Aristotle on Helios’ ‘Omniscience’
in [liad 3 and Odyssey 12:
On Schol. B* lhad 3.277

Robert Mayhew

briefly discuss schol. B* 1l. 3.277a (Marc.gr. £. 453 [= 821]

fol. 477) in the context of whether Aristotle ever interprets
Homer allegorically.! I there remarked in passing that I hoped
“to write further about this fascinating scholium (and related
texts) in more detail at some other time.” That 1s what I am
doing here: discussing this scholium at length, not confined to
that narrow context and having now examined the textual evi-
dence firsthand.?

1. Schol. B* Iliad 3.277a

In lhad 3, as part of his oath affirming that the Greeks will
abide by the outcome of the duel between Menelaus and Paris,
Agamemnon swears first to Zeus, and then to Helios (the Sun),?
“you who oversee all things and overhear all things,” "HéMog 6,
0¢ mAvt’ £poplc kol mavt €moaxovelg (277).4 In Odyssey 12,

IN MY RECENT BOOK on Aristotle’s lost Homeric Problems, 1

L Aristotle’s Lost Homeric Problems: Textual Studies (Oxford 2019) 191-193.

2 Unless indicated otherwise, the numbering of the scholia is my own. See
nn.12-13 below for the source of this scholium and for information on MS. B
and the difference between the B- and B*-scholia.

3 For a brief' but useful account of the nature of Helios in the Homeric epics
see R. Friedrich, “Helios (HéAog),” in M. Finkelberg (ed.), The Homer En-
cyclopedia 11 (London 2011) 337-338.

* The poet’s meaning may simply be “see all things and hear all things”
(though “oversee” is one meaning of épopdw and “overhear” one meaning of
¢naxovm). But I want to capture the ér- prefix in £popgg and érnoxoveig. Note
M. Krieter-Spiro, Homer’s Ihad: The Basel Commentary. Book III (Berlin 2015)
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ROBERT MAYHEW 99

however, in describing his adventures, and specifically the killing
of the Cattle of Helios by his comrades on the island Thrinakia,
Odysseus says (374-375): “Swift to Hyperion Helios came a
messenger, Lampetia® of the long robe, [proclaiming] that we/the
companions killed his cattle,” dxéo, 8 "Hero “Yrepiovt dyyehog nADe
Aouretin tovornenhog, O ot Poog Extouev Muelc/Extov etaipot.’
One or more ancient Homeric scholars suspected a contra-
diction here,” which gave rise to a Homeric problem: Why
would a god who sees and hears all need a messenger?®

109: “épopav with the connotation ‘to monitor, and punish if the need arise’
also at Od. 13.214 (Zeus), 17.487 (gods).” In addition to “hear” and “over-
hear,” érnoxobd® can also mean “hear about” (which is arguably its meaning
in this verse).

> Lampetia and Phacthousa (meaning something like “Shining” and
“Radiance”) are divine daughters of Helios and the nymph Neaera (they are
referred to as Qeai and vopgon). They were made herdswomen (émmowéveg)
tasked with guarding (puvAaccéuevar) their father’s cattle and sheep: Od.
12.131-136. Earlier in Odyssey 12, Odysseus referred to Helios, who oversees
everything and overhears everything (Heliov, 0¢ movt’ épopd kol mavt’
éraxovel, 323). More on this below. He claims he later learned about Lam-
petia going to Helios from Calypso, who heard it from Hermes (389-390).

6 M. L. West, Homerus Odyssea (Berlin 2017) 269, prints €ktopev fuels, and
in his apparatus writes: “gctopev Nuelg Ar2b F H @ &ktov éraipot (nov. Did) 28
t Q* fere.” The scholium that is the focus of this essay has €ktav £toipot. Note
schol. H Od. 12.375 (Harl. 5674, fol. 77v): <6 ot Bbog éxtopev Nues”: ovtag ol
Apotapyov. (More on the H-scholia in §4 below.) Heubeck comments (in A.
Heubeck and A. Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey 11 [Oxford 1990]
139): “It is not easy to choose between £ktopev Muelg ... and &tav etodpot ...
It is possible that the Vulgate attempted to ‘correct’ an expression which
strangely implies an element of guilt in Odysseus.” On Odysseus’ claims of
innocence, see n.41 below.

7 For a post-Aristotle example, consider the second part of schol. A 1l. 3.277
(Venetus A, fol. 47v) = schol. A Il. 3.277a! Ariston. (Erbse): kol mpdg v
abémorv 1dv év 'Odvooeiq “dréo 8 Helio Yrepiovt dyyehog AABev” mept tiig
anolelog TOV Podv 1@ mévta gpopdvti, “And [the diplé] is regarding the
athetesis of these [words] in the Odyssey, ‘Swift to Hyperion Helios came a
messenger’, concerning the destruction of the cattle to the one who oversees
all things.” On the first part of this scholium see the following note.

8 Another issue surrounding /. 3.277, which will not concern me, is why
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100 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

According to schol. B* I[. 3.277a, Arnistotle offered three
solutions to this problem.? My aim here is to take a fresh look at
this scholium, which has properly been considered a fragment of
the lost Homeric Problems.'” For this purpose, I have consulted an
excellent digital copy of the relevant Iliad-manuscript: Venetus B
(Mare.gr. £ 453 [= 821]), eleventh century, which contains two
levels of scholia (eleventh century, and twelfth or thirteenth cen-

(or whether) Homer uses the nominative "HéAog rather than the vocative
“HMe. Consider the first part of schol. A 1l. 3.277: “Hélog 8°” 6t dwvi 10D
“HMe, dog kbxel “80g, pihog” [Od. 17.415] kol “GArd, ¢ilog, B&ve kol 60 [11.
21.106]. Schol. T 1l. 3.277 (Burney 86, fol. 257) (= 3.277a? Erbse) and schol.
Ge 1l. 3.277 (Genav.gr. 44, p.130) claim that this form of the vocative is Attic
(as does Eust. 1. 3.277 [1652.16—17 van der Valk]). Modern scholars disagree
about this. For instance, G. S. Kirk, The lhad: A Commentary 1 (Cambridge
1985) 304, claims that ““HAog is a vocative here, cf. 21.106,” whereas
Krieter-Spiro, Homer’s Iliad 109, comments on "HéMdg 0”: “nom. instead of
voc. in the second address, which is connected to the first, vocative address
via 0°.” As for Od. 12.374-375, there are a couple of minor issues involving
variant readings: for one of these, see n.6 above; for the other, note the first
part of schol. H Od. 12.374c: év moAloig, axdg & "Hello, Tv’ 7 drdg dyyehog
(the whole of which is quoted in n.59 below).

9 This is not the only case of Aristotle offering multiple solutions. See e.g.
schol. B* 11. 2.649 (= fr.146 Rose?/370 Gigon), on an apparent contradiction:
in the fliad Crete is called “hundred-city Crete” (2.649), in the Odyssey it is said
to have ninety cities (19.173). Aristotle offers two or three solutions (depend-
ing on how one interprets the scholium).

10 For discussion of this fragment see H. Hintenlang, Untersuchungen zu den
Homer-Aporien des Aristoteles (diss. Heidelberg 1961) 84-89; A. R. Sodano, “Gli
GAoya omerici nell’esegesi di Porfirio: La metodologia filologico-estetica di
Aristotele,” AAP 25 (1966) 205239, at 216-218; B. Breitenberger, “Apo-
remata Homerica,” in H. Flashar et al. (eds.), Aristoteles: Fragmente zu Philosophie,
Rhetorik, Poetik, Dichtung (Berlin 2006) 369-430, at 386-388; E. Bouchard, Du
Lycée au Musée: théorie poélique et critique littéraire a Uépoque hellénistique (Paris 2016)
62-65. In the editions of the fragments of Aristotle, some version or part of
schol. B* 1. 3.277a, or a scholium like it in Lips.gr. 32 (see n.12 below), has
been given the following fragment numbers (in chronological order): fr.132.1
Rose!, 173.1 Heitz, 144 Rose?, 149 Rose3, and 373 Gigon. See V. Rose,
Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus 1 (Leipzig 1863); E. Heitz, Fragmenta Aristotelis (Paris
1865); V. Rose, Anistotelis opera V (Berlin 1870); V. Rose, Aristotelis qui ferebantur
librorum fragmenta (Leipzig 1886); O. Gigon, Arnistotelis Opera 111 (Berlin 1987).
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ROBERT MAYHEW 101

tury).!! I follow Erbse and others in using B* to refer to the later
scholia, which is the type that interests me here.!?

What follows is my transcription and translation of schol. B*
1. 3.277a (fol. 47).13 ApiototéAng is found written in the

11 Image at http://www.homermultitext.org/1ipsrv?IIIF=/project/homer/
pyramidal/deepzoom/hmt/vbbifolio/v1/vb_46v_47r.tif/full/2000,/0/def
ault.jpg (last accessed 17 Dec. 2019). This image was derived from an original
©2007, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia, Italia; the derivative image
1s ©2010, Center for Hellenic Studies. Original and derivative are licensed
under the Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0
License. The CHS/ Marciana Imaging Project was directed by David Jacobs
of the British Library.

12.0n Venet. B, and the difference between the B- and B*-scholia, see H.
Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem 1 (Berlin 1969) xvii—xviii. The scholiast
responsible for the material labeled B* is credited with the addition of (infer
alia) the excerpts from Porphyry, in the spaces of the page that were empty.
Lips.gr. 32, fourteenth century, contains a version of schol. B¥* /l. 3.277a (see
L. Bachmann, Scholia in Homeri Iliadem quae in codice bibl. Paull. Acad. Lips. legentur
[Leipzig 1835] 173—174). It has been used by editors (e.g. Rose! p.159) to
correct what they see as errors or an inferior text in B*; but it will not concern
me. On Lips.gr. 32 see Erbse xxiii—xxiv. Note that there are in fact two B*
scholia on fol. 47" concerning fliad 3.277 (which I distinguish by the desig-
nations ‘a’ and ‘b’), in two different locations: The ‘b’ scholium is written to
the right of the text of the fliad; the ‘a’ scholium runs along the bottom and is
followed directly by another scholium on a different verse (. 3.457). (See H.
Schrader, Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum ad 1lhiadem pertinentium reliquiae
[Leipzig 1880] 66—67.) This fact is important in assessing schol. B* /. 3.277b,
which I discuss in §4.

13 That I could transcribe this scholium myself does not diminish my
gratitude to earlier editors, whose own transcriptions I have relied upon. 1
have added capitalization and quotation marks and have added or altered
much of the punctuation. For versions of this text in earlier editions of scholia
or the fragments of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions see J. B. G. d’Ansse de
Villoison, Homeri Ihas ad veteris codicts Venetr fidem recensita (Venice 1788) 99; W.
Dindorf, Scholia Graeca in Homert Iliadem 111 (Berlin 1877) 178-179; Schrader
Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum 113—114. This text was not included among
Erbse’s presentation of the scholia on /. 3.277, because his aim was to pro-
duce an edition of the Viermdnnerscholia/A-scholia and the exegetic/bT-
scholia, and these texts belong to a different tradition than the scholia taken
from Porphyry, the D-scholia, etc. Schol. B* Il. 3.277a was, however, re-
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102 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

margin,'* as is an dgoteplokog (3%) indicating that this is a com-
ment on //. 3.277 (and specifically on névt’ €popg):

A0 Tt OV AoV mhvto popdy kol TavTo EmakoVELY einmy, Enl TV
£000T00 Podv dryyéhov dedpevov énoinoev: “oxéo & Hellw Yrepiovt
dyyehog AADe | Aoumetin tavidmendog, & ot Bdog #xtov £toipot.”
Abov 8¢ AptoTotéAng enoiv: fitot OtL TavTo Lev 0pd TAtog GAL” oyl
Guoe f| 8t 100 MAov v 10 EoryyeThav!s | Aounetio, donep ¢
avBpdro 1 Syic. fi 811 gnoiv dpudtTov NV einelv obtme oV e Ayor-
péuvova opxilovro &v tf) povoparyie, 6t ““HéA0g,!6 O¢ mdvt’ £popdg
Kol Tovt” émokoverg” kol tov '0dvec o Tpog ToVg ETaipoug AéyovTo.
(lacuna?)'7 o youp M kol Tar év Adn!8 6pa.19 kot SAmg O Lo TG OOV
TOPESTV EKEIVE MOV Opav TAVTRG &v HEV T GvartoAd] Gvta T év
0 GvatoAfi, &v 8¢ Tfi peonuPpig té v T, Kot TaAy Emt Suoudv,
100 Kot oOTOG EmPAEmELY. elcdg 0DV €6TL kart” dALO KApo ThHS Kivi-

grettably excluded as well by J. MacPhail, Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the
{liad (Berlin 2011). I discuss the Porphyry connection in §3.

14 Villoison and Heitz print [Mopeupiov at the outset of their presentations
of this scholium. Bachmann does not, however, so I assume ITopgupiov is not
present in Lips.gr. 32 (but I have not studied this manuscript).

15 The MS. reads i 811 10d fiAlov fiv 10 Eoryyethav, though it is possible that
-av is a correction of -o. Villoison printed fitot 811 1@ HAio fiv 1 eEoryyeihon,
and was followed by Rose! and Heitz. Rose? is the same, except in restoring
é€ayyethav. Rosed and Schrader follow the MS. in everything but 1® fAi.
Gigon enigmatically prints fj 611 1@ nAle €det éEoryyelhat, and unfortunately
(though typically) provides no information about his text.

16 Regarding &1t "Héhog of the MS., Villoison, Bachmann, and every
compiler of fragments add 0’ after 'HéAwog (from £I. 3.277) and omit &ti—
presumably to make the verse better fit syntactically into the passage. The
addition of © is unnecessary. The presence of &t is harder to make sense of,
but not impossible, so I have retained it.

17 Schrader marks a lacuna here, which may well be right, see below.

18 The MS. has &dn. I capitalize this and add the iota subscripts (which are
absent, as usual). Villoison, Bachmann, and every compiler of fragments print
@dov (some of them indicating that this is a correction of the MS. reading).
Schrader follows the Ms.

19 Fr.132.1 Rose!, 173.1 Heitz, 144 Rose?, and 149 Rose? all end the
fragment here. They are likely right that the Aristotle material ends here.
Nevertheless, I think it is better for an editor to include the entire scholium,
as Gigon has done.
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ROBERT MAYHEW 103

oemg Ovto, un Empokévol T KarTo T Opivokiow TPaTTOUEVO: TOVTOL
HEV YOp £0opd, 00 KOO TOV GOTOV O KOLPOV TAVTOL ERONTEVEL i—
Why, having said that Helios oversees all things and overhears all
things, did [Homer| portray [him] needing a messenger in the
case of his own cattle: “Swift to Hyperion Helios came a
messenger, Lampetia of the long robe, [proclaiming] that the
companions [sc. of Odysseus] killed his cattle”” Now Aristotle,
solving [the problem], says: either it is (1) because Helios does see
all things but not simultaneously; or (2) because Lampetia was the
messenger?’ for Helios just as sight 1s for a human. Or (3) because,
he says, it was appropriate that Agamemnon spoke in this way
when administering an oath in single combat—mnamely, “O
Helios, you who oversee all things and overhear all things”—and
that Odysseus [spoke in this way] when speaking to his com-
panions. (lacuna?) For [Helios] surely does not see things in Hades
as well. And in general, the poet says that [Helios] sees those
things absolutely, where he is present—when in the East, the
things in the East; in the South, the things there, and, again, in
the case of its settings [1.e. in the West] to observe the things there.
Therefore, it is reasonable that, being in a different region of his
path, he did not see what was happening in Thrinakia; for he
oversees all things, but he does not look upon all things at the
same exact time :—

2. Aristotle’s solutions

I'want to look closely at each of Aristotle’s solutions. But before
doing so, it is important to make explicit two points about Helios.
First, ‘Helios’ is not simply the name of the Sun, a celestial ob-
ject; he is in Homer an anthropomorphic god. This is true of
Helios in the Homeric epics, and (apart from the views of some
philosophers and scientists) he continued to be envisioned this
way 1n Aristotle’s own time (see fig. 1 for an image of Helios so
conceived).?!

20 Or more literally, “what delivers the message” (10 éayyethow).

21 T should add, as Mor Segev has reminded me, that Aristotle too regarded
celestial objects (and so the Sun) as living things that fit his definition of ‘god’,
and—T am less sure about this part—that it is possible that he attributed visual
perception to them. See M. Segev, Aristotle on Religion (Cambridge 2017) 91—
101.
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104 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

o
.

Figure 1: Helios, the North-West pediment of the temple of Athena in
Ilion. Fourth century B.C. Pergamum Museum, Berlin.??

Second, Helios shining his light is the equivalent of, or implies,
his seeing (and knowing). A sequence in /liad 14 makes this clear.
Hera seduces Zeus (as part of a plan to help the Greeks), and
when they are about to have sex on Mt. Ida, she expresses a
concern for privacy (her actual reason being to distract Zeus).
He responds (342—-345):

“Hpn, ufite Oedv 16 ye 8eid1br pfAté v’ dvdpdv

SyecBor 1016V 01 €y0 VEQog Auptkaldynm

xpLGEOV: 000 OV vdT dradpakotl "HEMOG ep,

00 1e kol 0EDTOTOV TéAeTON @diog eicopdiocont.

Hera, fear not this, that any god or man

will see; such is the golden cloud I shall enfold us in:

not even Helios would see the two of us through it,

and his light is the sharpest for seeing.

As R. Janko comments: “@dog has a twin significance, ‘light’ and
‘sight’, derived from the ancient idea of vision; we see with rays
of light coming from the eye, and darkness is a mist through
which such rays cannot pass ... The Sun, the greatest eye in the

22 Public domain, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=
6554085.
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ROBERT MAYHEW 105

cosmos, sees all...”23

2.1. To understand and evaluate Aristotle’s first solution, we
need to consider the Homeric conception of Helios and his
travels across the sky and over the Earth. In the epics, the Earth
is a circular flat disk surrounded by the ‘river’ Okeanos. The sky
or heavens (obpovdg) is a hemispherical dome covering the
Earth, supported in some way by pillars and Atlas. Helios travels
along the sky from east to west during the day.?* At night—
according to other early sources, though this is not mentioned in
Homer—Helios returns east floating in a vessel on Okeanos.?
(In any case, during this time he is neither shining on Earth nor
therefore seeing anything happening there.) Since the Earth 1s
flat, one might well assume that Helios—once he has risen—
would shine on and so see everything on Earth at the same time

23 The Iliad: A Commentary III (Cambridge 1994) 206. See also his comment
(148) on 1I. 13.837. A description in the Homeric Hymn to Helios (31.8-11) is
noteworthy (text and transl. M. L. West):

O¢ paiver Bvntolot koi dBavdroict Beotov

nroig éuPefoas ouepdvov 8§ ye dépketan Socoig

xpvoéng ék kdpuvBoc, Aoumpoi 8 dxtiveg dn’ ahTod

alyMjev otidfovot

He [sc. Helios] shines for mortals and immortals, mounted on his chariot;

his eyes gaze fearsomely out of his golden helm, the bright rays from him

gleam brilliant

Note that in some texts (e.g. Mete. 3.2, 372a29-33), Aristotle speaks as if vision
travels from the eye to the object seen, which would seem to contradict his
conception of sight as presented in De anima (e.g. 2.7, 418a31-b2, 419a9-11)
and De sensu (3, 440a18-20). See the long footnote in D. Lindberg, Theories of
Vision_from Al-Kindi to Kepler (Chicago 1976) 217-218 n.39. I cannot here com-
ment on why Aristotle presented these two different (extramission and intro-
mission) conceptions of vision. Lindberg believes it can be explained chrono-
logically, the Meteorologica-conception being earlier (and closer to Plato’s).

24 For details see D. R. Dicks, Early Greek Astronomy to Anistotle (Ithaca 1970)
ch. 2, and E. Theodossiou, V. N. Manimanis, P. Mantarakis, and M. S. Di-
mitrijevic, “Astronomy and Constellations in the lliad and Odyssey,” Journal of
Astronomical History and Heritage 14 (2011) 22-30.

2 Mimnermus fr.12 West (perhaps the ecarliest extant version of this
account of Helios) and other ancient sources quoted in Ath. 469¢—470D.
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106 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

during the day. I imagine that such an assumption in part gave
rise to the present problem.

What then should we make of Aristotle’s first solution: that
Helios does see all things, but not simultaneously? One pos-
sibility 1s that Aristotle 1s anachronistically reading into these
verses his own scientific conception of the shape of the Earth and
the movement of the Sun.?6 On his view, the Sun orbits the
Earth, and as the Earth is a sphere, the Sun shines on only part
of the Earth at any given time.?’ Interpreted in this way, Helios
can be said to see all things, but not simultaneously.

Another possibility is that even accepting the Homeric con-
ception of the shape of the Earth and the movements of Helios
around it, Aristotle not unreasonably assumed that, as the day
can be divided into parts,?® Helios most clearly or fully sees
everything only in those parts of the Earth where he 1s shining
directly at that time of day (morning, noon, and afternoon).
Though not a perfect fit with this speculation, a passage from
Odyssey 12 in any case might seem to imply that Helios sees his
cattle only at certain times during the day; he complains to Zeus
about what Odysseus’ companions have done (379-381):

of pev Bodg Extetvoy OrépBiov, fov Yo ye

YOLPEGKOV UEV 1OV €1C 0VPOVOV GOTEPIEVTOL,

NS’ omdT dy émi yolay dim’ ovpovdBev Tpotpomoiuny.

26 Cf. Breitenberger, in Aristoteles 387: “In dieser Losung legt Aristoteles als
Naturwissenschaftler—entgegen der traditionellen Auffassung von Helios als
einem mythischen Wesen—das Konzept des Gottes als Personifikation bzw.
Allegorie der Sonne zugrunde.” If my speculations in what follows are cor-
rect, then I would agree with the “Aristoteles als Naturwissenschaftler” part
of this comment, but not that this implies an allegorical interpretation.

27 See Arist. Cael. 2.12—14, especially 297a8-298a20, and L. Judson, “Aris-
totle’s Astrophysics,” OSAPE 49 (2015) 151-192, at 157-158. In Theophrastus
of Eresus: On Winds (Leiden 2018) 106, I describe Aristotle’s view as follows:
“The celestial sphere of the sun moves daily around the Earth (itself a sphere,
which is fixed and at the center of the cosmos), while the sun itself moves
along the ecliptic (across its sphere) during the course of the year, such that
its daily motions about the Earth are at one extreme the summer tropical
circle, and at another the winter tropical circle.”

28 See especially . 21.111, as well as Il. 16.777-779 and Od. 7.288-289.
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they insolently killed my cattle, in which I

took delight going to the starry heavens,

and when I turned back again from heaven to earth.

It 1s most natural to take this to be saying that Helios delights in
seeing his cattle when he is rising and setting—the implication
being that he does not see them otherwise, because he cannot
see anything where he is not present or because he 1s not focused
on them at other times.

Whatever one thinks of the merits of this solution, if either of
the above two interpretations is correct, then it fits Aristotle’s
discussion of the various ways of solving Homeric problems
sketched in Poetics 25. There he writes that some problems
should be solved by looking at diction (ta 8¢ mpog v AgEwv
opdvta det dradvety, 1461a9-10), and one way of doing this is to
point out that some word at the center of an objection to Homer
is ambiguous (ta 8¢ queiPoilq, 1461a25-26). In the present
case, there is an ambiguity in névt’ €épopds. One could take this
to mean—and clearly those who detected a contradiction here
did take this to mean—that Helios “sees” (i.e. knows) everything
on earth completely and virtually instantaneously (perhaps like
the god of Plato’s Laws,> if not anachronistically like the
omniscient God of the Abrahamic religions). But that 1s not the
only, nor even in Aristotle’s context the most obvious, way of
taking it. For one could also interpret the claim that Helios sees
all things to mean that (as Aristotle puts it in this scholium) he
“does see all things but not simultaneously.”? That is, he over-
sees everything in that part of the world where he 1s present (i.e.
on which the Sun is shining, or shining directly). This is, so to

29 Leg. 899D-905D, with R. Mayhew, Plato: Laws 10 (Oxford 2008) 155—
184.

30 It is worth noting in this connection Aristotle’s principle of non-contra-
diction, discussed in Metaphysics I.3—6: “It 1s impossible for the same thing to
belong and not to belong to the same thing simultaneously and in the same
respect” (10 yop 00T GuoL Vdpyev Te kKol Ui Ddpyev advvarov T odtd Kol
kot 10 avtd, 1005b19-20). See also 1005b23-30, and note the formulation
at 1011b13-20: “that opposite assertions cannot be true simultaneously” (o un
elvon GAnBelg dua Tog dvTikelnévog AceLs).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020) 98—123



108 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

speak, a contextual omniscience, and it solves our Homeric
problem: Lampetia had to get the message to Helios because he
was not shining on this part of the world when his cattle were
killed and eaten, nor when the crime was discovered (pre-
sumably by Lampetia).

2.2. Aristotle’s second solution is to claim that Lampetia is the
messenger for Helios just as sight is for humans. This solution
has received a fair amount of attention, as it is sometimes con-
sidered evidence that Aristotle was open to allegorical solutions
to Homeric problems.?! I argue against this interpretation in
Aristotle’s Lost Homeric Problems (192—193), but do not discuss it
here.3?

Putting aside allegorical interpretations, this solution 1s usually
(and plausibly) taken to be an instance of solving a problem via
metaphor, which again fits what Aristotle says in Poetics 25: that
some problems should be solved by looking at diction, and
another way of doing this is to point out that some word at the
center of an objection to Homer is in fact a metaphor (uetagopd)
(1461a16-21). And of the four kinds of metaphor described by
Aristotle, the one closest to our sense of the word and relevant in
the present case is metaphor by analogy.33 If this is what Aristotle

31 See e.g. R. Lamberton, “Introduction,” in R. Lamberton and J. Keaney
(eds.), Homer’s Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epic’s Earliest Exegeles
(Princeton 1992) vii—xxiv, at xiv—xv.

32 I shall merely add that I agree with R. Janko, Philodemus On Poems, Books
3—4, with fragments of Aristotle On Poets (Oxford 2011) 328 n.3, who writes (of the
fragments concerning nter alia the Cattle of Helios): “Aristotle is explaining
why Homer said what he did, not positing (as do true allegorists like the
author of the Derveni papyrus) that Homer is giving an encoded account of
reality.”

33 In Poetics 21 Aristotle says that “a metaphor [or transference] is an appli-
cation of an alien name either (1) from genus to species, or (2) from species to
genus, or (3) from species to species, or (4) by analogy” (uetagpopd 8¢ éotv
ovopotog dAOTpiov Emigopd fj dmd Tod yévoug &mi £100¢ T Grd Tod €ldovg £mi 0
Yévog 1} &mo 10D eldovg ént £1dog 1 kot 1o dvéhoyov, 1457b6-9). Cf. Bouchard,
Du Lycée au Musée 64: “A strictement parler, 1l s’agit d’'une métaphore obtenue
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had i mind, however, it is quite different from the examples of
Homeric metaphor by analogy that he provides in the Rhetoric.
In Rhetoric 3.11 (1411b30-1412a10) he discusses Homer’s use of
metaphor by analogy:3* “Homer has also employed the making
of inanimate things animate through metaphor.” He gives five
examples (the metaphorical words are in italics):

“Then once again the shameless stone rolled to the ground below”

(0d. 11.598)

“the arrow flew” (1. 5.99, 13.587, 13.592)

the arrow “longing to fly” (1. 4.126)

the spears “were stuck in the earth, anxious to feed on flesh” (/L.

11.574

“the sp)ear—point, being eager, darted through his chest” (1. 15.542)
Aristotle makes it clear that these are analogical metaphors:
“And [Homer] attached these [animate attributes to inanimate
things] through analogous metaphor: for as the stone is to Sisy-
phus, so is the one being shameless to the one being shamed.”

Analogies have the form A is to B as C is to D (see Poet. 21,
1457b16-19). So if Aristotle’s second solution was meant to be a
metaphor by analogy, I take him to be saying: Lampetia (A) 1s a
messenger to Helios (B) just as sight or visual perception (C) is a
‘messenger’ to a human (D). I think it likely that what Aristotle
1s claiming is this: seeing in humans requires a (virtually instan-
taneous) interaction between the faculty of sight and what 1s
seen, and this in no way undercuts or contradicts the fact that a
human sees (and knows) what he sees. In the same way, Helios’
seeing all requires a (swift) interaction between Helios and what

par analogie telle que la définit Aristote.” Her conception of the analogy in-
volved here (cf. 65) is more complex than mine.

3t év nho 8¢ 1@ évépyelo TOLELY el’)ﬁomuei otlov &v T0l6de, “onTi &mt Sdme-
60\/68 KuAlvdeto Adog Gvondig” ko emon owtog kol “émintécOon peveaivav”
Kol “év yocm {otavto M?wuouevoc %podg doon” Kol ouxun 8¢ 61épvolo diécouto
uouuwwcsoc > &V OO YOp tomotg d10t 10 eu\vvxoc glvou évepyodvTa goivetor 1o
GvonoyvVTEY Yo Kol poaudy kod TdAAo: évépyeto. Todto 8¢ mpooTye S1d TS Kot
dvodoyiov petopopdc: o yop 6 AMBog mpdg Tov Zicueov, 6 dvonsyLVTdY Tpdg TOV
AvoroLYTOVUEVOY. TOLET BE Kod &v Talg eDO0KILOVGOLG ElkOGTV €l TV YDy WV
TOOTG “KVPTd, PoANPLOOVTO: TPO Uév T GAN’, adtop &r’ GALK: KivoOuEva YO
kot {dvio molel Tavta, 1 8 évépyeto Kivnoig.
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he sees (Lampetia swiftly delivering a message); and here too,
this in no way undercuts or contradicts the fact that Helios sees
(and knows) what he sees—which is all things. The second solu-
tion to this problem, then, is that far from contradicting each
other, the lliad passage and the Odyssey passage in effect say the
same thing: the former says that Helios sees all things, the latter
says that Lampetia delivering messages to Helios 1s the means by
which he sees all things.

Now I think the point Aristotle 1s making 1s arguably more
naturalistic or scientific than this metaphor might suggest. He
does not treat Helios as a god whose perception of all is simple,
automatic, and eternal, requmng no means or method or
processmg.” That 1s, I thmk it 1s likely that Aristotle 1s saying
that just as a human automatically sees what is in front of him
(and only what is within the range of his vision), but that this
requires a process—a specific kind of interaction between the
faculty of sight and the object of sight, and of course some form
of illumination36—so it is with the all that Helios, an anthro-
pomorphic god, sees.?”

It is worth noting that these first two solutions are, as far as I
can tell, incompatible: the first implies that Helios sees all things
where he is present, but otherwise he requires Lampetia to
deliver him messages (which constitutes an indirect source of

35 Cf. e.g. the conception of divine omniscience in Thomas Aquinas, Summa
contra Gentiles 1.44—71 (esp. 55—58). The knowledge possessed by the god of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics A may be simple, automatic, and eternal as well; how-
ever, that god is far from omniscient: the prime mover arguably does not
know anything but itself (being thought that is thinking of thought [ vénoig
vonoewg vonoig], A.9, 1074b34-35), and it certainly does not know particulars
(1074b15-30).

36 For details see De an. 2.7 and Sens. 2-3.

37 In Poetics 25, discussing how to respond to the charge that what is por-
trayed in Homer is false, Aristotle says that one may respond that even so, it
1s not a legitimate aesthetic criticism if people believe that it 1s true. Aristotle
gives as an example the traditional gods that populate Homeric epic: even if
Xenophanes 1s right and no such gods exist, this is not grounds for criticizing
the poets, as most people do believe in such gods (1460b35-1461al).
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knowledge): she tells him what he missed. The second seems to
imply that Lampetia delivering a message to Helios is or repre-
sents his means of acquiring knowledge per se. She s the shining
or illumination that constitutes Helios” vision.3® This is why I
find the second solution problematic: for it is more natural to
take our passage in the Odyssey to be saying or implying that
Helios sees all where he is present, but that if he misses some-
thing (significant) on account of not being present, he will in any
case hear about it from Lampetia—and that, one assumes, is how
he found out about the killing of his cattle. But to take Lampetia
delivering a message as a metaphor for Helios’ vision would
imply (or seem to) that she does not actually deliver messages to
him concerning what he has missed.3?

2.3. The third solution seeks to eliminate the apparent contra-
diction by considering the different contexts in which /. 3.277
and Od. 12.374-375 appear, focusing on the former context,
which 1s a special one. This arguably falls under one of the
standard Aristotelian strategies for solving Homeric problems: in
Poetics 25, he says that sometimes the problem is the result of a
false assumption on the part of the critic of Homer (1461b1-9).
That is, an apparent contradiction is generated by someone’s
false preconception, and so the problem turns out to be the pre-
conception and not anything in Homer. The actual contradic-
tion 1s between what a critic (incorrectly) believes, and what,
according to Homer, is in fact the case. Here the false assump-
tion 1s that there 1s no difference between swearing an oath (what

38 Cf. Eust. Od. 12.132 (I 18.27-28 Stallbaum): “Phaethousa and Lam-
petia, who are the powers relating to Helios” (@aéfovoa 8¢ kol Aouretio, ol
kot Tov “HAov duvéperg).

39 See Breitenberger, in Aristoteles 387: “Als Nymphe und Tochter des
Helios (Od. XII 132 f)) agiert Lampetie (Aopunetdwm: “scheinen,” “strahlen”)
nach mythischer Vorstellung als seine individualisierte und personifizierte
Botin, die die Geschehnisse durch ihren Bericht gleichermaBen ‘sichtbar’
macht. Verhilt sie sich aber zu Helios wie der Sehsinn zum Menschen
(Lampetie : Helios; Sehsinn : Mensch), dann fungiert sie nicht als externe
Vermittlerin, sondern bezeichnet die Sehfahigkeit des Sonnengottes selbst.”
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Agamemnon is doing at /. 3.277) and describing one’s adven-
tures (what Odysseus is doing at Od. 12.374-375). But swearing
an oath 1s a special, arguably ritualistic, context, and so the
words of the oath need not be taken as an accurate or precise
description of Helios’ cognitive powers.*? Swearing to Helios,
who sees all (in some sense), was a traditional way of swearing
an oath. G. S. Kirk (7%e Ihad 304) notes: “The Sun ... is con-
cerned with oaths ... because he sees and hears all and so cannot
be deceived.” Odysseus, however, in telling his tale later, has no
need to stress the fact that Helios sees all (in any sense). On the
contrary, it would do him no good to emphasize that his com-
panions committed this crime after having been warned that
Helios sees all—though such an oath did feature a little earlier in
his tale (and I turn to that oath now).*!

Recall that Aristotle’s third solution refers to two oaths: “it was
appropriate that Agamemnon spoke in this way when admin-
istering an oath in single combat . . . and that Odysseus [spoke
in this way| when speaking to his companions.” The latter is a
reference to Odysseus getting his companions to swear to leave
these cattle alone (Od. 12.322-323):

devod yap Beod aide Bdeg ko Tpro ufe,

"HeAlov, 6¢ TavT’ €popd kol TVt EMOKOVEL.

for these are the cattle and fat sheep of a dread god:

Helios, who oversees all things and overhears all things.

Again, it was fitting in one context for Odysseus to describe

10 Again, note the principle of non-contradiction, this time focusing on
katd 10 avtd rather than duo: “It is impossible for the same thing to belong
and not to belong to the same thing simultaneously and in the same respect” (td
YOop 0OTO GO DIEGPYEWY TE KO 1T DIEEPYEWV AdVVOTOV T 0T Kol KOTh T0 0T0,
Metaph. 1.3, 1005b19-20).

1 Cf. Bouchard, Du Lycée au Musée 63: “il est normal qu’Agamemnon, dans
le cadre d’un serment, prenne solennellement Hélios a témoin et en appelle
a la puissance de son regard, tandis que le récit d’Ulysse a propos du massacre
du troupeau d’Hélios implique une certaine ignorance de ce dernier.” Note
that Odysseus claims he was sleeping while the cattle were being killed (Od.
12.335-338, 366-373).
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Lampetia delivering a message to Helios, and in another to refer
(ritualistically) to Helios seeing and hearing all things.

That Aristotle has in mind the oath taken by Odysseus’ com-
panions i1s made clear by the last line of the third solution, which
(as indicated earlier) seems disconnected from the rest of the
solution (which prompted Schrader to insert a lacuna): “For
[Helios] surely does not see things in Hades as well.” Hintenlang
agrees with Schrader that something is missing, and argues that
it is some claim to the effect that Odysseus made his companions
swear this oath in order to strike fear in them (for Helios does not
see things in Hades as well—that is, he does not literally see all
things).*? This approach may well be rlght In any case, I think
Aristotle is likely alluding to an upcoming passage in Ozg’ysszgy 12,
where Helios addresses Zeus, after the killing of his cattle, with
the following threat (382-383):

€1 8¢ pot oV ticovst Podv Emteke’ quoPny,

dhoouat elg Ao Kol &V VEKDEGGT POELVE.

If they do not pay me fitting recompense for my cattle,

I shall sink into the house of Hades and shine among the dead.*3

3. Porphyry and the second part of the scholium

I turn now to the remainder of our text (a little over a third of
the scholium):

And in general (kai SAmg), the poet says that [Helios] sees those
things absolutely, where he is present—in the East, the things in
the East; in the South, the things there; and, again, in the case of
its settings to observe the things there. Therefore, it is likely that,

2 Hintenlang, Unlersuchungen 85: “Er wollte aber mit diesen Worten nur
Furcht erwecken, denn Helios sieht ja nicht auch die Dinge in der Unter-
welt.” See also Sodano, A4AP 25 (1966) 217, and Breitenberger, in Aristoteles
387-388. M. Niehof, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria (Cam-
bridge 2011) 44, takes this approach in translating the passage: “and also
Odysseus spoke thus to his friends [Od. 12.323], [but he only wished to arouse
fear] for surely he does not see things in Hades” (her brackets).

+ Heubeck, Commentary on Odyssey 139: “The threat is that Helios may
descend (fut.) to Hades and shine (poeivo subj.) on the dead rather than the
living.”
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being in a different region of his path, he did not see what was

happening in Thrinakia; for he oversees all things, but he does

not look upon all things at the same exact time (ot TOV 00OV 8¢

KOLPOV).

I believe this is likely someone else’s elaboration on the one
solution of Aristotle that this scholar prefers, namely the first
one. And the best candidate is Porphyry. I am not the first to
think so;** but it is worth repeating, not only because Rose
merely asserts this, but especially given that there has been
scholarly disagreement about whether Porphyry is the indirect
source of schol. B* I1. 3.277a.%

I think the most likely source is Porphyry for three reasons.
First, there are a great many B*-scholia, beginning 3w ti, which
scholars tend to agree come from Porphyry.*6 But as dw 1t is
quite common in problémata literature, this alone cannot count
for much. Second, there is a similar kot 6Amg at the beginning of
the concluding line of schol. B* /. 4.343 (fol. 60r), the source of
which is Porphyry (see MacPhail 88). Third, Porphyry some-
times refers to and perhaps favored a category of solution (not
found in Poetics 25, at least not in this form or under this name)
according to kairos ( Mo €k 10D koupod vel sim.).*’

# See e.g. Rose! (p.159): “kol 6hog 6 momtng etc. quae sunt verba Por-
phyrii.”

# Schrader included this text in his edition of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions
on the Ihad, MacPhail did not.

46 Here are eight examples, just from fliad 1-2 and included in MacPhail
(who includes far fewer than Schrader): schol. B* on /. 1.138-139 (fol. 6v)
(MacPhail p.18); on 1.225 (9¥) (p.20); on 1.524 (16Y) (p.28); on 2.73 (20v) (p.34)
= Arist. {r.142 Rose3/366 Gigon; on 2.257-277 (25Y) (p.42); on 2.370-374
(28" (p.50); on 2.478 (317) (p.66); on 2.649 (35") (p.68) = Arist fr.146 Rose?/
370 Gigon.

47 Five examples: Aeton 8¢ €k 100 xoupod (schol. B* on /1. 1.420 [fol. 14r],
MacPhail p.275); Aborto 8 v @ koupd (on 2.844 [40r], p.70); 7 8¢ Adoig €k
100 Kkopod (on 3.315 [481], p.278); Adeton 8¢ €k 10D koupod (on 4.226 [491],
P-279); Meton & éx 10D koupod (on 9.186 [118], p.148). (There are many
more instances among the texts included in Schrader but not in MacPhail.)
Apart from Porphyry’s Homeric Questions (and a few scholia that may well go
back to him) I know of no evidence of ancient scholars employing the solution

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020) 98—123



ROBERT MAYHEW 115

Solving a Homeric problem from kairos requires some expla-
nation. As far as I can tell, this solution comes in three different
forms (based on different meanings of xopdg).*® One concerns
the context or occasion or circumstances*’—as for example
swearing an oath versus telling a story—though that is not what

according to kairos—at least not under that name. It is possible (but I think
unlikely) that this was Porphyry’s name for Aristotle’s sixth type of solution
(Poet. 25, 1461a4-9), or for the part of it referring to when (6te) something was
done: “Concerning whether what is said or done by someone [is said or done]
beautifully or not beautifully, one must not only consider whether it is ex-
cellent or low by looking into what was done or said in itself, but also into the
one doing or saying it, or to whom, or when, or by what means, or for the
sake of what—for instance, to bring about a greater good, or to avoid a
greater evil” (epl 8¢ 10D xaAdg 7} U KoAQG el elpntod Tvi | TénpokTot, 00 Lovov
oxentéov £ig ot 1O TEmpayuévoy T eipnuévov PAérovia el orovdolov 1 eodAov,
GAAY kol el oV mpdietovto fi Aéyovral, T Tpog Ov i Ste fi St T o Evekev, olov el
pnetlovog &yoBod, va yévnran, fi peilovog koxod, va droyévnton). I doubt this
because Porphyry’s kares-solution 1s broader in scope than solutions meant to
solve problems concerning “whether what is said or done by someone is said
or done beautifully (or ‘nobly’, koA@dg) or not.”

8 LS] s.v. koupds: “A. due measure, proportion, fitness” ... “II. more freq. of
Time, exact or critical time, season, opportunity.” The BDAG s.v. also lists “circum-
stances” and “what is opportune.” R. Nunlist, The Ancient Critic at Work: Terms
and Concepts of Literary Criticism in Greek Scholia (Cambridge 2009) 376, in his
Glossary of Greek Terms (s.v. xoupdg), has “(critical, decisive) moment, time’; and
in his one discussion of the term (323) he translates it “current circumstances.”

4 For instance: in lliad 1, Thetis tells Achilles that she will go to Zeus on
Mt. Olympus on his behalf, but that this will have to wait till Zeus and the
other gods return from Aithiopia, where they are feasting (419-427). This
gave rise to a problem: “Why did Thetis not go to Zeus when he was in
Aithiopia? For Aithiopia was not further away than Olympus” (81t ti 1} Oétig
00K Pyeto mpdg tov Afa év Aibonig Svio; o yap SN méppo Aiblonio Av 10D
‘OMOpmov), schol. B* 11, 1.423 (fol. 147), on Aifonfiog. On the same folio there
is a brief paraphrase or restatement of this problem, and a solution éx 100
koupod: “Itis unreasonable not to go straightaway to Aithiopia; but it is solved
[by reasoning] from the kairos; for it would be strange to trouble the gods
while they are feasting” (&hoyov 10 un mopedesBon e0BVg eig v Aiboniov.
Mogton 8¢ €k 10D Koupod: tolg yop Beols ebwyovpévorg Gromov évoyhely), 1.420
(147), on i’ awth Tpodg "OAvpmov. Schrader includes both scholia, MacPhail
only the latter.
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1s meant by kazros at the end of schol. B* /1. 3.277a. James Porter
refers to a “rare species” of this kind of solution: “émo6 100 kapod,
meaning a solution based on considerations of the moment—the
relevant factor here being Homer’s own sudden narrative
urgency.” Here is the key text, which begins with an abridged
version of the problem (schol. B* /. 12.25 [fol. 159Y]):

It is unreasonable that men [built] the wall in one day, but the
gods demolished it in nine days ... Some solve this [by reasoning]
from the kairos, because then (tdte), wanting to abolish completely
the wall invented by him [sc. Homer], he made the time [i.e.
duration] of the demolition [last] this long (tocobtov xpdvov).5!

The point is that Homer chose a long demolition period of nine
days (even though gods were demolishing the wall) to emphasize
its total obliteration. This type of kairos-solution is not relevant in
the context of Helios seeing all things.

Finally, 1 AMbo1g éx 100 kopod can refer to a solution based on
the exact time. Take for example schol. I* /. 9.186 (fol. 777),
which concerns the activity that Achilles was engaged in when,
in lliad 9, he 1s visited by Odysseus and the rest of the ‘embassy’
from Agamemnon: “It seems inappropriate [for Achilles] to be
found on arrival playing the kithara. But this is solved [by reason-
ing] from the kairos; for by night he was not found more ap-
propriately otherwise. For it was not the time (t0te) to train the

50 “Making and Unmaking: The Achaean Wall and the Limits of Fiction-
ality in Homeric Criticism,” TAPA 141 (2011) 1-36, at 7.

51 Ghoyov toVg pev vBpdmovg g Muépg 1o Tel 0G, Tovg 8¢ Beovg dvvéa
Nuéporg xoBedelv ... ot 88 dnd 10D koupod, dt1 16te PovAduevog movtdnacty
gEadelyor 10 1elyog mhachiv i’ odtod TocobTov Ypdvov énoince Thg kobo-
péoews. This scholium is found at the top of fol. 159v. Another longer and
separate B* scholium, on the same verse, is found at the bottom of fol. 159.
It begins: “Why did the Achaeans make the wall in one day, whereas Apollo
and Poseidon overthrew it in nine days?” (81c ti 10 T€l0G ol pév Ayonol pid
Nuépg énoinoav, 6 8¢ AtdéAhwv kot 0 Mooerddv évvéa Nuépang katéfatov;). The
kairos-solution is not included in what follows. Schrader presents both of these
scholia together, whereas MacPhail (194 and 286) separates them (consigning
the briefer one to his appendix of epitomaz).
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body.””5? T think this is clearly the version of the kairos-solution
intended in our text. (Of course, solving a problem by reference
to the precise time is a narrow version of solving a problem by
reference to the context or occasion or circumstances.) If I am
right, it is how Porphyry characterized the furst solution to the
problem that is the focus of this essay: differences in where
Helios 1s in the sky are specifically differences in time.

So I think Schrader was right to include schol. B* /. 3.277a in
his edition of the fragments of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the
lhad, and MacPhail was wrong to omit it from his. And it was
good that Villoison and Dindorf included it in their editions of
the [lhad-scholia, and unfortunate that Erbse did not.>®> One
would hope that any new edition of the /liad-scholia would in-
clude this material.>*

4. Two other solutions

One may wonder why Aristotle and Porphyry did not provide
a better version of the solution according to which Helios sees all
things where he is present, and one that is more in line with the
Homeric conception of Helios’ travels over and around the
Earth: namely, that Helios sees all things where he is present,
but that he is not present at night. As it turns out, there are three
related scholia, each of which presents or includes two other
solutions, this ‘at night’ solution being one of them. The first two
seem to be more and less condensed versions of some common

52 drpentg dokel kotadopPdvesOor kiBapilovio. Abeton & &k 10D kopod- v
yop vukti odk dmpenéotepov [F: edmpenéotepov Schrader] &Alwg xorelop-
Bévero. youvéleoBon ugv yop 1d cdpott ovk Av 161e. Porphyry is referred to in
the manuscript. See Schrader 134 and MacPhail 283. My thanks to the
journal’s anonymous referee for help in understanding kotohopBéves@or and
korehopPBévero here. See LS] s.v. xatohopBéve 11.2, “find on arrival, c. part.”

53 But see n.13 above.

> A new, more expansive, edition of the //iad-scholia is in the works: see F.
Montanari, F. Montana, D. Muratore, and L. Pagani, “Towards a New
Critical Edition of the Scholia to the lliad: A Specimen,” Trends in Classics 9
(2017) 1-21.
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source. Their relationship to the third scholium is more complex
(and will not concern me).

Schol. B* 1. 3.277b (fol. 477) is on the right side of the text of
the Iliad, on the same folio as the one that has been the focus of
this essay, though it does not immediately follow that scholium.>
It is preceded by a symbol (IL') indicating that it is a comment on
1l. 3.277 (and specifically on névt’ €popac); it lacks, however, an
indication of the problem to which it is clearly offering a couple
of solutions. Given this lack, one might speculate that it had once
been a continuation of schol. B* /. 3.277a:%

0’ tovtod Expiiv éyvekévor Tov névt’ épopdvta. Abotto &’ Gv Th

Aé€er 10 yop mavto Aol Tt mwALloTOL AVoLto 08 Kol Td Kopd,

vukTog yop elkog émBécBon tolc Bovsis’ Tovg 1Boknsiovg.

The one who sees everything should know [everything] by him-

self. Now [this objection] could be solved by [an appeal to]

diction: for “all” could mean “the most.” And it could also be
solved by [an appeal to] the exact time (kairos), for it 1s likely the

Ithacans attacked the cattle at night.

Schol. H 0d. 12.374a (fol. 77V), found in Harl. 5674, a
thirteenth- or fourteenth-century manuscript of the Odyssep,’® is
more expansive:

13

“@xéa 8 "Helo”: évavtiov todto 1@ “Héhog 07, ¢ mdvt’ €popdg
Kol Tévt Emoovel”: dp’ Eontod Yop Expfv éyvaxkévol Tov mdvio
gpopdvto. Aorto & av 1 Tfi Aéger 10 yop mévta dnot T TAetoTar
GAwg te o0k Myvoer 10 mempayuévov 6 “Hhiog, AN £del g
TOUOIVOLGOY Kol TOOTNV Aoy YETAOL. T T® Kop® ADETO, G VUKTOG
émiBeuévov talg fovsi TV Etaipay (=9

55 See n.12 above.
56 For versions of this text in earlier editions see Villoison and Dindorf.

57 This should be 1olg Bovot, as these are cows (see e.g. aide Boec, Od.
12.322,). Cf. schol. H Od. 12.374a (fol. 77v), which has tog.

58 On MS. H see F. Pontani, Sguardi su Ulisse. La tradizione esegetica greca
all’Odissea (Rome 2005) 208-217.

59 This scholium is followed directly by two others: on Od. 12.374b: “axéa
8’ "HeMoto (sic)” midg 0DV 6 TévToL Epopdv 0K 010€ ThvTe; Opd GAL’ 0y DO 10
o01d - (the text should have 'Heliw); and on 12.375: “G ol Boag éxtopev
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“Swift to Helios”: this is contrary to “and Helios, you who oversee
all things and overhear all things”; for the one who sees everything
should know [everything]| by himself. But [this objection] could
be solved either by [an appeal to] diction: for “all” could mean
“the most”; and besides, Helios was not ignorant of what had
been done, but it was fitting for her also to report this because she
was tending the herds. Or it is solved by [an appeal to] the exact
time, as the companions attacked the cattle at night.

Schol. X Od. 12.374 (fol. 57V), in Vindobon.phil.gr. 133 (thir-
teenth or fourteenth century),®” seems to consist of two parts: (1)
the exact equivalent of schol. H Od. 12.374a, except that its
lemma is longer: oxéo 8’ "HeMo “Yreptlovy®! (2) the near equiv-
alent of the bulk of schol. B* 1/. 3.277a—lacking the statement of
the problem and the reference to Aristotle, and beginning with
the solution involving Lampetia delivering a message to Helios
just as sight does to a human. In other words, in this text, the
scholiast (or his source) has, in place of Aristotle’s first solution,
the one referring to the companions attacking Helios’ cattle at
night. Clearly, there is no need to present a full transcription and
translation of this text.52

NueS”: oVtog ai Aprotdpyov. Further, there is another scholium on the other
(i.e. right) side of the text of the Odyssey, on 12.374c: év moAlolc, mibg 8 "HeAlw,
v N Ordg dyyelog: kol G “ndvt’ £popdic” 6 “HAlog; mévto uév ovk dua 8¢,

60 On MS. X see Pontani, Sguardi su Ulisse 285—293. I am grateful to Filip-
pomaria Pontani for providing me with a beautiful digital photograph of fol.
57v, for answering my questions about this scholium, and for preventing me
from going astray in my understanding of it. (See the following note. If 1
nevertheless failed to hit the mark in some way, please blame me.) Schrader
includes the entire text. Dindorf, relying on the inferior Ambrosianus Q. 88 sup.
(fifteenth century), includes only the first part. (Dindorf claims to have relied
on Ambrosianus B. 99 sup. as well, but Pontani informs me that this manuscript
does not contain our text.) Note that Dindorf’s edition was the basis for fr.
132.2 Rose! and 173.2 Heitz.

61 The only other difference worth mentioning is that the scribe er-
roneously punctuates the text at one point (TAeioto: ~ GAAog T€), treating
GAhog e as if it were GAAwg and thus the beginning of a new scholium. (I
made the same mistake initially.)

62 There are some variations in the material overlapping schol. B* llad
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I think it more likely that schol. X Od. 12.374 is a composite
than that schol. B* //. 3.277a is. Nevertheless, it is certainly pos-
sible that both are composites and/or are otherwise incomplete.
Moreover, that schol. X Od. 12.374 begins with the two solutions
presented in schol. H Od. 12.374a, and follows them, without
interruption, with the bulk of schol. B* 1/. 3.277a, including two
of Aristotle’s solutions, strongly suggests the possibility that all
these texts have the same source (most likely Porphyry),%3 but
that they have become divided up and dispersed based on the
needs and convictions of the various Homeric scholars respon-
sible for the extant scholia.

Before turning to the ‘at night’ solution, a word is in order
regarding the first solution in these scholia—that the problem is
solved by taking “all” to mean “the most.”®* This is certainly
Aristotelian, whether or not Aristotle or someone influenced by
him is the ultimate source of these scholia.> In the Poetics 25
account of metaphor as a solution by appealing to diction, dis-
cussing a “verse” of the Iliad that is likely a mistake on Aristotle’s
part (rdvteg ... Beol te kol dvépeg), he writes: “For all’ has been
said metaphorically instead of ‘many’, since ‘all’ is a kind of
‘much’” (1461a16-20).%6 This is a ‘species-to-species’ metaphor,

3.277a, though they are not significant.
63 Note the reference to the problem being solved by an appeal to the kazros.

64 Breitenberger, in Aristoteles 387, mentions this solution in connection with
Aristotle’s first solution.

65 See Sodano, A4P 25 (1966) 217.

66 10 8¢ koTdl peTopopty elpnTa, otov “mdvteg pév po Beol Te kol Gvépeg
innokopuotal e0dov Tawvidyol” Gua 8¢ enotv “N tot &1’ &g mediov 10 Tpoukdv
dBpficetey, odAdV cupiyyov te Spadov”: 1O ydp mdvteg dvti 100 moAlol kot
petopopav elpnto, 0 yop mov oAl Tt (“Some things are said metaphorically,
for instance, [Agamemnon says] ‘Now all the gods, and the men who were
chariot-lords, slept the whole night’; but at the same time [he says] ‘but when
he gazed at the Trojan plain, [he wondered at] the sound of their auloi and
pipes’. For ‘all’ is said metaphorically, instead of ‘many’, for ‘all’ is a kind of
‘much’”). Taran comments, in L. Taran and D. Gutas, Aristotle: Poetics (Leiden
2012) 299: “There is no question that Aristotle meant to quote ffad 10, 1-2
(@Al pév mopd viusiv dprotiipeg Movoyaidv / ebdov movvidytot), since he
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as “all” and “many” are both species of “much” (see Poet. 21,
1457b6-13). The present case is similar, as “all” and “the most™
are both species of “many.”%” So, according to this solution
Helios does not literally see every single thing and action as he
travels above and shines down on the earth, but he does see most
of them. And this does not in the end matter or undercut his vast
knowledge, for anything of importance that he does not see he
hears about from Lampetia—who delivers such messages
whether or not Helios requires it.

The same could be said with respect to the other solution in
these scholia. Why, having said that Helios sees all things and
hears all things, did Homer portray him as needing a messenger
in the case of his own cattle? This is “solved by [an appeal to]
the exact time, for it is likely the Ithacans attacked the cattle at
night.” Helios does see all things—where he is present, i.e.
during the day. And again, this limitation does not in the end
undercut his vast knowledge, for anything of importance that
happens at night he hears about from Lampetia. This would
seem to be a better (more precise, less ambiguous) solution to the
problem than that Helios does see all things but not simul-
taneously—so much so, that one may wonder how Aristotle and
Porphyry could have missed it.

Perhaps they didn’t. I have already mentioned the possibility
that the three texts discussed in this section may have had the
same source but were later divided up and dispersed. I think that
source may well have been Aristotle (via Porphyry). What fol-
lows 1s speculation, but it is not groundless speculation. The first
solution in schol. B* 1l. 3.277a—Helios does see all things but

immediately relates this passage (Guo 8¢ gnow) to Iliad 10, 11 and part of 13
(Hror 81’ ég medilov 10 Tpowikov dBphoeie / ... / oadAdv cvplyyov T évomny
Spodov). But, as Bywater says, he seems to have mixed up 10, 1-2 with 2, 1—

2: aMhot uév pa Beol e kol dvépeg inmokopvotal / ebdov mavviytot.”

67 Unless “all” is here supposed to be a species of “most,” in which case this
Is a ‘species-to-genus’ metaphor. For another example of Aristotle using
species-to-species metaphor to solve a Homeric problem (coming from Por-
phyry, via the scholia), see Mayhew, Aristotle’s Lost Homeric Problems 97—98.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020) 98—123



122 ARISTOTLE ON HELIOS’ ‘OMNISCIENCE’

not simultaneously—has been abridged and emended to the
point of inaccuracy,5 as it was originally part of a lengthier
solution based on what Helios sees when: during the day, he does
not see everything simultaneously (but only the part of the earth
where he is shining directly), and at night he does not see any-
thing on earth at all. If this speculation is on the right track, then
it 1s possible that there were four Aristotelian solutions to this
Homeric problem: (1) involving the ambiguity of Helios seeing
all things, according to the exact time; (2) according to analogical
metaphor, Lampetia delivering messages to Helios as sight does
to humans; (3) according to species-to-species metaphor, where
‘seeing all’ actually means ‘seeing most’; and (4) an apparent
contradiction is generated by someone’s false preconception,
namely that the contexts of the two statements are the same.5

This study of schol. B* /. 3.277a (fol. 477) and related texts
confirms something I argued for at greater length in Aristotle’s
Lost Homeric Problems: that the fragmentary evidence for this work
reveals that Aristotle there followed the methodology he outlined
in Poetics 25. And it further suggests (if I am right that his first
two solutions in the scholium are inconsistent) that, according to
Aristotle, the solutions a scholar comes up with in response to a
Homeric problem need not be integrated into one, consistent
interpretation of the relevant verse(s).

I hope this study has also demonstrated (or illustrated) the
need, in reassessing the fragments of the Homeric Problems, to go
back to the manuscripts themselves. However valuable are the
editions of the fragments of Aristotle, the fragments of Porphyry,
and the Homeric scholia—and however much one depends on
this excellent scholarship, as I have done—in the end, at least
given their present state, one can never be quite certain that

68 For an instance of this occurring in scholia involving Aristotle see R.
Mayhew, “Aristotle on the Eagle in f/iad 21.252: On Five Mistaken Homeric
Scholia,” 7HS 137 (2017) 1-7.

69 There may be other possibilities, involving combinations of these four,
e.g. that (3) and (4) originally went together: “seeing all” is a metaphor for
“seeing most,” but it is an especially useful one in the context of oaths, where
what Helios sees is emphasized.
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what is found therein (in the texts and, where they exist, in the
critical apparatuses) reflects accurately what exists in the mar-
gins of the Homeric manuscripts. Some relevant information 1s
lost in the editions: for instance, where precisely a scholium is
found on the folio, and how that relates to the location of other
relevant scholia. And as we have seen, scholia have been pre-
sented in these editions incomplete and/or divided up and re-
combined with similar texts from other manuscripts. This is
often legitimate, but not always, and in the end, a scholar ought
to try to decide for oneself. The same is true in coming to conclu-
sions about whether a text should be considered Porphyrian.
Fortunately, the relevant manuscripts are increasingly becoming
more readily available to scholars in electronic form.”°
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