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Abstract

This paper presents an analysis of the occurrences of the nickname ‘Ounpopdoti€ (“Scourge
of Homer") in Greek and Latin literature. In the singular form, the term occurs exclusively in
reference to Zoilus of Amphipolis, Homeric critic of the 4th century BC and author of Against
Homer's Poetry (Kata tfig'Oufpou mowjoewg). An apparent exception is the use of the nickname
referring to Zenodotus of Ephesus, which seems to be due to a scholiast's misunderstanding
of Luc. pro Im. 24. The term occurs in the plural form three times. Among these three occur-
rences, one (Eust. Od. 1.301.29-31 Stallbaum) can be perhaps compared to a fragment of Zoi-
lus' Homeric exegesis (schol. Hdn. vel ex. Il. 1.129a A), and as a result, it is possible to suggest
that when Eustathius mentioned the anonymous'Ounpoudotiyeg he had Zoilus in mind as well.

Keywords
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It is widely recognized that the ancient literary tradition is based on Homer, and all
subsequent Greek and Roman literature was undoubtedly influenced by the author of
the Iliad and the Odyssey, which were perceived as the foundation of the ancient paideia.
The birth of the great Alexandrian philology was closely linked to the need to safeguard,
transmit and interpret especially (but not exclusively) the Homeric texts. Therefore,
there are only few detractors of the poet, with the exception of occasional criticisms
related to minor inconsistencies and contradictions in his poems." For, as Horace ob-
serves, even the great poet was sometimes caught napping, quandoque bonus dormitat
Homerus (AP 359).

The most famous Homeri obtrectator is surely Zoilus of Amphipolis, who was a rhet-
orician, historian and Homeric exegete of the 4th century BC, contemporary of Plato
and Aristotle, and author of a Katd tfjig Ounpov nowjoewg in nine books (Against Homer’s
Poetry), where he raised punctual criticisms on specific passages of the Homeric poems.
The context of Zoilus’ exegesis is the so-called Zetemata-Literature, traces of which are
preserved by the Homeric scholia in the form of questions and answers.? Zoilus’ criti-
cism of Homer condemns the poet’s lack of respect for physical and natural phenomena.
An example of this is his criticism in schol. ex. Il. 23.100 T (FGrHist 71 F 16), in which he
takes issue with Homer’s portrayal of the soul’s descent into Hades of 1I. 23.100, as the
natural direction of smoke is to rise from the ground upwards. He also criticizes incon-
sistencies in customs and behaviour, as in schol. D Il. 5.20 ZYQXABUILe (FGrHist 71 F
7), where he ridicules Idaeus’ escape without horses and chariot, arguing that he would
have been much more likely to save himself if he had used them. Some Homeric images
are also the object of Zoilus’ hyper-rational criticism, as in schol. ex. Il. 22.210b T (FGrHist
71 F 15), where he mocks the position of the Moirai weighed on Zeus’ scales, wondering
whether they were sitting or standing.?

However, it was not so much Zoilus’ exegesis on the texts of Homeric poems (of
which very little has been preserved, i.e. 19 fragments) that made him famous, rather
the generous set of biographical and anecdotal information that circulated about him
within classical literature. There are several anecdotes related to the punishments that
were inflicted on him by kings, admirers of Homer, precisely because of his stance as
a Homeric detractor.* Adhering to a characteristic practice of ancient biographers, these
biographical anecdotes were closely associated with the character of his literary output.
For instance, various sources convey what was to be the nickname of the grammarian,
namely Opnpopdoti€, “the Scourge of Homer”. This nickname is explained in the Suda

1 This is also characteristic of Alexandrian philologists: on Aristarchus see Schironi (2018: pp. 453-456).

2 On the Zetemata-Literatur, see Gudeman (1927: pp. 2515-2517); Erbse (1960: pp. 60-63); Gartner (1978:
pp- 2511, 2515-2517); Heath (2009: pp. 251-255); Novokhatko (2015: p. 47); Bouchard (2016: pp. 21-25);
Schironi (2018: pp. 535-539).

3 On Zoilus, see Blass (1874: pp. 344-349); Friedlinder (1895: pp. 29-46); Pilch (1924); Pfeiffer (1968:
p- 70); Gartner (1978: pp. 1549-1550); Matthaios (2009); Williams (2013); Regali (2015); Goulet-Cazé
(2018: pp. 421-436); Mayhew (2019: pp. 5-6); Pavlova (2019); Novokhatko (2020: pp. 112-120). The anal-
ysis of this paper is based on the edition of Zoilus’ grammatical fragments, on which I am currently
working.

4 On the anecdotes on the Homeric critics, see Fraser (1970); WeiB (2019).
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(C 130 Adler s.v. Zwilog [FGrHist 71T 1] ~ [Zonar.] { 936 Tittmann s.v. Zwilog [fr. 20
Friedlander]), which states that Zoilus was named Opnpopaoti§ because he mocked Ho-
mer (6T énéokwntev ‘Opnpov). From this testimony it can be inferred that it was Zoilus
himself, rather than his work, that was termed Ounpopdoti, as the relative pronoun 6¢
clearly refers to the grammarian. This indicates that the hypothesis, formulated by sev-
eral scholars in the 19th century,” that Ounpopdoti§ was another name for the Kata tijg
‘Opnpov moinoews, has to be definitely abandoned.

In this paper, the occurrences of the nickname Ounpopacti€ will be analysed, showing
that in the singular form it almost exclusively refers to Zoilus of Amphipolis. The paper
will also focus on one of the rare occurrences of the term in the plural, where again it
is perhaps possible to see a reference to this grammarian. Several sources ascribe the
nickname to Zoilus: in addition to the Suda and the Lexicon of Pseudo-Zonaras, see also
Vitr. Ar. 7 Praef. 8 (FGrHist 71T 3), Gal. Meth.Med. 1.3 (fr. 13 Friedlander), schol. Porph.
1l. 10.274 BF (FGrHist 71 ¥ 9), Eust. Il. 2.3.13-29 Valk (fr. 27 Friedlander), Eust. Od.
1.321.44-322.1 Stallbaum (fr. 39 Friedlinder), Tzetz. Exeg.ll. 3.13 (FGrHist 71T 2). An
apparent exception is schol. Luc. 50.24 K, where the term ‘Ounpopdoti§ explicitly refers
to the grammarian Zenodotus of Ephesus, who was called in this way for having marked
spurious verses with the diacritical sign of the obelos and having athetized many of the
Homeric verses.

schol. Luc. 50.24 6 paotifat tolunoag-operav: Opnpopdotif Znvodotog emexAndn opehicag kol
dBetnoag moAa t@v Opripov énwv. K
‘the one who dares to whip-of the obeloi: Zenodotus is called Homeromastix since he placed the

obeloi and athetized many of the Homeric verses.’

This is, however, only an apparent exception, as it is derived from the scholiast’s mis-
understanding of the text being commented upon, namely Lucian’s Pro imaginibus (24):

Luc. 50.24 énotav odv t& totadta Aéyn, HOoElG kakeivov kal dmoppintelg to PipAiov, 1 Sidws avtd
E\evBepLalery &v T@ maiv; AAAA K&V ob uf| 8@g, 8 ye TooovTog aidv 6édwkev, 008’ EoTty 0TIG ADTOV
i TovTw ATidoato, ovdE O paotifat ToApnoag avtod TV eikdva ovd’ 6 Td voBa émonunvauevos T@v
EMOV év T Tapaypapi] TOV OPeA®v.

‘If that was said, then would you hate even him (scil. Homer) and throw his book away, or
would you let him speak freely in his praise? But if you did not let him, time itself let him,
and there would be nobody who can charge him or dare whip his image, or label the spurious

verses with the marginal sign of the obeloi.’

5 Blass (1874: p. 345); Lehrs (1882: p. 208); Jacoby (1926: p. 103) lent support to this hypothesis by consider-
ing similar compounds found in titles of polemical works, such as the Ciceromastix by Licinius (Gell. 17.1.1)
or the Aeneidomastix by Carvilius (Ael.Don. Vit. Verg. 10), but the most recent critics have rejected it. See
Apfel (1938: p. 250); Gértner (1975: p. 1549; 1978: p. 1543); Matthaios (2009: p. 825); Williams (2013);
Regali (2015); Goulet-Cazé (2018: p. 423).
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In this text, Panthea accuses Licinius of being a blasphemous flatterer because he com-
pared her to goddesses like Hera and Aphrodite. The man defends his own behaviour
by recalling Homer himself and especially Il. 19.282-286 - verses in which Briseis, a bar-
barian woman and slave, was compared to the golden Aphrodite and other goddesses.
None of the ancient exegetes condemned (ftidoato) these verses, which is why not even
Panthea could condemn them. Here, Lucian mentions two different approaches to the
Homeric text, the first exegetical and the second philological and strictly linked to the
Alexandrian criticism of the text. These approaches are exemplified through two sig-
nificant figures, who are not explicitly named but only mentioned via periphrases: 6
pooti§at Tohpnoag avtod thyv eikova (‘the one who dared to whip Homer’s image’) and 6
T voba Emonunvapevog Tov ndv év T mapaypagf] T@v 6peAdv (‘the one who marked the
spurious verses through the obeloi’). Undoubtedly, these two periphrases respectively
refer to Zoilus’ Homeric criticism and to the Aristarchaean philology, which generalized
the practice of athetesis (and the diacritical sign of the obelos) at the risk of expunction.
However, the scholiast misunderstood and combined the two clearly distinct (00d¢...
ovdé) figures, erroneously interpreting them as referring to Zenodotus alone - the first
Homeric diopbwtrig according to the Suda ({ 74 Adler s.v. Znvodotog).® More into details,
the scholium identifies in the Alexandrian practice of the athetesis the very ‘whipping’
of the poet, perhaps as it was influenced by Lucian’s condemnation of such practice in
the True History (2.20). In this passage, Homer, on the Island of the Blessed, was asked
by the protagonist whether the verses athetized by the grammarians were original or not,
and he replied that all the verses of his poems were authentic, defining the Alexandrian
philology as nonsense (not a gtholoyia but a yvxpoAoyia). Further proof that in Lucian’s
text 6 paotifat Tolunoag avtod Ty eikdéva must refer to Zoilus comes from the compari-
son with another passage from Galen’s Methodus Medendi (1.3 = fr. 13 Friedldnder).

Gal. Meth.Med 1.3 &\’ obtw ye xai Zwilog Ev8oog v Oprpov paotifwv eikdva kai Zalpwvedg tov
Aia ppodpevog kai GANo mAf0og ovk OAiyov émtpintwy dvBpwnwy, 1 Tovg Pertiovag ovk aidovpévwy,
1 kal Toig Beoig avtoig Aodopovpévwy.

‘In fact, Zoilus also became famous by whipping the image of Homer and Salmoneus, by
imitating Zeus, and a not small number of scoundrels, who either do not honour the best, or
slandered the gods themselves.’

In this passage, Galen speaks about sacrilege and ingratitude and compares the mythical
figure of Salmoneus with Zoilus, who is famous for having whipped an image of Homer.
Perhaps, these two testimonies allow us to hypothesize that in the 2nd century AD, an
anecdote about the effective whipping of a Homeric image or statue by Zoilus flourished
from the decomposition of the two components of the nickname ‘Opnpopdoti€, which
must be older since it is first attested to in our sources by Vitruvius.

6  For more on another confusion between Zoilus and Zenodotus, see schol. D Il. 5.4 ZYQAUIGeLe and
Eust. 1. 2.3.13 Valk (FGrHist 71 F 7), where Zoilus is called “of Ephesus” (as Zenodotus). On the issue, see
Friedlinder (1895: p. 27, n. 6); Girtner (1978: p. 1532); Regali (2015); Goulet-Cazé (2018: p. 422).
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In the plural, the term OunpopdoTtiyeg is found three times in ancient literature, spe-
cifically in two passages from Eustathius and Pliny (Eust. Od. 1.301.29-31 Stallbaum,
Od. 1.439.41-440.2 Stallbaum, Plin. NH 1 Praef. 28). Whereas in the Naturalis Historia,
Homeromastiges is not associated with any polemical observation of Homeric passages
and seems to allude generically to potential critics of Pliny’s grammatical books,” the
other two passages from Eustathius’ Commentaries on Homer’s Odyssey seem to refer to
precise criticisms of the Homeric text, under which specific personalities of grammari-
ans are to be recognized. In both cases, however, no names of grammarians are explicitly
mentioned. Considering that Ounpopacti€ in the singular form is found exclusively in
reference to Zoilus, it is legitimate to investigate whether it is possible to discern behind
Eustathius’ reference to the Ounpopdotiyeg an allusion to the Ounpopdoti§ par excellence,
viz. Zoilus, or whether this epithet was used to allude generally to otherwise uniden-
tified Homeric critics. The second passage was ascribed to Zoilus by Gértner (1978:
p- 15648), although Petzl (1969: p. 28, n. 2) claimed that here Ounpopdotiyeg was used
to indicate Homeric critics in general. The passage contains several points of criticism
of the dialogue between Odysseus and Heracles in the Nekyia of Odyssey 11, which can
be traced back to different periods and different grammarians (among whom also Aris-
tarchus, see Schironi 2018: pp. 646, 677) - for the analysis of which see Petzl (1969: pp.
28-43).* The object of the present analysis will be, instead, the first passage, from which
we might draw interesting conclusions concerning the issue of the identification of the
‘Opnpopdotiyes and the relationship between this nickname and the figure of Zoilus.

Eust. Od. 1.301.29-31 Stallbaum iotéov 8¢ wg @V TIveg Opnpopactiywv, épacav mpog o0, odk
dpetd kakd Epya, 8tL kal TG odk 0idev WG N dpétn ovk £0TL Kakia. mPOG obg Sixa TV dAvwTépw
pnOévtwy €0ty elmelv kol 8Tt TO Aeyopevov €0Ty, MG OVK Apetd & 0Ty obk evSaupovilel Tva T&
Kakd €pya.

‘You should know that some Homeromastiges say about ovk dpetd kakd £pya that there is someone

7 Plin. NH 1 Praef. 28 Ego plane meis adici posse multa confiteor, nec his solis, sed et omnibus quos edidi, ut obiter
caveam istos Homeromastigas (ita enim verius dixerim), quoniam audio et Stoicos et dialecticos Epicureos que - nam
de grammaticis semper expectavi - parturive adversus libellos, quos de grammatica edidi, et subinde abortus facere
iam decem annis, cum celerius etiam elephanti pariant. ‘For my own part I frankly confess that my works would
admit a great deal of amplification, and not only those now in question but also all my publications, so that
in passing I may insure myself against your “Scourges of Homer” (that would be the more correct term), as
I am informed that both the Stoics and the Academy, and also the Epicureans - as for the philologists, I al-
ways expected it from them - are in travail with a reply to my publications on Philology, and for the last ten
years have been having a series of miscarriages - for not even elephants take so long to bring their offspring
to birth!” Translation from Rackham (1949: p. 19).

8  Eust. Od. 1.439.41-44 Stallbaum SwaPpéAovot ¢ kai TOV TotovToV TOTOV 0f Opnpopdotiyes Sttt TO ginetv TOV
oty 6t te TV HPnv €xet 1ov Awdg kai"'Hpag Buyatépa kata tov pdbov, kai 1t eildwlov pév avtod &v Aidov,
avtog 8¢ obv Beoic dvw Tépmetar, kol St OTAoPOpEl, Mg £PpPEDn, Kal 6Tt avtika idwv TOV Odvocéa Aalel mpivi)
muelv aiparog. “The Homeromastiges also condemn this passage, because the poet claims that he (scil. Her-
acles) married Hebe, the daughter of Zeus and Hera according to the myth, that his ghost is in Hades,
but he lives blessed in heaven among the gods, that he wears weapons, as has been said, and that, as soon
as he sees Odysseus, he starts talking without having first drunk the blood.” See also sckol. Od. 11.568 TV
(for which, see Petzl 1969: pp. 41-43), which refers anonymously to the zetemata, attributed by Eustathius
to the Homeromastiges.
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who does not know that virtue does not correspond to vice. Against those, in addition to what
has been said before, we have to say that this saying means that, namely that o0k dpetd is equiv-

alent to “none of the bad habits brings happiness”.’

Eustathius’ passage comments on Demodocus’ account of the adultery of Ares and
Aphrodite. The gods comment on the vision of the chained lovers, Ares and Aphrodite,
caught red-handed by Hephaestus, the betrayed husband. Two gnomic sentences open
their reflections in Od. 8.329 obk dpetd Kok €pya- kixavel tot Bpaddg axvv. While the
meaning of the second gnome is clear, “the slow catches the swift”, referring to the cap-
ture of Ares by crippled Hephaestus, the meaning of the first is widely discussed in the
scholiographic and scholarly tradition. The term &petd is now interpreted as a singular
third person of the indicative present of dpetdw, in the meaning of “evil actions do not
succeed”,” now as a singular dative of dpetd,/dpetr, in the meaning of “evil actions do not
bring (lead) to virtue (to virtuous behavior)/are not found in virtue”." Eustathius him-
self quotes lines from this debate, adding the position of the anonymous Ounpoudotiyeg,
according to which there was someone who did not know that virtue did not correspond
to vice (T®v Tiveg Ounpopactiywv, épacav mpog 10, obk ApeTd kakd €pya, OTL Kal TG 00K
oidev wg 1 dpeth) ovk €0t kakia). However, this sentence makes sense only if understood
as a (rhetorical) question and not as an affirmative one (61t kai TG oVk oidev ¢ 1) apétn
ovk £oTt kakia; “is there anyone who does not know that virtue does not correspond to
vicer”), as its parallel in schol. ex. Od. 8.329¢ H seems to confirm: kai tig odk émiotarat
6t 1 kakia ovk oty apetr; “and who does not know that virtue does not correspond to
vice?” (answer: nobody). In this case, the Ounpopdotiyeg would then condemn this gnome
as obvious and self-evident. The prerequisite for such an interpretation, however, is the
reading obk dpetd (or dpetr)) kaka £pya, with dpetd without iota subscript and understood
as a nominative — Doric perhaps - even though such a form never recurs in Homeric
poetry. This varia lectio is, nevertheless, also attested to by the codex U (Monacensis Au-
gustanus 519B) of the Odyssey, according to the apparatus of the Ludwich edition (1889:
p- 179) and perhaps by the schol. ex. Od. 8.329g' EHX, as Buttman (1821: p. 295 and ap.
Dindorf [1855: p. 385] “manifesta altera lectio dpetd pro dpetd”) seems to claim: xai gimot
WG OVK eiolv dpeta kal ioxvpomotodvTa Tovg dobeveic Ta kakd €pya. According to the same
scholar, this variant could have also been transmitted by schol. ex. Od. 8.329e H, as can be
inferred under the corruption 16 Aeyopevov odv Tol00TOV é0Twv: €l Of) oi dpeTf) Aeyopevol
Kpelttw T@V GAAwV kalodot T& oDk apetd, olov ov kpatel odv kol T kakd £pya. However,
Pontani (2020: p. 162), the most recent editor of these scholia, suggests an emendation
for both schol. ex. Od. 8.329g" EHX and schol. ex. Od. 8.329¢ H, in order to eliminate

9  See Apoll.Soph. a 43.9-11 Bekker s.v. dpetd, Hesych. a 7138 Latte-Cunningham s.v. apetd, schol. ex. Od.
8.329a? B, schol. ex. Od. 8.329b! EX, schol. ex. Od. 8.329b* EXs, schol. ex. Od. 8.329¢ T, schol. Hrd. Od. 8.329d!
H, schol. Hrd. Od. 8.329d? EMaX, schol. V (Hrd.) Od. 8.329d® HMaVYy, schol. V (Hdr.) Od. 8.329d" X, Et.M.
138.44-49 Gaisford s.v. 4petd, [Zonar.] o 1485.23-27 Tittmann s.v. odk dpetd, Eust. Od. 1599.29, 1.301.24
Stallbaum.

10 See Apoll.Soph. a 43.9-11 Bekker s.v. dpetd, schol. ex. Od. 8.329a' HP, schol. ex. Od. 8.329a> BD, schol. ex.
0Od. 8.329¢ T.
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the vox nihili dpetd: kal eimol g ovk eiolv €vapetal kal ioyvpomolodvta Tovg dobeveic Ta
kakd £pya and &i 81y ol dpethj Aeyopevol kpeittoveg TOV EMwV KpatodvTal, 00K ApeTd, olov
ovk dpetodvtan T& kakd Epya. To hypothesize a (post-Homeric) variant apetd is, however,
not impossible: one of the two ancient interpretations of the form dpetd, as has been
already seen, actually implies a Doric form of dative, not found in Homer. In Eustathius’
autographs (the Parisinus Graecus 2702 and the Marcianus Graecus 460) the reading
is dpetd, with the circumflex and without the iota subscript: this form could be due to
a confusion between the original form dpetd and the variant dpetd. The misunderstand-
ing of the Ounpopdotiyeg would then have stemmed from a reading of a text that omitted
the iota in the improper diphthongs.

This condemnation is close to that of Il. 1.129, which was transmitted by the schol.
Hdn. vel ex. Il. 1.129a A (FGrHist 71 F 6) and ascribed to Zoilus of Amphipolis (and
the Stoic Chrysippus, who probably got it from Zoilus). Zoilus identified a solecism, or
a syntactical incongruity, in the verb d@ot - a form that he understood as a plural, but
referred to the subject in the singular, Ze0g (colowilety ofovtat TOv momty, dvti £vikod
TANOVVTIKD XpNOGUEVOV Pripartt).

schol. Hdn. vel ex. 1. 1.129a 8@®o1 oA Tpoinv- ... Zwilog 8¢ 0 Apgumolitng kai Xpovounnog 6 Ztw-
koG (SVF 3 769 = FDS 601d) colowiCetv ofovtat tov monthy, &vti évikod mAnBuvtik®d xpnoduevov
pripate 10 yap ddot gact TANBLVTKOV. dyvoodot 8¢ 0Tt yap TO 0@ €VIKOV EKTETApEVOV, MG TO AEyN
Aéynot, @épn @épnot. ToodToV €0TL Kal T év ‘Odvooeia (Od. 1.168), 10 ‘@fiowv élevoeoBal’ kai tO
‘eiodke pol pada mavta mathp dnoddorv Eedva’ (Od. 8.318)- kavtadBa yap amod®- 810 kai T t Exel
mpookeigevov. A

‘d@ot moAv Tpoinv: ... Zoilus of Amphipolis and Chrysippus the Stoic think that the Poet com-
mitted solecism since he uses the verb in the plural and not in the singular. They understand
then d@ot as plural. But they were wrong. The singular 6@ is lengthened, as Aéyn becomes \é-
ynot, épn becomes @épnot. This can be found also in the Odyssey (Od. 1.168), ‘pfjowv éAedoecbar’
and ‘eiooke pot paka mavra matip danoddotv €edva’ (Od. 8.318). There would have been amod@:

for that reason a ( is added.’

The context is that of I1. 1.127-129, where Achilles promises Agamemnon, who is forced
to give back Chryseis, a compensation three or four times greater from the Achaeans if
Zeus would allow them to conquer the city of Troy (ai k¢ mobt Zedg ddot / moAv Tpoinv
¢vuteixeov éEalandlat). Zoilus condemned the poet for what in his eyes was actually a sole-
cism, because a subject in the singular form (Zebg) was followed by a verb in the plural,
as the scholium itself explains (10 yap d@ot @act mAnBuvtikov).'? A similar observation
about a solecism in the Homeric poems can be found in a fragment by Protagoras

11 évdpetov is attested to in schol. ex. Od. 8.329b' EX and in Elias in Arist. categ. (CAG XVII1/1) 225.9 Busse.

12 This confusion is also attested to elsewhere, specifically in a lemma of the Lexicon by Apollonius the
Sophist (61.15 Bekker s.v. d@ot) from the manuscript Coislinianus 345 (codex unicus for the lexicon), where
ddot is glossed with @ and where also /1. 1.129 is quoted (8@ot- dtav v kowvij avti oD 8@ “ai ké mobtL Zedg
Swol”).
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(80 A 28 VS)." However, in this fragment Protagoras merely observes that an apparent-
ly grammatically correct expression is in fact a solecism (pfjviv...obAouévny in 1. 1.1-2)
and that, on the contrary, an apparently incorrect expression is not a solecism (ufjviv...
ov\opevov). For Homer’s readers, therefore, pijviv...obhopévnv would not have been an
error (ov @aivetat 8¢ 1oig dAAoig), and, for this reason, perhaps the poet would have opted
for this solution. If we hypothesize that Zoilus followed in the footsteps of Protagoras, it
is possible to read Zoilus’ remark in schol. Hdn. vel ex. 1. 1.129a A as a simple observation
(and not a condemnation) about the apparent correctness of the expression Zevg ddot.
The form 8®ot, however, is correctly a singular third person of the subjunctive aorist of
Sidw referring to Zeus, an epic form with a double ending." If, thus, we do not wish
to admit that Zoilus failed to recognize this epic form (which occurs quite frequently in
the text of the Homeric poems), we must assume that Zoilus read d@ot without the iota
subscript, that is a third plural person as most of the recent critics and many scholars
seem to claim.” Whether d@ot was a true varia lectio,'® or a (wrong) form generated by
confusion, it was the reading of the Homeric text consulted by Zoilus - that with which
he took issue.

Like the misunderstanding of the gnome ovk dpetd kakd épya of Od. 8.329 from the
anonymous OunpoudoTtiyes, Zoilus’ criticism of /I. 1.129 could also be due to a pre-Alex-
andrian copy that omitted the t in the improper diphthongs."” The two condemnations
are, however, only apparently similar: in the case of Od. 8.329, a logical criticism (a tau-
tology) is raised, whereas in the case of /I. 1.129 the culprit is a grammatical (or syntacti-
cal) error (a solecism). The affinity of the exegeses is likely not accidental, and, thus, it is
possible to imagine that behind Eustathius’ generic ttvég t@v Ounpopaotiywy was implied
the most famous Homeromastix, Zoilus of Amphipolis. Zoilus was mentioned many times
by Eustathius (/1. 2.3.13-29 Valk [fr. 27 Friedldnder], II. 4.970.3-15 Valk [FGrHist 71 F
17], Od. 1.321.44-322.1 Stallbaum [fr. 39 Friedlinder]), who referred to him twice by
his nickname (/. 2.3.13-29 Valk, Od. 1.321.44-322.1 Stallbaum). It is, however, possible
that here Eustathius not only hinted at Zoilus but also at other Homeric exegetes; this
hypothesis would also explain the untypical plural. Nevertheless, the comparison be-
tween Eust. Od. 1.301.29-31 Stallbaum and schol. Hdn. vel ex. Il. 1.129a' A is interesting,
because even if it does not attest to an excerpt of Zoilus’ Homeric exegesis (which must
have been larger than what the sparse evidence of the scholiographic tradition reveals to

13 For more on the concept of solecism, see Flobert (1986); Pagani (2015: p. 804); Sandri (2020: pp. 15-49).
Regarding the solecism in Protagoras, see Lougovaya & Ast (2004).

14 Or lengthening (¢néxtaotg), as Herodian observes and as testified to in other scholia or Etymologica: see
schol. Hdn. I1. 1.129b bT, schol. D Il. 1.129 ZYQ, schol. Il. 1.129 Ge, Et.Gud. § 387.9-15 de Stefani s.v. d@ot,
Et.M. 294.14-18 Gaisford s.v. d@ot, Et.Sym. § 421 Baldi s.v. §@ot, Eust. 1I. 1.105.5-8 Valk.

15 See Cobet (1876: pp. 261, 339); Ludwich (1884: p. 181); Friedlinder (1895: p. 14); Leaf (1900: p. 14); Jaco-
by (1926: p. 111); Williams (2013).

16 Perhaps an older equivalent of d®ot, as West (1998: p. XXXI) thinks.

17 According to Cobet (1876: pp. 258-263, 339-342), this omission was common in pre-Alexandrine texts, as
several indications in the Homeric scholia derived directly from the Aristarchaean exegesis seem to attest
(peTa TOD 1, GLV T@ L, Xwpig TOD L, dvev Tod 1); this would appear to demonstrate the presence or omission of
this grapheme in the copies available to the Alexandrian philologists.
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us), it does testify to a noteworthy similarity between the two exegeses, made even more
interesting by the use of the rare nickname Opnpopdotiyeg to indicate the anonymous
authors of the criticism of Od. 8.329. In conclusion, at least one of the three occurrences
of the term ‘Opnpopdoti in the plural has strong points of contact with Zoilus’ Homeric
exegesis. Furthermore, as seen in the first part of the paper, the nickname in the singu-
lar form occurs exclusively referred to Zoilus. This analysis allows us to conclude that
Zoilus has been seen as the Homeric detractor par excellence since antiquity. As a matter
of fact, every criticism of Homer (or of other famous poets) after the 4th century BC as
transmitted by the scholarly tradition (including the Homeric reworks of the imperial
age, such as the Troikos of Dio Chrysostom) necessarily had to deal with Zoilus’ work.'
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