Lexicon
Aristotelicum (v. 5 of the Berlin edn., 1870). I thank Armstrong for
informing me of this distinction.

26 copxd01[a]v: Olivieri and Dorandi read coundei[av, which is
impossible on account of the size of the lacuna and the presence of a
stroke at the top of the line which is more likely the top of a vertical
stroke than &. In De morte col. 8, 6-7, the word is spelled as here in our
text: col. 38, 14-15: gncopév ye v copndBiav npodfc to] | cdpa thic yuxfic. On
the spelling see Cronert 1903, 32.

28-31 These lines may make the point that the gentleness and
kindness of a king must not go so far (axpt) as to appear to be rooted in
slackness (B[A]Jaxeve(-). Philodemus makes such a point in col. 25, 11-
16, where he advises a king is advised not to seem gentle (xpa[o]c) on
account of laxity (éxAvciv) but rather on account of his capacity to

discern well (xpiciv). We should be able to find some feminine noun
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upon which éAl[A]imméctepav might be predicated. Janko suggests thv

’

apyxmnv.

29 e(left part of curved let. c/e//e) from sottoposto at col. 25, 30. 10 B[AJaxeve[w? Cf.
col. 28, 9-10.

32 8[.(.)Jwx . ewv: the 1 is certain, which precludes earlier
supplements. Midway between « and ¢, about midline, there is visible
part of a stroke inclined to the left (A/3/(v)).

33-4 ¢[c}I'c’yatwtdtov: a second hand has deleted the sigma at the end of 33 with
a large supralinear dot and added another just to the left of the beginning of the
following line. See 29.4 and 31.19 for the same phenomenon. The superlative is found in
the MSS (all but V and D) of Xen. HG 2.3.49 and is censured by Phrynichus (51), but is
otherwise unexampled. Philodemus, who elsewhere uses the base form of é&jyatoc (De
ira col. 14, 21), probably intends hyperbole here, and I have accordingly translated “the
very uttermost.”

34 Cirillo's supplement é[EoxéAAetv, which the other editors maintained, is
incompatible with what the papyrus reads. The passage upon which he based it (On
anger col. 14, 21-2) may nevertheless be useful in supplementing the lower part of this
column: to xaxév (i.e. anger) xai xatapyouelvov ar’ éAayictov péxpt | xai tdv écydtav
éEoxéAAew notel.

36 Cf. De morte col. 23, 5-6: and tiic tehevtiic dypr xai | vi[v.
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Col. 25

This column continues the discussion of the previous one. Notable
here is the unabashed concentration upon the importance of the
ruler's appearing kind. The qualities of kindness and gentleness are to

be pursued because they lead to a stable monarchy.

6-7 9\'?5[3\']56 o(left and bot. of curved let.), v(perhaps speck of base and rt. arm),
[. Joc P: Jo(top of curved let.) u(part of vert. and rt. arm)[ from sottoposto in col. 26, 8. The
reading is almost certain. pvncikaxeiv nepi is fairly common. Cf. Isoc. Plat.

14.4 pvncikoxelv TepL T@V TOTE YEYEVIUEVQV.

11 éxAvcv: pace Dorandi, the traces conform to Olivieri's reading.

11-15 The rhetoric here is grandiose and formal and does much to
justify the convoluted expression of the next sentence (16-19) as
intentional.

12 &AJAd: former editors underestimated the distance to the left margin by reading
fi]. Aa as well as the 8 of 81& derive from a sottoposto in col. 26, 15.

xpiciv: not "a judgment” (Asmis) but rather "power of judgment"
(LSJ 1.3), "capacita di giudizio, discernimento” (Montanari s.v. C.). LS]
cites Plb. 6.11.8 xatd xpiciv "with judgment, advisedly"); Isoc. 15.32
mctevew toic prite petr’ EAéyyov pnte petd xpicenc eipnuévorc. The kindness
of a ruler must seem to have its basis not in a slack disposition, but in

the deliberate exercise of a good sense of judgment.
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12-13 =pél[o]c: the stroke for ¢ could just as well be the lower part of a stroke
inclined to the left (A, etc.).

13 8[1]é: after the bottom part of a stroke inclined to the right (8/a/A/(n)) there is
room for two letters before a. The space may be too large for 1 alone, though the § may
have been exceptionally large.

14-15 éxiltaciv: apparently used to describe a person’s character or
actions only here. Cf. On Poems I col. 94 where the term is used in
opposition to &vecic to describe accent. In Rhet. 1.198 Sudhaus the term
refers to intensity of style.

15 thv 8te gxph: parallels are late for this construction. Cf. Chrys.
hom. in Jo. (Migne PG 59.436 1. 56f.). Kai tva. pafnc, o1t tobra obrac éxet,
gpdencov touc yeynpakdtac rolov pakapifouvot Piov, Tov dte éxpatodvio
patnyv fi tov dte avtdv kpatodct viv.

16-19 The section of the treatise on the gentleness of a king (col. 24,
6-25, 19) is concluded here with a remark on how a king is not
remembered to have had the good will of a father, namely by
vengeance against plotters. Although elvoiax seems not to have been
previously mentioned in the section, it is not out of place with the
other kingly virtues featured in the section. On a king's edvoia see
Cairns 1989, 20 s.v. K5 iii; Farber 1979, 509 f. The reference to a king
having fatherly qualities harks back to the section in col. 24, 19ff. where
Philodemus seems to be remarking that the Persians remembered

Cyrus to have had the "gentleness of a father” in contrast to his harsh
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successor Cambysses. It may be Philodemus' prose rendering of
Homer's phrase.

The postponement of the nominal phrase in 18-19, every word of
which in my text differs from previous editions, seems rather strange
stylistically, but was probably intended for emphasis. (See on 14-15).

18-19 =atpdc edvolilav: cf. Diod. 4.4.8 éav &M xai Bacidebe Eru yévy
‘Popciov éuod xai eic 10910 cot cuvaywvicopévne, notpoc ebvolav toic
roudioc toicde napacyécBor.

19 pnBeic: emphasis falls once again on the perception and opinion
of the people.

There is apparently a diple in the left margin immediately below this
line, though of a different form than the rest. Whereas the others are
tapered, this one has wide, angular arms. Unlike the other diple it is
unaccompanied by a spatium vacuum.

20 xpéxe xafi: crossbar, pe, vert.[ P: lpey/x(le[ N. wea derives from a sottoposto at col.
26, 23. xa|i rules out Olivieri's [td].

21 edxn[ew@]iac: 1o comes from a sottoposto in 26.24. On the spelling 1
for e cf. copndBi[a]v 24.26. The length of the lacuna rules out the
spelling edn[ewfeliac. I have preferred evn[eif]iac to evn[penliac (how
Murray's edr[pereiajc would have to be spelled) on account of the
Homeric quotation below ("8ewdi[6tac cn]udvrolpac”) in 29-30 and since
the various forms of edneiOnc are commonly used to describe the
orderliness of an army, while the forms of ebnpénnc are found more

rarely in such contexts: D.C. 250.5 ctpdtevpa yap tod Zxuniwvoc mepi
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Toyxpdve xewalov éxviln, xai rpgmv ovk gdredic dv, ob punv pavepav
anoctaciav émdeiEdpevov; Diod. 15.16.2.12 dua 8¢ tiic tdv Epyav aBAicewc
xai tiic tdv Adyov ropaxAicenc koi yopvocioc év tolc dnrhoic gvneldd xai
Suvarhyv éroince thy ctponidv; App. Pun. 547.3 éyd, ped’ budv, & dvdpec, brd
Mavidip 1@ ctpatnyd taccouevoc, thc sunedeiac év Lpiv paproctv Edoka
retpav; D.H 2.14.4.4 éx 8¢ tiic Sropécemc tadTne ob pévov T moALTika
rp&ypata cppovac EAdpPave xoi tetaypévac Tac Sowkceic, aAAd Kol 1o
roAepikd tayeioc koi gonerBeic. That edneBic may be the opposite of
&xocpia may be seen by its use as a synonym of evxocpia in Gal. De san.
Kuehn 6.60.16 péyictov épddidv éctiv f edkocpia te kai evxeiBera. In favor
of edn[pen]iac is the fact that whereas euneifia and related forms are not
found elsewhere in Philodemus, he uses ednpeneia at col. 38, 14-15 to
describe Homer's embellishment of the Greek army. Cf. also Paus.
1.6.3.9: Mepdixxkoac 8¢ éc puév 1o ghnperic tiic ctpateiac énfyeto "Apidaiov tov
®\inrov. Moreover, Philodemus may be playing upon the nper sound
in npénea and evn[pen]iac.

23-8 The letters in bold print derive mostly from sottoposti in col. 26, 28-32.

24 a, curved let. / diag. from sottoposto in col. 26, 28.

26 v/(n/1) comes from a sovrapposto at the end of col. 24, 26 and probably belongs
here.

27-32 The orderliness of the Greek army is contrasted with the
disarray of the Trojan force. See Hillgruber 1999, 333 for ancient
parallels. The assumption behind this, as well as Philodemus’

discussion of Homer's enhancing the Greek army in 38.13-18 is that
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Homer was ¢iAéAAnv, a view shared by numerous ancient sources
(including the Homeric bT scholia) on which see Valk 1963-1964, i. 494-
9.

27 Olivieri and Dorandi had wished to confirm Biicheler's
supplement by reading id[vrac where the papyrus clearly reads we[. It is
nevertheless possible to maintain the supplement, but later in the line
immediately preceding xat]é.

27-28 xat]& | xécpov]: the a, from a sottoposto in col. 26, 31, supports Biicheler's
supplement [xotar].

28 x]ai "clyfit": The placement of the fragment is sure, the left part of ¢ being on
the sottoposto in col. 26, 32, the right part in its proper location. The x]ai was needed
since Biicheler's supplement “EAAnvac would be too short to fill the lacuna alone.

32 81d[dc]xer plev] éc: Cirillo and Olivieri were fond of making
supplements to the effect that Homer teaches, most of which a closer
reading of the papyrus has proven false. This reading seems to fit the
traces fairly well, however (see app.).

32-7 Cf. col. 26, 21-3 where Odysseus' rebuke of Thersites' is
considered a rapdderypa; col. 22, 36ff. Hor. Ep. 1.2.18 utile proposuit nobis
exemplar Ulixen.; Vir. Aen. 1.148-54:
ac veluti magno in populo cum saepe coorta est
seditio, saevitque animis ignobile volgus,
iamque faces et saxa volant--furor arma ministrat;
tum, pietate gravem ac meritis si forte virum quem

conspexere, silent, arrectisque auribus adstant;
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ille regit dictis animos, et pectora mulcet. . .

33 &xocpiac: the plural is rare, but here perhaps indicates the more
concrete expression of a noun abstract in its singular form, on which
see Kiihner-Gerth I p. 17.

34 [x]atactédAew cf. NT Act. Ap. 19.35 katacteilac 8¢ 6 ypappatedc
1oV 8xAov; J. BJ 2.281.3 § ye pnv Kéctioc thv oppilv t0b rAfBouc katocteilac.

37 Swarerpav: cf. col. 26, 20-21. This is a technical term for the scene
in Iliad Book 2 where Agamemnon tells his men to return home. Cf.

D.H. Rh.9.5.10; Str. 1.2.5.3.

Col. 26

The first part of the column presents a series of people being corrected
by Homeric basileis. Some of those corrected are themselves basileis. The
good king must be capable of correcting others and (the column would
seem to imply) of being corrected himself. The next part argues that it is
an attractive aspect of Homeric kingship to find its privileges reside not
so much in wealth and power as in "honor," purely formal tributes,
such as seats of honor, rising from one’s seat to honor someone, choice
portions of sacrifices, etc. This is appropriate advice to the acquisitive
Romans, who were at the same time very fond of ceremony and the

honors due to rank.

10-13 I have placed sovrapposti from the previous column here.
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11 é]me[Jpasl-: cf. 16 below.

14 Ixa . [: possibly from another layer.

16-18 Cf. I1. 4.336ff.

16-21 Chiasmus seems to occur more frequently in this treatise than
Philodemus' other writings.

18-21 Cf. Il. 2.198ff. See above on 25.37.

20 Swaxeil(p)ar: see on 25.37.

20-4 Presumably these lines refer to Thersites and the rebuke he
receives from Odysseus (Il. 2.225-71), a scene Philodemus also refers to
in cols. 2.225-71; 21, 31-39; 35.25-31.

21-2 ebl0é//tov: to be construed with eic, not as Asmis translates:
"Someone of the conveniently placed is taken as an example and
punished.” Cf. De ira 20.28-9 e0Bétouc dvtac eic | prAiav.

23 81& [x]fjc: Olivieri had read 8" &[8pélc, of which Fowler (83) was rightly
skeptical. The right arm of n is visible, slightly inclined to the right as usual.

24-5 &]iva//ctéAiet]an: cf. [x]atactéAdew col. 25, 34; Diod. 7.35.5.4
rd tdv Urdrov Pracapévav eic pécovc xai toic pafdovyorc dvactéddery
xeAevcdvtav touc dylouc; schol. Hes. Op. 123 "Adwxoc yap @v 6 Mépcnc xai
rAeovéxte, Sk Tovtav derep avactéddeton xoi radayayeiton Sikatochvy
TPOCEYELV TOV VOOV,

26 {ta . }: possibly from another layer, which will make a supplement easy,

perhaps "AptAdedc.
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29 &A[Aov Blac[iA]éac: there may not be space for this supplement,
and Jac[ may be from another layer. That leaves us to supplement ..
JaAl .. )]eac.

30 0]epat(-: Oéua and its various forms (Bepatikde, etc.) are important
in Philodemus' theory of aesthetics, but it is difficult to discern its
function here.

35 8exdecc//[1]v: the v, which Olivieri and Dorandi read in P, is no
longer visible.

36-8 Cirillo noted II. 1.533-535, in which the Olympians rise before
Zeus, on which cf. [Plut.] Vit. Hom. 176 dAA& xoi 10 dravictacBot toic
&ueivoct mopd mdcL vevopictan, 8 xal avrol ot Beol mowobcv éxi 1od Aide.
Rising for another also occurs in Homer at Il. 9.191; 11.777; Od. 2.14;
16.12; 16.42. Aristodemus of Nysa, arguing that Homer was a Roman,
claimed that rising out of respect for another was a Roman custom, on
which see Heath 1998, 36, who documents the offense Julius Caesar
gave by remaining seated when the senate came to him (Suet. Jul. 78;
Plut. Caes. 60.5; D.C. 44.8.1-2). See Hillgruber 1999, ii. 378-9 and Heath for
abundant parallels for this custom in Greece and Rome.

37 Au: it is a mystery why the former editors all read A[i], following
N1 rather than N. It seems that N1, an interprete, from his elementary
knowledge of Greek, thought that so short a Greek word cannot have

had two consecutive iotas.
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The good king should be a lover of victory, but not a lover of
war or battle. It is clear to Philodemus that Homer thought so because
of his detesting both Ares and Achilles, who were both the kinds of
rulers who "add unnecessary troubles to necessary ones" by their love
of battle. Cf. Gigante 1990, 92ff. On Vergil's use of this theme in the
contrast of Aeneas as a lover of peace and Turnus a lover of strife, see

Cairns 1989, 71.

1-8 I have placed several fragments from sovrapposti located at the top
of col. 26 here.

3 It may be that N, who unrolled the papyrus and understood the
nature of sottoposti and sovrapposti, was drawing part of the sovrapposto
which I placed, in which case we should read xeiaivov[. Otherwise the
line appears too long.

5 tupat(: the topic is still apparently related to rewards and honor.

7 Jwac[, , Jucwv: possibly from Od. 10.495 ol rervicBar- toi 8& cxiai
&iccoucty, an often quoted tag line (Diodorus, Plutarch, Galen, Polybius,
and others).

8 lpyov: before y (good) there is a loop near the top of the line,
which seems too high to be from o, but something must be wrong,
unless the form is té]pyov, which seems unlikely.

14 -18 cf. schol. bT I1. 9.63-4 S18dcxer 8¢ dc elvan pév modepixov Sel, St

&v enaw "olg ot péer moAepnio Epya” (B 338), o phv @rhomoAepov.
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@1Ad]vixov: may be used in a negative sense, but is typically used in
a positive sense, as here, on which see LS]. But, for an Epicurean, such
rivalry was considered inimical to one's progress in wisdom (on which
see the important parallels below in the headnote to col. 30). Cf. De Ira
col. 28, 15-17 xai grhovike[iv xai Avr]ei[v] | kai Swacbpewv xai rv[rjoAlia
rowelv étepa Sucyepdi "to strive for victory and give pain and disparage
people and do a great many other unpleasant things.” That passage is
from a section of the treatise which speaks of the destructiveness of
anger, and gilovike[iv cannot have been used in a positive or even
neutral sense. We must view this passage here as a kind of concession
by Epicureans to kingship. It may be that Philodemus means here that
the king should love to be victorious in battle over the enemies of his
nation, rather than a lover of victory (in any sense) over his fellow
citizens in the political arena.

etAéplayov: normally found in poetry (Aeschylus and Pindar), but
found also in De pietate p. 84 Schober, where the adjective is also used
to modify Ares (see 29-36 below).

21 If N's reading of the previous line is correct, v must begin a new
word.

Jax[: from sottoposto in col. 28, 21-22.

22 Jpu[: from sottoposto in col. 28, 22.

21-22 &]ralpatia: the critical letter, 1, found only in N, could be read
equally well as =, to give, for instance, Cirillo's nalp’ agiav. "Atapadia is
not a word we would expect to find in a treatise on kingship, and, if
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correct, would be one of only a few points in the treatise where
Epicurean technical terminology is found. It was precisely for the
avoidance of disturbances that Epicureanism discouraged participation
in politics, and thus the word seems out of place; but cf. 27-9 below
which probably refer people who add unnecessary 86pupotr to those
which are unavoidable. We can assume that some Epicureans thought
kingship might be possible to the wise man (and a fortiori the position
of a Roman nobleman, a rex et patronus like Piso), because if well
handled, the benefits of the position might compensate for the
"necessary” evils it entailed. See below on the headnote to col. 29
where I note that Philodemus considers Odysseus and Nestor to be
above political jealousy.

27-9 These lines, previously read incorrectly, seem to speak (as
Armstrong suggests) of unnecessary disturbances being added to
necessary ones. For 86pufot as mental disturbances, cf. Epic. Epist. ad
Men. 132.6 ¢& bv wmAeictoc tac yoxdc xatarapPaver 86pvfoc. If my
interpretation of 21-9 is correct, we may infer that dtapagia is not the
total absence of 86pufot, but just the unnecessary ones. Epicurus taught
that even the wise man, when on the rack, will "moan and wail aloud”
(noler xai oipdler) D.L. 10.118. Epicureans allowed a broader scope for
the emotions than has traditionally been assumed (on which see Fish
1994, 101-4; Armstrong 1999).

29 There is slanted bar beginning slightly above the line, between the c of fopiBouc

and the o of olopar. This seems to have been added by the scribe (or someone else) in lieu
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of a spatium, which would seem to fall naturally here. The mark is accompanied by
the remains of a paragraphos unnoticed by former editors. Prof. Janko informs me that
this mark, a ctiyu occurs abundantly in P.Herc. 994 and 1676. Dorandi (53) considered
this mark in conjunction with a stroke at the end of L. 31, saying that "il periodo &
racchiuso tra due apici.” The final mark, however, is the upper arm of a k which the
scribe began to write, but then seeing that it was superfluous (the next word begins with
a consonant), did not finish the letter. Moreover, this group of words included in this
supposed parenthesis do not comprise a period.

31-36 Philodemus notes the parallelism between Zeus' contempt of
Ares (Il. 5.890) &xOictoc 8¢ poi éccr Bedv ol "Ohvpmov Exovciv and
Agamemnon's contempt of Achilles (1.176) gxOwctoc 8€ poi écar
Swotpepéov PaciAfov, and reflected it nicely in this carefully crafted
sentence. Both lines are followed by the same line aiel ydp tot €pic te
oiAn noAepot te pdyon te. Philodemus has already noted Odysseus’ and
Agamemnon's disdain for Thersites (col. 21, 36-9), which, as here, he
assumes indicative of Homer's opinion.

The artfulness of the sentences (like many touches in this treatise, on
which see intro.) is in marked contrast with Philodemus’ usual rather
improvisatory style. This is especially apparent now that I have found
the correct place for [Efiwc]tov:

o ugv tdv Beldv avtdr Pacidedc

tov “Alpn 1dv Bedv
0 8¢ 1dv Palcieav (sc. Baciienc)
tov "ApA[AJéa @V povapyav
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[ExBrcfrov
36 [ExBicltov: former editors were misled by N's incorrect reading
Jav, though Biicheler nevertheless correctly supposed that the word

must have been nearby (éAell[yev &Bictov)
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Col. 28

The theme passes from the good king not being ¢iAomdéAepoc or
@Adpaxoc to his not being one who stirs up civil strife. Far from
ensuring stability of rule, cultivating discord among subordinates
results in the downfall of houses and dynasties alike. Homer shows his
hatred of civil strife in Nestor's condemnation of the lover of civil
strife at Il. 6.63-4, and by certain actions of Nestor in which he reveals
an eagerness to quell civil discord. On the importance of the themes of
this column and the previous one in the Late Republic, see Galinsky

1996, 118.

1-6 The problem of sottoposti and sovrapposti is especially severe in the
upper portion of this column. I have not printed letters which [ am

confident are from other layers. Several fragments are yet to be placed.
5-8 Francis Cairns makes the following proposal, which must be
checked against the papyrus.
5 touc ép[poAi]ov énd[yov]tlac
roAep[ov év tloic bro[teta-
yuév([ow xa]xd xoi xpoc ad-
tobc dic [&yc;ua tocad]ta- tocodjra. Armstrong: tabta Cairns

"Those who introduce civil war among the subjects bring on
themselves the same troubles doubly.” In this interpretation, éxdtepot
(16) would refer to rulers introducing civil war and laymen who
encourage division in their households. Such division leads to the
destruction of monarchies and households alike. This supplement
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would represent an enormous improvement in the text if traces in the
papyrus support it.

6-7 t]Joic Umo[tetallypév[oic: in Epicureanism, \rotetaynéva are
"underlying” sounds of speech, etc. bmotetaypévolr in Polybius (and
others) are (human) subjects of a king.

9-10 BAaxedlew: cf. B[Alaxeve[ 24.29.

8-19 The love of strife is like the forbidden pleasures of anger, as
Philodemus describes them in De ira cols. 7-30; it is a false pleasure that
frustrates its own ends.

10 vo]pictéov I would prefer Cirillo's njuictéov to avoid the what
seems to me clumsy repetition of vopilewv. vopictéov, on the other hand
is very common in Philodemus and elsewhere.

15 Menander fr. 784 Kérte. This fragment is quoted at schol. T Il
21.389 and paraphrased there by schol. b. Murray (175) suggests the
possibility that Philodemus consulted a Homeric commentary, a thesis
expanded by D'Angelo 1997, 139-40.

18 t from sottoposto in col. 29, 11.

23-6 When Diomedes opposes the orders of Agamemnon to sail
home (Il. 9.32-49), Nestor steps in to resolve the dispute, these words
forming part of his speech (9.50-78). Philodemus quotes this verse also
in De piet. 95, 22 and De ira col. 44, 22. It was frequently quoted in
antiquity. For a list of authors, see Dorandi (175) to which should be
added Plut. [Vit. Hom.] 186 which prefaces the quotation by xai ndAwv

(14 A ~ ’ ~ 4 » ~
OT@C TOUC TNC TROALTELOC KOLVOVOLVTAC (plll(!( EYELY Oel.
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29-30 xé&[v t]oic npdc 'Ay[a]uélpvova: Former editors mistakenly
read 'AxiAAéw]c where Kevin Hawthorne and I have read xd[v t]oic.
x&[v construes thv ctacwv as controlling the three parallel xav clauses.
Philodemus can use the article alone since he has just quoted from one
of the scenes where there is a dispute of Diomedes with Agamemnon
which Nestor helps resolve (II. 9.32-78). Nestor also helps resolve
division among the Argives in the confusion which breaks out over
Agammenon's command to leave in Book 2. After Odysseus
reproaches the troops, Nestor (2.337-68) brings a close to the division
and confusion. He attempts to resolve discord between Achilles and
Agamemnon in II. 1.247-84.

30-1 xav taic tdv npécifeav év[t]odaic: cf. II. 9.162-81.

31-2 xév i1 | Haftpléxiov napaxifcer cf. Il 9.640ff.

33 The paragraphos in 32 would seem to indicate that we begin a new
sentence in 33, though it is difficult to supplement the first part of the
line. The subject has probably changed from Nestor as resolver of stasis

to Odysseus as a resolver of stasis.

Col. 29

This column continues the theme of the destructiveness of strife and
Homer's abhorrence of it. It was precisely to avoid strife and jealousy
that Epicureans advised against participation in politics. Cf. Rhet. 2.159

Sudhaus, ei yap OeAicellé tic ravt’ énebrdv Sracxonely, i grhiac éctiv

107



roAeptdtatov xai ducpeveiac (cf. col. 29, 4) dnepyacl{tixaratov, roliteilav
dv ebpor 816 te TOv 9BSIvov Tdv Rpdc Tovc dArelpopévouc éni tadta kai Ty
cOvTpogov 1oic toobTolc Prhorpatiav kol thv exdctote Swagolviav év toic
elenyovlpévorc kai tovc &yavol@etodvtac ob pévov i[di]ldtac GA[Ad] xal
dpofvc] | kot Sifxactpi]a nAnblovc; Cf. Lucr. 5.1120ff.

at claros homines voluerunt se atque potentes,

ut fundamento stabili fortuna maneret

et placidam possent opulenti degere vitam—

nequiquam, quoniam ad summum succedere honorem

certantes iter infestum fecere viai,

et tamen e summo, quasi fulmen, deicit ictos

invidia quoniam, ceu fulmine , summa vaporant

plerumgque et quae sunt aliis magis edita cumque;

ut satius multo iam sit parere quietum

quam regere imperio res velle et regna tenere.

"Yet men desired to be famous and powerful, that their fortune might
stand fast upon a firm foundation, and that being wealthy they might
be able to pass a quiet life: all in vain, since in the struggle to climb to
the summit of honour, they made their path full of danger; and even
down from the summit, nevertheless, envy strikes them sometimes
like a thunderbolt and casts them with scorn into loathy Tartarus; since
envy, like the thunderbolt, usually scorches the summits and all those
that are elevated above others; so that it is indeed much better to obey
in peace than to desire to hold the world in fee and to rule kingdoms.”
(tr. Loeb)
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The standard line of Epicureanism, then, is that politics inevitably
leads to envy (¢Bdvoc). In this column, Philodemus affirms that it can
be otherwise, as in the case of Nestor and Odysseus, who were so free
from passions such as jealousy that they always harmoniously planned

the wisest course for the Greeks.

8-12 A free citation of II. 4.442-3 #{ ©’ 6Aiyn pév npdta xopiccetal, adTap
Enerta / o0pav ectipile xdpn ko éxi xBovi Paiver.

12-14 A quotation of II. 18.107 ac Epwc &k te Bedv éx t’ avBpdnov
anédorto. The verse is spoken by Achilles in conversation with his
mother Thetis. According to Murray (169) Philodemus refers to
Achilles with tic because he has momentarily forgotten who said the
line. On the other hand, it may be that who said the line was
unimportant to Philodemus, but simply that a sentiment was
expressed which was (to him) obviously Homeric.

16-17: These lines Armstrong was able to fill in (his supplements fit
perfectly with the traces) by comparing D.L. 7.110 (=SVF 2. 412): xai tiv
utv Admnv elval cuctodiv dhoyov, eidn & avtiic EAeov, ¢Bdvov, Liilov,
{nAotuniav, &xBoc, évéyAncy, aviav, 680vny, chyyucty. Eleov pév odv elvan
Aormv d@c ért avaEioc xaxonaBolvri, ¢Bdvov 8t Abmnv én’ aAdotpiowc
&yafoic, LRAov 8¢ Adnnv émi t® GAAQ mapeival, Gv adtoc émBupel,
{nAoturiav 8¢ Abmmy éni T xai dAAe xapeivat, G kai abtoc Exet, ax0oc 8¢
Admnv Bapbvoucav; SVF 2. 414 {nhoturia 8t Aban éxi 1 GAlowg ndpyew, &
xai fpiv Urépyey; ®Bvog rapd Tolg grhocdeors, fi én’ GAlotpiog dyaBoig
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Aomn, fitow 7| {nAotunia; Cic. Tusc. 4.18 obtrectatio autem est ea quam intellegi
{nAotuniav volo, aegritudo ex eo, quod alter quoque potiatur eo, quod ipse
concupiverit; schol. Ar. Plut. 87, 986vog mapd toig grAocogorg, 0 én’
&Arotpiotg yaBoig Admm, fitor 7 {nAoturia; Simpl. com. in Epic. ench. 56.39-
43; nolav odv ydpav Exer Tpdg Tovg Torottoug Bdvog, fi {nAoturia; xai yap 0
puev 9Bbvoc, Abrn éativ ér’ aArotpi ayadd- 6 8¢ (fidog, Léovoa BEAnoIg 10D
rapowdiivar t® voulouéve dyabd. For {nAoturia and Bapidvopar in
combination cf. also Plut. Mor. 782a8-b2, of Alexander envying
Diogenes, v mepi abtov edtugiav xai Aaurpdmra kai ddvapy dc kdAvcwy
Gpetiic kol dcxohiav Bapuvépevec koi {nAoturdv tov tpifava xai v
pov.

18 8[e]51dx0au: § (right corner), 1wy, a (diag.), 1. This appears to be
the first appearance of the perfect passive of diwxw in Greek literature,
but the sense is difficult to determine here. On Sidxw, cf. Rhet. 4d, col.
27, 35 gaci thv apetiiv dubxewv; NT Ep. Rom. 9.30 €Bvn t& ph Sidkovto
Swcatocvvnv. Or perhaps "hasten” (LS] s.v. IL. 5).

21 Some word meaning "resolve” is probably needed, but earlier
attempts contradict the traces. It may be that the verb was in the
previous line (perhaps ending with] et ) and that some other word is
needed here.

23 Olivieri's ‘EAJAd[vav is impossible (see app.).

26-31 Given the lack of clarity of the previous few lines, Philodemus'’
precise point of introducing this quotation is unclear. It must be either

to illustrate that Nestor and Odysseus were not jealous of each other's
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intelligence, or that their intelligence manifested itself by never
quarrelling.

Cirillo noted the confusion between Od. 3.127 ofite mot’ eiv &yopfi Siy’
¢Balopev oVt évi BovAfi and II. 2.202 olité mot’ év moképe évapiBuoc olit’
évi BovAfi. On the text of the citation see Dorandi 1978, 47. Cf. schol.
HMQT Od. 3.128 nondevet 6 romthc ot i dpdvora tdv apictev kol ROALLC
SAac xerpodcBor éguxev, éx 8t Srxovoiac kai SAoc b crpatoc Sragpbeipeta. éx
pév yop opovoiac xai cuppaviac '0duccéwc xai Néctopoc rdvra toic 'Axouoic
SyaBcx yevécBay, éx 8¢ Suovoiac t@dv fiyepdvav darorécBot repi Tovc véctouc

onci 10 'EAAnRvVIKOv.

"The poet teaches that the concord of the princes is enough to defeat
whole cities but that their strife can destroy their whole army. For from
the concord and agreement of Odysseus and Nestor all good things
came to the Achaeans, but from the discord of their leaders the Greeks
were ruined in their returns.”
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Col. 30

The subject evidently progresses from peaceful conduct to its reward.
Philodemus describes the topography of Phaeacia, and perhaps also of
Troy and Ithaca. The column ends with a quotation from Od. 19.112,
where a good king's piety and justice are linked with the prosperity of
his kingdom. "Philodemus now exemplifies the rewards of political
harmony and peace by the economy of the Phaeacians” (Asmis 41).

1-8 In 9 there is a clear transition to a discussion of Phaeacia, which
means that this section must discuss another land. Perhaps Troy,
where a temple of Athena is mentioned (Il. 6.88). On the other hand, it
is possible that iepoic does not refer to temples.

6 There seems not to be enough space at the beginning of the line for
najtpuchv. Nor does t]panxiiv appear feasible.

7 xatacxg[v]&[cpa]iciv: “that which is prepared or made, work or
art . . . esp. building, structure,” according to LS], whose citations
include D. 23.207, Pib. 10.27.9, H.H. 3.27, D.S. 1.50. It may also, they note,
refer to the furniture of a temple (SIG 330.4 {Ilium, iv B.C.]).

9-11 The presence of vaoi 11 is surprising, given that the text reads
Badpalev 8 'Oducebc Mpévac xai vijac #lcac, / abtdv 8’ ipdav dyopdc kai
1eizea paxpé 43-5. It may be that vao is a confusion for vijac (ships). We
should keep in mind iepoic in 6, however.

12 B/8,[.],u01 P today: Olivieri read diag inc. to left, por. The slanted

stroke he saw may have been the right side of o, which can sometimes
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look like a diagonal, in which case we could have dduot. fapot may also
be possible, though though the ® would have to be smaller than usual.

Cf. 7.100-2: xpicerot 8’ &po xobpot bduntav éni Papdy / Ectacav aiBopévac

Soitdoc petd xepciv Exovtec, / gaivovrec vixtoc katd dopata dartupovecct.
But is seems that none of this could construe with kata in the previous
line. Perhaps P mistakenly wrote kot instead of xai, or, as Prof. Janko
suggests, xat for xa(i) t[d.

12-14 Cf. Od. 7.114: évBa 8¢t SévSpea poxpa negixact mAeBdovea .

14-15 'I[@axncillowc: the 1+ which Olivieri apparently saw is no
longer visible, but the supplement is plausible. Dorandi (179-80)
suggests that the geography of Ithaca was used to make it an example of
a land under bad government. Given the parallel way in which the
two realms are introduced (xai tapd Paiafwv / xai tap’ T{Baxncilow) I
find this highly improbable. Fowler (84) points out that "Odysseus did
not make them [the mountains and sterile land] disappear on his
return!” It is more likely that the reference to the mountainous land is
part of a statement to the effect that in spite of such mountainous and
confined land, there were (before Odysseus departed) signs of prosperity
and wealth.

dpewvac: Ithaca is typically described as xpavan and tpayeia in
Homer, but cf. Od. 9.21-2 varetdw &' 18éxmv ebdeielov- év &’ dpoc avri, /
Nfpurov eivocipuAdov, Gpupenec.

26-7 edc[e]iBeialc): ev, curved let. from sottoposto above col. 31, 30:

IB(vert. and perhaps bits of curves)/(x). This is indisputably the correct
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reading, confirming, Labarbe 1949, 138, n. 2, who suggested etce]lfeioc as
against Cirillo's émileijxeia[c, which has been maintained by subsequent
editors. In introducing the passage Philodemus quotes, Homer refers
to the good king who is godfearing (Beovdfic 108) and who upholds
justice (evdwxiac dvéymct 111). The entire passage reads:

1} Y6p cev xAéoc avpavdv ebpbv ixdver,

éc té Tev ) BaciAfioc dpdpovoc, dc Te Beondic

[Gvdpdciv v moAdoict xai ipBiporcy dvdccav]

evdudiac avéynet, eépnar 8¢ yaia pédotvo

rupode xai kpiBdc, Bpibnct 5¢ dévdpea kaprd,

tixtn &' Eunedo pfida, BdAacca 3¢ rapéxn ixfic

¢€ edmyecing, dpetda 8& Aaol U’ arvtod (19.108-114).

"Your fame goes up into the wide heaven as of some blameless king
who, as a blameless man and god-fearing, and [ruling as lord over
many powerful people], upholds the way of good government, and the
black earth yields him barley and wheat, his trees are heavy with fruit,
his sheepflocks continue to bear young, the sea gives him fish, because
of his good leadership, and his people prosper under him." (tr.
Lattimore)

This is the only place where edcefeia has been found in this work,
though it may, of course, have appeared elsewhere, especially given the
fact that it figured importantly in other literature on kingship, on
which see Murray 1967, 367 and Cairns 1989, 20 with further references.
On the ideal king's being just, see Cairns 1989, 19. If the ideal king's
piety leads to a flourishing kingdom, his impiety should lead to a
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languishing one. Cairns (ch. 2) interprets the Dido episode in terms of
royal pietas, noting the deterioration in Dido's pietas and the
corresponding effects on her realm, an interpretation strengthened by
the new reading in this passage.

Philodemus quotes these Homeric verses twice, once more
briefly here, and in col. 4 he quotes 19.109-13 in their entirely. As an
Epicurean, Philodemus does not believe in the the sympathetic
relationship between the prosperity of the land (and sea) and the piety
and justice of a king (on which see Stanford 1959 ad loc.). With oietan,
he distances himself from Homer's opinion in a way that he rarely
does in this treatise. Typically, Philodemus says that Homer "shows"
something to be true. Yet, in a treatise on Homer's view of kingship,
the lines are an obvious choice, since they specifically refer to the good
king (BactAfioc dpdpovoc) and his prospering realm, and we may be sure
that Philodemus, in a more rational way, believed that a king's piety
and justice did affect a land's prosperity. It is conceivable that this
passage inspired Philodemus’ choice of a title, or perhaps even gave
him the idea of the treatise. In any case, we can be sure that this was
the source of Cirillo's mistaken reading of the title of the treatise, xepi
100 k@’ “"Ounpov &yaBod Aadr, which he translates in somewhat more
convincing Latin as De eo quod iuxta Homerum est bonum populo. VH!
Murray (161) unjustly ridiculed him for this "Freudian error,” but, in
fact, Cirillo was thinking of the end of the Homeric passage, where the
prosperity of the people is mentioned (Gpetdct 8¢ Aaoi On’ avtob 114).
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On the one hand, then, the passage is an obvious choice in a treatise on
Homeric kingship. But perhaps there was another reason why
Philodemus has quoted this passage on the prosperity of a land under a
good ruler. Campania was famous throughout the ancient world for
its incomparable fertility and beauty, on which see Gigante 1982 for a
catalogue of ancient references. If Calpurnius Piso was a man of great
importance and authority in Campania when this work was written,
and if these words were read to him there, they would indeed have
taken on a special significance and would have been a superlative
compliment. Philodemus thus may have quoted these words with
Calpurnius Piso in mind. Even if he did not, Piso can easily have read

them with himself in mind.

Col. 31

This column on the activity of the Homeric heroes presented more
technical challenges than any other column in the treatise. Only the
rightmost portion of the column survives in P, and that in a state of
poor preservation. These line-ends I measured in relation to a fixed
point in order to determine how much relative space lay before each
one. Most of the column (all the italicized letters) survives in N only;
the large fragments drawn into the margins of N have been integrated
by Nlinto the body of the disegno. My placement of ten sottoposti at the
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leftmost portion of the column provided not only several new words,
but also a precise measurement for the width of the column.

Asmis (38 n. 149; 41) made the reasonable hypothesis on the basis of
Dorandi's text that this column concerns the Phaeacians, their program
of exercise and the contests which occur there during Odysseus visit,
and their "forcing the participation of the weary Odysseus, who wants
only to rest." Murray suggested that the upper part of the column is
about the necessity for "constant dcxncic for war, even in peacetime,” a
philosophical commonplace (170). New readings show the column to
be about a) the activity and rigor of the Homeric kings in battle (1-14) b)
their activity and preparedness when they are not not fighting (15f£.), in
which time they exercise and also deliberate. Now we can see that
Philodemus in the lower part of the column discusses their dutifulness
in attending to councils in both war and peace.

Murray (169) plausibly suggested that the transition from col. 30 to 31
may have been a statement to the effect that prosperity can easily
produce decadence, and that "even in time of relaxation it is essential

to be constantly exercising for war."

5-6 Whatever dative was here was probably a dative of means, since
tupdvvelv may not control the dative. Part of what N copied on the
fragment was conceivably from the incorrect layer. R. Janko suggests

¢ppopélvorc, but the dative of person seems hard to explain or translate.

117



9 ¢y//[AJv@évrac: Dorandi mistakenly Olivieri’s supplement, which,
in such contexts, refers to being in a state of sheer exhaustion or
incapacitation, but not death. Cf. Athen. 12.31.12 otto 8’ ¢€ehiBncav Sia
v dxoupov pébnv dete Tivic adtdv odte dvatéAllovia tov fiAwov olite
Svdpevov éwpdxactv; Plut. Vit. Luc. 43.1.3 énel 8¢ Kiképav €§énece tiic
rorenc xai Katov eic KOrpov drectdAn, ravedrac 8EeAln; Plut. Vit. Brut.
15.7.3 oUkét’ Gvteixev M 7od codpatoc dovopic, &AL’ £EeAvOn xai
xorepapaivero, tic yuxfic dhvodene Sk thv dropiav; Plb. 20.4.7 GAA’
dppficavec tpdc ebayiav Kol pébac ob povov toic copacty eeddbncav, GAra
xai taic yuyaic Polyaen. Strat. 6.13.1 Kippaiot mdvtec SragpBetpovton Tic
yactépac xai mavtec exhudéviec Exewvro.

10 (&)pvAaxtovc N originally began writing guAaxtouc
approximately one space to the right. N erased gpuAaxt and rewrote it
with wider spacing so that itbegan from the start of the line.
Notwithstanding the fact that N1's ¢ is large here, which is typical of
letters that begin the line, I am inclined to trust N in this case. Since
Philodemus seems not to be citing another's words, I find Dorandi’s
Ionic/epic spelling of guAax{t}obc most improbable. More compelling
is Olivieri’s <é>@uAdxtouc, especially given the fact that a space or two
is available. I have written f] (&)pvAdxtouv rather than f{ &]gvAaxtov,
even though the latter could perhaps be justified. I understand
<d>gurdxtouc here to mean not literally without the presence of guards
(as Murray took it [170]), but rather "off one’s guard” or "at unawares,"

a meaning attested frequently enough, for which cf. Xen. Cyr. 1.6.37,
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where both guAaxdc and dpuAdxtouc are used this more general way: év
tovToIC PEv YOp b éni 10 oAb mdvtec icpupéc puhaxdc xoobvrar eiddtec T
Séovrar. oi &’ tEarat@vrec Tovc moAepiove Sbvavtar xai appiicar rorficavtec
douAdxtouc Aapfdaver xai Sidar napaddvtec Eavtodc drdxtovc morficat kol
eic Sucypiov guyii tnoyoydviec évtatBa éririBecBon; Arist. Rhet. 1372a 19
ot pév yap oilot dovAraxtoi te tpdc td ddikeichon "for friends are off their
guard against, (i.e. unvigilant towards) being wronged." Cf.
Philodemus' use of the adverb in De ira col. 11.13-16 &t[a]v Bacidedc i |
tupdvvorc [ylxvphicalav dporoftpinot]c apvidictac op[tJAMqcavrec "when
they come up against and associate unguardedly with princes or tyrants
with characters like their own."

11 xoAepeicOar: the middle (cf. Plb. 11.31.6), perhaps meaning here
"fight for themselves" or "make them fight for them” is evidently rare.

12 dv[a]//@égg.[t]\g: av| N: Ix (vert. and crossbar), e, curv. let. + let. / o, []v/m) P.
Cf. LS] avarixtewv 2 "fall back, give ground” Thuc. 1.70; "flag, lose
heart," Dem. 19.224; D.H. 5.53.

13 {:n[i: e/c/B/o, ® from sottoposto in the intercolumnium of cols. 31 and 32. It is
difficult to know what to do with the rest of the line. R.Janko suggests
we read npoepn//[p]évav (sc. aitiav or dcxnciv), which may be slightly
short, but is the best suggestion so far.

14 quélxoocw: zpo| derives from a sottoposto in the intercolumnium of cols. 31
and 32, as do all the letters in this column printed in boldface. poéAxkw “drag forth”

(cf. Ael. 4.15) is uncommon but obvious enough. npo[c]éAxovav "wrest
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unto" is also possible, and is commoner, for which cf. Arist. De cael. 293
a27.

18 év éyyxerp[1]dion: "ready with a dagger.” Previous editors had read
év évyewp[ion] //de//[wvdc écitv] on account of N's //de//, which Asmis
translates "skillful in handling weapons,” but the point is rather that
they live always ready to fight. On the construction, see LS] s.v. év A. L.
3; NT 1 Cor. 4.21 ti OéAete; év_pafdaw EMBw npdc Ludc; PTeb. 16.14 év
poyapfiv; Hdt. 1.13 ot Auvdoi dewvov éroretvro 10 KavdavAdeo naboc kai év
drhowct ficav.

18-19 é[[c]lictiv: once again we find ¢ added in the margin, as as
cols. 29, 4 and col. 31, 19. No doubt another ¢ was deleted at the end of
the preceding line. As in the other cases, it is difficult to tell if the letter
was added by another scribe. They could possibly be the rather hurried
additions of the same scribe.

19 nplo//céx[ovcr: see LS] s.v. 4a sub fin. for npdcexw + acc. rei (fairly
rare).

20-9 All that survives, besides the sottoposti I have placed, is a large
fragment in the margin of N which Nl copied into the column.
According to my reconstruction, N copied the fragment too far to the
right.

20 t&c [bxo]//@hxac: Jnkac N: J0exac N1. Cirillo’s xa]@’ éxdct/wv,
maintained by Olivieri and Dorandi, must be incorrect. xa8’ éxdcrov is
common (though not in Philodemus), but with the genitive plural is

virtually unexampled. Moreover, N1, in which this reading is found,
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has probably corrected N, supposing the papyrus to have read xaf’
téxdctov. More probable is a substantive ending in -8nxac followed by
td@v, especially with the new placement of tac( at the beginning of the
line.

22ff. Cirillo's reading ndAt)//v xai led Murray to suppose that there
was a change of topic here. One could argue on the basis of the new
readings that the deliberation to which Philodemus refers in the
column (and the fact of its occurring in the morning) continues the
topic of Homer's kings always being actively engaged.

24 The o from the sottoposto is probably followed by the foot of a
vertical, possibly the foot of the v on the fragment of N, since the first
vertical of that v is missing in the drawing.

24 003ev( : this is probably to be construed with -&Covtec somehow.

26£f. The sottoposto I have placed at the beginning of the line begins with a
vertical, followed (probably) by another vertical, then (possibly) the bottom of a
curved letter. Armstrong's xe[pi]/ectartwv fits the traces well. Cf. col. 32,
10-11 év exatép//ar Tdv // nelpictacenv “in both circumstances." The
phrase is usually negative in connotation, as a few examples from
many such in Polybius will show: &1 tiv drewpilav tdv_nepiectdtov
xax®v "through his inexperience of the evil circumstances

surrounding him" (1.45.1). Cf. 15.224, 21.25.11, 21.29.2; 8.15.6 pn Suvartov

eivat cabfivor tov "Axaiov éx tdv reprectotav "that it was impossible to
extract Achaeus from his adversities." Philodemus’ point may be that

the Homeric kings assembled for deliberation both in adverse
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circumstances (i.e. war), but also in peaceful circumstances (cf. t@([v
et)//pnvixd|v 27).

27 ¢/(§/8), m(good)/o (possible) from sottoposto in col. 34, 26.

29 Egod//ov: Cf. Plb. 4.34.5 oiduevor deiv 1@ te Mayotd didocBor v
£podov éri tovc moAdouc "thinking it necessary that Manchates should be
granted (the right of) access to the general assembly.” The term is part
of a common inscriptional formula granting a person the privilege of
access to an assembly, council, etc. (typically €podov éxi thv BovAnv). Cf.
SIG 278.12. In the following lines, Alcinous rises early when the
Phaeacians were summoning him to a council. The good king must be
devoted to hearing his clients. For his Roman audience, Philodemus
may have had in mind the Roman aristocratic custom of receiving and
greeting clients early in the morning.

30-5 Philodemus mentions two occasions of deliberation in the
Odyssey, a council which Alcinous calls (6.35-5) and an assembly
summoned by Telemachus (2.1 ff). I do not think that the discussion
has yet switched to cuvédpua per se or the importance of good counsel, as
Murray thought (170). I would suggest that the point being made is that
these council meetings occur at dawn, which illustrates something of
the discipline and rigor of the Homeric kings when holding councils,
even in peacetime. Philodemus notes that Alcinous departs home for a
council which met at dawn ZwBev 30 (cf. Od. 6.48). Telemachus'
assembly also occurs at dawn (Od. 2.1), as Murray noted but did not

think pertinent to the discussion. In the text of the Odyssey, Aegyptius
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first asks tic @8 fiyewpe, and then series of other questions (2.28-32).
Why does pn- follow ruv[Bdav]ovtor here, rather than tic? I would
suggest that Philodemus goes on to refer not to anything that
Aegyptius asks Telemachus, but to what he does not ask Telemachus,
namely, "Why do you call a council at such an early hour?" If this is
correct, the last sentence may have run something like, "they inquire
first thing [not why they were meeting at the break of dawn, but rather
who had called the gathering and then other similar questions, which
shows that it had always been customary in Ithaca for the assembly to
meet at dawn before Odysseus departed."]

34-5 '10]axncilo[v: Jtaxnciwfc] N1: Jaxncilo N. N1l's reading must
have been a restoration by an Italian interprete rather than a reading of
the papyrus and is therefore incorrectly categorized by Dorandi under
orthographic peculiarities (54). Cf. the frequent Italian error of ¢ for
English th.

Col. 32

In war and peace alike, wise counsel is more effective than strength
and ignorance. Philodemus cites the much quoted lines from
Euripides’ Antiope, "one piece of wise counsel conquers many hands."

Both Homer himself and Agamemnon realize this, as is evidenced by
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their praise of Nestor. Diomedes' selection of Odysseus as a fellow spy
and Athena's commitment to Odysseus also show that Homer

privileges good counsel over military courage and excellence.

7-8 None of the meanings of n]pogolpd seems immediately applicable
here. In Plb. 9.33.12 the term means "rebuke,” but by means of
hendiadys: &E16v ye 10 Yeyovoc dveidovc kai mpogopdc. The word occurs
elsewhere in Philodemus with other meanings that can be excluded
here on the basis of context.

8 1ov 'A[ugiova (Armstrong). Somebody in acc. is probably the
subject of vouilewv (if that and not vouiler) and that in turn, whichever
it is, probably governs the infinitives vikav 12 and xatopBobcBar 13-14.

9-10 Bilac may be a possible reading, which would fit the context
well. The papyrus must be checked again. There seems not to be room
for t[6 p]h Seiv [rfilc Bilac, which could be part of a supplement like
xéAdiolv | v[o]piGew t{o pulh deiv [tfi)c Bilac "considering their being no
need of violence nobler,” which would continue nicely into what
follows.

10-11 év éxatép//ar tdv // xelpictdceav: ie. in war and peace, as
Biicheler noted (199). Cf. col. 31, 25-6 n}/payudtav | re[pr)/ectdrav,

11-12 The citation is from Euripides’ Antiope fr. 200 3-4 Nauck2. The
entire fragment reads:

’ \ 3 by 4 . ’ -~ 4
yvapanc Y&p Gvdpdc eV pév oixobvtat noAElc,
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&0 &’ oixoc, eic T’ ad mOAepov icder péya-
copov Y&p ev PBodAevpa i moAAdC xépac
vikt, ovv SxAe &’ dpabia tAeiatov xaxdv.
Remarkably, the fragment is found both at schol. bT Hom. Il. 2.372, a
verse which Philodemus adapts below in 22-6, and in Eustathius'
comment on the same verse (vol. 1 p. 366 van der Valk). Despite the
profusion of the verse in antiquity (for which see Nauck 1964, 420), it
seems safe to assume that the the Alexandrian commentaries on
Homer associated the verse of Euripides with the Iliadic verse. Paolucci
1955, 489 postulated that Philodemus was using a Homeric
commentary here, a thesis which Dorandi (186) may have dismissed
too quickly. On the relationship of the bT commentary and Eustathius,
see van der Valk 1963, i. 86-106.

13-16 I suggest that these lines may well be a paraphrase of what
follows this quotation in the Antiope. I quote frr. 199 and 200:
10 &’ doBevéc povu xai o BiiAv coparoc
xaxdc epénednc- el yap e ppovelv &,
kpeioaov 168’ Eoti kaptepod Ppayiovoc (fr. 199).
yvdpatc yip GvBpoc eD pév oixkobvron toAEL,
0 8’ oixoc, eic T’ ad nOAepov ioyver péya-
copdv yip &v BovAevpa Téc ToAAXC XEpaC
vikd, obv SxAo &’ dpabia rAeiotov kaxdv (fr. 200).
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Both fragments of Amphion's reply to his brother Zethus, praising

wisdom over brut strength, were much quoted in antiquity.

16-22 Both the poet (adtdc 1€ 17), and Agamemnon (6 te), who has
the most experience in peace and in war, prefer the resolution of
conflicts by deliberation rather than by force, as their own words
indicate. The structure of this passage is much improved by
Armstrong's 0 te in 20.

19 "odpo//v 'Alxali@lv": Nestor is called obpoc 'Axoidv by the
narrative voice in II. 8.80, 15.370, 15.659, Od. 3411, and by Patroklos in II.
11.840. This isn't exactly a quotation, because it's invariably in the
nominative in Homer (obpoc 'Ayauidv).

20 ad//zdu: the space in N between o and the & in the following
word is very small, which makes me doubt Olivieri's avtédv, which also
puts too much emphasis on Agamemnon's experience in both peace
and war. [ would like to read abltdt, but in that case we would need to
correct P to read pdiicg’.

21-2 aplp[ot]épav: again, war and peace. See 10-11. Or are the two
things resolving conflicts by deliberation and resolving them by force?

22-6 A paraphrase of Il. 2.371-4, where Agamemnon praised a speech
of Nestor's which had helped to remedy the confusion brought about
by Agamemnon's proposal to return home:

ol yop ZeD te ndrep xai "ABnvain xai “AroAlov

0100101 SéKa pot CVRPPadpOVEC elev Axaudv-
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’ TR I A ’ ’ 3
1@ ke Ty’ quvoete oA [prapowo avaxtoc

1ePOiv VY’ Npetépnov dhotod te tepBopévn te.

The following supplement, largely David Armstrong’s, while there are
some problems with the spacing of the some of the supplements,
marks a significant advance in the text:
el &//éxa tdL Tp1-
yépo]vt napa//rAnciovc el v}-
ylev Gv eL]écBon 8//¢ ka(i) nafcav
25 ()l Tpoiav xai / xaffn-

pnxjévon gncwv ov//xa[. . .(.)

"If he could pick ten like the thrice-aged one, he claims he would have
taken all . . . Troy, even, and pillaged it completely (or: razed it

completely)

EL]écBon . . . xai //xa[Bnlpnx]évan is fairly compelling, because it translates
arodod te nepBopévn te (2. 374); and so also tpil[yépo]vt is the more
compelling because Agamemnon says in 370 § pév adt’ dyopfi vikdg
vépov viag "Axondv, seeming to emphasize the paradox in yépov, "though
an old man" or so Philodemus translates it. Line 25 may still be slightly
short. From §//¢ xa(i) to tJiv Tpoiav is probably not yet right, and za[cav
is troubling, because just t]iyv Tpoiav will do. Further suggestions of

Armstrong there are better: zafvtelAdc or za[vtalxod or mafvralydc, but
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the same problem of overemphasis unsupported by the Homeric lines
is here as with zé@[cav itself. I can not yet discern why Philodemus
writes Tpoiav and II[piduov xdAwv. The only word that starts Sexana- is
dexdarnalat (comic) "ten times long ago," but Agamemnon says he
would "quickly” take Troy (taxa) and that would not paraphrase it
even if Philodemus would use such a word. taye itself is not available
for prose paraphrase, as it means "probably” not "quickly” in prose.
Nothing that starts xara- works (xanrapiov "caper” and the like).

22-3 tpul[yépo]vtr (Armstrong): The term is common in the Palatine
Anthology where it is used to describe Nestor: Néctwp . . . tpryépav AP
7.144.2; tpryépav IMOAwoc AP 7.157.4; cf. also 7.295; 7.421.6 (Meleager);
9.409. In prose it is used of Nestor in Athen. 10.42; Eust. vol. 3 p. 265.5
van der Valk (on II. 11.624); vol. 3 p. 281.25 (on Il. 11.637); vol. 3 p. 282.7
(interpolated?) (on II. 11.637); cf. also Suda s.v. yeved. et tpryépav. Cf. also
Marcus Aurelius 4.50 where he calls Nestor tpiyépnvioc, a pun on
tpryépav and yepivioc, Nestor's other running epithet.

24 Armstrong's supplement reads 8//& xa(i). Apodotic 8¢ is common
after hypothetical clauses (as here) from Homer onwards. In
Philodemus 6¢ xai seems to have separate force for the two particles:
thus the problem is that xai will empasize something. Or perhaps it
might connect another infinitive meaning "sack,” but what word
meaning "take" or "sack” begins na-?

25-9 Here I have placed letters from sottoposti found in the

intercolumnium of cols. 32 and 33. Of the correctness of their placement
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there can be little doubt. The = and the € of 27 and 28 are larger than the
usual letter size, which is a characteristic of the first letters in a line. In
28 the left half of & is found in the sottoposto, the right half in its proper
place.

28-9 el 8¢ PodA[e]tai tic: Olivieri read tio where I print tic. Barely
part of a curved letter survives where he read o. tic is very likely, but
then what to do with the end of the line? Usually an infinitive is
expected in such constructions. Cf. Gal. 12.260.17 &i 8¢ tic fodAetan
rewpaBiivar. Indeed, if we could only read van at the beginning of the
first line, we could read ngp)abnlvar: "But if anyone wants to make
trial (sc. of these matters), Diomedes says . . .". But the x on the
sottoposto seems rather secure (see below). Very plausible is Janko's
suggestion /i ‘Afn[v]a.

29 vgai: x(upper arm good and pt. of lower arm)/({/v), af from sottoposto in margin of
col. 33. Dorandi’s text reads xai at the beginning of the line. Presumbly he meant to
print xali. If he had placed this fragment, there is no reason why he would not also
have placed the ones near it at the line-beginnings of 27 and 28.

29-33 Philodemus has adapted II. 10.241-247. When Nestor had
called for a volunteer to spy on the Trojan camp, Diomedes
volunteered but wanted another to accompany him. Several basileis,
including the Ajaxes and Odysseus volunteered, but Diomedes selected
Odysseus:
10ic &’ adnic peréewne Poiv GryaBoc Aropndnc-
el putv O Erapdv ye xehebeté p’ avtov EAéoban,
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nac av énert’ "0dvotioc éyad Beloro AaBoipny,

00 népt pév mpdepav xpadin xai Bupdc dyfivap

v nGvtesat novorot, eihel 8é & MaAAdc 'ABMvn.
toUTOL ¥’ EoMOpEVOLo Kol £k tupdc aiffopévoro

dpuew vooTRooey, érel Repioide vofican (10.241-247).

On the adaptation of the text, see Dorandi 1978, 42. As Gigante 1998,
63 points out, a portion of this II. 10.246-7 is also found in De lib. dicendi
fr. 40.

33-6 The quotation (Od. 13.89) is from a passage in the narrative voice
relating Odysseus' journey from Phaeacia to Ithaca. On the text of the
citation see Dorandi 1978, 42.

36-7 xa/fA bx[d] | tfic 'AGnvac ph npoAeixecOar: Cf. [Plut.] Vit.
Hom. 117 dcnep xoi thv 'ABnvav roté puév 1@ "AxiAAel, del 8¢ 1@ ‘Oduccei.
Several ancient authors commented on Athena's commitment to
Odysseus (on which see Hillgruber 1999, 258), including Apuleius (De
deo Socr. 24 p. 177) nec aliud te in eodem Ulixe Homerus docet, qui semper ei

comitem voluit esse prudentiam, quam poetico ritu Minervam nuncupavit.

Col. 33

This column continues with the theme of Homer privileging good
counsel to military might. Two Homeric quotations praising both

counsel and excellence in battle mention counsel first. The prudence
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of Meriones and Antilochus was noted by the Argive leaders, who

accordingly included them in their council.

5 mv: y(left arm only)[ P: t(vert. and rt. arm), nv from sottoposto in col. 34, 5.

8 e[]a derives from a sottoposto in col. 34, 7. We could read Ba]ic[iA]e[i]a[v or
Balic[iA]Jéa.

9-11 The passage is too fragmentary to be sure, but Philodemus could
be saying that Homer mentions excellence in counsel first in the
quotations that follow, implying that Homer privileges excellence in
counsel over military excellence.

10 [uf: two verticals rather close together (r possible). g|n[18ei]En is possible, or
36]&ny, etc.

11 It is possible that a sottopesto from col. 34, 10 belongs here, vert., v,
which could give us npaltnv, which would interfere with van
Krevelen's otherwise fine supplement, rpwite[bovtec. Now we can read
zpalv [thv e]oBovAiav Aéye[t, stressing that in both quotations
excellence in counsel is put before excellence in war. It is possible that
the supplement is slightly short, however.

12-13 The quotation (II. 2.158) is from Nestor's rebuke of
Agamemnon and Achilles, where he laments that the two greatest
among the Achaeans "both in counsel and war" should quarrel.

13 x[]epi 8': |p18( derives from a sottoposto in the left margin of col. 34, 13.

13-14 After Odysseus puts Thersites in his place, the soldiers note his

great skills "in counsel and in battle," but say that his greatest
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accomplishment was his expulsion of Thersites (Il. 2.272-7).
Philodemus seems to assume his audience knows this verse was
preceded by a statement that Odysseus "had done ten thousand good
things," for the grammar of "both initiating good counsels and
marshalling war” is incomplete.

17 Olivieri's =[apa]dociv would be possible, except that before § there
is a trace of a vertical. It may be part of a superfluous 1. Armstrong's ¢’
[ér]idociv or even e]idecuv is also paleographically possible.

20 abThv: In[ derives from a sottoposto in col. 34, 19.

21-2 Philippson’s 81]8acxew is impossible, since there is a foot of a
letter and ink directly above that at the top of the line, perhaps from a
vertical or p, etc. 'Ackeiv or one of its compound forms is a good
candidate.

22 After piy u[6]vov we would expect GAAd kat, but the aA is followed
apparently by o, though A is perhaps not impossible. In any case, there
is not room for GAAa xol.

25-9 The bold letters derive from sottoposti in col. 34, 24-8.

28 N's ¢ at the beginning may have been from another layer, since N
recorded t at the beginning of 27 where the papyrus originally read e1.

30-7 After the failure of the embassy to Achilles, the Greek leaders
met in council, and summoned Meriones and Antilochus from their
posts as sentinels to join them in deliberation (II. 10.196-7). The two of

them had served as leaders of the sentinels who guarded the ditch and
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the rampart (Il. 9.79-87), whence the supplement of Murray in 38. Both
had been successful warriors as well (cf. Il. 4.254, 5.59, etc.).

29-30 voxtnypeci[av: |xt,  (specks only and e possible), y(base and speck of
horiz.), e/(0), pc. t (good)[ from sottoposto in col. 34, 28. This reading confirms
(apart from the spelling) Olivieri’s brilliant supplement vu[kteyepcillav.
This spelling is used to refer to Il. Book 10 in schol. Hippon. 118 b 6
West (\fuxt[nyp]sciat). Nvukteyepcia is used of the council in Book 10 in
the Iliadic scholia, in [Plut.] Vit. Hom., Porphyry, and in Eustathius,
among other places. Biicheler supplemented the word in col. 12, 8.

30-1 For the phrase BovAevécBou nepi td@v SAamv, cf. D.H. 10.27.1; Aesch.
In Ctes. 133.4.
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Col. 34

This column has seen numerous, markedly different
interpretations and requires detailed introduction. The recognizable,
though seemingly disparate elements of the column are as follows. In 7
we find the name Agamemnon (7), in 13-14 povopalye- and the name
Hector, clearly a reference to one of the duels in the [liad. In 16-19 there
is a reference to a story which the disguised Odysseus tells to the
swineherd, Eumaeus, about how Odysseus had tricked a man into
leaving behind his cloak, sending him away from a planned ambush to
the ships (Od. 14.462ff.). At the bottom of the column are two
quotations, one from Od. 3.130-130a, where Nestor says "For surely we
captured the steep citadel of Priam by a strategem,” and another from II.
9.128-9, where Agamemnon speaks of the gifts he will offer Achilles: "I
shall give seven blameless women, skilled in handicrafts, women of
Lesbos, whom, when he took well-built Lesbos. . .". The reason for the
collocation of the two quotations has not been successfully explained.
The column ends with a phrase about common successes.

Murray (171) remarked candidly that "despite the number of clues,
the meaning of the whole of this column is obscure.” Subsequently,
Grimal 1966, 265 saw Nestor as the key to the lower part of the column,
the single thing which, according to him, united the two quotations.
Nestor is the speaker of the first quotation (29-31). As for the second
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quotation, Nestor was involved in the embassy to Achilles. This
interpretation must be wrong. He is only tenuously connected with
the last quotation. Why these lines if an allusion to Nestor is meant?
His attempt to connect the embassy to the phrase in the column after
the quotation, 6tav 3& & xai kow@v t@v katopBollfparav, is misguided.
The embassy was as much a common failure as a common success.
Dorandi (189) followed Grimal’s interpretation, adding that, in the
column, Philodemus continues to exalt wisdom as opposed to force, as
he did in the previous columns. But what does wisdom have to do
with the last quotation? Similarly, Asmis (45) saw the first part of the
column to be about the superiority of cunning over force, with the
anecdote about Odysseus and the garment as well as the first quotation
(Od. 3.130). The next quotation, Agamemnon offering the women to
Achilles (II. 9.128-29), and the last phrase of the column, are, she claims,
about the value of cooperation (45). This still fails, however, to explain
the collocation of the two quotations. If they were about two such
different things as cooperation and cunning, Philodemus surely would
have introduced the second quotation with some explanation,
according to his constant practice in this treatise.

I do not think this column is about wisdom, or cunning, or
cooperation, or Nestor. It is about taking credit and giving credit to
others, at least in its lower third. Philodemus appears to be making the
point that, in spite of their boasting, the Homeric basileis do, in fact,

compliment each other. This would explain the otherwise apparently
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illogical collocation of verses at the end of this column. In the first
quotation, Od. 3.130 and (what previous scholarship has missed) 3.130a
(see notes on 29-31), Nestor attributes the fall of Troy to the design of
Odysseus. In the second (Il. 9.128-30), Agamemnon, in the midst of his
conciliatory offer to Achilles (largely a series of boasts about his own
possessions) acknowledges an accomplishment of his rival Achilles,
the capture of Lesbos. The reference to the anecdote about Odysseus in
16-19 may be a justification of an instance of his boasting, or,
alternatively, a reference to his cleverness and wisdom, since wisdom
and planning seem to have been the subject of columns 32 and 33.
Philodemus may also be pointing out in this column that
compliments to others and self-effacing remarks can help a ruler
achieve his ends. He claims in col. 39, 26-30 to have shown that self-
praise in many instances in Homer is not gratuitous, and he may be
showing here that modest statements can be advantageous as well. II.
18.105-6 and the accompanying scholia serve as a good point of
comparison. Achilles claims to be peerless in battle, but then admits
that there are others better in council: toloc €édv otoc ol tic 'Agxondv
yoAxoxitdvay / év roAéu- dyopfi 8¢ T dueivovéc eict xai @AAor "I, who am
such as no other of the bronze-armored Achaeans in battle, though
there are others also better in council." Schol. T comments that
Achilles displays himself as an orator in this portion of the poem, and
that by qualifying the self-praise he makes it less invidious. Achilles’

self-praise is justified in various ways and his compliment to others is
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interpreted as a rhetorical strategy. Plutarch, who praises Achilles’
concession in De tranquillitate animi 471 F, in his treatise De se ipsum citra
invidiam laudando speaks of deflecting the envy of others by praising
another (in this case by praising fortune). In any case, ancient criticism
displays an acute awareness of statements in Homer in which the
heroes credit themselves or credit others, and Philodemus shares this
awareness. One further example would be the b schol. on II. 1.368. In
the passage, Achilles mentions the sacking of Thebe and the division of
the spoils: thv 8¢ SienpdBopév te kol fiyopev évBade mdvta: / kol té pév ed
ddccavto petd cpicy viec "Axondv. Schol. b comment kowvavov pev éoutov
év toic koTopBdpact gncy, év 8¢ td (Sdccavro) xwpilet, "he makes himself
a sharer in their successes, but by ddccavto separates himself (from
them)."

The other elements in the column, the reference to the duel and the
presence of Agamemnon's name in 7 have not yet been successfully
explained, but can perhaps now be illuminated with the hermeneutic
of self-praise and modesty. I explain the reference in 16-19 to the story
of Odysseus and the cloak below.

6 elicdyov: cf. 1. 10 below and 21.36-7, where the word refers to the
poet's introducing Thersites as a hateful person.

13 np[d]c tdv is a possible reading, p being good, but the traces for o
are dubiousin P: JovN

13-14 povoplalixer[-: pace Dornadi, Olivieri read the papyrus

correctly, since Iye is on the same level as the series of letters below (Ixa,
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lyn, Iny, etc.). Oliveri, followed by Dorandi, read Af]avto[c merhacuélvou,
thinking of the duel between Ajax and Hector Book 6. But rather than
A{]avto[c], we could just as easily read various forms of nt]Javz- since the
trace after t could even be from a vertical rather than a curved stroke.

14 xexAacuelv-: 1 (top of vert. not v), x from a frag. in col. 35, 13 may
have originally belonged here. Placing them according to the length of
the sezione puts the x immediately before av: 1 xav t@[1] rexAacué[ve / 1
xav tfi[1] rerhacuélvy are then both possible. If the fragment does not
belong here, perhaps we should read rn]avto[c] rerAacpévlov, ie.
everything (in the duel) being made up.

cf. 37.21-2 Beod | "Aacua|. Megaclides, a critic whose work was known
by Philodemus, is said to have believed that Achilles’ pursuit of
Hector, and ensuing duel between them with all the Trojans looking
on but not intervening, was a rAdcpo. See Janko 2000 (forthcoming)
whose numeration of the fragments I use: F 4, =schol. T on II. 22. 225
MeyaxAeidne mAacthv eivor thv povopayiav ¢nciv: frdc yap ta
"‘Hparctdtevkta dnAa eiciv; F 5a, schol. b on Il. 22. 36 MeyaxAeidnc 8€ gnct
tadta mdvta tAdcpata eivay; and F 5b, schol. b on 22. 225 MeyaxAeidnc
rAdcpa elvai gnct 10070 1 povopdygiov. rdc Yép tocavtac pupradac veduatt
'AxtAAebc dréctpepev; Prof. Janko also notes that Aristotle criticizes the
pursuit of Hector at Poet. 24, 1460214-17.

15-19 As others have noted, this is an indubitable reference to Od.
14.462ff. The disguised Odysseus tells a story to Eumaeus about how

Odysseus tricked someone into leaving a cloak behind for him.
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Odysseus, who has led the swineherd Eumaeus to believe that he is
actually a Cretan nobleman, talks about how he saw Odysseus trick
Thoas into going to the ships. Thoas promptly left, leaving behind his
cloak for Odysseus. But how should the passage be construed? Clearly,
something is made ©3iw, more pleasant. Possibly this adjective goes in
some way with what precedes, some form of 811]l-m[-. a new reading.
There is room, however, for only one or two letters before 181w, which
rules out any possible verbal forms except dinlyfi which is surely
undesirable here. dujlyn[cw], upon which #8iw could be predicated, is
almost certainly too long. This would seem to leave only the option of
Sl [u’], "narrative.” Conceivably dujlyn[u’] was paired with another
word, and the two together are modified by dio which would
accordingly be neuter plural. This scenario assumes neroin[x’],
followed by a dc clause. Otherwise we could see ©diw as a predicate for
what follows (whatever tov 16 refers to) and read the participle
xexown[x]oc. Then we are then faced with the decision of whether or
not to read éxtpén[o]vta or éxtpen[opevov]. vta may be from another
stratum, though this is not certain, and for v only a vertical is visible. If
we do read éxtpén[o]vta, we should not, however, translate it
intransitively as Asmis (32): "the person who turned around from the
ambush to the ships . . .". We should translate, "the one (i.e. Odysseus)
diverting (someone) from the ambush to the ships . . . (who was)
wearing only a cloak," or something like "the logos diverting

(someone) to the ships, etc.” If vta is from another layer, we are free to
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supplement éxtpen[ouevov] which could be translated as Asmis saw that
the sense probably demands. We may assume a partial stop after 7diw
and (reading nemom[x]dc) understand povoyitwlva as predicate to tov . ..
éxtpen[opevov]: "having made the one turning to the ships from the
ambush half-clothed." But perhaps povoyitwlva went somehow with
what followed.

But what is the purpose of mentioning this anecdote about
Odysseus? Dorandi (189) and Asmis (42) saw the anecdote as a
reference to the cleverness of Odysseus. The topic at the end of the
previous column was, after all, wisdom, and, moreover, a diple
intervenes in line 20 of the column, perhaps indicating that this
passage should not be interpreted as being directly related to the
material at the bottom of the column. On the other hand, this passage
may well be related to the material at the bottom of the column, about
the giving and taking of credit. Odysseus, in disguise, begins the
narrative (14.462ff.) by saying that he is going to boast a little, compelled
by wine: ebEapevéc T Emoc Epém- oivoc yip dvdyer. Does the wine make
him betray his disguise? Perhaps, if Eumaeus had been listening that
closely, for he really does not boast about the Cretan persona he has
taken on, except to say that he was chosen by Odysseus and Menelaus to
be a leader of the ambush. The anecdote is mostly his boasting about
the intelligence of Odysseus. Odysseus is boasting about Odysseus, and
I suspect that Philodemus is justifying his boasting by saying that it
makes something more pleasant, perhaps the narrative itself, or his
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self-disclosure. Odysseus’ story was a clever way to test Eumaeus'
loyalty, and an effective way to obtain a garment from him. Eumaeus,
in his reply, says that the old man has said a "blameless fable" and no
"unprofitable speech”: @& yépov, aivoc pév tor dpdpav, dv xatélefoc, / 008é
11 o topd polpav éxoc vnkepdéc ewmec. As I noted above, Philodemus
claims at col. 39, 26-30 to have referred earlier in the text to heroes who
"make their own encomium, but not in order that they may talk about
themselves gratuituously” xoi ndvrec obltor 81’ &c elrov aitioc xpdviton
toic idlow éyxopiow, | GAA’ ovy va repravroroy{fi]icaciv. Odysseus’
boasting in this case is not gratuitous, but has a justifiable purpose. In
col. 38, 25ff., Philodemus defends Odysseus’ desire for notoriety.

18-19 povoyxitwiva: equivalent to the Homeric oloyitwv’ in 14.489
which the persona Odysseus has taken on in his Cretan tale uses to
refer to himself. I suggested above that the term is applied to Thoas,
whom Odysseus tricks into leaving his cloak behind. But if povoxitalva
is a direct reference to oiloyitav’ in 14.489, we should expect that the
point is to be that Odysseus was able to acquire a cloak for someone
who was povoxitav rather than that he rendered someone who did
have a cloak povoxitwv. Hesychius includes povoxitwv among his
glosses for oloyitov (s.v. oloxitav).

22 dpeidov: they (kings ?) should do something? Mention the
accomplishments of others when they praise themselves?

25-9 The text here differs radically from previous editions. I have

placed letters from a large sottoposto found here in the previous
141



column, col. 33. In turn, letters from a sottoposto in the subsequent
column, 35, actually belong here. The bold-faced letters are all
physically present in col. 35, but were originally located as I have
represented them. Now we can read the reflexive pronoun in 26, some
form of ypagewv, almost certainly a compound form, some form of
gevyo in 28. The topic seems to be giving and taking credit, but the
details are still unclear.

25 ednluepiaftlc: Juepl ), a(diag. only)[ from sottoposto in 35.23: Olivieri read
nep, vert. et’m]uepiqg is also viable. Reading some form of the word here
is appealing since the context seems to be the giving and taking of
credit for successes (cf. katopBwll[udtwv below at 36-7). The term is fairly
common in the scholia. At Il. 8.175-6, where Hector has said of his
success TIyvacka 8’ 6t pot npdppav katéveuce Kpoviwv / viknv xai péya
x38oc the bT scholia comments ctpatnyikdc pév v evnuepiov ovToic
dnAol, oikerohtar 8¢ adThv Lrepdntmc "In the manner of a general he
points out the success to them, but he arrogantly appropriates it to
himself." It was clearly seen as the mark of a good general's rhetoric to
point out success to his troops, and not to claim it for himself alone.

26 tav[tdv éxi]ypdeerv: Jypa[ from sottoposto in col. 35,24. A compound
of ypdow is surely required, since a reference to writing is unlikely
(though cf. xaltéypagev at col. 37, 7-8) which must refer to Homer).
éni]ypdoewv is appealing, which can be used with the reflexive to mean
"claim credit for" something (see LS] s.v. IV and V.2). Cf. Ael. DN 8.2.7

toic dAAotpiowc éautdv mdvoic ovx émypdewv "not claiming credit for
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others' toils." Cf. Plut. Vit. Pomp. 31 ot yap avtov émypdyar Zeprapie,
Aerid@, toic Inapraxeiowc. The b schol. at II. 2.228 faults Thersites for
having claimed credit for capturing the enemy (obtoc ydp xoi Eovtd
émypdger todc rodepionc) in saying "whenever we capture a citadel” edt’
av ntoAieBpov Edwpev in contrast to Achilles’ éxrépcmct "when they sack”
(Il. 1.164). Here the construction is different (dative of person and acc.
of thing claimed for him.

At the beginning of the line, we might expect a dative plural (the
thing for which he takes credit, perhaps a term related to ebn]uep(i]ac)
or an aorist passive participle to control éni]ypdg@erv. The traces are as
follows: B/y/Cmh/xiviE/riply, (], peaked let., c/e, [ ], short stroke at top of line (either
horiz. or slightly curved—-maybe top serif of 1) P: x/n,e[ Jcca N. In N the first two letters
ne are circled, which suggests that someone suspected that they were mistakenly copied
from the line below which also begins with xe. The rest of N's reading obviously
reflects P's cea. rdc[alic fits the traces well, but would be difficult to construe. We
need a word to be paired with ebn]uepiafifc, a word meaning someting
like toil or success, e.g. poéxBoic, which does not quite fit the traces I
describe above.

27 lv(vert. only), ov8exan from a sottaposto in col. 35, 25.

renpay[uélvov: a difficult reading. There may be too much space between x and p, for
which there are in addition only minimal traces, perhaps part of a crossbar for the =
and perhaps the top of p.

28 Jpev[: from sottoposto in 35.26 likely from some form of gevyw, perhaps

a reference to someone avoiding something (other’s envy ?) in their
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boasts by acknowledging a good accomplishment or noble quality in
another. Cf. Scholiast T on II. 18.105-6, where Achilles credits others for
being better in council: GAA& t® Siehelv 1oV Emovov dareAvcoto TOV
¢86vov. A form of épevpicka is possible as well.

28ff. We could read é]lovtfov ér]iy[pay]ev (cf. the note on line 26) “. . .
the one saying ‘surely we sacked the steep citadel of Priam by a
strategem’ has claimed credit himself,” but perhaps we would need a
prepositional phrase or another accusative in addition to &]lavt[ov for
éxliylpay]ev (see LS] s.v. IV.). The purpose of the quotation would then
seem to be to point out that Nestor craftily takes a share of the credit by
saying "we sacked." But if this is correct, how does it go with the
following verse? Agamemnon seems to be giving credit rather than
taking it, unless we are to assume that somehow his saying "I will give
.. ." was interpreted by Philodemus as somehow being a cunning way
of claiming authority or credit not rightfully his. I much prefer the
interpretation outlined in the introduction to the column and
developed in full below.

29 JevoA[ from a sottoposto in col. 35, 27: A N: diag. only P.

29-31 Od. 3.130-130a. Previous scholarship has supposed incorrectly
that the quotation begins with [Ipiapo[i]o in 1. 30 and ends immediately
after [ain]fiv in L. 31. It rather begins with (c} 9 (1} y&p xai and ends
after BouAfj. For the mistake (c}, presumably the scribe began to write e,
but upon finishing the curved part of the letter realized that he was to

have written 1. The superfluous t is a common mistake. # is a new
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reading; y&p xai is not. § yép xai would then parallel Strabo’s text of
Homer. The mss. of the Odyssey read avtip érei rather than 1 yé&p xai.
The presence of BouvAfi in line 31 has presented needless trouble.
Murray (171), for instance, professes to find it (in addition to all of 30ff.)
"very odd." In fact, it is the first word from the beginning of a spurious
verse of the Odyssey used by Strabo, Polyaenus (in the Strategemata),
and Stobaeus (4.13.48.4). Analysis of the quotations in Strabo and
Polyaenus illuminates the use of the verse in our text. Strabo quotes
the verse twice, once fully, once partially. He quotes Od. 3.130 and the
accompanying spurious verse in 13.1.40-1: Ay yép xoi pidpoto néAwv
Senépcapev aimv / BovAf xai pbBoict "For surely we captured the steep
citadel of Troy by a stragegem and tales.” Also, speaking of Odysseus in
1.2.4: obtoc &' 6 ntoAinopBoc del Aeydpevoc kai to “Thov EAav / BouvAi xai
ptBoict kai Axepornidi téyvn "he is always called the sacker of cities and
the one who captured Troy ‘by a stragegem, by tales, and by deceitful
art.”

In the Strategemata, Polyaenus devotes a section to Odysseus, from
which I excerpt this part (1.8.5-9):

ot &’ fipwec xai tiv viknyv avtd avijyov:

cii 8’ fikw BovAd [prdpov A edpuayvia. Od. 22.230
xai dALaxod &AAoL mdAy ad paptupodciv dAdva to “TAtov "Odvccéamc
BouAf xkai piBorcr xai fixepornidt téxvy.
"The heroes even ascribed the victory to him: ‘and by your strategem

the wide-wayed city of Priam was taken’. And elsewhere others in turn
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testify that Troy was taken by a strategem, tales, and the deceitful art of

Odysseus.” Why does Polyaenus write aAAaxob &Alor? We have no
testimony of others using this spurious line in the Odyssey. Do others
besides Nestor use the line in his text of the Odyssey? He may have
been thinking of Od. 13.297-8, where Athena says to Odysseus érei cb pév
éccL Bpotidv Gy’ dpictoc ardvrwv / BovAfl kai poBoicty, éyad §° év rdcr Beoict. .
."since you are far the best of all mortal men for counsel and tales.”" It
is clear that the line was thought to refer to Odysseus, and this, I
believe, is precisely what Philodemus is illustrating by quoting the
verse. Nestor, one of the consummate boasters of Homeric epic, gives
credit to his fellow hero.

32-35 Il. 9.128-29. Agamemnon, in the midst of listing the gifts he is
willing to give Achilles, in the midst of boasting about his possessions
and power, concedes an accomplishment of Achilles, the capture of
Lesbos. He gives credit where credit is due. Capturing cities serves as
the subject of Achilles’ boast in II. 9.328-30. Olivieri continues the
Homeric quotation by adding éEeAéunv, which was maintained by
Dorandi. He was mistaken to do so, I believe. Once Philodemus has
finished #Aev altoc, he has made his point, and to continue on with
¢EeAopuny is not only unnecessary but would blunt the edge of his
argument. Achilles' role is emphasized by the emphatic attdc in
emphatic final position. The effect of not continuing the quotation is
difficult to capture in an English translation. I have tried by italicizing

"he." It is normal for Philodemus to end a Homeric quotation at the
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end of the line, where the sense unit normally ends, but his not
continuing the quotation here is surely emphatic.

35-36 If I am correct in proposing that the preceding quotations relate
to giving credit to other heroes, we can reasonably conjecture how the
text continued. [ expect the idea went something like, "But whenever
[the heroes enjoyed] shared successes, [and someone boasted to have
done more than he actually did, or fails to give credit where credit is
due, Homer shows his disapproval].” Or perhaps the same thought
was put positively, that when common successes are enjoyed, the
heroes often give credit to others, rather than just claiming it for
themselves. This would explain the introduction of Thersites in the
following column, who may be faulted for claiming more than his fair
share of the credit. In schol. T at Il. 8.526, Hector is condemned for his
words #Amopar evxdpevoc as "appropriating to himself the success”
(oixeroVra 10 xatépBupa) and as "appropriating to himself the shared
success" (rdAwv 8¢ 10 xowov oikerobton katdpBwpa) schol. b. The scholia
at Il. 11.328 claim that Homer does just the opposite there, making the
victory of an individual a common victory: xai xowvov notel 10D erépov 10
xotopBupa. Ect 8 AtopRdne pévoc 6 avehav. We may also compare the b
schol. on II. 1.367-8 (tiv 5¢ StenpdBopév te xai fiyopev EvBade navta- / xaitd
uév ed Sdccavro petd coicv viec "Axaudv), to which I referred above:
(Sdiccavto petd cpiciv+) kowvavov piv Eautdv év toic katopBapact gncwv, év ¢

1@ (8dccavto) yopiler. Considering its use and-frequency in the Homeric
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scholia, we might suppose that xowa xoatopBdpoara was a technical term

for literary and rhetorical criticism.
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Col. 35

Little survives except two quotations from Iliad Book 2 where
Thersites harasses Agamemnon, followed by a quotation of the Odyssey
in which Odysseus responds moderately to the impudent son of
Alcinous. The end of the column has been interpreted in various ways.
Dorandi, who follows Murray (170) in viewing this section through col.
39 to be on hubris, claimed that Thersites and Hector are contrasted to
Odysseus. For Asmis, the section on Thersites involved social
standing, and Odysseus is contrasted to Hector. Neither of these
approaches is entirely satisfactory, however, for neither deals with one
simple fact: the quotations of Thersites are connected to the quotation
of Odysseus with &t 8¢ (31-2) which implies that the item which
follows is in a class with the one which preceded. I suggest two possible
interpretations. Either a) this column in some way continues the
discussion from the preceding one on giving credit to oneself and to
others (boasting and modesty), or b) it begins a theme treated in the
following column, namely how the good king should deal with
insolent characters, using Odysseus as a favorable example in his
treatment of Thersites and of Laodamas and Euryalus, insolent young
men of Phaeacia. I will discuss possibility a) first, then b), following

these with some textual notes.
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For Philodemus, Thersites’ words are a "babbler’s parody” (30-1). The
bT scholia at Il. 2.212 b claim that Homer mocks (ctAAaiver) Thersites
and that Thersites mocks the aristoi. In this interpretation (a), it is the
latter to which Philodemus is referring here, Thersites’ mockery,
pAvapodvtoc being a possessive genitive. Thersites’ parody may lie in
the fact that his speech imitates that of the heroes, not only in claiming
credit, but also for acknowledging the accomplishment (or potential
accomplishment) of others, in the first quote "whenever we capture,”
and in the second "or some other Achaean.” Since his speech is heroic,
but he himself is wholly unheroic, Philodemus defines him as a
"babbler.” I noted in the last column that ancient Homeric scholarship
considered stressing common achievement to be an important aspect
of a general's rhetoric, on which see esp. schol. bT II. 8.175-6, quoted
above at 34.25, where Hector is said to have acted ctpatnyixac "like a
general" for mentioning success to his men, but is condemned for
claiming it all for himself. Thersites, as Murray noted (171), is faulted
by the scholia for placing himself first in the following phrase dv xev
éy0 dfcoc dydyw fi &Akoc "Axondv (2.231). More importantly, at 2.228 the
b scholia point out that he "gives credit to himself for [having captured]
the enemy” (obtoc yop xal ExvTd Emypdger TobC roAepiouc) in saying edt’
&v ntoAieBpov EAmpev in contrast to Achilles’ éxnépcwct "when they sack”
1.164. Cf. Posidonius’ comment on Thersites (Fr. 290 a): np@tov pév toic

Bacidebcr SramAnxrileton dhafovevdpevoc dc &M kal abtdc cepvic Tc Gv,
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Enevto xai &v Toic Gprctedcty EovtdV Kartatdccey ToAud Aéywv- Gc tot "Ayatot
Mpaticte didopev, evt’ av ntohicBpov Elmpev.

"First he reproaches the princes, boasting as if he was himself some
great personage, then dares to rank himself with the best warriors,
saying, 'what we Achaeans give you first of all when we take a city'."
Philodemus’ point, however, may be to show that the language of the
Homeric heroes (exemplified here in a parody) often contains a
mixture of claiming credit and giving it, and so should the language of
the good king. This would conform well to the bottom quotation
where we find Odysseus’ moderate protest, which occurs after his boast
to be a great archer.

Thersites’ words have traditionally been interpreted as a parody of
Achilles’ speech against Agamemnon in [liad Book 1, the incongruity
being that the blame speech appropriate for Achilles is completely
inappropriate for Thersites. It is also conceivable that Philodemus
thought that Thersites was parodying how Agamemnon speaks at Il.
4.238-9: fpeic odt’ GAdyouc e idac xai viimie téxve / &Eopev év viecay,
émiv rtoAieBpov EAapev. These are the only two places in the Iliad where
the line ends with rtoAieBpov #Lopev, and capturing women is
discussed in both places. Thersites is, after all, said to be harassing
Agamemnon (tét’ adt’ ‘Ayapéuvove die / 6Eéa xexAiyov Aéy’ Oveidea
2.221-2). Perhaps Philodemus understands this passage in Book 4 as a

well-worn refrain of the sort that Agamemnon has been mouthing to
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his army for ten years now. I am grateful to Erwin Cook for his
suggestions on this note.

In the following quotation, in 32-4, Odysseus, after he has boasted of
being the greatest archer alive with the exception of Philoctetes (Od.
8.215-22), says that he is "not willing to quarrel with men of former
times, neither Heracles nor Eurytus." Philodemus expects us to be able
to remember the boast that preceded. Once again, we have the pattern
of boasting followed by a compliment to others. Alternatively, the
moderation and reserve of this quotation may be seen as a contrast to
the presumption of the preceding quotations of Thersites (28-31) and
the following arrogance of Hector (so Dorandi 191). If this is correct,
and that the words of Thersites and Odysseus here are cited in contrast,
this would still be akin to the material in col. 34, as [ have argued, on
self-praise and modesty. I do not prefer it, however, since I doubt that
Philodemus has forgotten, or expects us to forget, that Odysseus’
modesty in the quoted passage is immediately preceded by his boast to
be the best archer alive, Philoctetes excepted. Moreover, as [ mentioned
previously, #tu | 8é (31-32) does not typically move to an opposing
example, on which see LS] s.v. II. 1. This section, therefore, arguably
relates very much to the material in col. 34. The diple in 35.16,
accompanied by toryapodv, need not suggest anything other than that
Philodemus has drawn some inference, pace Murray (170) and Dorandi

(190). . This seems to be the case with the diple in 28.4 and 33.16, which
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seem to show that Philodemus has made an inference, but the subject
seems not to have changed greatly.

Alternatively, one could argue b) that this column is about how the
good king responds to insolent and boastful behavior, the good king in
this column being Odysseus, referred to as 6 roAduntic in 19. In col. 36,
19ff., Odysseus is referred to as 0 [tv]eAdcac, followed not by the name
Polyphemus, but rather a quotation illustrating Polyphemus’
arrogance. Here, with xafwkoluev- (25-6), there may be a reference to
Odysseus striking Thersites with a rod, illustrating Homer's view of
what should be done with persons of such insolent behavior.
pAvapodvroc, in this reading, would be an objective genitive, i.e. if
Homer's parody of a babbler does not escape us, he has Odysseus beat
the one who says such presumptuous things with a rod. The following
quotation (Od. 8.223-4) illustrates another response of Odysseus’
towards insolent behavior, this time, a quite different response.
Odysseus was provoked by Euryalus and Laodamas into athletic
competition, and as part of his rebuke of them tells them of his own
athletic greatness, which he qualifies with this moderate remark. o
roAdunTic in 19 may be introduced as part of an explanation of

Odysseus' capacity to respond to the insolent and boastful

(x[Ja[v]xoluéivov[c 24-5) in the manner appropriate to the occasion.
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.....

bottom of the line, but appears to begin to slant to the rt. some near the top, so almost

certainly not e for Olivieri's reading yéluoc ah[epdc (Od. 5.66, etc.).

19 6 moAdpuntic: at Tic the papyrus is significantly darker, but since it
cannot be placed in neighboring columns (it interferes with text there)
it must not be from a different stratum.

23-9 Several letters from these lines found in previous additions
were actually sottoposti, and have been placed accordingly in the
previous column.

25-6 xaBixolpev[: as kaBikvéopar may mean to “strike one with a
strap, etc.” (LS] s.v. 1), perhaps this is a reference to Odysseus striking
Thersites with a rod. Or perhaps "rebuke,” a meaning found at schol.
Gl H Od. 10.70 xafixvoipevoc, oveldilov, émnAnttov. This meaning,
however, is not found in LS] and is accompanied only by a citation of
patristic Greek in Montanari.  Thus, if the participle modifies
Thersites, it is likely a reference to his "having attacked” Agamemnon.

28-31 If either interpetation a) or b) is correct, Philodemus uses these
in a manner somewhat different from other ancient critics, who seem
to have viewed statements such as this one by Odysseus as rhetorical
moves calculated to achieve some aim of the speaker. One exception,
however, would be Agamemnon's praise of Nestor at II. 2.370 § pév
adt’ dyopfi Vikdc yépov viac "Axandv, to which the bT scholia respond
émeudic 0 Pacidedc, 6c odx ofetar delv év Gmact mavtav brepéxewv. On
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Epeius’ confession that he is slack in battle (Il. 23.670), the A and bT
scholia comment 10 6poAoyelv &g’ oic Tic ficcdtan mictv éunotel mepi @V Tic
énayyéAAetor. Eustathius says that Odysseus, in confessing to the
Phaecians that he should have been persuaded by his comrades to
leave Polyphemus’ cave, was hunting for their confidence in the rest of
the things that he was saying 8npduevoc ot xal thv éni toic dAkoiwc oic
Aéyer rictiv rapd toic ®aiagv (vol. 1 p. 338 van der Valk). And in
Plutarch’s treatise On Inoffensive Self-praise (a treatise also addressed to a
Roman nobleman), the statesman is encouraged to insert admissions
of minor faults or failures to divert displeasure when he speaks about

himself (543 F- 544 C).
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Col. 36

This column, and the legible portion of the previous one, have been
interpreted by previous scholarship as "instances of the nexus of
attitudes comprised in the word 9ppiwc" (Murray 171). The moderation
Odysseus displays at col. 35, 32-34 was supposed to contrast with the
arrogance of Thersites (col. 35, 26-30) and Hector (col. 35, 34~ col. 36, 1-
14). The middle portion of the column (14-23) was (correctly) believed
to contain a reference to Odysseus boasting over the blinded
Polyphemus. Philodemus was thought to juxtapose Odysseus'
barbarous behavior towards Polyphemus with his later praise of
civilized restraint to Eurycleia in order to show that his later behavior,
in particular the statement uttered to Eurycleia, represented Homer's
opinion and not Odysseus'. New readings in the column, primarily
from the placement of sovrapposti and sottoposti (represented in the text
by bold-faced letters) have changed that picture considerably. This
portion of the text seems to be primarily about the response of the good
king to insolence, apparently with special emphasis on how the good
king responds to verbal insolence. As I have shown, we may also
interpret the end of the previous column in this manner, though other
interpretations are possible. There Odysseus is shown to respond in
what Philodemus considers the ethically correct way to two instances of

insolence. He punishes the presumption of Thersites, illustrated in
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col. 35, 26-30 by beating him with a rod (25-6). On the other hand, when
rudely challenged and mocked by Euryalus and Laodamas, Odysseus
shows moderation. The fact that Odysseus responds differently
according to the demands of the occasion may be related to the use of
his epithet toAvuntic at col. 35, 19. This capacity to respond correctly to
the insolence of others without acting insolently oneself is not a quality
which Hector possesses. He instead responds impetuously to
arrogance. When Achilles said what was tantamount to fighting
against the gods (II. 20.357-62), Hector at first responds nobly, but then
boasts that he will come against Achilles, "even if his hands are like
fire." Philodemus contrasts this boast to his cowardly flight before
Achilles in Book 22. He then touches upon Hector's arrogance in more
favorable situations (col. 36, 9-14). At 14, a genealogical boast is
mentioned, though the specific Homeric reference is difficult to
identify and the relationship of the boast with the text that follows is
difficult to establish. Odysseus’ blinding of Polyphemus is mentioned
(col. 36, 19), followed immediately by a hubristic boast of Polyphemus’
(col. 36, 20-3), before a lacuna. I argue below that it is the arrogance of
Odysseus that is emphasized here. He responded arrogantly to the
arrogance of Polyphemus, and was corrected for his mistake. Even in
the face of arrogance as great as Polyphemus’, the good king must not
respond with further insolence of his own. Odysseus shows that he

has learned from his chastisement by restraining Eurycleia when she
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was intent "to cry out in triumph over those who have been justly
avenged” (col. 36, 28-30), namely the slain suitors.

The passage could be outlined in the following way:

Odysseus - how he responds to insolence (and corrects it?) col. 35, 1-34.
a) Thersites (insolence corrected by the rod) 35.26-31.
b) Laodamas & Euryalos (insolence corrected in part by Odysseus'
own display of moderation) 35.31-4.

Hector - how he responds to Achilles’ insolence and is chastised
col. 35, 34-36.9.
More on Hector's arrogance 36.9-14

On Achilles' (?) arrogance in his boast to the Xanthus and consequent

correction, or else on Polyphemus' arrogance 36.14-19

Odysseus avenging the insolence of the Cyclops
[he too, is corrected, and learns, as is shown by his subsequent
action] 36.24-7? in forbidding Eurycleia to gloat over the corpses
of the suitors 36.28-32.

1-10 [ have integrated Dorandi fr. 80 here, a large sovrapposto on the
previous cornice at the top of col. 35. My readings differ from his at
various points on the fragment. Some of the letters (xvp and vt or 9t

in lines 4-5) are two layers higher, that is, sovrapposti B. Thus for the
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first time in the text's history Philodemus' citation of II. 20.371-2 takes
its correct form and place.

In these lines (1-9), Philodemus points out the contradiction between
Hector's words in II. 20.371-2 and his actions in Book 22. Although he
had boasted that he would come against Achilles, "even if his hands
are like fire," he ultimately fled before him. Although he had
encouraged his compatriots not to be afraid in 20.367, immediately
before the quoted verse. he is himself later overcome by fear (22.136-7).
We may be sure that Achilles was mentioned somewhere in lines 1-3,
or in the lacuna at the top of the column, since he is referred to merely
by abtov in 6. If “Ex]itopa is correct in 1-2 (we may certainly exclude
Néc]lzopa), enough text has preceded at the top of the column for Hector
to pass from being the subject of one sentence to apparently being the
direct object in another. Two or three lines, then, may be lost at the top
of the column. It is not unreasonable to suppose that in these lost lines
it was made clear that Hector's boast is uttered in response to Achilles’
far more hubristic vaunt that he would break through an enemy line
which not even Athena and Ares could penetrate (Il. 20.357-62). Hector
responds at first with moderation, recognizing that the gods are greater
(367-8), but then makes a rash and false boast of his own, claiming he
would do what he proved in the end unable to do. Unlike the
previous example of Odysseus, who successfully responds to arrogance
and presumption (albeit of men far inferior to Achilles), Hector

responds to presumption with presumption of his own. If I am right to
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see this pattern, the line of thought would be: "But Hector, [when
Achilles claims to be able to do what gods themselves could not do] is
seen [to respond rashly, saying that he will come against him] 'if his
hands are like flame, if his hands are like flame,' when he flees not
even inside the wall but around the wall in consequence of his
rashness.”

Philodemus' juxtaposition of Hector's boast and his ultimate act of
cowardice seems somewhat unjust, in light of the fact that after his
boast, following a brief retreat at the bidding of Apollo (20.376-80),
Hector does confront Achilles courageously (419-44). This may simply
reflect a tendentious appraisal of Hector (on which, see below on 12-14).
Strictly speaking, however, Hector's vow is not tested in this encounter
with Achilles. Whereas he had vowed to face Achilles i rupi xeipac, | €l
nupt xeipac Eoixe, pévoc & aibBwvi adfpe, in this encounter it is not
Achilles with whom the fire-imagery is associated. It is, in fact, Hector
whose sharp spear is gAoyi eikedoc (20.423). When, however, Hector is
about to face his foe for the last time, he beholds an Achilles all fire and
brightness: dugi 8t yohxdc EAduneto eixeroc abyfi / fi mopoc aiBopévov 1
fekiov avidvtoc (22.134-5). His boast is put to the test and found to have
been rash and false. This may explain why Philodemus ignores this
encounter. The fact that Philodemus explicitly comments on Homer's
use of fire and star imagery to describe the heroes (see col. 38, 4-12
below) at least increases the likelihood that Philodemus was aware of

this aspect of Hector's boast.
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2 [ have preferred VH!’s reading 8eo to N's evo since in the Homeric
text immediately preceding the quotation in 3-5, Achilles apparently
claimed to be able to do something that even gods (Ares and Athena)
could not do (20.356-64), and Hector's response to Achilles' claim also
involves the gods (367-8). Philodemus might be paraphrasing this, and
the fact that he ends his discussion of Hector with reference to the gods
(13-15) may suggest that he also started with reference to them. On the
other hand VH! may have altered N to conform to Cirillo’s desire to
find II. 9.237-9 at this part of the column, which is now rendered
impossible by my integration of fr. 80. Professor Cairns suggests that
perhaps some form of eo[ic ém]ei[xeA- should be supplemented, which
is used several times of Achilles in the Iliad (22.279; 23.80; 24.486, etc.),
since in this column and the previous one, Philodemus refers to
Homeric basileis by an epithet (0 roAduntic 35.19) and by various
periphrases (0 [tv]pAdcac 36.19, tov . . . eAvap[iicalvea 36.19-24).
Beo[eixed]ov (Armstrong) is also possible.

6 dp&tar: though the traces at the end of the previous line are
unclear, they do not seem to conform to letters which could make a
compound form. The word is therefore almost certainly not in the
middle voice, which is said to be used in prose only in compounds. See
LS] s.v. 6péo [I.4.a. Hector is probably the subject.

7 1]8[ei]v: there is room only for a small letter preceding the 3 on the fragment.
Only a vertical of the v remains, but it is close to @ and therefore most likely the right

vertical of v or1. The moment referred to is II. 22.136-7: "Extopa &’, i
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gvoncev, #Ae tpopoc- 008’ dp’ €1’ ETAn / atbr pévev, dmico 8¢ mdodac Alne, BA
3¢ poPnBeic.

8 pevym[lv 00d’ eic 1o | reiyoc: the emphasis on Hector's fleeing
"not even inside the wall" would be clearer if we had all of line 9. I
argue in the next note for readings which would mean "in
consequence of his impetuousness." The thought that seems to lie
behind this is that if Hector were going to give in to cowardice and flee,
he (and his own) would have been better off if he had fled to the wrall.
Instead, he acted rashly, without due consideration, just as in the
earlier example, he had spoken rashly, not weighing his words.
Working from a less reconstructed text, Asmis (42) suggested that
Hector’s fleeing around the wall is presumably cited “to illustrate a lack
of wisdom," while Murray (170) had postulated that Hector's "6Bpic
was punished by his not being allowed to flee into the city before
Achilles (or perhaps exemplified in his refusal to do so)." Dorandi
(191) comments "Come lui [Thersites] anche Ettore ha commesso un
atto di hybris contro gli dei, che gli impediscono di rientrare in citta
mentre & inseguito da Achille.”

9]. trapatpexeract: no such word nopatpénea is attested. It could
possibly be a severe corruption of nponeteiac, "rashness,” for which cf.
Porphyry at schol. II. 22.71-3, where Priam says to Hector vég 8¢ e ravt’
éréowcev / &pni xrapéve Sedaiypuéve oEél xalxd / xelobor - mdavra 88 xaAd
Bavévt =ep Gt pavip "everything looks well on a young man who dies

in battle, mangled by the bronze; as he lies there all that appears on
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him is beautiful, dead though he is." On this Porphyry comments: doxel
100t0 mpotpentikdv elvar pdAlov éni Odvatov §| dmotpertikdv: xaitor
paiverar PovAduevoc netBewv tov “Extopa eiciévan eic 10 telxoc kai pn
bropévewv tov 'AxiAAéa. pntéov 8t St 1® dnof dvaykachévn droBavelv vég
tod10 fotkev, O 8¢ 1OV éx rponeteiac Vgictato Odvatov.

"This seems rather to encourage him to die rather than discourage
him; and yet he clearly wants to persuade Hector to go inside the wall
and not to stand his ground before Achilles. But it must be said that
everything becomes the young man who is absolutely compelled to
fall; and Priam premises that Hector's death would be out of rashness."
To the left of the initial n there is the remains of the right half of a
curved letter (o and  both good). Fr. 80 at the beginning of 9 reads
x0[.]v, though the v seems to me to be from a higher stratum. It did not,
however, to Dorandi or Olivieri. If they are right, d[r]0 seems
unavoidable. If they are wrong, we should read Janko's [ax]o followed
by nponeteiac, "in consequence of his rashness.” The bT scholia (see
below on 12-14) call Hector 8pacic and a Opacddeiroc. Philodemus' use
of nporeteia in On Anger is illuminating, since it is associated with
acting without proper consideration: é[v]i[o]te xai mapa moA[v] |
copBarrovcwy icxvplo]itéplot]c —o¥ yap édn Swax[pijiverv 6 Qopdc -, dc xai
T[Jlpoxpdv @nciv &6 Mnltpddwpoc 1@t npecBultatmr tdv adehpdv
M(ev]itopidm, xénerta tiic | mpometeiac mixpd xolpilovrat tariyepa (12.10-
12.19) "Not but what sometimes they attack those much, much

stronger than themselves, for rage does not allow one to distinguish,
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as Metrodorus tells us Timocrates did to his elder brother Mentorides;
and then they reap the bitter recompense of their impetuousness."

The scribe appears to be at his worst in this column. Aside from
giving us apparently impossible Greek here, he curiously left room for
almost a letter between the o and v of @evyw(lv (7) and incorrectly
omitted a letter in line 35. [ argue below that he may have misplaced a
negative in 11-12. There may, of course, have been problems with the
text he was copying. There is no evidence that this column was
corrected, unlike several others in the treatise.

9.14 Very probably these lines speak of Hector in good circumstances
(as opposed to his previously mentioned dire straits of facing the
glorious wrath of Achilles) succumbing all the more to arrogance and
insolence. If this is the case, we should assume that ovx has gotten
incorrectly placed in the clause after &AL’ and should have been placed
in the clause before it, or else, as Francis Cairns suggests to me, we
should read odv rather than obx, which appears equally possible on the
basis of my drawing. If of)y is correct, we should assume that the scribe
mistakenly omitted oVx in 11, which he may have carelessly thought
superfluous with the visually similar odv nearby.

The text as it stands (reading ob[x] with the former editors) in spite of
not having been interpreted so, would say that in fortunate
circumstances as opposed to the unfavorable ones mentioned in 1-9,
Hector did not behave boastfully and hubristically, which would

involve the following problems. First, it would seem to require o0k to
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negate both éppover and [fipi]{ev, which would make ungraceful, if not
strictly impossible, Greek. Olivieri was thus compelled to add pf t 81
after éppover and Cirillo supplemented o0k fip1]lev at the beginning of
14, spatio longius. Second, where in Greek literature (or any other) do we
hear of someone being more moderate in fortunate circumstances?
We hear precisely the opposite in numberless instances. The
transposition of obx at once solves all these problems. Surely the point
is that, in the severe circumstances (facing Achilles and finding himself
a coward and being chased around the walls of Troy) he was indeed
much less arrogant and boastful (see 20.367-8, 434) but in favorable
circumstances quite the contrary. Cf. Aeneid 10. 501-2: nescia mens
hominum fati sortisque futurae / et servare modum, rebus sublata secundis.
These lines from the Aeneid follow upon Turnus' hubristic treatment
of Pallas. Although the thought and language of the parpallel are
conventional, their similarity to lines 10-14 of this column is
nonetheless remarkable given the immediate discussion of treatment
of an avenged enemy. On Aeneus' treatment of Pallas, see further
below on 33-6.

11-12 &v@poroc &v | (odx) él[yivo]cxev: a bold accusation against
Hector indeed, considering that in Il. 20.367-8, he seems to understand
his position in relation to the gods quite well: xai xev éy® énéecct xai
&Bavérorcr poyoipny, / Eyxet 8’ dpyahéov, énel f| oAb péptepoi eicw to
which the b scholia respond tdxa 8¢ Siddcxer pii péya xotd tdv axéviwv

opovelv. Below (20-3) Polyphemus claims just the opposite, that the
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Cyclopes are better by far than the gods: én[e]i [ molAb ¢léptepoi écpev.
But the circumstance of Hector being faced with Achilles would hardly
be categorized by Philodemus as being among evi[tvxia]ic or any other
word that could be supplemented there. When Hector was caught in
grim circumstances, there were moments where he well understood
his place in the world (20.367-8, 434), even though he still rashly
boasted as Philodemus reminds us at the top of the column. Below I
discuss what might explain Philodemus’ charge againsi Hector.

For the supplementary participle with ywacka, see LS] s.v. ywvacke L
2. c. part.

12 &AM’ odv: this combination occurs at De musica col. 31, 6, though
the context is too damaged to determine its precise meaning. "aAAd
bears one or other of the shades of meaning expressed by simple aAAd;
while odv adds the notion of essentiality or importance” Denniston
19542, 441. And yet not one of his examples or categories is helpful
here. Blomqvist 1969 is unhelpful. Nevertheless, it does not seem
inconceivable that &AL’ odv is here essentially equivalent to GAda &1.
But if no good parallels can be found, I shall revert to my suggestion
that obx was simply displaced.

12-14 {ca Oelloic] éppéver: the phrase is not common, and
doubtlessly meant to echo epic style. Asmis, who correctly interprets
10-14 as entailing transgressions of Hector, on account of the incorrect
obx, mistranslates, "But he did not have wisdom equal to the gods."

Aside from there being no parallel for this sense, surely this would be
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an unreasonable charge to hold against Hector, or any other human
being. We can enjoy the same degree of pleasure that the gods enjoy, an
Epicurean would believe, but surely not possess the same degree of
wisdom. Given the discussion of striving with the gods and of human
limitation, ico Oeoic ppovelv is sure to mean "vie with gods” as it does
in Il. 5.441-3 where Apollo says to Diomedes undé Beoicwv / ic’ #Bele
ppovéery, énel oV mote gpOAov opoiov / dBavdtwv te Bedv yopai épxopévav t’
avBpdnwv. For gpovelv ica cf. also Aristoph. Ec. 630, certainly a parody of
the phrase in Homer: fi Avcikpdrouve dpa vovi pic ica toict kadoict
ppovicer. Philodemus seems to be clearly imitating epic diction here,
and, in fact, the whole passage may have a higher style than usual.
Philodemus’ accusation of Hector not knowing that he was just a man
and vying and striving with the gods in fortunate times may seem
excessive and better suited for Diomedes, for whom this very language
is used (see Il. 5.441-2 quoted above) or for Ajax (Od. 4.499-509) or
Achilles But in Book 12 Hector begins to show the unmistakable signs
of hybris. Immediately after the wisdom of Polydamus has been
confirmed with Aisios' failure to penetrate the Achaean gate, Hector
rejects the advice Polydamos which gives on the basis of an omen
clearly sent from Zeus (12.231-250), on which schol. T comments o
ppovipoc xai Beode Tiufcet xai oiwvoic neicetar, dc 0 'Oduvccetc. In 13.821-3
he dismisses another omen. Both these omens occur in "favorable
circumstances” (10-11), the first when the Trojans were on the verge of

breaching the defensive wall of the Greeks, and the second after the
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wall had been breached and the Greeks were holding off the Trojans
with great difficulty. Cirillo points to II. 9.236-9: “Extwp 8¢ péya cBévei
BAepeaivav / paivetor éxrdylac ticuvoc Au, 008€ T tier / dvépac o08E Beotc-
xpateph 8¢ & Aicca §éduxev. It should be pointed out, however, that this
comes from the mouth of Odysseus, who was attempting to persuade
Achilles to rejoin the Greeks, though that may not have made a
difference to ancient critics. Hector is portrayed as hubristic. Schol. A
comments evteAilel, gnciv, ob pdvov avBpdrovc, dAL& xai Beovc. tij d&
OrepPoAfi 10 péyeBoc tiic Umepnpaviac avtod édnAmcev "that is, he makes
light not only of men but gods; and the hyperbole points to the
greatness of his arrogance." Hector also shows contempt for the
prophetic ultima verba of Patroclus which prophesied his impending
death at the hands of Achilles (18.851-61). We could contrast Hector's
unholy contempt for prophetic signs with Aeneas' pious and
scrupulous attention to them. The fact that contempt for divination is
a major part of Hector's hubris, and must therefore have been at least
part of what Philodemus was referring to, may seem strange for an
Epicurean to note, though Philodemus also speaks of Telemachus
befriending the seer Theoclymenus (Od. 15.223ff.), "because he knew
that the race of seers is trusted" (col. 32, 36-8). Philodemus understands
that in the world of Homer's poetry contempt for divination is contempt
for Zeus, and that, as Janko 1992, 146 points out, "Bird-omens always
come true in Homer: scoffers like Hektor or Eurumakhos (Od. 2.181f.)

are doomed to a bad end."” We should also remember the fatal effect of
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Hector's triumph at the end of Book 12 and especially his triumph over
Patroclus and capturing Achilles armor, which seem to mark a change
in him toward hubris and over-confidence and prepare his ill-starred
attempt to stand against Achilles alone.

In addition to these offences of Hector, we should also remember the
hostility towards Hector found in some strands of ancient Homeric
criticism, condemning him in particular for boastfulness. As van der
Valk 1963, i. 475 noted, already Aristarchus seems to display this
tendency somewhat, as is evidenced in Aristonicus calling Hector a
boaster in schol. A on 8.526, 8.535, and 14.366. The bT scholia are very
harsh indeed in their judgment of Hector, where he is called Bpacuc,
aAalovikdc, brepipavoc, avaidic, tupavvikoc, and BapBapoac, all
catalogued in Valk 1963, i. 475 n. 339. Cf. Richardson 1980, 265-87. In Il
3.19 the bT scholia classify Hector, along with Thersites, Paris, and
Dolon, as being a 8paciderdoc. At II. 7.75, where Hector uses a laudatory
epithet of himself (“Extopt i) schol. A claims that Hector has done so
axaipoc. Schol. b cites other instances of Homeric characters referring to
themselves in the third person, saying that here Hector, as well as Zeus
in I1. 8.22 (Ziiv' ¥ratov) do so "in accordance with their preeminence”
(xat’ €Eoxnv). It is rather uncharacteristic for schol. b not to disparage
Hector when there is opportunity to do so for his boasting. But the fact
that this instance of Hector using a self-laudatory epithet was associated
with an instance of Zeus doing so may have been held against Hector

by some as presumptuous. Ameis 1868-1932 at Il. 7.75 noted that these
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are the only two instances in Homer where a speaker refers to himself
with a laudatory epithet (though Od. 8.494 should be added). P. Oxy.
1087, a commentary whose hand is dated to the first century B.C., after
enumerating two other instances where Homeric characters refer to
themselves in the third person (Zeus and Apollo) comments on
Hector’s self-laudatory epithet: avténovoc 8 eavl[to]v "diov" kakdv, tAnv
8uotoc toic | [tA]eictowc éx cxmviic ctpatidtanc it is self-praise to call
oneself 38ioc, though like what most soldiers on the stage do."
According to the papyrus, the effect of having Hector use a laudatory
epithet of himself is to make him seem like a miles gloriosus on the
comic stage. For the most recent edition of the papyrus, see Erbse 1969-
1977 ii, 222-7. Cf. also van der Valk 1963, i. 475. On the other hand,
Philodemus approves Odysseus calling himself §ioc in the presence of
the Phaeacians at col. 39, 2-4. He may have agreed with the bT schol.
that Hector's use of the epithet was axaipac.

With the olx transposed, or else reading odv, Hector’s behavior in
favorable circumstances parallels the description of his behavior in
difficult circumstances at the top of the column. In both, he is
described as not doing what he should do (flee inside the wall /
understand that he was just a human being) but instead doing what he
should not do (flee around the wall / vie with the gods).

13-14 <oic Beoic | [fipr]{ev abroic: probably intended in part as a
contrast to Odysseus’ refusal in the previous column (col. 35, 32-34) to

contend (épiewv) with the great archers of old. He was unwilling to
170



contend with great mortals whereas Hector, Philodemus claims,
contended with the very gods. Perhaps fr. 12.12-14 (Dorandi) is related:
ylap épiCov tobc I [ 18[.. ]. ya gaiveron | ["E]ktopoc [ . ] . ta &’ dmol.

14 xai xoo: primarily a combination that occurs in Hellenistic (and
later) Greek. The sentence has an air of extemporaneity and perhaps
carelessness. mov might simply mean here that Philodemus does not
recall the textual location of the incident to which he is referring. Cf.

Plut. Mor. 678 B 1. 7: xai mov mappncieidpevoc dnép adtod, ‘moAlac’ enciv (I

325) 'ddnvouc viktac iadcat’. More probably xati xov should be taken here
to mean "I suppose.”

14-23 This section begins with reference to a genealogical boast, a
fairly common phenomenon in the Iliad (e.g. 6.119ff.; 21.184ff). The
connection of this boast with what follows, however, is not entirely
clear. The main problems for this section may be organized as follows.
What is the instance of boasting to which Philodemus refers? Does
another sentence begin at 17? If so, does the new sentence begin before
ép]pevoito, or after it? If we assume a full stop after €éAkewv we should
read gnct in 15. Genealogical boasting, however, is fairly common in
the Iliad, and it is hard to believe that Philodemus did not know that.
To merely point out that in Homer someone boasts to be one of the
Greater Ones and draws his lineage from them" may seem too obvious,
though no more offhanded or careless than Philodemus can
sometimes be. One possibility (which I do not prefer, however) would

be to assume that the sentence continues on and supplement gfcac
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rather than ¢nci. Someone who made an improper or untrue
genealogical boast somewhere in the text was chastised (¢¢p]pevodt(o),
according to this reading. It is perhaps more natural to read the
following xaBdnep clause with this sentence:
Kot Tov

15  gfcoc t@]v kperttovav Tic

eﬂyal te xa[i] y[€]voc Edxew

¢op]pevovt(o, kjaBdnrep Evi-

o1] xai [t®]v Ycrep[olv povapx[n]-

cavlrav.
"And somewhere (in Homer), someone claiming to be from the family
of the greater (gods ?) and to draw his lineage from them was corrected,
just like some also of those who ruled as monarchs later.” This would
narrow the cases of genealogical boasting down to those in which
someone is chastised for his boast. Philodemus may be referring to

Achilles' boast made to the river Xanthus:

xeic’ ovtac: yoAendv ot éprcBevéoc Kpoviwvoc
185 mouciv éprlépevor roTapolo nep EXyEYa@TL.

@ficBa cb pév moTapod yévoc Eppevan edpu péovioc,

atip vt yevely peydAov Aloc gbyopan elvan.

tixté p’ avip roAloicwv dvdccov Muppidovecct

nAetc Alaxidne: 6 8’ dp’ Alaxoc éx Atdc fiev.
190 1d xpeiccwv pév Zedc totapdv GApvpnéviay,
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xpeiccov odte Atdc yeven notapoio Tétuktal.
kol yop coi notapdc ye ndpa péyoc, el Sbvaral
YPOLCHELV * GAN’ ovk Ecti Al Kpoviwv pdyecBa,
10 00dE xpeiwv "Axeloioc icopapilet,

195 o008t PaBuppeitao péya cBévoc ‘Qxeavoio,
¢€ ol mep mdvrec otopol xai néca Bddacca
Kot o kpfivail kai peloto LoKpe vaoucty
dAAQ xai Oc Seidoike Ardc peydAoro xkepouvov

Sewvnyv e Bpovtiy, &t an’ ovpavéBev cuapayicy (1. 21.184-199).
Lie it so: it is hard even for those sprung of a river to fight against the
children of Kronos, whose strength is almighty. You said you were of
the generation of the wide-running river, but I claim that I am of the
generation of great Zeus. The man is my father who is lord over many
Myrmidons, Peleus, Aikos' son, but Zeus was the father of Aiakos.
And as Zeus is stronger than rivers that run to the sea, so the
generation of Zeus is made stronger than that of a river. For here is a
great river beside you, if he were able to help; but it is not possible to
fight Zeus, son of Kronos. Not powerful Acheloios matches his
strength against Zeus, not the enormous strength of Ocean with his
deep-running waters, Ocean, from whom all rivers are and the entire
sea and all the springs and all deep wells have their waters of him, yet
even Ocean is afraid of the lightning of great Zeus and the dangerous
thunderbolt when it breaks from the sky crashing."” [tr. Lattimore]

Philodemus may have understood Achilles' near defeat by Scamander
as chastisement and correction in return for the arrogance and rashness
of his former boast. Richardson 1993, 68 notes that the "contemptuous
and constant references to rivers (185, 186, 190, 191, 192, 196) rise to
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magnificent, cosmic climax in the dismissal of even Okeanos, the
source of all the waters of the world, as no match for the thunderbolt of
Zeus. It is a superb piece of rhetoric, but seriously miscalculated, for
Akhilleus himself will soon prove to be no match for Skamandros,
whom he dismisses too boldly at 192-3." Not only does Achilles
dismiss Scamander too boldly, he dismisses him inaccurately, for we
are told in 21.2 that Xanthos' father was Zeus himself. He had a more
immediate connection with Zeus than Achilles! The xafdnep clause, if
taken with the preceding phrase, would refer to later monarchs
(presumably Hellenistic ones) who boasted arrogantly (and falsely)
about their lineage, and whose downfall could, in part, be explained as
a result of their arrogance in claiming decent from the Gods.
Philodemus discusses the hatred that Homer would have had for
Demetrius Poliorcetes in the following column.

There are problems, however, with this interpretation, one of which
is how to read the Greek that follows twv in 19: of. ..)loAaxac. We
must, of course, read t]pAdcac, but what of the preceding space? There
is room for another letter, if necessary, between o[ and tv]pAdcac, but I
find none of the possibilities intelligible (o[0, 5[v, etc.) except for simply
reading the article 6 to give an attributive participle. If there is a full
stop after povapx[nicav]tov, as there would apparently need to be, we
should read 6 (8¢) [tv]pAdcac in order to begin a new clause. Moreover,

the spacing in 17 would have to assume a rather large o and « to fill the
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lacuna. Three letters would be optimum, four possible. If we assume a
full stop after ép}pevodt[o, we must read

xjaBdnep (5°) Evr-

ot] xai [td]v Hcreplo]v povapy[n]-

cav]tov, 0 [tv]eAdcac ktA.
"And just like some also of those who ruled later, the one who blinded

. .". According to this reading, it is Odysseus’ action (or actions) to

which later kings are compared.

A much better possibility (which I have printed in the text) would be
to assume a full stop after €Axeiv in 16, in which case no correction in
the papyrus is required, using Armstrong's ¢ in 17, which can be used
to mark "balancing adversatives, where two truths of divergent
tendency are presented” Denniston 1954, xlix. The passage would read
as follows:

xai xov
15 oML Td]v xperTTévav Tic
ef]ym te ko[i] y[€]voc EAxerv.
] pevoit(o d¢ x]aBdnep Evi-
o] xai [t@]v tctep[o]v povapy[n]-
cav]rav o [tv]eArdcac tov
20 "ov) yip Kdxhanec A ai-
Mnudyov diéyovcuy ovdie
Oediv GAA[w]v émeil (h mo-
AL giéprepol écpev”
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And suppose someone claims to be a child of the Great Ones and to
draw his lineage from them; and yet even the one who blinded the one
who foolishly said “for the Cyclopes are not heedful of Zeus nor the
other gods, since we are far better” (Od. 9.275-6) was corrected, just as
some also of those who ruled later (were corrected).” As [ mentioned
above, this would seem to make the statement in 14-16 too obvious,
simply pointing out that someone somewhere (in Homer) boasts to
come from the greater (gods ?) and to draw his lineage from them.
Several characters in the poem make that claim. On the other hand,
given the preceding verses about Hector arrogantly overstepping his
bounds, perhaps he means someone who makes a genealogical boast
arrogantly or untruthfully. There are, in fact, few examples of this in
Homer, the two best candidates being Polyphemus or, as [ discussed
above, Achilles. It seems strange, however, to suppose that Philodemus
would refer to either one in this indefinite manner, though we might
compare his reference to Achilles in 29.12-14: éxaparai nic | &x e [0]edv
éx v avBpdirav drxoréclo, in which case it is conceivable either that he
could not remember who voiced the prayer, as Murray (169) suggests,
or that who said the statement simply was not relevant or important.
Above I discussed taking these lines as a referring to Achilles, though I
construed é¢]pevodt[o with them. Still another possibility, the one I
prefer, is to take 14-16 as referring to Polyphemus, who, at Od. 9.519
traces his yévoc from Poseidon: o9 yép éy® rdic eipi, rothp 8’ €poc ebyeran
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gival. If we can justify a full stop after EAlkerv, ép]pevodt[o can be
construed as referring to Odysseus, who, one could argue from the
material after line 29, learned not to act arrogantly. The xaBdrep clause
then becomes somewhat more complicated, comparing later kings to
someone who was chastised for improperly avenging the arrognace of
another. Philodemus elsewhere favorably compares the Homeric
kings to later kings (see col. 20), and in the following column (37.1-15)
Philodemus discusses why Homer would have hated Demetrius
Poliorcetes. I now need an example of a Hellenistic (or at least post-
Homeric) monarch who, in avenging the arrogance of another, was
himself chastised for his arrogance.

A final possibility that might be canvassed is to take tic and nov as
"anyone" and "anywhere" and understand that Philodemus is making
the point that anytime someone in Homer boasts about his lineage, he
receives correction. This would be a gross error unless he means
boasting falsely or incorrectly. The imperfect is not the tense that one
would expect, and to supplement ¢]pevodt[at in 17 would require an
abnormally large ¢.

1[élvoc €Axewv: "derive one’s race," cf. Strabo 11.9.3.5 aro toutav &’
obv €Axewv Qaci 10 yévoc tOv 'Apcaxmv. In prose this is usually
accompanied by a prepositional phrase (éx t@v 8edv, etc.) or an adverb
like Be60ev rather than a simple genitive as apparently here. Olivieri
therefore corrected the p in the disegno in 17 to read y[é]voc €Axewv |

[616]@ev not assuming a stop after €éAxewv. It is interesting that
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Philodemus does not avoid this cadence, which was considered bad for
prose: kaii] yévoc EAelv.

17-19 ép]pevodt[o: primarily a poetic verb, but found in De lib.
dicendi col. XII b, 3-7 &lA[v]roc yap 6 Maicav ¢pel[v]ovpevoc xai ardyer od
xwpiov. The sentence may be a paraphrase of a line in New Comedy, on
which see Gigante 1971. The word also occurs twice in Xenophon
(Mem. 4.1.5 and 2.6.1), but is primarily tragic, occurring in all three
tragedians, a fact which should not weigh against the supplement,
given the tragic theme here of the correction of arrogance, and the
poetic language in 11-14. Presumably its use here echoes éppdver 13 and
gpovnudtav 36.35. If this is to be construed with what follows rather
than what precedes, presumably there would have followed in the
lacuna an explanation of why Odysseus was chastised, namely because
of his hybristic boasting over the blinded Polyphemus (see below). This
reconstruction would fit well with what follows at the end of the
column (28-32) where reference is made to Odysseus instructing
Eurycleia not to boast arrogantly over defeated enemies, as I show
below. That Odysseus was chastised "just like some of those who ruled
later” may find support in what follows at the top of col. 37, where the
presumptuous Demetrius Poliorcetes is disciplined. Demetrius has
been interpreted by ancient and modern biographers as a classic

example of the downfall of arrogance, on which see Green 1990, 131.
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17-18 Olivieri’s reading at 17-18 év Ti[8d]xn[: is paleographically
preferable to Armstrong's correction of xn in the disegno to xai, but one
has difficulty imagining what the monarchy or a monarch in Ithaca has
to do with what seems to precede or follow, and the mistake of yn for
xou is conceivable, given the kinds of errors committed by the
disegnatori. Errors of this kind occur fairly frequently in the disegni of
the Herculaneum papyri, in which see Armstrong and Fish 1994.

18-19 The trace after povap conforms well to v, after which there is
room for one letter. If the x had been deleted, we could read some form
of uévapyoc, but assuming it was not, we must either supplement some
form of povapyia, or the superlative of povapyikdc, or a verbal form
beginning in povapyn-, either a participle, or the future povapy[filcer].
Biicheler’s suggestion (201) that this is a reference to later kings must be
correct.

19-23 The placement of sottoposti led to the discovery of another
quotation. As Murray notes (171), the blinding of Polyphemus was a
locus for a number of interpretive cruxes for ancient scholarship as
early as Antisthenes. Is it the arrogance of Odysseus that Philodemus is
featuring here, or the arrogance of Polyphemus, or both? It is not
impossible that the line of thought goes as follows: "The one who
blinded the one foolishly saying, 'for the Cyclopes are not heedful of
Zeus nor the other gods, since we are far better' [shows that such
arrogance can not be unpunished. He also shows himself as one who

resists and corrects hybris when he ] forbids [Eurycleia] to cry out in
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triumph even over those justly slain.” The reference in col. 39, 34-6 to
an Odysseus who "will gouge out the eyes of the ungrateful” (tobc §¢
ayapictodvrac 698aipwpuyilcer), which surely includes his treatment of
Polyphemus, could perhaps be seen to lend support to this view, and
the fact that Odysseus saw himself as the instrument of the retribution
of the gods (Od. 9.477-9). But surely Philodemus could not have been
such a poor reader of the Odyssey as to pass over in a discussion of
arrogance Odysseus' hubristic behavior towards Polyphemus, when he
gratuitously prolongs the pleasure of his vengeance (in contradiction to
Philodemus' view of virtuous anger) and declares with unwarranted
confidence and arrogance at 9.523-5 that Poseidon will not heal
Polyphemus (on which see Stanford 1958-1959, i. 364).White: I rather
think that it is Odysseus' arrogance and incorrect behavior that is
featured here, and that the point is that even in the face of arrogance as
great as Polyphemus' one may not respond with acts (or words) of
arrogance oneself. Homer realizes this and corrects such behavior.
ép]pevodr(o, if construed with 6 [tv]pAdcac, would explicitly state this.
In any case, given the fact that after the lacuna we find Odysseus
restraining someone from gloating over those justly avenged, behavior
from which he did not restrain himself in his encounter with
Polyphemus, it seems plausible to assume that some statement to the
effect that Odysseus was corrected for his behavior and learned from

his error, either with ég]pevodt[o or in the lacuna stretching from 23-7.
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One of the problems treated by Aristotle (fr. 174 Rose) was why
Poseidon was angered because of Odysseus' blinding of the Cyclops
rather than because of his andpBeypa, what he said over the blinded
Polyphemus, since the text says d¢AAa Moceidawv yoroyoc dcxedéc aiev /
KoxAmnoc kexdAwror, ov 09BoApod dldncev (Od. 1.69). Was Philodemus
illustrating the arrogance of the blinding itself, or the accompanying
gloating, or both? The answer probably lay in the lacuna from 24-7, but
the fact that when clear text emerges at 28, the topic is the correct
treatment of someone justly avenged, would seem to make it almost
certain that at least his boasting is faulted. Perhaps both the boasting
and the blinding were considered acts of arrogance by Philodemus.

All the witnesses to this passage in the Odyssey read paxdpov rather
than &Alov. It is easy to understand how the variant arose, since the
received reading seems to separate Zeus from the category of pdxapec
8éor. The translation of R. Lattimore, who could not have known of
this variant, reveals the same process which presumably produced the
variant: "The Cyclopes do not concern themselves over Zeus of the
aegis, nor any of the rest of the blessed gods." In quoting from memory,
Philodemus has simply substituted one Homeric formula for another.
It is interesting, however, that Philodemus' way of quoting
Polyphemus' boast in 9.275-6 makes that boast correspond more
precisely to Odysseus subsequent taunting of Polyphemus: xai Ainv cé y’
gnellde xugficecBon xaxd Epya, / cxétAr’, énei Eeivouc oly dleo cd évi oixg /

écOépevar - 1@ ce Zelc teicato xai Oeot GAAor (9.477-9).
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21 init. y from sottoposto at rightmost part of line &Aéyouc[iv: @, A [ P: Jeyouc[ from
sottoposto in col. 37, 18 N: |e(left of curved let.), y/t.ov.c(left of curved let.) [ from
sottoposto in col. 37, 18 P: Olivieri read }youc in P.

22 init. 6 from sottoposto at end of line &AA[w]v: ad, My [ P: |v from sottoposto in col. 37,
19: perhaps Jav N én[e]i: e, =/ [ ], \ from sottoposto in col. 37, 19.

23 \ from sottoposto in col. 37, 20 écpev from sottoposto in 37.20: Jv(part of second vert.).

23-4 gAvap[ficalvra (Cairns after Armstrong, who had proposed
@Avaplod]vra): cf. col. 35, 31. ¢, perhaps diag. incl. to rt., two specks at top of line,
/M3, n/(x/v) from sottoposto in 37.20: Olivieri read ol.. Jain P: [[a][ N 24 p/i+10relse
1, T, K/(1), etc. from sottoposto in 37.21 P: ][ax] N:. This is not a secure reading,
and must be checked against the papyrus. It does not seem
inconceivable to me that Philodemus could use the article immediately
followed by a quotation as an abbreviated way of saying "the one who
said . .. ". Above in 35.25-6, where there is very little room for a word
meaning "say,” it may be that we should supplement xa8wdluev[oc tov],
followed by the quote: "having struck the one who said . . .".

24 towe, vert. (yv/nfy) from sottoposto in col. 37, 21.

25 towav| from sottoposto at end of line: jt(perhaps part of base), n evn, followed by
space (perhaps tight for ), v from sottoposto in col. 37, 22.

26 speck in top rt., 1t from sottoposto at end of line.

27e, speck in top left from sottoposto in col. 37, 24.

28-31 Dorandi, who was the first to read éxoAloAdlewv, saw that it

harks back to 6A6AvCe in Od. 22. 411. I would go beyond that and suggest
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that 28-31 are a paraphrase of the four lines in the Odyssey preceding
the lines Philodemus quotes in 31-2. I print 22.407-12 for context:

18’ doc odv véxudc e kot Beretov elcidev alpa,

Bucév p’ dAoADEm, énet péya eicidev Epyov-

AL’ "Oducevc katépuke kol EcyeBev iepévnyv nep
410 «xodi P goviicoc Enea trepdevio tpocnvda

"¢v Bopd, ypnd, xaipe xai icxeo pund’ oAoAvLe-

ovy, ocin xtopévorcy én’ vdpdctv edyetdocBar.
In 407-10 Eurykleia, upon seeing the corpses of the suitors, is about to
cry out in triumph over them but is restrained by Odysseus. Just as
Philodemus writes énohoAdGew for 6A6Avle in 411, he writes éxipavav
for pavicoc in 410. I am therefore inclined to prefer something along
the lines of ovk £)@v to ol dox]@v in 28, since it would paraphrase Od.
22.409.

29 évdixac: Philodemus thinks that the suitors have been justly
slain, and, if my interpretation is correct, that the blinding of
Polyphemus was just vengeance. But even in the case of characters so
morally base, the good ruler must not descend to gloating and

triumphing, and should discourage others from doing so.

31 ¢Owpévorciv: a variant shared by Cicero (at Att. 4.7.2) and Pliny
(Epp. 9.1.3) among others. For full discussion of the variant see

Dorandi (1978, 43-44). Other authorities read xtapévoicw.
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33-6 xatapunv[ve]: Biicheler (202) argued that the subject of this verb
was not Odysseus, but rather an author of a lampoon against
Demetrius who was thought to be referred to in the beginning of the
following column. Murray correctly countered that the subject must
either be Odysseus or the whole previous sentence. Philodemus makes
the claim that Homer’s view is revealed in Odysseus’ words, but not
enough of the following sentence survives to know how he supported
this claim. According to Murray (171), who is followed by Dorandi
(192-3), Philodemus is likely to have justified the claim on the basis of
the fact that elsewhere Odysseus’ behavior is in contradiction with
these words. This statement of Odysseus’ is inconsistent with his
former behavior, and must therefore represent Homer’s opinion, not
Odysseus’. As Murray noted, the scholia at Od. 22.412, the verse quoted
by Philodemus, were aware of the incongruity of Odysseus” words here
and his boasting over the corpse of Socus in II. 11.450-5, where he says:
@ Zdy’ ‘Inrdcov vik Satppovoc inmoddpoto
907 ce Téhoc Bavdtoro xypfpevov, 003’ vraAvEoc.

& 8el)’ 0¥ pév cotl ye nathp Kol RdTVIC pATNP

dece xoBarpricouct Bavévr nep, dAL’ olmvol

ounctoi épbouct, tepi ntepd Tukva Parovec.

avtip Ep’, el ke Bdvo, kteproici ye Siot 'Axatot.

On these lines see Stanford 1962, 34 with n. 21. (Russo 1992, 291 is
surely wrong to claim that Odysseus' words there are "humane and

sympathetic.") Murray's reasoning may be correct, but I believe Asmis’
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suggestion is nearer the mark, that "Philodemus perhaps also has
Homer correct Odysseus’s vindictiveness toward the blinded Cyclops"
(43). One could take that a step further and argue that Homer corrects
his vindictiveness in general. Ten hard years must have taught
Odysseus something about triumphing inappropriately over an
avenged enemy, and while the scholia seem to have been blind to this,
perhaps Philodemus was not. I argue above for the reading £¢]pevodr[o
in 17, which, if correct, would specifically express this thought. My
reconstruction of col. 23 shows that Philodemus saw the Telemachy as
educational for Telemachus. If I am correct in my interpretation of this
column, he saw Odysseus' encounter with Polyphemus and his
consequent correction as morally educational for him also, resulting in
a change of attitude in Odysseus.

I would suggest that Philodemus' interpretation of these events in
Homer informs Vergil's conception of retribution in the Aeneid, and is
especially apparent in Book 10 where Turnus' behavior towards Pallas
(10.495ff.) contrasts with Aeneus' treatment of Lausus (10.825ff.).
Others have already noted the contrast. What they could not have
seen, however, is that the contrast is owed to models of how a good
king and a bad king differ in their treatment of an avenged enemy.
Turnus' error is similar to Odysseus' as illustrated in On the Good King,
in that he gratuitously prolongs the pleasure of vengeance. His actions
are characterized by violent pleasure, exultation over the slain, and

glorying in his plunder. D. Armstrong has recently argued that such
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prolonging of pleasure is precisely what Philodemus prohibits in his
On Anger (Armstrong 1998). Such conduct could not contrast more
with Aeneas' behavior over the slain Lausus, who behaves as the good
king is instructed to behave in this the column I have reconstructed.
Aeneas does not even boast over the corpse, which would have been a
standard Homeric element. He feels pity rather than pleasure. He
consoles rather than taunts. This encounter with Lausus, and its
contrast to Turnus' behavior over the corpse of Pallas prepares us for
the final encounter between Aeneus and Turnus at the end of the
Aeneid. We are prepared to assume that Aeneas felt no pleasure nor
gloated over the corpse of his justly slain enemy. On the issue of anger
in the Aeneid, see Galinsky 1988; Cairns 1989, 78-84; Erler 1992; Galinsky
1994; Armstrong 1998.

ppovnuatov: see LS] s.v. IL.2. for gpoviipa as "presumption,
arrogance." I understand t& towbta t@v | ppovnudrwv to refer to all the
instances of presumption referred to in the column.

It may be that the gap between the text at the bottom of this column
and the top of the next one was bridged in the following way
(beginning at 33): "This reveals that Homer, in his disdain for
thoughts of this kind, both (shows) himself such [as to have no mercy
upon arrogance and to not forgive arrogance towards others who are

themselves unforgiveably arrogant.]”
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Col. 37

1-15 From the time of Cirillo, critics have hypothesized the presence
of another author to whom Philodemus was referring in 1-15. This
author would be one who despised Demetrius Poliorcetes (4-5), and
cited Il. 3.54-55 against him as a kind of lampoon, pointing out that
Paris and Demetrius were both vain about their beauty, and that just as
Hector said that Paris’s beauty would be of no use for him against
Menelaos, so, in fact, Demetrius’s beauty was of no help to him when
he was taken captive along with his whole army. Biicheler (202)
conjectured that Epicurus, a contemporary of Demetrius Poliorcetes,
was the author of the criticism to which Philodemus refers. Philippson
then speculated that it was from Epicurus' lost ITepi BaciAeiac. To all
this Murray expressed justified scepticism (171-2), pointing out that any
of a number of contemporary enemies of Demetrius could have
criticized him in this way, or that it may have even been an
anonymous graffito. I suggest instead that Homer himself must be the
subject, who "would also have loathed" (xév puc[a]ix[@]eic) Demetrius
Poliorcetes on account of his arrogance, to judge from his low opinion
of Paris.

Philodemus mentions the presumption of later kings in the

previous column (18-19), and probably the correction of their arrogance
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as well. Demetrius serves as an example par excellence of the downfall
of the arrogant, and one of the chief causes of his arrogance, his beauty,
serves as the point of transition to the main topic of the column, the
value of beauty. Beauty can be harmful, if it leads to arrogance, as in
the case of Demetrius. Homer shows that beauty has no moral value,
though it can be useful for a king, on which cf. Asmis (43); Dorandi
(202).

1-2 A sottoposto at the end of the line (Jp(good), oc, diag.[) belongs here, probably
giving us the word ga]lvepoc, perhaps modifying Homer somewhere in lines of lost text
at the top of the column.

2 qf.)técz reading obtoc is not impossible, but the beginning of a diagonal stroke at
the end of the sottoposto supports avtdc. The slash before o/a which N records is a stroke
from another layer.

1€: te is also possible, but Cirillo’s [3]¢, maintained by subsequent
editors, is not. Part of a crossbar is visible at the top of the line.

2-3 x&v // pvc[a]x[@)eic: xdv is paleographically slightly superior to
Cirillo's xadi, since a small part of the uppermost part of the diagonal of
v appears to be present, though xai is still possible. With my reading,
the clause becomes counterfactual and the hypothesis of another
author (or political figure) quoting Homer is obviated. For uuc[a]y[B]eic
cf. Diod. Bibl. 9.19.1.15-16 todto pofbv 0 PdAapic xai pucayBeic éxeivov.

The word is common in medical writings. Perhaps the participle is to
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be construed with écti ga]lvepoc (Smyth 1846b, 1848b), but I have yet to
find such a parallel that includes av.

3-4 éxi td1// xdAA[er] | Bpurtdpevov: this occurrence of Bpinta is
incorrectly categorized in Montanari under the heading "essere debole,
mostrarsi molle o delicato.” The point is not Demetrius’ softness, but
his conceit. See rather LS] s.v. II. b. and c., to which should be added
D.L. 6.45.7 rpdc tov éni T} Aeovtfi Bpuntouevov "to one proud of wearing a
lion’s skin." In our case, the word here is more or less a synonym of
y[a)//vvobluevov in 6-7. Demetrius may have been the first living ruler
to put his portrait on coinage. See Dorandi (106-7) for ancient
references.

6-7 x[a]//vvodlpevov: Dorandi aptly points to Plut. De lib. educ. 9A
yoruvodvion yop taic repPolaic t@v énaivav xai Bpintovtat. The word is
also found in De wvit. 10 col. 12, 22, as Dorandi notes. In 290 B.C.
Demetrius held games in Athens and was welcomed with incense and
garlands and libations, and, as "by an ithyphallic chorus praising his
beauty, offering him prayers, and making the notorious claim that he
was the only true god, for ‘the others were asleep or somewhere else or
nonexistent,’ and mere wood or stone, as opposed to a presence
manifest in flesh and very truth” Green 1990, 127.

7-8 x//atéypagev: probably simply means "wrote” here, rather than
"wrote against." Philodemus regularly refers to Homer’s activity in the
historical present, and the occurrence of the imperfect here probably

encouraged the hypothesis of someone quoting Homer against
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Demetrius. The use of the past tense here is perhaps to be explained by
the fact that it serves as the verb in the protasis of a contrafactual
condition, and I expect that the historical present is less common in
such a case. Philodemus does not elsewhere in the treatise refer to
Homer's writing in the treatise, but rather his saying, showing, etc.

8-12 Philodemus has put the Homeric text into indirect discourse,
and used PBonBnce[wv for xpaicuy and simply ov for ovk av and [dpidu for
toi. The Homeric text reads oVx &v tou xpaicup xiBapic 1 e Sdp’
"Appoditnc / 1} te x6um 16 te eldoc 8t v xovipc pryeine (1. 3.54-5).

12-15 Lysimachus and Seleucus defeated and captured Demetrius
and his army in 285 B.C. He was held captive by Seleucus, though
Lysmachus offered two thousand talents to have him murdered. In
the summer of 283 he drank himself to death. On these events, see
Green 1990, 129-30.

15-18 Philodemus has already referred to the anecdote of Ares and
Aphrodite caught in adultery (Od. 8.266ff.) once in col. 20, 4-6.

18 If uf is correct (un N: A/u, n P), perhaps we should supplement
something like, "he would not have been bound by a cripple were it
not for his beauty." If An is the correct reading, Cairns' cxé]An is
attractive, perhaps referring to the irony of Ares' legs being bound and
rendered powerless by the crippled Hephaestus.

19 tov Newpéa: cf. II. 2.671-5, where Nireus is said to have been the
most beautiful of all the Greeks after Achilles, but that he was weak

(dAaradvéc). Philodemus' treatment suggests Vergil's use of Euryalus.
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20 Dorandi supplemented £¢[0Bpt]Ce, which may be the correct word,
but ¢ is from another layer. But does a negative word really belong
here? I think a word meaning "made beautiful” would work well with
with o]¥twc, to mean that Homer makes Nireus beautiful in such a way
(i.e. like Ares, to show beauty's worthlessness if unaccompanied by
other excellences.

20-4 It escaped former editors that this section of the papyrus is not
about Eumelus, but the Phaeacian athlete Euryalus, of whom it is said:
&v 8¢ xai Evpoaioc, Bpotororyd icoc “Apni,

NawPoAidne, 8¢ dpictoc Env eidéc te dépac te

navtav Pavxov petr’ apopova Aaodapavta (Od. 8.115-7).

In these lines Philodemus must be discussing Odysseus' rebuke of him

in Od. 8.166ff.:
"Eelv’, o0 kahov Eewnec - GrocBdde avipi éorkac.
ovtac oV mavrecct Beol yapievia Srdodctv
avdpdciv, olite puiv olit’ Gp ppévac obt’ ayopntiv.
&AAoc pév yap eldoc axdvitepoc méhet aviip,

170 &AM Oedc popony Enect ctéper- ot &€ T’ &c avTov
Tepropevol Aetccovcy, 0 &' dcpaénc dyopevel,
aidol perhiyin, petd O npérer ypopévorciy,
épydpuevov &’ avér dctu Beodv G eicopdwciy.

&Ahoc 8’ av eldoc pév dAiyxioc dBavdtoicy,
175  &AA’ ol ot ydpic Guel tepicTéQeTan EREECCLY,
G xai coi eldoc ptv apurpenéc, 00dE xev EAAwC
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oVt Bedc tevtere, voov &' dmop@Aidc écct.

"Stranger, you have not spoken well; you seem like a man blind with
folly. So true is it that the gods do not give gracious gifts to all alike, not
form, nor mind, nor eloquence. For one man is inferior in looks, but
the god sets a crown of beauty upon his words, and men look upon
him with delight, and he speaks on unfalteringly with sweet modesty,
and is conspicuous among the gathered people, and as he goes through
the city men gaze upon him as upon a god. Another again is in looks
like the immortals, but no crown of grace is set about his words. So also
in your case your looks are preeminent, nor could a god himself
improve them, but in mind you are stunted.” tr. Loeb]

Odysseus rebukes Euryalus for his insolence and points out (169-70)
that though a god could not have made him any better in form (cf. 8eod
| "Adcpa 21-22), he was stupid. pn AeilrecBou (22-3) must refer to his not
being inferior to a god in appearance, fitto[v to his being must less
intelligent. Thus for the first time we have the sense of this passage.
Philodemus quotes part of Odysseus' response to the taunts of Euryalus
and Laodamas at the end of col. 35. On the connection between this
Euryalus and the Vergilian one (also famous for his beauty but not
stupid), see Cairns 242-3.

24 The diple in conjunction with xaitou signals a turn in the
discussion from the moral inutility of beauty to its practical utility for
kings. Murray (172) notes the utility of Octavian's handsomeness in his

early career.
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28 tov xvdaiov: the term is so used in De poem. V col. 28, 7 and De piet.
1182 (on which see Obbink's note) to refer to ordinary unphilosophical
persons as opposed to cogoi.

29 xatanAnxtixov: cf. [Plut.] Vit. Hom. 166 tovc 8¢ Umodeectépouc
xatarxAnktikdc braxovew toic kpeitroct dvaykafwv "intimidatingly
compelling their subordinates to obey their superiors.” katarAnxtikac is
mistranslated in Keaney 1996 as "in their confusion.”

30 toic xpatictowc: Asmis aptly points out that the gods, according to
Epicureans, should be imitated (43). See Lucr. 5.1169-82 on the beauty
and strength of the gods, which she notes. Murray incorrectly

understood toic kpatictoic to refer to both gods and heroes (172).

Col. 38

Quotations at the top of the column continue the topic of the previous
column by illustrating the utility of god-like appearance for a good
ruler in having something xatarAnxtikov "startling and impressive"
(37.29) about it. A fragmentary section follows, referring to the heroes
being free of boastfulness. The last section of the column (25-36)
contains a justification of Odysseus’ apparent boastfulness and pursuit
of recognition. This recognition, in part brought about by his pointing
to his own merits and identity, as the quotations in the following

column illustrate, serves as a necessary condition of his success and
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superiority. Philodemus qualifies his earlier depreciation of
boastfulness in col. 36 by saying that a man disadvantages himself by

pretending to lack virtues all men agree he possesses.

1-17 On the topos of gods enhancing the appearance and virtue of
the heroes, see Hillgruber 1999, ii 305 for extensive ancient parallels.

2-3 Given the presence of Il. 2.483 in 5, which speaks of
Agamemnon's preeminence, these preceding lines may contain
portions of the previous verses, in which he is compared with Zeus,
Ares, and Poseidon. 1-2, for example, might have t]epza[ikepav]iv[wt
(Armstrong) from 2.478. In 2-3 we could read verse 479 [... .. .. "Apei
o0& fJavnv c[tépvov €] | MMocerdaw]ve (*). Line 2, however, would have to
be about four letters longer than we would expect.

4-5 Cirillo read II. 2.483 here: é[xnper]é’ év n[oAloict xai] #Eoxov
fpwecctv. The second half of the verse is present (on the text of which
see Dorandi 1978, 48 n. 124), but the first half is difficult to find in the
traces. There is a vertical before ev, and the traces after = do not conform
to those needed for moAldoici. In any case, Philodemus' point is clear
enough in referring to this section of the Iliad. Zeus enhances the
appearance of Agamemnon to make him more effective in organizing
the Achaeans for battle.

5-7 [tov & 'AllyiAAéa: Achilles is actually only called xdAAictoc
indirectly in II. 2.673 Nipebc, 6c xdAAictoc avhp brd “TAov fABe / t@v

dAav Aavadv pet’ apdpova Indeiova. No satisfactory solution has been
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found for 6-7. Olivieri's proposal (alné[v}(tav av)dp@y), as Dorandi
correctly saw, requires radical correction of the papyrus.

7-8 Il. 22.26, spoken by Priam as he beheld Achilles on the plain
rapgaivovd® dc 1’ dctép’ éneccopevov nedioro.

8-13 Philodemus probably means to continue quoting parts of Il.
22.27ff., but (quoting from memory no doubt) lapses to part of II. 5.5-6
(about Diomedes):
dctép’ dnwpv@d évaliykiov, 6¢ te paiicta
Aopnpdv tapgaivict Aedovpévoc dxeavoio (5.5-6).

He then returns to II. 22.30-1:

Aapnpdratoc pev 6 v’ écti, kokov 3¢ te cipa TéTuktan,

xai te pépel moAAOV rupetov derhoict Bpototay (22.30-1).
Biicheler (206) noted the confusion.

11-12 Dorandi supplemented xai t{obt]ov [péper, but against the traces.

13-17 See above on col. 25, 27-32 where the order of the Greek army is
contrasted with barbarian disarray.

15-16 The traces are exiguous but nevertheless do not fit Olivieri's
Elylx[elicn

16 xdcpoi: Asmis’s "adornment” is probably to be preferred to
Dorandi’s "disciplina,” though Philodemus spoke of the order of the
Greek army in col. 25.

17 mavtevxiaic: the term is fairly common in the Homeric scholia.

20-1 &Aafol[veial//c x//aBapoic: cf. De lib. dicendi col. Ib, 6-7 gBélvov

xaBapdc. There is not room for Olivieri's x//a®’ a[bto]vc. Philodemus
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claims to have stated before that the heroes (presumably they are the
subject) are "free from boastfulness.” This is probably a reference to col.
34 (possibly also col. 35), where Philodemus discusses the issue of the
heroes' giving and taking credit. I argue in the commentary on that
section that Philodemus made the point that the heroes acknowledge
other's accomplishments as well as their own. This statement may
have been qualified with a conditional clause in 21 (ei ¢-). At col. 39.26-
30 Philodemus claims to have previously stated reasons why a series of
apparently boastful statements in the Epics (mostly from the mouth of
Odysseus) are not actually gratuitous bragging.

21-4 Somewhere in the wreckage of these lines the subject changes
to Odysseus.

22 cJté[plncic 2: of. dnelctéper below (27-8).

25-36 This sentence, which affirms that Odysseus is not boastful (cf.
20-1), as Asmis has already observed (44 n. 65) and apparently Murray
(172), must be counterfactual. That is, Homer, unlike Dorandi’s
translation seems to suggest, was not depriving Odysseus of his
outward acclaim (émcnpaciac): "(Omero) privo (Odisseo) della facolta di
segnalare i suoi meriti . . ." (131). Instead, Odysseus’ success, his
"excelling all" (10 né[vtav | br]epéyewv 25-6) was integrally connected
with his outward acclaim and would not have occurred without it. It
seems that we are to understand this outward acclaim as referring to
Odysseus' acknowledgment of his own greatness, since the passage is

both followed by three citations of Odysseus boasting about himself in
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the next column (though a few lines have been lost at the top of it), and
preceded by a reference to boasting (20-1). "It was incumbent on the
Homeric hero to proclaim his existence, his value, and his claims upon
those whose help he needed” (Adkins 1969, 33).

25 o0 7dp Aiv @v: there are only exiguous traces in the papyrus for oV
(one could just as easily read @ or oi), but the sense of the
counterfactual sentence which follows to the end of the column would
seem to demand a negative in the apodosis. We would expect av to
come before v, but the word order is not unparalleled (though mostly
poetic). Cf. ob yap fiv &v eic 008 puépictoc Procl. in Prm. p. 762, 1. 37; o0 yép
Aiv &v pikpdv, el pn pcodnpov fv cpdédpa Ar. fr. 108.3 ; S. OC 252 od yap
tdowc v aBpdv Ppotdv Sctic dv, / el Bedg diyor, / éxpuyeiv dovarro. Olivieri
claims to have read the y in yap. Today there is only a horizontal,
which could also give napiiv (Biicheler), etc.

1t né[vtov | dnlepéxev: n, a/A derives from a sovraposto in the left
margin which I have placed in accordance to the length of the sezione of
the roll here. Former editors have supposed these to be the first two
letters of the line. At first sight the fragment looks as though it may
have originally belonged there and simply drifted to the left in the
process of unrolling. Closer examination (confirmed by Catherine
Atherton) reveals that it is indeed attached to the left, but belongs to a
higher layer of the papyrus. Moreover, the vertical following to seems
to be the first vertical of the n, which is missing in the sottoposto. For

brepéxewv in this sense cf. Plat. Tim. 24 e 1 navtov v 8v brepéxer peyéfer
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xal apetil, and other citations given in LS] s.v. II. 2. On Odysseus'
excellence over all, cf. Od. 13.297-8 érei cb pév écci Bpotdv &y’ &pictoc
andvtov / BovAi kai piborciv.

27-8 d]=melctéper: others seem to have understood this to refer to
Homer's depriving Odysseus, but since the issue is boasting, perhaps
we are to understand this reflexively.

28 tiic émcnpaciac dv Exer xpotepnudtav: rendered by Asmis (33)
as "the mark of his [Odysseus’s] superiority.” This "mark" she
understands to be "his cunning wisdom" (43). However, "approval” or
"acclamation,” both commonly attested meanings, fit better here, on
which see Montanari (approvazione, acclamazione). Murray’s "had
deprived him of noticing the successes he has" (172) is on the right
track. Plutarch Mor. 235 D 7 speaks of a delighted crowd which roared
(éxpdnce) with moAAfic émcnpaciac (with great applause?). Cicero brags
of receiving mirandas émwnpaciac, "wonderful ovations” (Ep. 1.16.11);
émcnpacioc toyydvew evvoikiic xai npoctatixiic "getting well-disposed and
magnificent acclaim"Plb. 6.6.8. Cf. also Rhet. 1 col. 1, 12 Longo
émenpacioc d&wlBnceta.

npotepnpétov: cf. LS] s.v. I. and II.; Philod. Rh. 2.87 Sudhaus
puc[ix]av rpotepnpdrav.

30 yopic tdv &AAwv: "apart from the other considerations.”
Recognition of his own excellence was not the only motive for the

actions Philodemus lists in the following lines.
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31-6 Philodemus here seems to amplify what he means by Odysseus’
"excelling all" (25-6). These statements seem to be illustrated by the
verses cited in the following column (1-27). The change from
Philodemus’s rather offhanded prose to this high rhetoric, already
noted by Fowler (84), is striking:

T0ic pév Gvicropfitowc arov émdeiler,
touc &’ émAavBavopévouc avopvifcla,
tove 88 dxapictobvrac opBodpwpurics,

tovc 8¢ napaieirovtoc [

Why the elevation in style here? Is it possible that Philodemus
prepared parts of the treatise beforehand and improvised the rest with
a general outline at hand?

31 toic pév dvictopfitowc: cf. dvicltépntov (col. 23, 15-16). This is
probably a justification of his boasting to the Phaecians (Od. 9.19-20),
quoted in the following column (5-8), and perhaps also his telling them
about the strategem of the wooden horse (Od. 8.494), also quoted in the
following column (2-4). The Phaecians did not know who Odysseus
was, and this justified his revealing himself and his greatness to them.
Cf. Eustath. v. 3 p. 57 nepittoc yap 0 év éxnxoe Tdv thwv Erawvoc, del d¢
=pdC_&yvoodvrac éravelv. abtoc olv 'Oduccedc év_dyvoodcr xepravtoroyiv
gna "eipt "'08uccede Aaeptiadnc, dc ndcv avBparorct d0Aowct péA® kot pev
xAfoc ovpavov ebpbv ixaver." Philodemus quotes the same verse in the

following column.
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32-3 tovc | &' émAavOavopévovc: Remind them of what?
Presumably of his identity and superiority. He reminds the suitors, as
Asmis points out (43), but who else? Perhaps Philodemus intends to
illustrate this in quoting II. 19.218 in the next column (10-11) in which
Odysseus reminds Achilles of his superior intelligence.

34-5 todc 8¢ dxapictodvrac d98aApwpuyiicer: David Armstrong
suggests to me that Philodemus is making use of the common ancient
trope of envy as a kind of disease of the eye, and that he would then be
referring to the virtues of Odysseus defeating those treating him
without gdpic (i.e. with 9B8évoc). Cf. Philodemus' own definition of
9Bdvoc as 69Bauic yuxfic (De vit. X col. 12, 15ff.) and LS] s.v. 69BaApicw,
which fairly means to envy. Though dyapiwctéw seems always to mean
"be ungrateful” the root (as is seen in the usage of dyapic, aydpictoc,
and ayapictia) can mean merely "unpleasant.” The term may
incorporate both senses here of being ungrateful and unpleasant, cf.
Asmis' "ungracious.” dgBaipwpuynicer is a ana Aeyduevov, though the
adjectival form occurs in Aesch. Eum. 186, where Philodemus may
have gotten the term, and also twice in De vit. 10 col. 8, 28; 9, 44).
Biicheler (206) called the term a "kyklopische Wortungethiim," and the
term is probably intended to recall the blinding of the Cyclops (see col.
36), but its object, ayaptictobvtac, may be plural not merely for the sake
of rhetorical parallelism. We should perhaps think also of the
unfaithful servants of Odysseus, who displayed ingratitude to Odysseus

in their disloyalty towards him, though they owed their livelihood to
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him, or perhaps the suitors. Ingratitude was considered a serious
enough vice by the author of PHerc. 1251 (probably Philodemus) to be
coupled with the cardinal vice of superstition: 3u[6 ¥’ dAo]edpovtan
xaxoi[c el n]a[cxouct] rapaniicia, xai [toic] &g alyapicrioc xai =poc
avBpal{roluc xai npdc ratpido xai | Toic &y dercidarpoviac 8¢ td | Tov Oedv
aitiov b[rJorapuiBévew xai Bavartov xai [{Jwlfic "and so they mourn if they
suffer (?) things akin to evils, both those resulting from ingratitude
towards men and towards the fatherland and those (evils) resulting
from superstition . . ." col. 10, 7-15 Indelli-Tsouna. On the ruinous
effect of ingratitude see Lucr. 3.935-6, 937, 942, 958. Philodemus wrote a
work [Tepi yaprtoc, on the paltry remains of which see Tepedino Guerra
1977 <Check to see if Epicurus did too>.

36 tobc 8¢ napaleimovrac: neglectful of what? Hospitality?

Neglectful of their duty to him?
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Col. 39

Citations at the top of the column illustrate the end of the previous
column, which justified Odysseus' pursuit of acclaim. Asmis (44) notes

that "[t]he source of superiority in all these cases is the intellect.”

2-4 Od. 8.494. Odysseus, whose identity is as yet unknown to the
Phaeacians, asks Demodocos to sing about the strategem of the wooden
horse.

5-8 Od. 9.19-20. Vergil bases his sum pius Aeneas . .. fama super aethera
notus (1.378-9) on this Odyssean passage. It is not impossible that Vergil
also had in mind the passage Philodemus has just quoted. Odysseus
does describe himself by an epithet in this passage, but in the previous
one (8.495), he calls himself dioc, a homophone of Vergil's choice pius. I
am grateful to David Armstrong for this suggestion.

9-10 The supplements in these lines may be two or three letters too
short, but the sense is clear enough.

10-11 II. 19.218-19. Odysseus' attempt to persuade Achilles that he
should eat before battle with the Trojans.

12-13 zpecPe may be from part of a paraphrase of the next line, in
which Odysseus refers to his being older than Achilles: éxei mpotepoc

yevounv xai mAelova oida, in which case we would expect some form of
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npecfevw. Biicheler suggested that this may be a reference to the
embassy to Achilles and supplemented npecfeil[a.

23-7 Il. 9.104-5, part of Nestor's attempt to persuade Agamemnon to
reconcile with Achilles.

22 &vdpayadia: apparently not otherwise found in Philodemus,
though a common enough word in Classical and later Greek.

27-31 Philodemus claims that in the case of the Homeric
quotations he has listed (more were probably lost in the lacuna at 12-21)
the speakers were not speaking gratuitously about themselves but had
justifiable ends. He claims to have previously given reasons why such
instances are not gratuitous boasting. Where did he state these reasons?
Col. 38, 31ff. explains why Odysseus pointed to his own identity in
certain circumstances, and that may be what Philodemus is referring to,
but I think it more probable that he justified some of the boasting of the
heroes as early as col. 34, where he apparently points out that the
heroes credit the accomplishments of other heroes and perhaps
explained that sometimes boasting has important narrative purposes
in the epics. Philodemus considers the furtherance of Odysseus’ own
success (see 38.25ff.) as a justifiable ground for seemingly boastful self-
promotion. The bT schol. at II. 8.497 faults Hector for gratuitous
boasting in a speech which he begins there, favorably comparing
Agamemnon's rhetoric: drnepngaviac pectoc 6 Adyoc- o0 yap ebvouc Bérer
rovicocBan Todc dxpompévonc, dAAd pévov kavyicdar, ody dx t "@ gilor,

fipwec Aavaot” (II. 2.110) "a speech full of arrogance, for it does not aim
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to make its hearers well-disposed, but only to boast not like the 'O
friends, heroes of the Danaans'." rdvtec obltol includes Odysseus and

Nestor and perhaps others lost in the lacuna from 12-21.
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