Aristotle and Chamaeleon
and Anonymous in the

Margins of Genev.gr. 44
Robert Mayhew

N IL14D 5, Zeus addresses Ares with a surprising level of
hostility (890-891):

#xOiotog 8¢ pot €oot Bedv ol "OAvumov éxovoiy:

OLel YOp TOl £p1g Te OIAN TOAEUOL TE UA( O TE.

To me you are the most hateful of the gods who hold Olympus;

for strife and war and battle too are continually dear to you.

In Iliad 21, Zeus watches with pleasure as the gods take sides in
the war and fight each other (388-390):
aie 8¢ Zevg
Huevog OVAOUTE: éyéhacce 3¢ ol pidov fTop
yMBocivy, 80° 6pato Beovg Epidi Euvidvag.
And Zeus heard it,
seated on Olympus; and the dear heart in him laughed
with joy, as he beheld the gods coming together in strife.
A relatively long scholion on ynBoctvn (7. 21.390) in the
thirteenth-century MS. Genev.gr. 44! 1s usually taken to be con-
trasting two views of these passages: Aristotle’s (from his
Homeric Puzzles), and Chamaeleon’s reply (from his On the Iliad).?
In what follows, I present a photograph of the scholion and

I Bibliotheque de Genéve, Ms.gr. 44: Homer, Iliad with scholia and an
interlinear paraphrase of Books I to XII (http://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/
en/list/one/bge/gr0044). The scholion can be found at http://www.e-
codices.unifr.ch/en/bge/gr0044/720/0/Sequence-116, whence PLATE 1.

2 This is Chamaeleon of Heraclea, the Peripatetic philosopher (4th—3td
centuries B.C.).
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ROBERT MAYHEW 69

transcription of the text, and then discuss each part of it
separately (three parts, in my view, not two), before drawing
more general conclusions about the relationship among its
parts.
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PLATE 1: Genev.gr. 44, p.720, detail: scholion on yn8octvy (7. 21.390)

I transcribe this as follows:3

3 T have for the most part accepted the transcription of G. Giangrande,
“Two Passages of Chamaileon and a Fragment of Aristotle,” EEAth 25
(1974) 162-166, at 163—164, and I was aided on a couple of points by T.
Dorandi (personal communication). I have expanded the abbreviations,
added capitalization, and—in the case of the Homeric text—quotation
marks. I indicate, in footnotes, the liberties Nicole (followed by Wehrli) has
taken with the text: see J. Nicole, Les scolies genevoises de L’lliade 1 (Geneva
1891) 206—207, and F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Anistoteles? IX (Basel 1969) 53.
The revisions of H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Ihadem V (Berlin 1977)
217-218 (also noted) are less extreme. I register as well the differences in the
most recent collection of the fragments of Chamaeleon: A. Martano,
“Chamaeleon of Heraclea Pontica: The Sources, Text and Translation,” in
A. Martano et al. (eds.), Praxiphanes of Mytilene and Chamaeleon of Heraclea (New
Brunswick 2012) 157-337, at 218. Note that Giangrande was critical of
Giordano’s edition of this scholion in his Chamaeleontis fragmenta (Bologna
1977), as Giordano too accepted many of Nicole’s emendations. But Gior-
dano was convinced by most of Giangrande’s suggestions, and in his second
edition of this work (Bologna 1990) 50-51, the text is much closer to the
manuscript. (All references to Giordano are to the second edition.) In what
follows, page references to these scholars by name alone are to these works.
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70 ARISTOTLE AND CHAMAELEON AND ANONYMOUS

“ymBocvvn”* AprototéAng év AtopAuact {ntel nddg, 10 Apet émt-
tMEag 8Tt adtd “Epig eilov mdrepot te,”* obTog yéynBev éml
t00T01g Pnot 8¢ Gtis opBdg émtiud 1@ Aper o0 yop Exorpev:
GAA” Ot odel 0lvOEALE: 003E PLAOUOYOG OOTIG Xaipel OTVE® GAA’
Ot adel kol o9ddpa.” Xopoudéwv év o Tlepid TArddog néupetot
70 £0eddrokov 10D A1d¢ kol enow donep 1% TL KOAOV Opd-10
GALN o0 Ty peylotny dromiov: pntéov!! 811 mepl dpetfic Huh-
AdVTO: 00 Yop Noav Bvntol Tvo kivdvvedowot.
Here is my translation of the Aristotle-portion of our text,
without any emendations (though I do ignore the manuscript’s
punctuation in a couple of places):

Aristotle in [Homeric] Puzzles'? inquires how, having chastised
Ares because for him “strife and war are dear” [/[. 5.891], this

* This differs slightly from the text of Z/. 5.891 that has come down to us
in the manuscript tradition: €pig te @1An TOAepol Te.

5 Nicole (followed by Wehrli and Erbse) emends obtog to odtog—
unnecessarily, as Giangrande argues.

6 Nicole omits 8tt.

7 Nicole (followed by Wehrli) radically emends the text here (o0 ydp
Exopev ... olel kol 6eddpa) as follows:
o0 yop doTig yaipel otve, GAL Botig aiel kol 6eodpa, 0lvoeALE, 00dE
@IAOLO0¢ <AV 6 Apng 311 ) ToAepelv> Exopev, GAL’ STt adel.
Erbse does not stray quite so far from the manuscript (but note the trans-
position of 0ivéeALE and @1Adpoy0g):
o0 yop <6t Epdt> Exonpev, GAN 811 aiel, @AOUaK0G. 008E 01vOEALE,
Sotig xoipet olve, AL’ 811 aiel kol 69pddpo.
8 Nicole (followed by Wehrli, Giordano, Giangrande, and Martano)
prints tfi¢ after Iepi.

9 Erbse and Martano print ®@onepel (which is of course identical to donep
el).
10 Nicole (followed by Wehrli) emends 0pd to €édpo., Erbse to 0pdv.
Nicole, Giangrande, Giordano, and Martano print obv between pntéov
and ot
12 This text is clearly from Aristotle’s lost Homeric Puzzles, as is recognized
by Erbse. Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotle’s works includes an Amopn-
pétov ‘Ounpikdv in six books (5.26 [p.361 Dorandi]), as does the list in the
biography of Aristotle attributed to Hesychius (no. 106: p.14 Rose). The
publication of this text by Nicole post-dates V. Rose, Aristolelis qui_ferebantur
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ROBERT MAYHEW 71

very person [i.e. Zeus] rejoiced in these. He says, however, that
[Zeus] correctly rebukes Ares: for [Ares] does not [simply] take
pleasure [sc. in strife and war], but!? [he does so] continuously; a
wino,!* not a war-lover, is whoever takes pleasure in wine, but
continuously and excessively.

Giangrande intelligently defends just such a rendering of our
text, commenting: “According to a well-known topos, both the
man who drinks wine as a means of becoming warlike (@1A0-
naxoc) and the alcoholic like wine, but the alcoholic likes it
permanently and in excess.” On this interpretation—which
does respect the manuscript reading—Aristotle is contrasting a
wino (a flawed character) with a war-lover (an admirable one).
Ares is more like a wino in his attitude toward war, whereas
Zeus’ attitude is proper.

Giangrande is certainly right to insist that Nicole’s radical
revision of the manuscript is unwarranted. I maintain, how-
ever, that a couple of Erbse’s emendations, in the same spirit as
Nicole’s but not as intrusive, are justified: namely, switching
0ivoeAvE and @lAdnayog, and inserting something after yop:

00 yop <oti>15 Eyoupev, GAA 0Tt olel QLAOUOYOG. 0VOE

0vOPAVE 00TIG YopeL 0IVe, GAL’ OTL Olel Kol 6OSPOL.

librorum fragmenta (Leipzig 1886); but this text should have been included in
O. Gigon, Aristotelis Opera 111 Librorum deperditorum_fragmenta (Berlin 1987), and
in B. Breitenberger, “Aporemata Homerica,” in H. Flashar et al. (eds.), Ar-
stoteles: Fragmente zu Philosophie, Rhetorik, Poetik, Dichtung (Berlin 2006) 305—321.

13 Translating the text as it comes down to us requires accepting Gian-
grande’s interpretation of AA” &tu: “Instead of &AAG, we find in the passage
AL 811, a well-known vulgarism. Whether this vulgarism proceeds from
the scholiast’s pen, who quoted Aristotle from memory and wrote AL 811
instead of GAAG, or from Aristotle himself, is impossible to say.” In the end,
I do not find this a natural or necessary way of reading &AL’ Ot

14 Perhaps ‘wino’ is not a perfect rendering of 0ivoAvE (LS s.v.: given o
drinking, drunken)—cf. Giangrande’s ‘alcoholic’—but I want to make clear the
oivo- connection.

15 Erbse inserts 811 €p1dt, based on bT-schol. 7. 5.890-891 (the relevant
part of which is quoted below). This is certainly plausible, and arguably
better; but I want to limit my changes to the received text as far as possible.
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72 ARISTOTLE AND CHAMAELEON AND ANONYMOUS

For he is a war-lover not <because> he takes pleasure [sc. in

strife and war], but because [he does so] continuously. Nor is a

wino whoever takes pleasure in wine, but [he is one] because [he

takes pleasure in wine] continuously and excessively.

I think this more likely represents what Aristotle said. On this
interpretation, he is not contrasting the wino and the war-lover
(as in Giangrande’s reading), but comparing them. The differ-
ence between Ares and Zeus is that Ares 1s a war-lover: he is to
war what a wino is to wine (whereas Zeus i1s to war what a
properly moderate drinker is to wine). So there is no contra-
diction (as some ancient critics must have claimed there was)!
between Zeus’ expression of contempt for Ares’ love of war in
Ihad 5, and Zeus on a certain occasion laughing “with joy as he
beheld the gods coming together in strife.”

This interpretation gets some support from bT-schol. 1L
5.890—891, part of which I present here.!” After paraphrasing
11. 5.890 (uepioficBon ... 1@ Al tOv Apea, “Ares is hated by
Zeus”), the scholiast writes:

dyBeton 3¢ avT® 0vy OtL Epdr yoiper—émel avTog yeAd, “06°

opato Beovg #p1dt Euvidviag™—dAN 811 del kol wavv. kol

0tvOEAVE Aéyeton 0 olve xoipov (bT) kol 6eddpa kol det. ... (T)

But [Zeus] is not vexed by him because he takes pleasure in

strife—since [Zeus] himself laughed, “as he beheld the gods

coming together in strife”—but because [he does so] contin-
uously and too much. Indeed, the one taking pleasure in wine
intensively and continuously is called a wino.

Hintenlang discusses our Geneva scholion in connection with
b-schol. 71 24.569 (fr.168 Rose),'® on the supposed unevenness

16 See the possibly Porphyrean scholion on /1. 21.388-390 quoted below.

17 1t 1s impossible to determine the exact connection between these two
texts. On the complicated relationship between the bT-scholia and the
Geneva scholia, and their sources, specifically with reference to Iliad 21, see
M. van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad I (Leiden 1963)
440-446.

18 Gf. T-schol. 1l. 24.569 and Eust. 1I. 24.569 (IV 956 van der Valk).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 56 (2016) 68—81



ROBERT MAYHEW 73

of the characterization of Achilles.!” That is a worthwhile com-
parison to make, as it shows that in some cases Aristotle is
capable of criticizing Homer, and specifically for inconsistency
in characterization—which seems to have been a charge also
leveled against Homer’s Zeus, as he is portrayed in /liad 5 and
21, thus prompting (in this case) Aristotle’s defense of Homer.
But I think a better understanding of the text is indicated in
part of a scholion on 7/ 21.388-390, the source of which 1s
perhaps Porphyry. It claims that the apparent contradiction
between /. 21.388-390 and 5.890-891 is resolved by attending
to the word aietl in the latter: 7| 8¢ Aoig £x thg Aéewe: TO yop
“oiel” mpookeipevov v dpwviov Avet (“The solution comes
out of the language: for the ‘continually’ placed [in /. 5.891]
resolves the inconsistency”).2? So I think an even more apt
comparison (than the one suggested by Hintenlang) is with B-
schol. 71. 2.649 (fr.146 Rose),2! according to which Aristotle
solves a Homeric problem involving an apparent contradiction,
by explaining why in the lhad (at 2.649) Homer refers to
Crete’s one hundred cities, whereas in the Odyssey (at 19.172—
174) he refers to her ninety cities: one possible explanation is
that ‘one hundred’ is a metaphor for ‘many’ (ufmote 8¢ xal
uetopopd €6t T0 £katdv).22 As a sympathetic critic of Homer,

19 H. Hintenlang, Untersuchungen zu den Homer-Aporien des Aristoteles (diss.
Heidelberg 1961) 118-119.

20 H. Schrader included this text in his collection of fragments: Porphyri
Quaestionum Homericarum ad Ihadem pertinentium reliquiae (Leipzig 1882) 254—
255. J. MacPhail did not: Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the Iliad (Berlin 2011)
288. Erbse (V 218) records this text in his apparatus of parallel texts. Of the
three manuscripts containing this scholion (Venet.gr. 821, Escurial. 509, Leiden.
gr. 64), the second two attribute it to Porphyry. Cf. Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a9—
10: 10 8¢ mpog v AéEwv Opdvta del Soddev (“And some [problems]
should be solved by looking at the language”).

21 Porphyry is likely the intermediate source of this text: see MacPhail,
Porphyry’s Homeric Questions 68—69.

22 Tt 1s unclear whether this is Aristotle’s second suggestion for a possible
solution (as I think it is), or the solution of someone else (which is how
MacPhail presents it).
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74 ARISTOTLE AND CHAMAELEON AND ANONYMOUS

Aristotle here, as he does in our Geneva scholion, defends
Homer against the charge of contradiction.?3
I next present not my own translation of the remainder of the
Geneva scholion on /1. 21.390 (as transmitted), but as a foil one
based on Giangrande’s interpretation, using his actual transla-
tion where he provides one:?*
Chamaeleon in On the Iliad 12> criticizes the military-cowardice
of Zeus and says [ironically]26 “As it were, I see here something
beautiful, and not the greatest absurdity. One must say that they
[sc. Zeus and Ares] were quarreling about excellence; for they
were not mortals, such as to risk their lives.”?7

Giangrande concludes his discussion as follows: “Aristotle’s
‘Rechtfertigung des Zeus in Ilias XXI, 390°,28 which Chamai-
leon criticizes here, would make Zeus a coward (10 ¢é0eAdxokov
100 A10¢): this is absurd, so argues Chamaileon, because Zeus
and Ares ‘were not mortals, such as to (Tva, consecutive) risk
their lives (kivdvvebowotv)’ when taking part in war.”

I have numerous problems with this interpretation. First, 1
see no indication that Zeus is a coward in //. 21.388-390. Now
it could be the action of a particular kind of coward to laugh at
people taking part in war while avoiding it himself; but this 1is
not what cowardice is essentially, nor is there any reason to
think this is part of Zeus’ character in the Theomachy of /lad
21 (or in any other scene). So against Giangrande’s explicit

23 On the problem of (apparent) contradictions in the Homeric epics, and
how to solve them, see Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a31-h25.

24 Whereas the first half of this scholion was not included in collections of
the fragments of Aristotle (see n.12 above), the second half was included in
collections of the fragments of Chamaeleon: Wehrli {r.18, Giordano fr.18,
Martano fr.20.

25 A scholion on Apol. Rh. 4rg. 2.904-910a (Wendel = fr.17 Martano)
indicates that Chamaeleon’s On the Iliad was a work in at least five books.

26 Giangrande: “Chamaileon’s words are ironic.”
27 Cf. Martano’s translation, in Praxiphanes 219.
28 He is quoting Wehrli, Schule des Aristoteles IX 77.
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ROBERT MAYHEW 75

claims to the contrary,?® I think it makes much more sense to
take 10 €8eddxaxov to refer to ill-will or malevolence (its origi-
nal meaning), and not to military cowardice or willful neglect
of duty (a derivative meaning).? It is malevolent (Chamaeleon
claims) for Zeus to laugh with joy at the other gods engaged in
war.3! Second, I think that it is quite a stretch to attribute irony
to Chamaeleon here, and that a more straightforward inter-
pretation is desirable, even if that requires a minor emendation
(described below). Third, I see no clear connection between the
two halves of this part of our text—the material that comes
before pntéov, and the comment that begins with pntéov—and
there is no reason to assume that there is a connection (that is,
such a connection would have to be established). In fact,
though I would not claim certainty here,3? I think it most likely
that these two halves represent the views of two different
Homeric scholars, this last one unknown (more on this shortly).
Fourth (and related to the third), it is not clear (in fact it is
unlikely) that Chamaeleon is discussing both /. 5.890-891 and
1l. 21.388-390 (as Aristotle 1s), and therefore there is no

29 “Td ¢0eldkoxov does not mean ‘intenzionale stortura’, as Giordano
takes it ... To éBeldxoxov means military cowardice (cf. LSJ, s.v. £0ghé-
kaxog, 11).”

30 See LSJ s.vv. &0ehdxoxog, €0ehoxaxim, €0ehoxdxmoig. Note D.
Mirhady, “Something to Do with Dionysus: Chamaeleon on the Origins of
Tragedy,” in Praxiphanes 387-409, at 407: “The striking use of the military
term for willful inaction or failure (to ethelokakon) in [fr.] 20 seems to allow no
precise explanation.”

3IN. Richardson, The Iliad: A Commentary VI (Cambridge 1993) 87: “Cha-
macleon ... found Zeus’ apparent malevolence inexplicable.” See also E.
Bouchard, De la poétique a la critique: Uinfluence péripatéticienne chez Aristarque
(diss. Sorbonne 2012) 88 n.206: “Le mot £Behdxaxov, faiblement attesté,
signifie apparemment ‘coupable de lacheté volontaire’ dans un contexte
martial (LSJ s.v.). Je traduis ici en suivant la glose d’Hésychios s.v. £é0gho-
KGxov (e 645): 1OV kokd Oeddvtov.”

32 Cf. Bouchard, De la poétique a la critique 88 n.207: “La formulation par-
ticuliere de cette phrase (commencant par pntéov) exclut son appartenance
a la citation de Chaméléon, pace Wehrli ad loc.”
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76 ARISTOTLE AND CHAMAELEON AND ANONYMOUS

compelling reason to think that the implied subject of MuiA-
AdvTo and kivdvvevowot is Zeus and Ares (as opposed to the
Olympian gods that Zeus was watching). Finally, it is not obwvi-
ous that Chamaeleon was originally replying to and criticizing
Aristotle, though that is one possibility. Another, however, 1s
that the scholiast put together lines from different Homeric
scholars who had commented on /. 21.390, and Aristotle’s and
Chamaeleon’s were simply two of these.33

So, I think it best (1) to accept Erbse’s emendation of 0p&®
and to follow him in treating the line that contains it as a direct
quotation, and (2) to treat the content of this part of the
scholion as two distinct views. I would therefore translate the
remainder of the scholion as follows:

Chamaeleon in On the Ihad 1 criticizes the malevolence of Zeus

and says: “as if seeing something noble, and not the greatest

oddity.”

One must say that they [sc. the gods Zeus was observing] were

quarreling about excellence; for they were not mortals, such as

to risk their lives.

As for the relationship between the Aristotle-comment and
the Chamaeleon-comment, it is unfortunately impossible to say
much with certainty. On the one hand, we should not simply
assume that because the one comment follows the other, Cha-
maeleon was originally criticizing or reacting to Aristotle.3* On
the other hand, we should not rule out that possibility: that is,
one should not conclude that, because Aristotle deals with two
lhad passages (5.890-891 and 21.388-390) and 1s concerned

33 It may not be a coincidence that the scholiast placed Xopoiréov and
pntéov flush left, each at the beginning of a new line, just as Apiototédng
immediately follows the lemma.

3+ See e.g. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles 1X 77: “Ch. stellt sich mit seiner
Kritik also in Gegensatz zu Aristoteles”; and A. J. Podlecki, “The Peripa-
tetics as Literary Critics,” Phoenix 23 (1969) 114-137, at 120-121: “Cha-
maeleon was having none of this [sc. Aristotle’s defense of Zeus]; he blamed
Zeus for neglect of duty, 10 £é0eddéxoxov, and found the divine battle in 21
‘extremely strange’.” Cf. Martano, in Praxiphanes 219 n.3.
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with resolving an apparent contradiction between them
whereas Chamaeleon deals with only the latter passage and 1s
concerned to criticize Zeus (and thus Homer),? the Cha-
maeleon-comment could not have been part of a reply (or in
part a reply) to Aristotle.’6 Chamaeleon was part of Aristotle’s
school, and must have known his work on Homer. So it is
highly likely that he was aware that his own appraisal of 1.
21.388-390 was different from Aristotle’s, and that this differ-
ence might well have been taken to be a reply to or criticism of
Aristotle.

I should mention in this connection evidence of one other
case in which Aristotle and Chamaeleon comment on the same
Homeric passage. The adjective avdnecoo (‘speaking or able
to speak with a human voice’) appears five times in the Odyssey
(never in the lliad), in every case applied to a minor goddess or
female divinity, referring to her ability to speak to mortals: Ino
(5.334), Circe (10.136, 11.8, 12.150), and Calypso (12.449). Ac-
cording to a scholion and to Eustathius, in at least one of these
cases (5.334), Aristotle and Chamaeleon both thought that
avdnecsca should be replaced with ovdnesoav, which is said to
be similar in meaning to €niyeiog (‘terrestrial’).” Here is schol.
0d. 5.334cl (Pontani) (= Arist. fr.171.2 Rose = Chamaeleon fr.

35 Mirhady, in Praxiphanes 407: “The scholiast cites Chamacleon as criti-
cizing Zeus, but of course this may be short-hand for a criticism of Homer.”

36 T tend to agree with Bouchard here, though I take it she regards the
second possibility as less likely than I do: De la poélique a la critique 88—89, “Le
fragment aristotélicien ... porte donc sur deux passages juxtaposés et en
contradiction apparente I'un avec l'autre (£ 5.891 et 21.390). Celui de
Chaméléon, en revanche, ne concerne apparemment que le passage de la
Théomachie. Leur succession dans les scholies ne doit pas donner I'illusion
que 'un représente une réponse a 'autre (bien que cela demeure possible).”

37T assume with most scholars that the source in Aristotle’s case is his lost
work on Homer (see n.12). The source in Chamaeleon’s case is likely either
a work entitled On the Odyssey (though there is no ancient evidence for such a
title) or On Homer (Diog. Laert. 5.92 [p.405 Dorandi]), though we should not
rule out its coming from his On the Ihad.
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24A Martano):38
O név Aprotopdvng 1o dvBponoeidelc Bedg ‘avdnéccac’ enoiv
olovel povny peteiAnevuicg, O 8¢ ApitototéAng ‘ovdNneccav’ ypd-
el olovel emtyetov. oVtog kol XopoAémy.
Aristophanes [of Byzantium] says that the anthropomorphic
goddesses are ‘able to speak with a human voice’, as if having
exchanged their voice, whereas Aristotle writes o0dhecoav, as if
[it meant] ‘terrestrial’. So too Chamaeleon.

Chamaeleon in this case agrees with Aristotle. This text does
not shed much light on the scholion that concerns us, however.
At most 1t provides further support for Chamaeleon’s aware-
ness of Aristotle’s work on Homer, unless of course in both
cases it 1s merely a coincidence that the scholiasts juxtaposed
the opinions of Aristotle and Chamaeleon.

Now let us turn to the third comment, which I believe is
likely from an anonymous source.? First, I think Podlecki (who
expresses doubt about whether this is part of Chamaeleon’s
comment) inadvertently indicates the contradiction involved in
attributing this to Chamaeleon and connecting it to his criti-
cism of Zeus’ malevolence: Chamaeleon “apparently went on
(if Wehrli is right in including the next sentence in the citation)
to defend the scene on the grounds that the gods were striving
nepl dpethic, and were in no danger, as they would have been
had they been mortals.”*? So on this view Chamaeleon would
be simultaneously criticizing Zeus’ behavior in the Theomachy

38 Cf. Eust. Od. 5.334 (I p.228 Stallbaum) = Arist. {r.171.3 Rose = Cha-
maeleon fr.24B Martano. I would like to thank F. Pontani for giving me
access, prior to publication, to his edition of this text: Scholia Graeca in
Odysseam 111 (Rome 2015) 99.

39 One might argue that the absence of the word GAAwg at the beginning
of this comment (standard in scholia to indicate an alternative source) sup-
ports treating these words as coming from Chamaeleon as well. The ab-
sence of GAlwg, however, and with it the conflation of sources, is common
in the scholia. See E. Dickey, Ancient Greek Scholarship (Oxford 2007) 108—
109.

40 Podlecki, Phoenix (23) 120—121.
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while at the same time defending the scene, and that to me
seems implausible.*! I think it best to treat this as an entirely
different comment on /. 21.390, which is how Richardson
takes it: “One defence offered that Zeus was pleased because
the gods were contending nept dpetiig and yet without risk”42—
that is, Zeus was not taking pleasure in war (which would have
been the basis for a charge of malevolence) but in his fellow
Olympians taking virtue seriously.

This same interpretation is found in a couple of scholia on //.
21.389, one of which connects /. 21.388-390 to Od. 8.75—78,
which depicts Agamemnon being pleased that the best of the
Achaeans—Odysseus and Achilles—are arguing (purportedly
over virtue, though that is less clear from the context in the
Odyssey):

énel 0pQ mepl apetiig avTovg dymvilopévoug, xoipet 6 Zevg. (T-

schol. 1/. 21.389al Erbse)

since he sees them arguing about virtue, Zeus takes pleasure in

1t.

Ayouéuvov Egoipev, “01 dplotol Axodv dnpldwvto,” Erel dpa

nepl apetiig ovTovg dymvilopévoug. (b-schol. 7. 21.389a2 Erbse)

Agamemnon took pleasure, “because the best of the Achaeans

were wrangling,” since he was seeing them arguing about virtue.
These scholia, and the third comment in Ge-schol. 7. 21.390,
may have the same source. The point would seem to be—in
reply to those who are critical of Homer here or at least think
he needs defending—that Zeus is to be praised for rejoicing in
the gods’ clashing over virtue or excellence (or perhaps clashing
owing to a desire to be excellent).

41 Cf. Martano, in Praxiphanes 219221 n.3. Arguably one way to attribute
both parts to Chamaeleon while avoiding contradiction is to see the second
part as a different point that Chamaeleon makes. Thus Mirhady, in Prax-
tphanes 407: “Chamaeleon goes on to another novel analysis in criticizing
the gods’ competition over aret¢ because they are not really risking their
lives.” This third comment, however, does not seem to be a criticism.

42 Richardson, The Iliad 87.
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Another possibility is that the source of the third comment
comes from the allegorical tradition of interpreting Homer.*3 1
have in mind particularly Heraclitus’ Homeric Problems 54. Ac-
cording to Heraclitus, one purpose of the Theomachy in llad
21 1s to illustrate the opposition of virtues and vices (the chapter
opens aviétale yobv kaxiog pev apetds, “Now in fact
[Homer] has opposed virtues and vices...”). The pairing of the
gods in battle is said to be philosophically meaningful (tov
Bedv N Ledig oVtw meprhocéentan): most of the chapter is
devoted to Athena’s defeat of Ares, which Heraclitus says
represents the superiority of wisdom (gpoévnoig) over folly
(kppoovn). And at the end of the chapter, we are told that
Athena’s defeat of Aphrodite represents the superiority of wis-
dom over lack of self-control (dxoAacio). So in contrast to the
two scholia (on 7/. 21.389) just mentioned, on this interpreta-
tion of the third comment Zeus is admirable not because of his
joy in watching the gods at war, but because of his (and so
Homer’s) approval of the result of their fighting: the victory of
virtue over vice. All we can say, however, given the scant evi-
dence, 1s that this interpretation is one possibility.

One final point about the third comment in the Geneva
scholion: there is no reason to assume, though it is not im-
possible, that it was originally part of a criticism leveled against
Chamaeleon—though the scholiast may have considered it
such in placing it after Chamaeleon’s criticism of Zeus.**

In conclusion, I would summarize the three comments con-
tained in Ge-schol. /. 21.390 as follows: Aristotle claimed there
is nothing improper about Zeus’ character as portrayed in 1.
21.388-390; he 1s enjoying with due moderation watching the
other Olympians engaged in war (and there is no inconsistency
between that portrayal and Zeus’ chastisement of Ares in /liad

43 On this suggestion see Bouchard, De la poétique a la critique 89-90.

# Cf. Bouchard, De la poétique a la critique 89: “Cette phrase [sc. beginning
pntéov], qui est apparemment une réplique offerte par un commentateur
anonyme a la critique de Chaméléon.”
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5). Chamaeleon would disagree: Zeus as portrayed in 388-390
is malevolent, in that he is gleefully watching this fighting, and
so this was improper on the part of Homer. The anonymous
scholar would disagree with that: there is nothing improper
about Zeus’ character as portrayed in 388-390, since he is
enjoying watching the gods fighting (without risk)—not because
they are fighting, but because they are fighting about virtue or
excellence (which they take seriously)—or, since he is watching
the victory of virtue over vice.*
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