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Gerard Falkenburg’s annotations on Homer reveal a type of philology rare in the Renaissance:
Falkenburg probed the epics’ histories by analyzing their textual fault lines, as F. A. Wolf would do in
1795 when he revolutionized the study of Homer. Following in the footsteps of certain other scholars,
Falkenburg alone arrived at a methodology for this sort of work, without publishing his observations.
Obertus Giphanius did use them liberally in his 1572 commentary on Homer and his short preface to
this is often noted as a mysterious forerunner to the Homeric Question. But if this previously
unnoticed scholarship contextualizes famous early modern insights on the Homeric Question like
Giphanius’s, one important reason it was not taken further lies with Giphanius’s flawed grasp and
transmission of the technical innovations in Falkenburg’s work.

INTRODUCTION:
“THE HOMER THAT WE HOLD IN OUR HANDS”

THE BODLEIAN LIBRARY in Oxford holds annotated copies of the Iliad and
the Odyssey that once belonged to Gerard Falkenburg of Nijmegen (1538–78).1

Falkenburg purchased these volumes in Venice in 1565 and scribbled
distinctive notes in the margins (fig. 1). Similar comments are found in the
first full modern commentary on the Homeric poems to reach print, compiled
by Obertus Giphanius (1534–1604) and published in Strasbourg in 1572.2

Giphanius was accused of plagiarism on other occasions. But his apparent
appropriation of these notes is of special interest to the history of early modern
scholarship because both Falkenburg’s marginalia and Giphanius’s edition bear

This article is greatly indebted to the reviewers and editors of RQ, to Filippomaria Pontani and
Timothy Kircher, and to Colin Burrow, Raphael Lyne, Bill Sherman, Eftychia Bathrellou,
Matthew Reynolds, and Themos Demetriou for their generous advice. I am grateful to the
wonderful staff at Leiden University Library, and have no words to thank Ernst-Jan Munnik,
who, being too kind, became an unwitting co-investigator. The article is dedicated to the
memory of Philip Ford, philologi eruditissimi carique magistri.

1Bodleian Library Auct. R.V.5–6. The volumes were printed in Venice in 1524 by Aldo
Manuzio and Andrea Torresani: see Homer, 1524a and 1524b.

2Giphanius was the classicized name adopted by Hubert van Giffen of Buren. The
commentary first appeared in Homer, [1572]-a and [1572]-b, published by Th�eodose Rihel.
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witness to a kind of Homeric philology that is usually thought to have emerged
only centuries after the Renaissance.

Modern Homeric philology is often said to have begun in 1795 when
Friedrich August Wolf (1759–1824) declared in his Prolegomena: “The Homer
that we hold in our hands now is not the one who flourished in the mouths of the
Greeks of his own day, but one variously altered, interpolated, corrected, and
emended from the times of Solon down to those of the Alexandrians.”3 Wolf
believed that the Homeric epics emerged ca. 950 BCE as short songs.
Committed to memory by generations of rhapsodes, they were performed and
inevitably altered by them for audiences that “did not care about knowing for
certain who had composed each and every thing.”4 They were first sung as
continuous epics under Solon and then written down in the sixth century BCE
under the Pisistratids. As “philosophers, sophists, and . . . educated men” began
to interpret the epics, written but highly divergent copies proliferated.5 The
poems were emended to something like the form found in the oldest surviving
medieval codices, our vulgate, by the third and second centuries BCE. This was
done by the scholars in the Library of Alexandria; Aristarchus (ca. 217–145
BCE), in particular, gave this vulgate its “general appearance and manner.”6

Wolf felt he had demonstrated that what are known asHomer’s epics, the “entire
connected series of the two continuous poems is owed less to the genius of him
to whomwe have normally attributed it, than to the zeal of a more polite age and
the collective efforts of many.”7

Wolf probably got a lot wrong.8 Scholars now generally believe that the Iliad
and theOdysseywere composed around 700BCE by one ormore poets working in
an oral tradition.9 Many would say that, to a significant extent, they were fixed
through writing at this time.10 The interaction between the written text and
continuing oral performances is a vital question on which evidence is lacking.

3Wolf, 209.
4Ibid., 113.
5Ibid., 148.
6Ibid., 205.
7Ibid., 70.
8For representative recent accounts of the transmission of the Homeric text, see Fowler;

M. L. West; Haslam, 79–100; Janko, 1992, 20–38; S. West; and Nagy, who diverges most
fundamentally from the rest.

9Following the work of Milman Parry and Alfred Lord, no one disputes that the epics
emerged out of an oral tradition. On their date, see Crielaard.

10Fundamental to this view has been the linguistic research in Janko, 1982, suggesting that
the epics of Homer and Hesiod were fixed at different points in time. On Homer and writing,
see Powell, 1991 and 1997. Gregory Nagy has challenged this view by using comparative
evidence from oral traditions. He proposes that the text was only fixed under the Pisistratids and
perhaps not even then through writing.
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Some standardization may have taken place in the sixth century BCE, and while
early papyri and Homeric quotations in fourth-century BCE authors indicate
much textual variation, there is a “firm point of reference.”11 A stable text emerges
from the Library of Alexandria around 150 BCE and certain features of this were
probably determined by Aristarchus.12 But where Wolf believed that ancient
critics looked to restore not “what Homer sang, but what he ought to have sung,”
the Alexandrians are now credited with the comparison of texts, not just
conjectures: Homers postdating this “transmissional watershed” seem more
closely and organically connected to those circulating before it.13 Wolf’s bleak
notion of the broken link between ourHomer and the genius of the poet who gave
life to the epics no longer appears convincing. Yet Wolf gave modern philology its
first tools for investigating the question of the poems’ origins and transmission.

Figure 1. Annotated flyleaf in Falkenburg’s Iliad. Homer, Iliad. Venice, 1524. Bodleian
Library, Oxford. Auct. R.V.5.

11Fowler, 231.
12See Haslam, 84–87.
13Wolf, 204. See, e.g., Montanari, 2011, 2002, and 1998; Rengakos.
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Wolf’s theory, presented as revolutionary, had clear forerunners as far back as
the seventeenth-century querelle des Anciens et des Modernes. In that context
François H�edelin, l’abb�e d’Aubignac (1604–76), offered the “paradox” that:
“there was never a man namedHomer. . . . The Iliad and theOdyssey are nothing
other than a medley, a collection of many short poems by different authors that
have been joined together.”14 Wolf’s view of the poems was also consonant with
his contemporaries’ historicism. Three decades earlier, Robert Wood (1717–71)
had speculated that: “Could Homer have heard his Poems sung or, recited, even
at the Panathenaean Festival . . . he would have been offended at the Elegance,
perhaps the Affectation of the Attic Accent.”15 The issue of whether “writing was
known toHomer”was as vital forWood as in the Prolegomena.16Wolf innovated
with new kinds of evidence to probe these well-established questions. He drew
on the ancient glosses, or scholia, in the margins of the Venetus A and Venetus
B codices of the Iliad, first published by Villoison in 1788.17 The scholia maiora,
as they are known, are Byzantine compilations of excerpts from lost critical
works on Homer.18 They contain a wealth of information about ancient critics’
opinions on individual textual problems. With them, Wolf identified successive
eras of ancient Homeric criticism and drew conclusions about how the text had
changed during each. Extracting whatWolf called “the internal critical history of
the poems” from this mass of material was an intricate methodological
operation, by which he “transferred criticism of Homer [from “the realm of
belles lettres”] into the expanding realm of professional scholarship.”19 Thus
emerged the famous philological Homeric Question.

This later history is usually considered irrelevant to sixteenth-century
Homeric studies. With the exception of a few suggestive nods, accounts of
the Homeric Question typically looked no further back than d’Aubignac for its
beginnings. Yet Luigi Ferreri recently showed that early modern scholars became
intrigued by the textual history of Homeric poems from an early point.
Renaissance humanists were drawn to a clutch of ancient sources on the
Pisistratean recension, the story that, as George Chapman (ca. 1559–1634) put

14Perrault, 3:33. Perrault is channeling d’Aubignac, whose arguments circulated since 1664
but were only published in 1715. See d’Aubignac, 34–60; Ferreri, 2007, 149–56; Ferreri,
2002a. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are by the present author.

15Wood, lviii.
16Ibid., lx.
17Homer, 1788. The Venetus A is now Marcianus Graecus 822 (Z.454); the Venetus B is

Marcianus Graecus 821 (Z.453), both in the National Library of St. Mark, Venice.
High-quality digital reproductions of both are available at http://www.homermultitext.
org/manuscripts-papyri/index.html.

18On the Homeric scholia, see Dickey, 18–23; Schmidt; N€unlist.
19Wolf, 57; Turner, 125. See also Grafton, 1981, 109–19; Erbse, 1979.
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it, Homer’s “verses were sung disseuered into many workes; one calde the
battaile fought at the fleete . . . another Hectors redemption: an other the
funerall games, &c.,” until Lycurgus, or, more commonly, Pisistratus, stitched
them together.20 Ferreri calls this the “first phase of the Homeric Question”: the
history of the text is investigated per se, rather than touched on indirectly as in the
context of the seventeenth-century querelle or eighteenth-century primitivism. In
this respect, Renaissance philologists were close to Wolf, though “it was only after
Wolf that the investigation of the poems’ composition abandoned the study of
external testimonies and began to concentrate on internal analysis of the poems.”21

In inventing the “internal analysis” that would be his legacy to modern philology,
Wolf was driven by historical and philosophical questions. Yet Ferreri’s own
reappraisal of early modern interest in Homer’s text makes it meaningful to ask
whether this philological innovation, so formative for subsequent classical
scholarship, could have emerged in a humanist context long before these
questions came into play.

A hitherto-unnoticed strand of sixteenth-century Homeric philology suggests
that it could. Isaac Casaubon (1559–1614) observed in 1583 that it might not be
possible to obtain Homer’s poems “in a correct form even if we have very ancient
manuscripts, since it is likely that they were written down very differently from the
form in which they were composed by him.”22 Three decades later, Daniel
Heinsius (1580–1655) described the text ofHomer passed on from antiquity as “a
mere phantom born in the library, where each one arbitrarily alters, transposes, or
deletes to suit his own whim.”23 These observations have been understood as
precocious insights rather than as part of any philological trend. Even Ferreri, who
situates them in the “first phase of the Homeric Question,” does not quite do
justice to the critical quality that sets them apart from the gathering of sources on
the Pisistratean recension.24 This essay aims to show that both Casaubon and
Heinsius drew on the work of some sixteenth-century philologists who, even
without the scholia maiora, saw that evidence of specific cases of textual variation in
antiquity could be used to anatomize the history of Homer’s texts; they started

20Chapman, sig. A6r–v. Such sources included Cicero, 1:217 (De Oratore 3.137); Plato,
1901–95, 2:381 (Hipparchus 228b); Plutarch, 1970–80, 3.2:5–6, 1.1:17 (Lycurgus 4.4, Theseus
20.2); Aelianus, 159–60 (Varia historia 13.14). For a lucid review of sources on the Pisistratean
recension and a compelling proposal for how the story came about, see Ferreri, 2002b. See also
Skafte Jensen, 128–49; and especially the appendix on 207–26, where all these sources are
collected.

21Ferreri, 2007, 1–2.
22Casaubon, 1583, 270. See Finsler, 204; Grafton, 1981, 111.
23This is the elegant if somewhat free version in Baumgartner, 145; cf. Heinsius, 1611,

202–03. See also Finsler, 139.
24Ferreri, 2007, 102–12.
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applying internal analysis. The conclusions of Casaubon and Heinsius suggest the
direction Homeric studies might have taken if this type of Homeric philology had
been properly taken up at that time. AHomeric debate might have emerged out of
a radical text-critical agnosticism about the epics, and unconnected to questions
about Homer’s authorship of them or his potential illiteracy. To this unfulfilled
possibility, Falkenburg’s notes, Giphanius’s edition of Homer, and the vagaries of
time and place all made crucial contributions.

GIPHANIUS ’S HOMER:
A FALSE START IN THE HOMERIC QUESTION

Obertus Giphanius is known to modern scholars as the plagiarist-editor of
Lucretius.25 This is both apt for this story and misleading. Giphanius was no mere
plagiarist, though he was spectacularly vilified as one in a prefatory note by Denys
Lambin (1520–72) to his third edition of Lucretius: Giphanius was “reckless . . .
presumptuous . . . impudent . . . ungrateful . . . insolent . . . a thief . . . treacherous,
deceitful, faithless, and to bemore explicit, black . . . an impostor,” and again, Lambin
summing up a little superfluously, “not only a thief . . . but insolent, shameless, rude,
and worthy of any insult you like.”26 EvenGiphanius’s enemies thought Lambin had
overshot the mark, while Justus Lipsius (1547–1606), who was more sympathetic to
Giphanius, told a friend he suspected Lambin was getting senile.27

The accusation was that Giphanius had plagiarized Lambin’s 1563 text of Lucretius
in his own edition of 1565.28 Lambin wrote: “I was astonished, reader, barely three or
four pages in. Practically all that is correct in that Lucretius is mine, and yet this man
passes over those points in silence, or praises them maliciously, or else shamelessly
claims them as his. If he can anywhere seize the opportunity tofind fault withme, there
he scoffs atmemost insolently, and plaguesme for itmost excessively.”29What Lambin
presents as miscreant philology was not fundamentally divergent from the usual
practice in textual criticism of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: “if an emendation
was printed in a previous edition, it was often considered unnecessary to record the
nameof its author.”30 Giphaniuswasworkingwithin accepted conventions, whether he

25The archetypal account of Giphanius the villain is by H. A. J. Munro in Lucretius,
1886–1928, 1:15–16. Recent scholars take a more balanced view. See, for example, Grafton,
1992, 113; Passannante, 100, 205–06; and especially O’Brien.

26Lucretius, 1570, sigs. c3r and c4v.
27In a letter to Marc-Antoine Muret: see Heesakkers, 1976, 101–02; Miscellanea ex MSS

Libris, 2:481–85.
28Lucretius, 1565.
29Lucretius, 1570, sig. c3r.
30Battezzato, 90. Plantin’s description of Giphanius’s Lucretius as “amend�e apr�es l’�edition

de Dionys. Lambinus” (“corrected after the edition of Denys Lambin”) suggests that reliance on
Lambin was the project’s premise: van Durme, 74; see also Rooses, 2:222, 250.
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handled them elegantly or not. Contemporaries andmany later editors approved of his
rejections of some of Lambin’s bold emendations, and Giphanius carried on collating
new manuscripts in preparation for a revised edition.31

Giphanius’s Homer was a different kind of project. The first Homer edition
he had a hand in was printed in Basel by Eusebius Episcopius.32 The press had
brought out large-format editions of Homers in Greek, but this was its first foray
into the lucrative domain of bilingual editions.33 It reprinted Henri Estienne’s
text, the most sophisticated one to date, and, facing it, the most recent ad verbum
translation.34 Giphanius compiled detailed indexes and probably had overall
responsibility for the edition. Evidence points to this first Homer being
published around 1570, when Giphanius moved from Venice to Strasbourg.35

Giphanius’s contribution was more prominent in what appears to have been
a second edition of the Homer printed by Th�eodose Rihel in Strasbourg in 1572
and often reissued.36 Its main new feature was a commentary by Giphanius. It

31In a poem “publice Parisiis propositum” in 1565, Lucas Fruterius praised his restoration of “dedicat”
for Lambin’s “deliquat”: see “Carmen ad Obertum Giphanium, contra Dionysium Lambinum, Cari
Lucretii emendatorem” in Lampas, 5:403–04. On Lambin’s emendation, see Passannante, 106–07. On
the two texts’ reception, see Hutchinson, l–li. Giphanius’s extant copy of his Lucretius (Bodleian Library
Bywater P.6.14) shows him collating further manuscripts. See Reeve, 177–78.

32Homer, [1570?]-a and [1570?]-b.
33As explained in a “Typographus Lectori”: Homer, [1570?]-a, sig. α2r–v. This enables

identification of the printer. The only printer’s device in the Homer is that of the publisher
Th�eodose Rihel (Heitz and Bernoulli, xxx–xxxi, xxxiv–xxxv) and it is not mentioned in
Stockmeyer and Reber, 125–26. Yet only two Basel printing houses had only produced Greek
Homers: Episcopius’s and Herwagen’s, which Episcopius had taken over in 1568.

34From Homer, Hesiod, et al.; and from Jean Crespin’s parallel editions, Homer, 1559 and
1567.

35Giphanius went to Venice in 1567 in the retinue of the French ambassador. See
Heesakkers, 1985, 149–51; Rooses, 1:110–13, 222. He was still in Venice in February 1570
(Muret, 1:500–12 [letter 78]), and may have moved to Strasbourg in May: his first letter from
there to his regular correspondent Thomas Rehdiger is dated 28 May: Academiae Basileensi,
14–15. See Liermann. His association with Rihel is linked to the time when both were in
Strasbourg. The Basel edition is not dated, but likely antedates the 1572 edition with
commentary. The Verzeichnis der im deutschen Sprachbereich erschienenen Drucke des 16.
Jahrhunderts (VD 16) proposes 1570 and records two extant copies of the Basel Iliad (H 4657).
The VD 16’s ZV 26574 (for which only one copy is noted, Berlin State Library Ve 1684/5-2),
must be the Odyssey volume of the same edition despite the later date ascribed to it. Another
Basel Odyssey is extant in Biblioth�eque Sainte-Genevi�eve (8 Y 64 Inv. 1152).

36Homer, [1572]-a and [1572]-b. Giphanius’s Homer went through a number of undated
reprints. The prefatory epistles to both volumes are dated 1572, but the date is missing from some
copies. One copy (Bodleian Library Byw.O.4.11) has “1572” in Giphanius’s hand. Bibliographers
disagree on the dates of later editions. See, e.g., VD 16; Schweiger, 1:157; Ritter, 797–98, 804 (nos.
1185, 1186, 1199); Adams, 1:550 (nos. 763–65); Benzing and Muller, 3:541–54.
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was the first complete one by a modern scholar to reach print, yet readers were
told that its comments were “valde brevia” (“very short”) due to commercial
pressures. Giphanius also added a concise “Ad lectorem” (“To the Reader”) at
the start of the Iliad. This was a remarkable little preface, so original in its
insights as to seem puzzling considering the commercial haste that otherwise
marks the edition. Anthony Grafton drew attention some time ago to its “short
but suggestive history of Homer’s text” as one of those notable isolated
foreshadowings ofWolf’s theory.37 Giphanius’s account, like the later comments
by Casaubon and Heinsius, stands out from the histories of the text commonly
woven by contemporaries from external sources. It is distinguished, in particular,
by two brilliantly novel proposals.

After the story of Pisistratus’s recension of the epics, Giphanius introduces
a new idea.38 In Josephus’s Against Apion 1, he finds the theory that vestiges
of the epics’ “earlier disarray” remain in the text, at points where the poems
seem contradictory.39 Quoting this, he proposes that it may have been such
traces that J. C. Scaliger had recently described as nonsense in Homer.40

Josephus’s passage and Giphanius’s use of it are important. Josephus says:
“They say that . . . Homer did not leave his poetry in writing, but that it was
transmitted by memory and afterwards put together from the songs, which is
reason for the many discrepancies [διαφωνίας] in them.”41 This is the
oldest, and perhaps the only independent testimony that Homer did not
record his epics in writing. Giphanius does not comment on the poems’ oral
transmission, which he may have doubted. But he takes from Josephus a crucial
suggestion: odd things in the poems can be seen as evidence of unusual
circumstances of transmission. By linking this to J. C. Scaliger’s critique of
Homer, he sets a key precedent. In the seventeenth-century querelle, aesthetic
objections to the epics will often be grounded on their artificial pasting
together.42 D’Aubignac’s famous thesis is a version of this: that Homer’s epics
are such a mess is proof that such a poet “never was.”43 The same suggestion that
Giphanius took from Josephus makes the texts’ history part of the discussion on
Homer during the querelle. Josephus will also become crucial to theories
about the poems’ oral nature, which start appearing in historical writings

37Grafton, 1981, 110, referring to Homer, [1572]-a, sigs *6v–*8r.
38Homer, [1572]-a, sig. *7r.
39Josephus, 1926, 166–68 (Contra Apionem 1.12–13). On Josephus’s testimony, see Ferreri,

2002b, 27–35; on Apion, see Sandys, 1:295–96.
40Scaliger, esp. 215–16.
41Josephus, 1926, 166–68 (Contra Apionem 1.12–13).
42On the querelle and Homer, see Ferreri, 2007, 113–63; Levine, 121–47; Broccia, 7–10;

Hepp, 521–755.
43D’Aubignac, 105, 287.
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around 1590.44 By the late eighteenth century, the two debates — on Homer’s
quality and on orality — will converge in the primitivist attitudes formative for
Wolf. In his use of Josephus’s passage, then, Giphanius signals a turn in the
history of the Homeric Question that has been little appreciated.

Yet Giphanius’s history goes on, and builds up to a second proposal that is
even more noteworthy. He tells his readers that Pisistratus’s recension was
believed to include inauthentic material; that “grammatici,” beginning with
Aristotle, emended the text; and that Aristarchus, the most exacting of these
critics, marked many verses with the obelus (i.e., as spurious). He adds that
Plutarch, in De audiendis poetis, disagreed with some of Aristarchus’s excisions.
And then, from the fact that verses expunged by Aristarchus are quoted by
“Aristotle and others,” but are not “in our manuscripts today,” he deduces that
those authors must have “used different editions, we that of Aristarchus.”45 With
a surprising succession of fresh arguments, he comes to anticipate Wolf’s
conclusion. His anticipation was historically significant. Wolf was aware of
Giphanius’s proposal, and saw himself as building on it.46 Giphanius’s edition
was remembered primarily for this conjecture. It was still cited as a novel idea by
J. R. Wettstein in 1684, and then challenged in Ludolf K€uster’s Historia critica
Homeri in response to him.47 By the time Villoison and Wolf were writing, the
only views on the issue remained those of Giphanius and K€uster.48 Ferreri and
Grafton note this, but neither emphasizes the precocity of Giphanius’s inference
or its failure to impress his contemporaries. This deserves greater attention.
Giphanius’s precocity is explained only once it is appreciated that Homeric
philology began to break new ground in the sixteenth century. While the
minimal impact of his edition restricted the development of this new philology,
it was not a foregone conclusion.

The first question is how Giphanius got there. Others had asked what
happened to Homer’s texts after Pisistratus’s recension. Joachim Camerarius
(Kammermeister, 1500–74), “the foremost German philologist of the sixteenth
century since Erasmus,” mentioned the epics’ ancient emendations in the
prefatory material to his 1538 commentary on Iliad 1.49 He also collected basic

44Ferreri, 2007, esp. 175–206.
45Homer, [1572]-a, sigs *7r–v.
46Wolf, 69n7, 205.
47Wettstein, 155; K€uster, 101. On K€uster, see Levine, 149–52; on Wettstein’s influence on

him, Pontani, 2006, 204–08.
48In his 1705 Bibliotheca Graeca, Fabricius reported “Giphanii coniecturam” (“Giphanius’s

conjecture”) and K€uster’s objection: Fabricius, 2:275. See Homer, 1788, xxvi; Wolf, 205, 208.
49St€ahlin; Camerarius, 1538, 18–19, 30–34, 35–40. Camerarius also edited the elementary

“D/V scholia” on Homer in 1551: see Ford, 2007a, 23, 33–34, 51–52, 64–68, 74–76,
110–11; Pontani, 2007, 385.
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information on ancient Homeric critics, having foundmany of them brought up
in Athenaeus’s Deipnosophistae, a work of ancient criticism he used in his
commentary. In 1566 Gulielmus Xylander (Wilhelm Holtzman, 1532–76)
published a twin commentary on Plutarch’s De audiendis poetis and the pseudo-
Plutarchan De Homero.50 He referred to the volume as his Plutarchomerica, placing
the emphasis on Plutarch as a Homeric critic. Xylander used the statement in
De Homero that “the school of Aristarchus” was responsible for the epics’ division
into books as the occasion for a five-page history of the Homeric text.51 He used
the Byzantine commentary on Homer by Eustathius of Thessalonica (ca. 1115–95/
96), first published in 1542–50, and particularly an account of Homer’s text
preceding Eustathius’s notes on Iliad 1.52 Explorations of the ancient critics
Athenaeus, Plutarch, pseudo-Plutarch, and Eustathius were making attitudes
to Homer’s text more historically informed by the mid-sixteenth century. This
was the context for Giphanius’s preface.

Camerarius and Xylander used ancient criticism like any other source as they
pieced together their history of the text, looking for nuggets of direct information.
But, as Wolf would show, much more could be gleaned from such sources by
inference from reports on ancient variants.WhenGiphanius arrived at his conjecture
about Aristarchus’s edition, he became one of the first scholars to see this potential
clearly. Giphanius knew the Plutarchomerica, and had this book in mind when he
wrote about Plutarch’s disagreements with Aristarchus. In De audiendis poetis,
Plutarch notes four lines in Iliad 9 not found in the vulgate and claims that
Aristarchus wrongly “removed them out of fear.”53 Giphanius mentions this
testimony in his comment on Il. 9.457, placing an asterisk next to Plutarch’s
vague “φοβηθεὶς” (“out of fear”) and noting that Plutarch “praises them and quotes
from them in Coriolanus.”54 His comment absorbs the findings of Xylander on
De audiendis poetis.55 In his preface, Giphanius goes beyond Xylander by
extrapolating two conclusions from the report about the history of Homer’s
text: not everyone in antiquity agreed with Aristarchus’s interventions; and if

50See the preface at Xylander, 5–20.
51Xylander, 218–22. Cf. Pseudo-Plutarch, 8 (De Homero 2.4).
52Eustathius, 1542–50, 1:5–7; and Eustathius, 1971, 1:11.
53See Plutarch, 1972–, 1.1:120 (De audiendis poetis 26f). The verses in question are Il.

9.458–61. Where not otherwise specified, I refer to the text in Homer, 1998–2000 (Iliad) and
1962 (Odyssey).

54Homer, [1572]-a, sig. mmmr.
55Cf. Xylander, 89–90: “[W]hat it was that [Aristarchus] feared I have not found recorded, and

so have asterisked this passage as being evidently corrupt. Eustathius neither has these verses in his
text, nor mentions them in the commentary. But they are also quoted by Plutarch in Coriolanus,
albeit not in full.” One reader of Giphanius’s commentary spotted his “borrowing,” annotating
Homer, [1572]-a Biblioth�eque nationale de France YB-841 to this effect.
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Aristarchus excised these lines, and they are not in the vulgate, then the vulgate
must be reliant on the Aristarchan edition. WhenWolf uses textual discussions in
the scholia to reconstruct the history of the text, he does exactly the same thing.
Indeed, having excavated from the scholia a fuller picture of Aristarchus as critic, he
uses this specific testimony to reach the same conclusion. Led to Plutarch by
Xylander, Giphanius unexpectedly anticipates Wolf.

There is more behind Giphanius’s anticipation of Wolf’s position than an
inspired encounter with one source. He mentions Aristotle as using a non-
Aristarchan Homer, alluding to Agamemnon’s threat in Il. 2.391–93: “whoever I
see willingly holding off from the fight by the beaked ships, for him there shall be no
hope of escaping the dogs and birds of prey.”56 Giphanius notes ad loc: “Aristotle in
Politics III quotes this passage, and after ‘birds of prey’ adds the half-line ‘for death
comes with me’ [πὰρ γὰρ ἐμοὶ θάνατος] . . . This half-line is not extant in our
manuscripts. On this, see supra, in the preface.”57 Camerarius had made a similar
point in his 1540 commentary on Iliad 2. Giphanius did not discover this variant,
but neither did he conjure internal analysis out of thin air, since Camerarius
conjectures “that [Aristotle] used different texts of this poet.”58 Yet Giphanius takes
his and Xylander’s work a major step further. Combining individual testimonies
into a larger picture, he asks what story theHomeric variants can tell. Neither scholar
had used these variants to write the history of the poems, but Giphanius’s synthesis
and hismove from individual textual discussions to the history of ancient scholarship
brings him close to Wolf’s “internal critical history.”

When Camerarius and Xylander light upon these variants they consider their
history.59 Similarly, Camerarius notes on Il. 2.408–09—where Homer says that
Menelaus joined Agamemnon’s sacrificial feast uninvited “for he knew how
busied his brother was” — that “some grammarians [i.e., Demetrius of
Phaleron] had athetised the reason supplied . . . as an interpolated and
superfluous [superuacaneam] observation.”60 He reflects on what they may
have judged superfluous, ending: “But let us leave this and countless other things
to the exacting studies of grammarians.”61 He analyzes the athetesis as an ancient

56Homer, 1998–2000, 1:61 (Il. 2.391–93): “ὃν δε κ’ἐγὼν ἀπάνευθε μάχης ἐθέλοντα
νοήσω / μιμνάζειν παρὰ νηυσὶ κορωνίσιν, οὔ οἱ ἔπειτα / ἄρκιον ἐσσεῖται φυγέειν
κύνας ἠδ’οἰωνούς.”

57Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiiv; cf. Aristotle, 1957, 97 (Politics 1285a).
58Camerarius, 1540, 63.
59See, for instance, Xylander’s notes onDe Aud. Poet. 24c andDe Homero 132: Xylander, 87

(cf. 44) and 287 (cf. 157).
60Homer, 1998–2000, 1:62 (Il. 2.409): “εἴδεε γὰρ κατὰ θυμὸν ἀδελφεὸν, ὡς

ἐπονεῖτο”; Camerarius, 1540, 64. This is reported in Athenaeus, 2006–10, 2:380–84
(Deipnosophistae 5.177b–178a).

61Camerarius, 1540, 64.
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practice; whether it results in a better text is of little interest to him. Giphanius
knew his analysis and echoed it: “They obelize this verse as superfluous
[superuacaneum] and spurious, at least in my view, correctly. It is indeed very
weak; see the Preface.”62 Though he chooses between variants on an aesthetic
criterion, Giphanius bases his decision on the history of the text: by referring the
reader to the preface, he cites the historical origin of inconcinnities in the text.
He reorganizes and transforms Camerarius’s and Xylander’s historical impulse
by explicitly setting up the transmission history of the epics as the framework for
looking at variants. In this way, he arrives at a principle for dealing with Homer’s
text that he then applies to other cruxes. Longinus’s athetesis of Il. 1.296,
reported in Eustathius’s commentary and not noted by these scholars, is
discussed by Giphanius using a similar cross-reference.63 Textual problems are
tied systematically to the history of Homeric scholarship.

Even on the basis of this limited evidence, one can see that Giphanius’s edition
could have offered a new paradigm for Homeric studies in this period. Grafton
identifies two schools of thought on textual criticism among Giphanius’s
contemporaries.64 Those belonging to the “French school” like Denys Lambin
and Jean Dorat (1508–88) “were great believers in conjectural emendation.”65 For
them, textual criticismwas amatter of personal judgment and talent; the critic could
rely on these to locate textual problems and propose solutions. By contrast,
philologists like Pietro Vettori (1499–1585) thought that the critic must eschew
“arbitrary attempts at conjectural emendation”without the aid of “old and incorrupt
manuscripts.”66 According to Grafton, Vettori was “less interested in emending the
text than in using the best manuscripts to expunge other critics’ emendations.”67

Such critics queried the source of the variant, and considered its historical status
rather than its perceived soundness. For the French philologists, Homer’s epics were
no different from other texts, but those of Vettori’s persuasion had to rethink their
task in relation to Homer.68 The poems’ textual life in antiquity posed different
questions for them. They had to investigate ancient variants rather than medieval
manuscripts, and askwhich version ofHomer from antiquity corresponds to the one
“we hold in our hands.”When it was clearly articulated in Wolf’s Prolegomena, this
rethinking revolutionized what philologists did with Homer and gave the epics

62Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiijr.
63Ibid., sig. llliiv: “This verse is obelized by Longinus the critic as spurious and pointless; on

which, supra in the Preface.”
64Grafton, 1983, 45–59, 83–88. See also Timpanaro, 45–54; Rizzo, 209–99.
65Grafton, 1983, 83.
66Ibid., 56.
67Ibid., 55.
68A suggestion of Vettori’s own approach to textual variation in Homer is found in Vettori,

1560, 210–11.
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a singular place in the discipline. Yet Giphanius clearly takes the same approach to
Homer’s text, and is the first to suggest that the process of editing Homer can turn,
via a sustained historical analysis of variants, into an exploration of the peculiar
conditions that brought the extant poems into being. To the historically inclined
early modern critic, Giphanius’s edition could have opened exciting prospects.

Instead, contemporary Homeric scholarship went a different way. Jean de
Sponde (1557–95) produced the century’s landmark Homeric commentary in
1583. Though he used Giphanius’s edition, Sponde treats ancient variants as
textual alternatives, not as historical data.69 His preface shows that he failed to
comprehend Giphanius’s innovation, for his account of the text reverts to an
assembly of references to the Pisistratean recension.70 Most of the scholars who
consider Homer’s text over the next decades are no different. According to
Ferreri, the first phase of the Homeric Question eventually tired as Renaissance
philologists went over the same round of such references. The turning point that
Giphanius’s edition could have marked was never realized, and the internal
analysis that it offered was ignored in Homeric studies.

Early modern philology may have been unprepared for Giphanius’s
innovations. But this can only be part of the truth. In fact, Giphanius
himself did little with his own insights. His preface, for example, offers no
exposition at all of his original text-critical methodology. To understand and
follow it, contemporaries would have had to analyze his conclusions closely.
He wrote under pressure of time and admitted that this restricted the
commentary. His promise in the “Ad lectorem” to say more in the Odyssey
about verses missing from the vulgate was never kept, and the Odyssey
commentary again apologizes for its brevity “due to certain reasons,”
Giphanius adding in a special note that some supplementary observations
had to be left out as the pages had been set.71 Giphanius’s groundbreaking
textual argument was cut off perhaps by a glitch in production.

69On Sponde’s textual criticism, see Deloince-Louette, 174–77. Regarding Il. 1.296,
Sponde reports Longinus’s athetesis and explains why to him the verse “does not seem
superfluous.” At Il. 2.408–09, he compares various ancient views on Menelaus’s arrival,
including Demetrius’s athetesis, and concludes that the decision lies with the reader. See
Homer, 1583, 16, 39.

70Homer, 1583, 35–36.
71Homer, [1572]-b, sigs Gggiijv, [*iv]: “quia certo, vt fit, paginarum numero, omnia iam

essent definita & conclusa; partim inducere, partim omittere, hoc tempore coacti fuimus”
(“because apparently, once the page numbers had been set, everything was fixed and finalized as
is the way with these things, I was forced partly to bring forward [i.e., to the front matter], and
partly to omit [certain supplementary observations] at the present time”). This additional
apology was printed on the verso of the title page in a few copies and left out in later editions.
I have only found it in BnF YB-543; my thanks to the librarians for special permission to
examine the volume.
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But hurried publication is not the only culprit for the problematic
transmission of his novel insights. Things begin to look more complicated if
one considers what Giphanius does say about the text his edition reprints
from Henri Estienne’s Poetae graeci principes heroici carminis (1566).72 Like
his contemporaries, Giphanius hails this Homeric edition as “omnium
emendatissima” (“the most correct of all”).73 Estienne’s text was another
milestone in Homeric studies because he made judicious use of two new
sources. The most important was the editio princeps of Eustathius, which
featured a better text of Homer than those that had appeared earlier.74 The
second source was a previously unknown “vetustissimus codex” (“very old
codex”), the Genevensis 44.75 Comparing these new sources with the
eighteen previous printed editions, Estienne corrected grave inaccuracies in
grammar and syntax with great ingenuity, and added punctuation
accordingly. He took justifiable pride in having rescued Homer from
a generation of editors who had read “swine” for “sons,” and had garbled
any number of simple words by merging them with adjacent particles or by
missing apostrophes. Estienne’s emendation was clearly based on “sense
rather than €Uberlieferungsgeschichte [history of transmission].”76 He took the
same approach as Sponde, and his preface offered no account of the author
or the vicissitudes of his poems, but launched straight into an explication of
textual problems and solutions. History played little part in his brand of
philology. It is striking that less than a decade later Giphanius has only
unqualified praise for Estienne’s edition, despite the fact that he is doing
something completely new with Homer’s text. He seems to lack the zeal, or
possibly the full philological awareness, to theorize his position, and present
his methodology as a challenge to the direction Homeric studies had taken
with Estienne.

Yet Giphanius’s methodology directly challenged Estienne in its use of
Eustathius. Estienne’s approach made the minimum of the Byzantine
commentary. Eustathius’s comments contain material of exactly the same kind
as the ancient scholia, since he quotes from the same works as those excerpted in
Venice codices. The commentary is thus a trove of information on ancient debates
aboutHomer’s text and variants attested by ancient authors. Estienne saw little use
in this material, and barely mentioned it in the notes that detail his procedure with
the text. It is of little interest to him whether a variant comes from a medieval

72On Estienne’s Homer, see Ford, 2007a, 116–21.
73Homer, [1572]-a, sig. *7v.
74Estienne also noticed that the Byzantine commentary was based on a different text, and

used it as a source of variants: see Homer, Hesiod, et al., 18–19.
75Ibid., 19–20. On the Genevensis 44, see Les Scolies genevoises; Bouvier.
76Grafton, 1983, 87, referring to Estienne’s 1557 Aeschylus.

509THE HOMERIC QUESTION

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436


codex, Xenophon (fifth century BCE), or Porphyry (third century CE), or
whether an ancient critic is known to have proposed it.77 But historical
investigation of Eustathius’s commentary was the logical next step in the
analysis of variants that Camerarius and Xylander had demonstrated. They had
worked on Athenaeus and Plutarch, who touch on the Iliad andOdyssey in passing.
With Eustathius, by contrast, it was possible to pursue a systematic, historically
driven inquiry using the evidence collected in his commentary. Estienne did not
see this, for he was a different sort of textual critic. But this is precisely what
Giphanius begins to do. While his innovation looks like a reaction to Estienne, he
himself says nothing to suggest it. In his Homer, a new textual attitude and a text
squarely conflicting with it are made happily to cohabit.

Giphanius does not articulate his approach in the commentary any more than
in the preface. The shorthand “vide praefat.” (“see the preface”) is the closest one
comes to a statement of his working methods, and it is far from sustained. It only
happens with the lemmas discussed, which are all in the first two books. Even the
comment on the all-important variant in Iliad 9 fails to give a link to the preface.
It appears that Giphanius only started thinking about the text as he composed
the “Ad lectorem.” A draft of comments on both poems appears to have been
followed by the preface, by revisions to the commentary on Iliad 1–2, and then
by a less successful attempt to revise the Odyssey commentary. It was only with
the “Ad lectorem” that things started falling into place, a flash of insight late in
the production process. He was moving in this direction earlier and something
like the novel use of Eustathius from the beginning cannot have been an
afterthought. Though Giphanius fails to connect this to the original ideas in his
preface, both demonstrate the same avant-garde textual thinking. To understand
the nature of that thinking, and to account for its transformation into the
startling but oddly half-aware originality that came with the preface, Giphanius’s
commentary needs to be examined.

GIPHANIUS ’S METHOD

Giphanius has already emerged as heavily dependent on the philological findings
of others. This is traditional in commentary, but a quick comparison with earlier
Homeric commentators will help to illustrate how different his commentary
was. Three Homeric commentaries appear to predate Giphanius’s: Melchior
Wolmar’s (1497–1561) on Iliad 1–2 (1523), those by Camerarius on the same
books (1538, 1540), and Johannes Hartung’s (1505–79) Prolegomena to Odyssey

77These notes are bound after the Homeric Hymns in Homer, Hesiod, et al., i–xxvii. For
typical discussions, see pages v, vii, vii, ix (on Porphyry), and xx (on Xenophon). Joshua Barnes,
the first important reviser of Estienne’s text, thought that he only skimmed the surface of
Eustathius for variants. See Homer, 1711, sig. *2r; Levine, 152–64; Wolf, 48.
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1–3 (1539).78 All three re-create courses on these books and aim at a full explication.
They combine various objectives: linguistic help, rhetorical analysis, comparisons
with Latin texts (especially Virgil), mythography, and exegesis. Where relevant, they
introduce ancient and modern scholarly opinions, with Camerarius and Hartung
starting to use Athenaeus and the mainly linguistic D scholia, or scholia minora. The
purposeful voice of the preceptor is ever audible in the choice of lemmas and
orchestration of interests and sources. The commentators conduct the argumentation,
intervene, and draw conclusions. Giphanius’s commentary is very different. Like the
others he collects allusions to Homeric loci in ancient texts, particularly in Virgil, but
also Strabo, Pausanias, or Pliny the Elder. He includes discussions of Homer in
antiquity and, sparsely, the D scholia. Yet this all seemsmore like foundmaterial than
organized research. Giphanius explores none of his primary sources exhaustively, and
very few with consistency. The rationale for his choice of lemmas is erratic, and the
commentary thins out drastically by the second half of the Odyssey. Such
haphazardness suggests little planning or control over the critical discourse. Where
his predecessors set out to explicate, Giphanius gathers and hoards material for the
reader’s benefit, as though still in the publishing-venture mindset of his first Homer.

The hoarding is best exemplified in his extensive use of works by contemporary
philologists, which Philip Ford identified as one of the commentary’s salient
features.79 He mines these works for points that touch on Homer with more
diligence than he does anything else.80 Though Giphanius rarely acknowledges
these scholars,81 his commentary is largely a patchwork of observations by

78Camerarius, 1538 and 1540; Volmar; Hartung, 1539. On these commentaries see Ford,
2007a, 70–74, 81–87; Ford, 2009.

79Ford, 2007a, 148. Giphanius is remarkably up-to-date with such philological miscellanies
as Pietro Vettori’s Variae Lectiones (1553 and 1569), Johannes Hartung’s Decuriae locorum
(1559–68), Paulus Leopardus’s Emendationes et Miscellanea (1569), Willem Canter’s Lectiones
(1566 or 1571), Girolamo Maggi’s Miscellanea (1563), Hadrianus Junius’s Animadversa
(1556), Antonio Agust�ın’s Opiniones (1544), Lodovico Ricchieri’s Lectiones Antiquae (1542),
and Franciscus Floridus Sabinus’s Lectiones (1540). He also frequently refers to J. C. Scaliger’s
Poetice (1561), and may have used Fulvio Orsini’s Virgilius collatione scriptorum Graecorum
illustratus (1567) for the systematic parallels with Virgil.

80Giphanius refers to, for example, Leopardus, 15–17, on Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggx]r;
Canter, 260–63, on Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggix]r; Scaliger, 216, on Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lllvv;
Junius, 114–15, on Homer, [1572]-a, sig. mmmiiiv; August�ın, 152, on Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lliiv;
Rhodiginus, 636, on Homer, [1572]-a, sig. [lllviv]; and Floridus Sabinus, 99–203, on Homer,
[1572]-a, sig. lliiv. His use of Vettori, 1553 and 1569, and of Hartung, 1563a (a combined issue of
Hartung, 1559 and 1563b), 1565, 1568a, and 1568b is discussed below.

81For example, Maggi’sMiscellanea is mentioned when elaborating on the heroes’mantles in
Iliad 2, but two other observations (on lances in Iliad 10 and on “κασσίτερος” (“tin”) in Iliad
18) go unattributed. See Homer, [1572]-a, sigs. llliijr, mmmv–mmmijr, mmmvijr; Maggi, sigs.
129v–130r, 126r–127v, 130r–v.
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them, redrafted and arranged to follow the text. Where his comments can be
set against their sources, his intervention often seems to consist in little more
than editing, rewording, and condensing.

Giphanius’s ideas on Homer are lost in an abundance of derivative material and
quotations from primary texts. He chooses sources committed to historically
grounded philology, and all but anthologizes the second volume of Vettori’s
Lectiones, which emphasized Homeric exegesis. Vettori compares ancient sources to
understand semantic cruxes in the epics and Homeric presences in later authors.
Giphanius shows, on the contrary, little immersion in the allegorical approaches
favored by his contemporaries82; witness his treatment of a passage that Ford uses as
a litmus test for attitudes to Homeric allegory.83 Homer’s description of the cave of
the nymphs atOd. 13.97–112 was lavishly allegorized by Porphyry (234–305 CE),
in a work that became required Homeric reading in the sixteenth century.
Giphanius comments: “Many wrote of this harbour and the cave of the
Nymphs, but also Porphyry’s little book is extant today, on which Scaliger:
‘Truly howmany idle things does Porphyry write of the harbour in Ithaca?’”84 Note
how Giphanius speaks through Scaliger. The commenting voice is plural, passive,
and oblique. Giphanius works by reference and inference, and with minimal
original contribution to the issues at stake. The commentator is a reader with
philological predilections, not an independent thinker.

Giphanius’s work on the text was likely to be similarly borrowed. Ford sees
his unusual emphasis on textual matters as “valuable evidence” of an increasingly
“critical attitude toward the Homeric text, doubtless stimulated by Henri
Estienne.”85 Sometimes Giphanius notes variae lectiones in earlier editions, but
more often he reports ancient variants like Plutarch’s testimony. Notices of
variants in Hartung’s Odyssey and the textual discussions of Camerarius and
Xylander must have all served as models. Yet his special emphasis on Homer’s
text and his apparent innovations had other precedents.

Johannes Hartung is one very likely possibility. Hartung was an important
Homeric philologist and professor of Greek at Heidelberg and Freiburg. An
early teacher and commentator on Homer, he reputedly had, when he was
a young soldier, always carried the poet with him like Alexander the Great.86

Contemporaries mentioned an unpublished complete commentary on Homer,
and an epigram appended to his image after his death declared that, “As much as

82See, for example, Ford, 2007b; Dorat; Demerson, 1980. On Homeric allegory in this
period, see also Hom�ere �a la Renaissance.

83Two passages are used as such a test throughout Ford, 2007a. See ibid., 147–48, for
Giphanius’s attitude.

84Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggixr].
85Ford, 2007a, 148.
86Bursian, 1879. See also Johannes Hartung, 144.
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he owes to Eustathius, so much does Homer owe to me.”87 Hartung published the
Locorum decuriae, four miscellanies amply drawn on by Giphanius.88 In them,
Hartung followed Vettori by comparing sources to discuss many of the topics that
had attracted philologists since Poliziano: lapses in ancient authors, unattributed
or falsely attributed quotations in ancient texts, and obscure words and antique
habits. Ancient texts elucidate ancient texts in a historically conscious manner.
Homer features prominently, and since these works were serially published from
1559 to 68, they engaged critically with both Eustathius’s commentary and
Estienne’s edition.

The printer compared Hartung to “ten Aristarchuses” for expunging errors
from the “remains of many ancients.”89 Hartung does pinpoint omissions and
errors in ancient authors’ quotations of other texts, or, conversely, in the
transmitted text of the author they quote. But his attitude to textual variation is
more original. The first chapter in each Decuria is “Of Variant Readings.”
Hartung explains: “I would point out to the reader that they are not instantly to
think one or the other reading corrupt and in need of correction. They should
rather know that most discrepancies arise either because different versions
existed in the past, or on account of those who, quoting passages from some
source, distorted them for their own uses, content to give the sense in some way,
but not the meter or individual words. Whichever of the two it is, then, one is to
explain it either by historical reasons, or the license of those quoting. Elsewhere,
nevertheless, passages are obviously in need of emendation. One judges these for
oneself.”90 Variants are not simply to be chosen between, but investigated as
carriers of textual history: Hartung does not just do this, like Camerarius or
Xylander, but theorizes it. He transforms a philological instinct into a concrete
principle. And while Giphanius is the one who draws out the implications of the
principle specifically for Homer, many of Hartung’s key examples are also
Homeric. For instance, in the first Decuria, Hartung notices that two lines

87Reusner, 368. See also Beurer.
88Hartung, 1559, 1563b, 1565, 1568a. He also published the Chilias Homericorum locorum

together with the last Decuria: Hartung, 1568b. The Decuriae are divided into ten topics, and
feature very similar tables of contents.

89Johannes Oporinus, in a poem concluding the printing of the miscellanies: Hartung,
1568b, sig. [G4]r.

90Hartung, 1559, 8: “In primo capite, quod est Diuersarum lectionum, uelim monitum
Lectorem, non esse quod statim alterutram lectionem pro deprauata habeat, corrigendam que
ducat: sed sciat potius, discrepare pleraque uel propter exemplariorum, quae olim fuit,
uarietatem: uel propter eos, qui allegando undecunque locos ad suum negocium detorserunt,
contenti utcunque sententiam expressisse, non uersus numerum, siue singula uerba. Quicquid
igitur huius est, licebit uel adscribere antiquitati, uel eorum qui citarunt licentiae. Alicubi tamen
sunt, quod non dissimulandum, quae emendanda. Illa quisque pro suo iudicio discernet.”
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quoted by Aristotle inHistoria animalium differ substantially from the Homeric
vulgate at Il. 9.539–40: Aristotle has, “he nurtured a lone-living wild boar, nor
did it resemble / a grain-eating beast, but a wild thing of the woods,” instead of,
“he raised a white-tusked lone-living wild boar / that worked many ill things.”91

He concludes: “Compare . . . the Homeric verses with Aristotle’s quotation and
you will understand that in the past there were different copies and variant
readings, as I have also pointed out above.”92 What is important is not Aristotle’s
Homer, but the existence of different Homeric texts in antiquity. Giphanius’s
perspective is even longer. Variants outline the texts’ history and emendation
metamorphoses into an archaeology of texts.

Hartung makes another revolutionary contribution to Homeric textual
studies when he observes that Eustathius quotes a further variant of these
verses from Strabo.93 This variant’s resemblance to Od. 9.190–91 makes him
revise his thinking: “The passages were pasted together more than once from
different places, deviating throughout from one another on certain words.”94

Exacting scrutiny of Eustathius’s testimony has given him a precise understanding
of this sliver of Homeric textual history. It has brought him to conclusions that
may have proved too nuanced for Giphanius’s grand sweep toward the bigger
picture, since Giphanius passes this crux by. Yet Hartung is a vital precedent for
Giphanius’s historical use of the textual evidence in Eustathius.

It seems natural to posit a direct line of influence from Hartung to Giphanius.
And yetGiphanius does notmentionHartung’s key examples or anchor his theory in
what he draws from Hartung’s work. He never highlights Hartung’s distinctive

91Aristotle, 1964–73, 2:123 (Historia animalium 578b): “θρέψεν ἐπὶ χλούνην σῦν
ἄγριον, οὐδὲ ἐώκει / θηρί γε σιτοφάγῳ, ἀλλ’ ἀγρίῳ ὑλήεντι”; Homer, 1998–2000,
1:277–78 (Il. 9.539–40): “ὧρσεν ἐπὶ χλούνην σῦν ἄγριον ἀργιόδοντα, / ὅς κακὰ πολλ’
ἔρδεσκεν.”

92Hartung, 1563b, 12–13: “Conferas ergo Homerica cum Aristotelicis allegatis: & intelliges,
olim uaria exemplaria, & diuersas extitisse lectiones. quod & supra indicauimus.”

93Eustathius, 1971, 2:793: “‘He raised’ etc. [at Il. 9.539] is found in the Geographer as ‘he
nurtured a lone-living boar,’ next to which we find this verse inserted: ‘it resembled no
grain-eating beast, but a woody mountain-peak.’ . . . This is to be added to the verses missing
from Homer.” The quotation may be a fragment from Strabo’s seventh book (Eustathius,
1971, 1:lxxiv–lxxv, 2:793–94, 793n45–47), but see Strabo, 2:394 (7 fr. 31 Radt). Hartung,
1568a, 50–51: “What Eustathius quotes here from the Geographer is not in the manuscripts
known today. Note Eustathius’s testimony of Homeric verses, which are quoted by authors
from various parts of the poems, but are not extant in the manuscripts that we use now.”

94Hartung, 1568a, 50–51: “Ita uariant lectiones. θηρὶ καὶ ἀνδρὶ, θρέψε καὶ ὦρσε, ῥίῳ
καί ἁγρίῳ. Ex quibus liquet, subinde ex diuersis consarcinari locos, nec per omnia inter se
quibusdam uerbis respondentibus.” Cf. Homer, 1962, 157 (Od. 9.190–91): “οὐδε ἐῴκει /
ἀνδρὶ γε σιτοφάγῳ ἀλλὰ ῥίῳ ὑλήεντι” (“nor did he resemble a grain-eating man, but
a woody mountain-peak”).

514 RENAISSANCE QUARTERLY VOLUME LXVIII , NO. 2

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436


textual approach, and even discards a subtle textual analysis by him to adopt a cruder
one, as he does when he follows Camerarius on Agamemnon’s threats in Il.
2.391–94.95 So Hartung does not straightforwardly pave the way for Giphanius’s
textual innovations, in spite of the latter’s many debts to him.96 Giphanius’s notes
also draw attention to a class of variants Hartung was only marginally interested in:
reports of ancient emendations. Hartung has very little to do with atheteses of
spurious verses or readings linked with named revisers, information that was
clearly very important to Giphanius. Of the philological works Giphanius
names, Hartung’s Decuriae is by far the most textually focused. But if it was
not the source of the historical thinking that shaped his textual approach,
something else was.

GIPHANIUS AND “THE MOST LEARNED JURIST
GERARD FALKENBURG ”

Giphanius omits mention of one very relevant source: Gerard Falkenburg’s
marginalia on Homer, which survive in his autograph copy in the Bodleian.
Though largely ignored now, the superb Hellenist Falkenburg was known to
contemporaries as “Graece ad miraculum eruditus” (“wonderfully learned in
Greek”).97 His sole outing in print was the 1569 editio princeps of the vast and

95Hartung observes that in Nicomachean Ethics 1116a (Aristotle, 1912, 60) Aristotle quotes
this speech as evidence about royal power, but erroneously attributes it to Hector. He then
discusses the variant in Politics, where Aristotle attributes the words to Agamemnon, but adds
the new half-line: “for with me comes death”: Aristotle, 1957, 97 (Politics 1285a). Taking
a brilliantly different route from Camerarius, he notes that a similar half-line does follow similar
words in Il. 15.348–49, spoken by Hector: Homer, 1998–2000, 2:82; Hartung, 1559, 34.
Giphanius prefers Camerarius’s simpler analysis; yet he has read Hartung, since he repeats his
point about royal power, and links the two passages. See Homer, [1572]-a, sigs. kkkijr, mmmv.

96Giphanius considers the opinion of Pindar’s scholiast that Apollo is the third conspirator
in Il. 1.400: Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiir; cf. Drachmann, 1:247 (sch. O VIII 41b 20–24). The
comment, including an error, is from Hartung, 1568a, 22, and properly accredited. He also
uses Hartung, 1559, 39–40, when he says that, according to Quintilian, two pro-Athenian lines
in the catalogue of ships are later insertions: see Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiijr; Quintilian, 1:281
(Institutio Oratoria 5.11.40). This is handled differently in Camerarius, 1540, 86. Giphanius’s
notes on the Odyssey feature two discussions from the Decuriae. One concerns a variant of Od.
8.326–27 witnessed in Plato’s Republic; the other, a variant of Od. 8.332 witnessed in
Athenaeus’s Deipnosophistae. See Homer, [1572]-b, sig. Gggvijr; Hartung, 1563b, 33, 17–18;
cf. Homer, 1962, 141 (Od. 8.326–27, 332); Plato, 2003, 89–90 (Republic 389a); Athenaeus,
2006–10, 6:6–7 (Deipnosophistae 12.511b–c).

97Valerius, 312–13. There is no mention of Falkenburg in important reference works like
L’Europe des humanistes; Centuriae Latinae; Centuriae Latinae II; or Gerlo, Vervliet, et al. What
biographical entries exist (van der Aa, 6:36; Bursian, 1877) are scant and dated.
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linguistically challenging Dionysiaca, a hexameter epic by Nonnus of Panopolis
(fourth/fifth century CE). Falkenburg was a copious annotator of books,
including his two Homer volumes.98 For a brief moment in the mid-sixteenth
century, these books were critically placed to make a mark in the development of
Homeric scholarship.

Falkenburg is responsible for the single emendation Giphanius proposes in
his commentary. In Od. 13.222–23, the goddess Athene appears to Odysseus,
“resembling in form a delicate young man, an ἐπιβώτορι [from epib�ot�or
(keeper?)] of sheep, as the sons of kings are.”99 Giphanius notes that the word
epib�ot�or exercises Eustathius, and quotes Hesychius’s suggestion that it means
“rider” because “the sons of kings first learned to ride on the backs of rams,”
citing Vettori’s approval in the Lectiones.100 He continues: “If this is true . . . the
text should read ‘ἐπιβήτωρι’ [sic, i.e., ἐπιβήτορι, from epib�et�or]; for
‘ἐπιβήτωρ,’ also used elsewhere by the poet, is one who rides a horse or
a ram, and corresponds better to Hesychius’s ‘rider.’ This emendation was
suggested to me by my compatriot, the most learned jurist Gerard
Falkenburg.”101 Though Giphanius only acknowledges Falkenburg this once,
his debt to the extant marginalia is pervasive.

98Homer, 1524a and 1524b. All references to these volumes will be to Falkenburg’s
annotations. Most of Falkenburg’s annotati have ended up in Leiden University Library because
of Falkenburg’s links with the Leiden humanists. His Homer probably lodged with Daniel
Heinsius’s son, Nicholas Heinsius (1620–81), before being bought by Edward Bernard for the
Bodleian at the sale of Heinsius’s library in 1682. Falkenburg’s Greek Anthology (Florilegium,
Auct. S 5.33), came to the Bodleian in this way, according to Lindsay, 161. The annotated
Anthology is listed in Bibliotheca Heinsiana, 2:111. A copy of the 1524 Aldine Homer also
appears here (2:93), but no annotations are recorded. Lindsay tentatively identifies
Falkenburg’s Oppian, named on 2:92, as Auct. 1R 6.17 (Oppian, [Oppian], and Lippi), but
the handwriting is different. His Oppian is more likely to be Auct. 1R 6.16, though the
annotation style and lack of a signature are uncharacteristic. All four books once bore “Linc.”
classmarks (8o D 245 Linc. [Iliad], 8° C 682 [Odyssey], 8o D 114 [Anthology], 8°C 680
[Oppian]), indicating that they belonged to the Bodleian’s librarian, Thomas Barlow
(1607–91). This makes it probable that they followed the same route.

99Homer, 1962, 242 (Od. 13.222–23): “ἀνδρὶ δέμας εἰκυῖα νέῳ, ἐπιβώτορι μήλων, /
παναπάλῳ, οἷοί τε ἀνάκτων παῖδες ἔασι.”

100Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggixr]; cf. Hesychius, 2:153 (E 4666 Latte); Vettori, 1553,
113–14 (8.9). Modern editors (e.g., Heubeck and Hoekstra, 178) give more weight to the fact
that sons of kings often look after sheep in Homer.

101Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggixr]: “quae si & vera & explanatio huic loco satis est
accommodata . . . melius scribatur ἐπιβήτωρι [sic], nam ἐπιβήτωρ, quo verbo & alibi
vtitur po€eta, est qui ascendit equum vel arietem, quod congruit proprius ἐφιππαστῆρι
Hesychiano. quam emendationem mihi indicauit I. C. doctissimus Gerartus Falkeburgius
popularis meus.”
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The two scholars studied law under Jacques Cujas (1520–90) in the early
1560s, moving then in the same circles between Bourges, Paris, and
Orl�eans.102 Their Homeric conversations must have taken place later. The
dedicatory epistle of Giphanius’s Iliad was written in April 1572, and that of
theOdyssey the following September. Both sets of annotations draw extensively
on Vettori’s 1569 Lectiones. Falkenburg also quotes at one point from
Xylander’s 1570 translation of Plutarch’s Moralia. Xylander brought out the
Homeric texture of Plutarch’s writing, identifying quotations fromHomer and
cross-referencing them to Estienne’s edition. Judging by his marginal
references to the Moralia, Falkenburg must have used Xylander to read
Homer against Plutarch. Giphanius, as will be seen, likely inherited this
research strand from Falkenburg. Since Xylander’s Plutarch obtained its
privilege on 16 August 1570, this late point is the terminus post quem for
Falkenburg’s notes, and hence almost certainly for the exchange between the
two men.103

A surprising amount is known about them around this time, partly through
a series of letters exchanged between Janus Dousa (1545–1604) and Victor
Giselinus (1543–91), scholars associated with Plantin’s press, just like
Falkenburg.104 In 1568–69 Giselinus was organizing the publication of
Dousa’s epigrams, which attacked Giphanius mercilessly.105 Dousa believed
that Giphanius had deceitfully got possession of the philological remains of their
mutual friend Lucas Fruterius (1541/42–66), and may have suspected that he
would plagiarize them, though Giphanius never did.106 Falkenburg met Dousa
at this time and the two struck up a friendship. Giselinus wrote that Falkenburg
was happy to write a prefatory poem for the volume, despite being “favourably
disposed towards his countryman [i.e., Giphanius] and friendly with him.”107

Falkenburg sent a copy of the book to Venice where Giphanius was sure to see it.
Even though Falkenburg was helping others in the smear campaign against

102More information on Falkenburg’s stay in France in 1560–61 is found in his letters to
Charles l’Escluse now in Leiden University Library MSS VUL 101 and FAC UB A 119. On
Giphanius’s time in Orl�eans, see Heesakkers, 1985.

103Plutarch, 1570, sig. [aiv].
104The letters were exchanged in 1568–71. They have been edited in Heesakkers, 1976,

5–111.
105Dousa, 1569. Plantin was unwilling to publish the epigrams and they were published by

his brother, Willem Silvius.
106Dousa never mentioned plagiarism, but this was Giphanius’s interpretation his fears in

a letter to Willem Canter: Heesakkers, 1976, 118; Epistolarum ab illustribus, 650–51. The
epigrams still contributed to his reputation as a plagiarist, since some reached Lambin in time to
be quoted in his notorious note: Lucretius, 1570, sig. c4r.

107Heesakkers, 1976, 77.
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Giphanius, the two men seem to have been in contact and on amicable terms.
Falkenburg probably bought one of Fruterius’s controversial annotati from
Giphanius at this time.108

This was in late 1569. Both men’s situations would soon change. Giphanius
was in Strasbourg by May 1570. Falkenburg may have met Thomas Rehdiger
(1540–76) in Antwerp in July 1569, and was under his patronage by January
1571 and until January 1576, mostly staying in Cologne.109 Giphanius and
Falkenburg maintained contact and even visited together during these years, and
a visit not long before the Iliad ’s publication in April 1572 must set the scene for
their conversations about Homer.110

A number of possibilities suggest themselves. Equipped with the recently
published Moralia and Lectiones, Falkenburg may have annotated his Homer
independently, or been prompted by his compatriot’s first Homer. He may have
shared his ideas before Giphanius started his commentary, or while the work was
being done. He may have lent Giphanius his Homer, just as he had got hold of
Fruterius’s marginalia for personal study. Or he may have transcribed his annotations
for him, like Jean Dorat, who sent Falkenburg his observations on Nonnus with
some anxiety about being cited.111 A livelier kind of exchange is narrated byDousa in
a posthumous tribute to Falkenburg, published in 1582. When Falkenburg and
Dousa first met in 1569, the latter apparently expounded his “lectiones &

108Falkenburg bought a copy of Muret’s Catullus, Tibullus, and Propertius with Fruterius’s
“marginal notes and conjectures” in Padua in 1569. Heesakkers suggests that he got it from
Giphanius. Interestingly, Giphanius was in Padua with a friend in November 1569. See
Catullus, Tibullus, and Propertius; Heesakkers, 1976, 117n; and Academiae Basileensi, 13.

109On Rehdiger’s visit to Antwerp, see F. W. T. Hunger, 109, 415–16. On his link to
Falkenburg, Gillet, 2:58; Wachler, 16, 69–70. Wachler transcribes a dedicatory poem in
Falkenburg’s hand in Rehdiger’s copy of Nonnus. Letters sent by Falkenburg from Cologne to
Theodore Poelmann in January and February 1571 document his sojourn with Rehdiger:
Moretus Plantin Museum Archive 91, fols. 491–94, 515–16. My thanks to Dirk Imhof for
helping me trace these letters.

110Falkenburg was tutor to Arnold III, Count of Bentheim-Steinfurt-Tecklenburg
(1554–1606), who went to Strasbourg to study in 1571. They spent part of the winter of
1571 with Giphanius in “pleasant . . . intimacy and familial intercourse,” and again in 1572: see
Giphanius, 6 (Epistola 2) and 19 (Epistola 10). On the count, see Oskar Prinz zu Bentheim,
85–86. When Falkenburg died he was in the following of his relative, Count Hermann of
Nieuwenaar and Meurs (1520–78).

111We know this from a surviving letter to Falkenburg by Dorat: see Durry. “De Nonno
librum tibi relinquo” (“I leave you the book on Nonnus”) suggests this form of exchange. Dorat
says that Willem Canter and Henri Estienne failed to acknowledge him. The observations were
sent after the 1569 edition was out (Demerson, 1983, 174–75), but one of them made it to the
revised lectiones by Falkenburg, which appeared with Scaliger’s in a companion volume to the
1610 edition of Nonnus: Cunaeus, 203. See also Taufer, 172–73.
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explicationes” onTibullus and Propertius. But because their scholarly conference had
been made sweeter by a quantity of wine, Falkenburg later wrote to Dousa to ask
him “for them or, better, for you yourself.”112 Dousa promptly sent them,
keeping a copy of this letter, which he published in the 1582 tribute volume
to his friend. The volume seems partly a pretext for publishing these observations.113

With manuscripts circulating so freely, there are various ways that Falkenburg and
Giphanius could have shared ideas. Many of them would be a prelude to
publication, and all are haunted by the possibility of plagiarism.

Giphanius’s debt to Falkenburg is great and virtually unacknowledged. By the
winter of 1571–72, the latter was undoubtedly familiar with the allegations about
Giphanius’s scholarly ethics, above all through Lambin’s attack. Falkenburg may have
seen sharing his observations with Giphanius as a possible route to publication, but he
certainly understood the porous distinction between publication and plagiarism.
Three years later, in a letter to Lipsius, Falkenburg reports that he has had “nothing
from our Giphanius about his Aulus Gellius.”He observes that Giphanius had been
harshly treated in Dousa’s poems, though fails to note that his own prefatory poem
opened the collection.114 One finds no suggestion that their (evidently resilient)
friendship soured after the publication of Giphanius’s Homer.115

Falkenburg’s marginalia reveal much more about the nature of Giphanius’s
debt and give this exchange a place in the history of the Homeric Question.
Unacknowledged and sometimes jumbled beyond recognition, these notes
enabled Giphanius to see well beyond the philological work he himself could
have conducted. The technical gap that separated the two scholars played
a crucial part in their interaction. In 1571–72, Falkenburg was well positioned to
make an impressive intervention in Homeric studies. His research could have
shown contemporaries that certain methodologies brought out uniquely
interesting results for Homer, and that Homeric textuality could be examined
in new ways. Giphanius, who had nothing like his compatriot’s exposure to
Greek sources, became the beneficiary of these methodologies during his hasty
composition of the commentary. He had enough vision to turn them into
a nexus of surprising conclusions and the bare bones of a radically new attitude to
editing Homer’s text. But under his stewardship, the methodologies themselves
reached print in a manner that was patchy at best. The break between vision and

112Dousa, 1582, 44.
113Ibid., 47–74.
114Leiden University Library MS LIP 4: “Giphanius noster de agello [sic, i.e., Agellio] suo ne

uerbum quidem ad me. Douza in secundo suorum poematum volumine acriter hominem
perstringit.” The word must be Agellio, Giphanius’s spelling of Aulus Gellius. His edition of
Gellius was stalled when Rihel ran into problems that year: Academiae Basileensi, 17–22.

115Confirmed by the fact that Falkenburg visited Giphanius again in 1572: see Giphanius,
19 (Epistola 10).
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method was sharper than readers of the edition could ever bridge, and thus rather
than trace a new path, his Homer was destined to remain a philological curiosity.

FALKENBURG ’S HOMER AND GIPHANIUS

Examined side by side, Falkenburg’s Homer and Giphanius’s edition have a great
deal to tell. First of all, they confirm that it wasGiphanius who drew on Falkenburg’s
marginalia and not vice versa. A telling example is the locus Falkenburg proposed to
emend. He writes: “If old grammarians are to be believed . . . in the past, noble and
fortunate boys first learnt to ride on the backs of rams. Hesychius: ‘the sons of kings
first learned to ride on rams.’”116 He cites Vettori and notGiphanius, who, following
Falkenburg’s own suggestion, later shifted the focus onto the operative word. It
seems unlikely that Falkenburg would take pains to ignore his one personal
contribution to the commentary he was making notes on. The annotation must
predate the commentary, and suggests that the two men continued discussions after
Falkenburg’s notes were drafted.

The intellectual debt lies heavily with Giphanius. He often takes the general idea
from Falkenburg’s observations, but not their detail or purpose. In this same note, he
says simply that epib�et�or, “used elsewhere by the poet, is one who rides a horse or
a ram.” Yet Falkenburg would not have put it quite like that. He had not located an
exact parallel with rams, whichwould have decided the argument.He didfind epib�et�or
used of horse-riding, in a passage describing the Trojans as “riders [from epib�et�or] of
swift-footed horses,” which he underlined;117 and he was able to corroborate this
unique instance with an intriguing use of the same word to describe porcine intimacy,
likewise underlined: “a wild boar, mounter [from epib�et�or] of sows.”118

Typically, Giphanius has no time for inconvenient philological minutiae.
Elsewhere, more obvious blunders result from his distortions of Falkenburg’s
research. In Il. 8.377–78, Hera and Athene disobey Zeus and join the fray, enraged
to recklessness by Hector’s victories. Menacingly, Athene says she wants to see if
Hector “will be glad, with us two appearing.” The masculine dual participle
“προφανέντε” (“us two appearing”) reads, more appropriately, “προφανείσα,”
i.e., feminine dual, in Eustathius’s text.119 But Eustathius still observes that this is
a “solecism” because the word is in the accusative, yet stands alone in the sentence
like a genitive absolute. He offers a literary interpretation: the syntactical
bouleversement reflects Athene’s irate state of mind. The grammatical variant and

116Homer, 1524b, 115r: “Ex hoc loco liquet, si ueterib. grammaticis credendum est, olim nobiles
& fortunatos pueros impositos arietib. primum equitare didicisse. Hesych. οἱ τῶν βασιλέων ὑιοὶ
πρῶτον ἐπὶ τῶν κριῶν ἱππεύειν ἐμανθανον. Vide Victor. lib. var. lect. viii cap ix.”

117Homer, 1962, 342 (Od. 18.263): “ἵππωντ’ ὠκυπόδων ἐπιβήτορας”; Homer, 1524b, 161r.
118Homer, 1962, 197 (Od. 11.131): “συῶντ’ ἐπιβήτορα κάπρον”; Homer, 1524b, 94v.
119Eustathius, 1971, 2:601.
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Eustathius’s memorable take on the syntax both catch Falkenburg’s attention.120

Giphanius follows, thoughwith a garbled version of Falkenburg’s note, which shows
that he has not gone back to Eustathius, for he has not realized that the
commentator is not even aware of the reading “προφανέντε.”121

This is the distinct pattern in Giphanius’s borrowings of the notes on
Eustathius. Giphanius never checks Falkenburg’s references against Eustathius,
and often fails to recognize the Byzantine commentary as the source. In
Eustathius’s discussion of “κακοῖσι δόλοισι” (“evil tricks”) in Il. 4.339,
Falkenburg finds the commentator differentiating between “good and evil guile,”
an argument he summarizes in the margin. He also reads the proverb “God does
not recoil from good guile,” and notes: “On good guile, there is the proverb.”122

Eustathius’s name is not given. This is what Giphanius, clearly unaware of the
comment’s source, makes of it: “Good and evil guile are different in law. On good
guile, there is the proverb.”123 Even when Giphanius knows Eustathius to be the
source, he relies on Falkenburg’s extant summaries. For example, Falkenburg
probes Eustathius’s convoluted discussion of Il. 9.378, where Achilles says he values
Agamemnon “ἐν καρὸς αἴσηι” (“like a kar”), or perhaps “ἔγκαρος αἴσηι”
(“like an enkar”).124 He tidies up the various arguments mentioned, names
his source, and also inserts a reference to Plutarch’s Quaestiones convivales.125

Giphanius, now also naming Eustathius, translates the points from Falkenburg’s
summary, adding the reference to Plutarch.126 Tellingly, he leaves out

120Falkenburg notes the lectio “προφανείσα,” and following on from it, Eustathius’s
comment on the syntax. Homer, 1524a, 88v: “προφανείσα σολοικοφανὲς σχῆμα. τὴν δὲ
φράσιν ἐτάραξεν ὁποιητὴς ἀναλόγως τῷ θυμουμένῳ προσώπῳ. ἀντὶ τοῦ ἡμῶν
φανεισῶν. Eustath” (“προφανείσα, a solecism: the poet has disturbed the syntax in
accordance with the impassioned speaker; instead of ἡμῶν φανεισῶν [i.e., genitive
absolute]. Eustathius”).

121Giphanius assumes that “προφανείσα” is offered by Eustathius as the correct syntax.
Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lllviiir: “The construction needs ‘προφανείσα’ but this disturbance of
syntax is more fitting for one agitated with anger. Eustathius.”

122Homer, 1524a, 43v: “Dolus malus & bonus. de bono prouerbium est ἀπάτης ἀγαθῆς
οὐκ ἀποστατεῖ θεὸς” ; cf. Eustathius, 1971, 1:760.

123Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lllvv. Falkenburg quotes Eustathius on Od. 12.63 without noting
his source; Giphanius translates without attribution: Homer, 1524b, 104v; cf. Eustathius,
1825, 2:10–11 (1712.50–1713.20); cf. Homer, [1572]-b, sig. Gggviiiv.

124Eustathius, 1971, 2:733–36.
125Homer, 1524a, 98v. Falkenburg’s comments are as follows: kar meaning “a Karian” is

historically implausible, so the reading is egkaros, meaning “flea” or (according to Plutarch) “brains”;
alternatively, kar could mean “head-lice,” but Eustathius accepts kar and interprets it as “death.”
Falkenburg also refers to Plutarch’s Quaestiones convivales 733e (Plutarch, 1972–, 9.3:121).

126Homer, [1572]-a, sig. mmmr. The point that kar can mean “head-lice” is left out by
Giphanius.
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a confusing annotation that is impossible to understand without going to
Eustathius. These slips make it clear that Giphanius’s debt is to a version of the
observations that is at least faithfully copied from the extant marginalia.

Other mishaps arose from the shape of the book. Next to Il. 6.260–61,
Falkenburg writes what looks like an etymology for oinos (wine) in Il. 6.261:
“from onein, hence also food is called oneiata.”127 This is another quotation from
Eustathius, who in fact argues that Homer is punning on this false etymology,
and offers more plausible ones.128 Falkenburg has copied his discussion in full
on the flyleaf at the back of his Iliad. But Giphanius only reproduces the first
note, and thereby unwittingly inverts Eustathius’s point, which he fails to
recognize.129 Falkenburg, it seems, did not transcribe his notes for Giphanius. A
similar hiatus occurs in Od. 4.505–11, where the death of Locrian Ajax is
narrated. Poseidon tears away the rock Ajax is holding onto, and Homer
concludes: “thus he perished, as he drank the salty water.”130 Falkenburg enters
here an extract from Synesius’s (ca. 373–ca. 414 CE) epistle to Euoptius: “Death
by water is also the death of the soul. Synesius in Epistles.”131 Giphanius
promptly regurgitates it.132 Yet Falkenburg is not interested in this abstruse
reference per se. On the flyleaf at the back, he copied a longer version of the
quotation, followed by Eustathius’s observations: “The ancients say that this
verse appears in no edition because of its paltriness, and are surprised that it
escaped obelism by Aristarchus. It is not the expression, but the idea which is
paltry. . . . For ‘as he drank the salty water’ is out of place, and to say it was wholly
silly and lacking in gravity.”133 Synesius shows Falkenburg that a verse that some
ancients considered spurious because it made little sense could have a point:
adding spiritual annihilation to Ajax’s physical death, the verse could show
Homer anticipating later beliefs about the soul.134 Synesius’s agreement with
Aristarchus on the verse’s authenticity gives a new depth, but also adds historical
complexity to the textual problem reported by “the ancients.” There is an
unmistakable congruity between Falkenburg’s research on this ancient variant
and the ideas that led Giphanius to his groundbreaking conclusions. Yet Giphanius
himself, ignorant of Eustathius’s comment, neither knew nor published

127Homer, 1524a, 68r: “απὸ τοῦ ὀνεῖν, ἐξοὖ καὶ τὰ βρώματα ὀνείατα λέγεται.”
128Eustathius, 1971, 2:305–06.
129Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lllviir.
130Homer, 1962, 71 (Od. 4.511): “[ὣς ὁ μὲνἔνθ’ ἀπόλωλεν, ἐπεὶ πίεν ἁλμυρὸν ὕδωρ].”
131Homer, 1524b, 35v: “ὁ καθ’ ὕδατος ὄλεθρος αὐτὸς τῆς ψυχῆς. synes. in epist.” Cf.

Synesius of Cyrene, 11.
132Homer, [1572]-b, sig. Gggvr–v.
133Eustathius, 1825, 1:178 (1506.30–40).
134Many early modern readers would find this idea appealing: see, e.g., Deloince-Louette,

305–74.
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Falkenburg’s penetrating textual argument. His cavalier way with some of these
notes meant that Falkenburg’s scholarship was not transmitted fully, and this
proved critical for the loss of Falkenburg’s textual methodologies.

As far as Eustathius is concerned, Giphanius simply goes through the marginalia
and rephrases the quotations that Falkenburg had extracted. This was not how he
worked with other material. Falkenburg’s Homer had a formative impact on the
commentary. Toward the end of the Odyssey, where Giphanius has fewer and fewer
lemmas, entries based on Falkenburg’s marginalia continue with the same regularity:
five out of twenty entries for Iliad 1 draw on them, yet the proportion rises to seven
out of a total of twelve inOdyssey 20–24. As theOdyssey represents the least polished
part of Giphanius’s work, this suggests that Falkenburg’s notes, the only complete
running commentary among Giphanius’s sources, were the core around which he
built his own. Sometimes Giphanius absorbs the notes into comments from other
sources, as with many of Falkenburg’s references to Plutarch. At other times he
consults the resources Falkenburg had used. Several truncated references in the
marginalia to Hartung, Vettori, and the Plutarchomerica are identified by
Giphanius and expanded.135 But Giphanius also draws on these sources
independently. Falkenburg clearly determined the philological orientation of
Giphanius’s commentary by pointing him toward particular kinds of material.
Falkenburg’s reference grid of Xylander’s Plutarch, Hartung’sDecuriae, Vettori’s
Lectiones, and Eustathius coincided substantially with that of Giphanius.

The works in Falkenburg’s reference grid point to a vibrant philological interest in
the Homeric poems at this time. Published in close sequence, the Decuriae,
Xylander’s Plutarchomerica and Moralia, and the 1569 Lectiones show scholars
becoming excited by ways into the epics other than allegory, and by ancientHomeric
criticism that does not take allegory as its axis. Such comparative philological
approaches to Homer were not exactly new, having been common in the Florentine
Academy, and central to the commentaries of Camerarius and Hartung.136 But

135On Il. 1.400, Falkenburg has: “Pindar’s scholiast on Olympian Ode 8 [41b Drachmann]
argues this should read ‘Phoebus Apollo’”: Homer, 1524a, 9v: “Scholiastes Pindari ολυμπίων η
contendit legendum φοῖβος ἀπόλλων.” “Contendit legendum” is a quotation from Hartung,
used to annotate the corresponding locus in Falkenburg’s Pindar: Pindar, 62; Hartung, 1568a,
13. Giphanius goes back to Hartung: Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiir. On Il. 4.478, Falkenburg
writes “δὲ for γάρ,” quoting the Plutarchomerica, where the verse illustrates the
interchangeability of Homeric particles. Giphanius completes this by referring to Xylander:
Homer, 1524a, 46r: “δὲ ἀντί τοῦ γάρ”; Xylander, 123 (De Homero 60), 277; Homer,
[1572]-a, sig. lllvir.

136Evidence for Poliziano’s approach to Homer is found in his notes for a course on the
Odyssey and his marginalia on his translation of Iliad 2–5: Poliziano, 2010 and 2009. Also
extant is the notebook of a student following parallel courses on the Iliad by Poliziano,
Demetrius Chalcondyles, and (possibly) Neri dei Nerli, on which see Cesarini Martinelli and
Daneloni, 339–40; Poliziano, 2009, xxviii–xxix.
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a different kind of application marks their pursuit around this decade. The
works in question concentrate on Homer without primarily setting out to
study the epics: philology is discovering Homer’s centrality to its own
practice.137

That Homer was the literary model par excellence was a leitmotiv from the
beginning of his rediscovery in the LatinWest. These philologists are finding what his
omnipresence as a point of reference in ancient culture means for the most technical
kind of scholarship and its methodological implications for historically grounded
exegesis and textual criticism. This kind of philology appealed to Falkenburg as
evidenced by his marginalia on various authors and from comments he appended to
his 1569 Nonnus. Falkenburg is familiar with all the instances where Poliziano had
touched on Nonnus in his comparativeMiscellanea.138 But he also regularly consults
Hartung’s recent work onHomer.Nonnus’s epic, which constantly adopts and adapts
the Homeric poems, and on occasion refers to Homer by name, was Falkenburg’s
own schooling in Homer’s philological inevitability. To explicate Nonnus’s idiom
and literary assumptions, and to do this confidently enough to suggest textual
emendations, Falkenburg had to delve into unexplored literary parallels and ancient
scholarship on Homer, just as some of his contemporaries were doing. By 1570–71,
the convergence of such philological approaches on Homer, conjoined with his own
fresh experience with theDionysiaca, seems to havemotivated him to take his volumes
to his desk and see what he could make of recent developments. This decision would
be one of the main reasons why this philology predominates in Giphanius’s Homeric
commentary, and possibly even explains why he conceived the commentary at all.

FALKENBURG ’S HOMERIC SCHOLARSHIP

To understand Falkenburg’s Homeric scholarship, one must first look at
his exegesis. This is a direct point of contact between him and Hartung.
References to the older scholar dot a number of books annotated by
Falkenburg.139 In his Nonnus, he shows himself a keen observer in particular

137Vettori’s preface to the 1569 Lectiones acknowledges his frequent recourse to “Homer, the
prince of all poets, who, so to speak, lit the way for the rest and showed them the right path for
walking through the most verdant and most delightful fields of the Muses”: Vettori, 1569, sig. aiiiir:

138Falkenburg refers to the Miscellanea, e.g., on Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 870–71, 875,
896; cf. Poliziano, 1567, 603–04 (chap. 80), 524–25 (chap. 28), 496–97 (chap. 22).

139For example, Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 867; cf. Hartung, 1565, 76–77. In his
Apollonius, Falkenburg refers to Hartung’s 1550 edition of the poet: Apollonius of Rhodes,
1521, 20, 79. In his Athenaeus, he follows Hartung in correcting the Homeric quotation
“ἐντύνοντ’ ἄριστον κειαμένω πῦρ” to “ἐντύνοντ’ ἄριστον ἅμ’ἠοῖ κειαμένω πῦρ” (“they
prepared breakfast at dawn, making a fire”): Homer, 1962, 292 (Od. 16.2); cf. Athenaeus, 1535,
6; Hartung, 1565, 27.
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of Hartung’s use of ancient criticism to understand Homer. Encountering the
phrase “ὄρθριος . . . χορδή” (“orthrian chord”) at Dionysiaca 3.242, he recalls
that Hartung had compared various ancient critics’ explications of this musical
term, which also comes up in Il. 11.11.140 Falkenburg imports these in his own
note.141 Another Homeric discussion from the Decuriae illuminates Dionysiaca
5.366: “ἡμιφανὴς τάδ’ ἔλεξε” (“he elexe [from leg�o] this, half-visible”).142 Here
Falkenburg considers the argument that the verb leg�o in Homer does not mean
“to speak.” It was Hartung who had observed that Eustathius interprets leg�o in Il.
2.435 as “to sit, or lie down, from leg�o [to lie], which also gives us lektron, i.e., the
bed/couch.”143 Falkenburg is not convinced. Looking more thoroughly at
Eustathius, he finds that the commentator contradicts himself later, when he
says that leg�o in Il. 20.244 “clearly means ‘to speak’”; this interpretation surely
applies, Falkenburg decides, to Nonnus’s phrase.144 More often than he makes
use of Hartung’s observations, Falkenburg borrows his tools. Developing
Hartung’s methodology, he elucidates Nonnus’s Homeric idiom by extensive
excursions of his own into ancient scholarship. In such work he can supersede even
the methodical Hartung. Scrutiny of ancient scholarship showed Falkenburg that
a range of philological questions remained to be asked of the Homeric texts.
Though he shared, and was indeed led to this discovery by other contemporaries,
his answers could be more exact and impressive than the best in this kind.

When Falkenburg focused on Homer’s epics themselves, he was able to take
this discovery further. In the Bodleian volumes, he refines the point about leg�o,145

and tails Hartung on other exegetical cruxes that take ancient criticism as their

140Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 2:30 (Dionysiaca 3.242); Hartung, 1565, 76–77.
These sources range from the Suda, to Eustathius, to an ancient scholion on Aristophanes
which quotes Il. 11.11: Suidae Lexicon, 3:559 (O 585 Adler); Eustathius, 1971, 3:137; Koster,
Wilson, et al., 1.A:8 (Schol. Ach. 16a).

141Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 867.
142Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 2:123 (Dionysiaca 5.366).
143Hartung, 1565, 53–54; cf. Homer, 1998–2000, 1:63 (Il. 2.435): “μηκέτι νῦν δήθ’

αὖθι λεγώμεθα” (“let us now no longer leg�ometha [from leg�o] here for so long”); Eustathius,
1971, 1:382.

144Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 871; cf. Eustathius, 1971, 4:402.
145Falkenburg summarizes the issue next to Il. 2.435 in Homer, 1524a, 21r: “ἰλ. υ ἀλλ’ ἄγε

μηκέτι ταῦτα λεγώμεθα νηπύτιοι ὡς. vbi Eustath. λεγώμεθα φανερῶς δηλοῖ τὸ
διαλεγώμεθα, λαλῶμεν. Hoc ideo annoto quod sciam a quibusdam traditam uerbum λέγειν
pro loqui nusquam apud Homer. reperiri” (“Il. 20 ‘but come, let us no longer leg�ometha thus, like
children.’ On which Eustathius: ‘leg�ometha clearly suggests “converse, speak.”’ I note this because
I know it is argued by some that the word legein never means ‘to speak’ in Homer”). He also
underlines and cross-references three instances of the verb in the Iliad (2.435, 13.275, 13.292 ¼
20.244), finding new examples to support his conclusion. See Homer, 1524a, 141v: “λέγεσθαι,”
“223 f.2”; 223v: “λέγεσθαι, φανερῶς ἀντὶ τοῦ διαλέγεσθαι, λαλεῖν,” “141 f.2.”
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point of departure.146 More importantly, his familiarity with a wide spectrum of
ancient criticism generates newHomeric questions. On a flyleaf at the front of his
Iliad Falkenburg notes unexpected features of Homer’s lexicon that he has gleaned
from various ancient critics (fig. 1). He reads, for instance, in Macrobius, that the
word “τύχη” (“fortune”) is not found in Homer, and in Eustathius, that Homer
has one word (“δέμας”) for live bodies and another (“σῶμα”) for dead ones. He
does not simply exhume these statements, but works his way through the poems
testing their accuracy. Fascinated by the methodological openings that ancient
criticism makes available, he turns his reading of these volumes into an
opportunity to join in the discussions of ancient scholars, and fine tune their
assertions about Homer. The originality of his work on the epics inheres in the
sheer meticulousness with which he pursues these scholarly trails from antiquity.

It is worth watching him at work on the exegesis of “στέφανος” (stephanos, “a
crown or wreath”). The word arises as a crux when Falkenburg becomes
intrigued by a claim in the ancient scholia on Pindar that Homeric heroes are
never crowned: “And they say that the poet did not even know the word
stephanos, witness the fact that it is nowhere used by him. For he has stephan�e
[garland], but not stephanos: ‘some of them had beautiful garlands [from
stephan�e].’”147 The underlinings are those in Falkenburg’s Pindar (fig. 2). In the
margin, he rewrites and references the Homeric line Il. 18.597. He finds,
however, evidence against the scholiast. In Il. 13.736, a line he quotes at the top
of the page, stephanos does appear in the collocation “στέφανος πολέμοιο”
(“ring of battle”). Falkenburg looks up the D scholia to secure the interpretation
of this unusual phrase, corroborates it with an imitation in Lucan’s Pharsalia
1.321, and concludes: “Only in this sense is stephanos found in Homer.”148 A

146He recycles the point on orthios (Homer, 1524a, 114v), explains “πολυδίψιον” (“very thirsty”)
in Il. 4.171 using the ancient scholia on Apollonius of Rhodes (Homer, 1524a, 40v; cf. Hartung,
1563b, 46–47), and rejects Erasmus’s interpretation of “βοείην” in Il. 22.159–60, as “young ox,”
preferring the D scholia and Eustathius’s “ox-hide” (Homer, 1524a, 241v; cf. Hartung, 1568a,
70–71). He also emends “δῖον” (“the divine”) in Il. 22.251 to “δίον” (“I fled”), quoting Hartung’s
explanation, “δίον ·/· ἐδιωκόμην καὶ ἔφευγον” (“I was pursued, I fled,”Homer, 1524a, 243r; cf.
Hartung, 1568a, 68), and substitutes “ἔνεικε” (“gave”) in Od. 18.301 for “ἔδωκεν” based on
Eustathius (Homer, 1524b, 162r; Hartung, 1565, 14–15; cf. Eustathius, 1825, 2:180 [1847.20]).

147Pindar, 357v: “καὶ φασὶν, οὐδὲ ὄνομα τοῦ στεφάνου εἰδέναι τὸν ποιητὴν.
ἀποδεικνῦντες, ὡς οὐδαμοῦ παρὰ τῷ ποιητῇ εἴρηται. στεφάνας μὲν γὰρ λέγει.
στεφάνους δὲ, οὔ. τῶν, οἱ μὲν καλὰς στεφάνας εἶχον.” Cf. Drachmann, 3:1 (Hypoth.
Nem. a 11–14).

148Pindar, 357v: “·/· πανταχόθεν γάρ σε περιεκυκλώσαντο οἱ πολέμιοι. Lucanus
corona cingere dixit, pro circundare seu circumstare. in hac tantum significatione reperitur
στέφανος apud Homerum” (“For the enemy have encircled you on all sides” [van Thiel, 2000,
412 (N736)]. Lucan says ‘cinxere corona,’ meaning to encircle or stand around. Only in this
sense is stephanos found in Homer”).
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final comparison shows him that Hesiod uses stephanos and stephan�e differently.
His exacting insistence on comparing more and more sources and making
distinctions in the argument is striking. Equally important is the lateral interest
in Homer when dealing with other Greek texts, which marks philology around
this time.

When he annotates Homer,149 Falkenburg marks up both “στέφανος
πολέμοιο” (Il. 13.736) and “καλὰς στεφάνας” (Il. 18.597), and adds this
to his list at the front of the Iliad (fig. 1): “the word stephanos is not found
in Homer of a garland of flowers, but of a ring of men (Il. 13 [p.]149). Stephanai
(Il. 18 i. f.) See the scholia on Pindar at the beginning of Nemea.”150 But his
research does not stop here. Reaching Il. 1.470, he remembers that a scholion on
stephanos in Theocritus’s Idylls 3.21 discusses the appearance of the cognate verb
steph�o in this line from the Iliad: “‘to crown or wreathe’ [stepsai, from steph�o] is to
make full, as in Homer, ‘young men crowned [epestepsanto, from episteph�o, from
steph�o] the craters.’”151 As Falkenburg works his way through the poems,
this suggestion deepens his grasp of Homer’s semantics. The verb, which
appears more frequently than stephanos, leads Falkenburg on to more Homeric
discoveries. With the help of Athenaeus, he is able to penetrate a complex
metaphor in Od. 8.170, “god crowns [stephei, from steph�o] his appearance with
words”: “For what those ugly in their appearance lack . . . is made up for by the
soundness of their speech.”152 Falkenburg’s way of ascertaining the semantic
contours of this word complex is methodical, discriminating, and indefatigable.
But it is also focused. Homer’s ubiquity in ancient criticismmeans that the more

149I see no obvious way of dating the Pindar annotations, which show a recurring interest
in Homer. Falkenburg does not indicate when he bought the volume. Since the argument
developed in this note is imported fully formed in the Bodleian Homer, and since
Falkenburg was not directed to the scholion by Eustathius, I assume he found it while
reading Pindar.

150Homer, 1524a, 149r, 211v, and flyleaf (front): “στέφανος pro corona e florib. texta apud
Hom. non reperitur. sed pro corona hominum ἰλ. ν. 149. στεφάναι. ιλ. σ.i. f. vide schol.
pind. in princip. νεμέων.”

151Theocritus, 39 (Idylls 3.21); Wendel, 122 (sch. 3.21). The scholiast is explaining why
wreaths symbolized a good harvest. Next to Il. 1.470, Falkenburg writes: “Schol. Theocr.
εἰδυλ. γ.”: Homer, 1524a, 10v.

152Homer, 1524b, 65r: “ους τὴν ὄψιν ἀμόρφους ἀναπληροῖ ἡ τοῦ λέγειν πιθανότης.
Athenaeus lib. ult. ubi de coronis, unguentis, & Scholijs tractat.” This comes fromDeipnosophistae
15.674f–675a (Athenaeus, 1927–41, 7:112–14), a passage reminiscent of the Theocritan
scholion: “For crowning implies completion. As in Homer: ‘young men crowned the craters
with drink’ [Il. 1.470] and ‘yet god crowns [stephei, from steph�o] his appearance with words’ [Od.
8.170]. For what those ugly in their appearance lack . . . is made up for by the soundness of their
speech.” Falkenburg also adds Athenaeus to his comment on Il. 1.470 (Homer, 1524a, 10v) and
notices a further form of the verb in Il. 8.232 (Homer, 1524a, 86r).
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closely suchmaterial is examined with Homer in mind, the more possible it is for
different original findings to join up into a larger picture. The greatest strength of
Falkenburg’s work is that it looks toward such broader conclusions on Homer,
whether they concern lexicon, realia, or textual irregularities.

This thread of analysis winds its way to Giphanius’s comments. The losses,
however, are more telling than what gets transferred. Giphanius takes on the
explication of the complex metaphor, a useful self-standing observation.153 But
he leaves out all of Falkenburg’s other painstaking comparisons. Just before his
Iliad commentary, Giphanius has an insert, largely based on Falkenburg, of

Figure 2. Annotation on the hypothesis preceding Nemea 1 on page 357v of Falkenburg’s Pindar.
Pindar. Ὀλύμπια. Πύθια. Νεμέα. Ἴσθμια. Μετὰ ἐξηγήσεως παλαιᾶς πάνυ ὠφελίμου
καὶ σχολίων ὁμοίων. Frankfurt, 1542. Leiden University Library 756.D.16.

153Homer, [1572]-b, sig. Gggviv.
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“Words and things not found inHomer.”154 This list includes words like “τύχη”
(“fortune”) or “ὀργή” (“wrath”), notable absences from Homer’s lexicon, all
taken from Falkenburg’s flyleaf, but not his more arcane distinctions, such as
that between stephanos and stephan�e. On the other hand, Giphanius’s note on
“ἄμπυκα” (“head-band”) in Il. 22.469 refers to Pollux’s Onomasticon on
female ornaments, which include, the reader is told, “stephan�e, which Homer
mentions elsewhere.”155 The Onomasticon is consulted by both Falkenburg and
Giphanius. Since this passage interprets stephan�e in Il. 18.597, Giphanius is either
reproducing a fragment from Falkenburg’s research trail, or spinning off from it to
give his readers a useful item of information. He is aware that Falkenburg is
engaged in a deeper investigation, but has no interest in following him down
obscure byroads of comparative philology to engage in intricate detail with little
obvious payoff. The omission of this particular insight from the first printed
commentary on Homer was probably of little consequence for Homeric studies.
Yet it is just this sort of byroad that brought Falkenburg to some of this period’s
most original probings of Homer’s text. It is time to come to these, and to their
imperfect transmission to and through Giphanius’s commentary.

FALKENBURG ’S TEXTUAL SCHOLARSHIP AND ITS
TRANSMISSION

The sources for the textual work in Giphanius’s commentary can be identified
precisely. With very few exceptions, to be considered later, his textual lemmas
correspond to points raised by Camerarius, Hartung, and Falkenburg. Apart
from the point he takes from the Plutarchomerica (and including overlaps) four
of them are found in Camerarius’s commentaries, eight in the Decuriae (five
from the Iliad and three from the Odyssey), and twelve in Falkenburg’s
annotations (eight in the Iliad and four in the Odyssey). To the last figure
should be added the emendation in Odyssey 13, and the possibility of input for
which no evidence survives. The textual focus of Giphanius’s commentary is clearly
owing to Falkenburg, a large proportion of whose notes are devoted to textual
observations. These notes prepared the ground for Giphanius’s novel conclusions on
the text. More than any other aspect of his work on Homer, Falkenburg’s textual
approach distinguishes his hereto-unnoticed contribution, not only from those of
his forebears, but from what would be witnessed, at least in print, for a long time.

If uncompromising meticulousness was one defining trait of Falkenburg’s
scholarship, its strong textual emphasis was another. One particular annotation
captures the sort of philologist he was (fig. 3). Falkenburg has three notes on
Od. 18.136–37, “the mind of earthly beings is such as the day that the father of

154Homer, [1572]-a, sig. lliir.
155Ibid., sig. mmmviijr; cf. Pollux, 1:288 (V 95–96 Bethe).

529THE HOMERIC QUESTION

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1086/682436


men and gods brings to them.”156 In the wide margin on the right, he gives Cicero’s
translation of these lines in a lost work, and the information that “Augustine quotes
these verses in City of God, 5.7.” Below the text, he observes that the verses were
imitated by Archilochus, and quotes the fragment on the testimonies of “Theon,
[pseudo-]Plutarch, and Diogenes Laertius.”157 And in the narrow left margin, he
squeezes in an interpretation: “we make ourselves like the circumstances, whatever
they are.” All three notes respond to Xylander’s comment on De Homero 155,
where pseudo-Plutarch quotes Archilochus’s imitation, or rather a mutilated
version of it.158 Xylander begins: “Archilochus’s verses seem not to scan, & it is very
difficult to make guesses with this sort of thing. Nevertheless I recall reading them
somewhere else, though I do not remember whether more complete or correct. But
for the present I do not have the reference.”159 Falkenburg emends the fragment in
his second note, tracing the sources where Xylander’s stamina ran out. Xylander
then discusses an ambiguity in interpretation and quotes that of Eustathius:
“whatever the circumstances are, such is also the mind . . . entirely making itself like
the situation and shaping itself to the circumstances.”160 Falkenburg’s third note is
a paraphrase of this. Finally, Xylander says that Cicero’s translation of this passage
agrees with Eustathius’s interpretation, and quotes it, adding: “Refert hos uersus
D. Augustinus lib. 5, cap. 7. de Ciuitate Dei.”161 The wording of Falkenburg’s first
reference echoes this. His response to Xylander gives the picture of a particular
mind in action: one with an unmistakable text-critical flair. Falkenburg homes in
on the fragment from the lost Cicero work, and notes the testimony for it. Then he
expertly sorts out Archilochus’s text. The ambiguity in the sense that is Xylander’s
central point has to be crammed into the remaining space.

The annotation reveals the dedication and proficiency of Falkenburg’s
textual criticism, but also its nature. Like Xylander, Falkenburg avoids guesswork
with Archilochus’s fragment and sets about looking for witnesses (indeed, as many
witnesses as possible) in other authors’ quotations. Falkenburg was a scrupulous
collator of texts. In the Bodleian Homer, he collated the Batrachomyomachia with
an “exemplar impressum Venetijs anno M. CCCC LXXXVI” (“copy printed in
Venice in 1486”).162 He also collated an Italian manuscript of Heliodorus with
a printed edition now in Leiden,163 and the epyllia of Colluthus and Tryphiodorus

156Homer, 1962, 338 (Od. 18.136–37): “τοῖος γὰρ νόος ἐστὶν ἐπιχθονίων ἀνθρώπων, /
οἶον ἐπ’ ἦμαρ ἄγῃσι πατὴρ ἀνδρῶν τε θεῶν τε.”

157See Archilochus, Hipponax, et al., 1:51–52 (fr. 131 West).
158Xylander, 170. Cf. Pseudo-Plutarch, 85 (De Homero 2.155).
159Xylander, 294–95.
160Eustathius, 1825, 2:172 (1840.40–50).
161Xylander, 295.
162[Homer], 1486; Homer, 1524b, 214r.
163See Rattenbury, 37–38.
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in a Basel edition he bought in 1569 with a “vetus codex” as well as the Aldine
edition, carefully recording the source of each reading.164 For him, the investigation
of textual witnesses was an enduring contribution to the text-critical study of an
author, where ingenious conjectures were but transient things. Falkenburg says as
much in the prefatory epistle to his Nonnus, where he explains his textual
procedure in remarkably polemical terms. The edition was based on a single
manuscript, owned by Johannes Sambucus (J�anos Zs�amboki, 1531–84).165

Figure 3. Annotation onOd. 17.136–37 on page 159r of Falkenburg’sOdyssey. Homer,Ulyssea.
Batrachomyomachia. Hymni xxxii. Venice, 1524. Bodleian Library, Oxford. Auct. R.V.6.

164See Quintus Calaber, Colluthus, and Tryphiodorus.
165Now Austrian National Library, Vienna, Cod. Phil. Gr. 45 and 51. The manuscript once

belonged to Aristovoulos Apostolis, Archbishop Arsenius of Monemvasia (1468–1538).
Sambucus bought it in 1563 from Andreas Darmarios: H. Hunger, 168, 172–73. On the
epic’s manuscript tradition, see Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 1:lxi–lxv; on Sambucus, see
Kenney, 79–82.
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Addressing Sambucus, Falkenburg explains that there weremany obvious problems
in this manuscript:

Most of these are such as to allow the hazarding of conjectures without reservations.
In order that nobody would find my faithfulness and trustworthiness wanting,
I changed nothing, and proceeded so as to reproduce your manuscript, on
which I depended solely, as painstakingly as possible. . . . If all printers
followed this method, and did not sprinkle the text with emendations from
unknown sources, we would much more easily win the approval of ancient
authors. For it is difficult to say how many times our judgment errs, since we
often reject what we held as gospel until yesterday, and worthless today. For this
reason, I think that man did not judge badly who, when asked which edition of
Homer was the best, replied “that which is least corrected.” . . . Therefore, even
though I sawmany errors in your manuscript, which could be corrected even by
someone with little Greek, I still preferred separately to note my readings and
conjectures on suspect passages, rather than to insert whatever I audaciously
dreamt up all through the text, “in contextum,” as they say.166

Falkenburg places himself categorically on one side of the divide in text-
critical approaches seen above. When Grafton says that “what [Vettori] detested
above all was the practice of making emendations in a text without indicating
that they had been made or identifying the sources that justified them,” he may
as well have been talking about Falkenburg.167 Respect for the integrity of the
textual witness as a historical document comes first: it is crucial to represent this
faithfully, keeping emendations and conjectures identifiable as such. True to his
word, Falkenburg relegated his “readings and conjectures” to the commentary.
They were governed by principles of the same stamp. When proposing an
emendation, Falkenburg gives priority to the readings of another manuscript
(variants from an unidentified manuscript were communicated to him by
Carolus Utenhovius) or quotations of Nonnus in other texts.168 One of these
texts is Eustathius’s commentary, which, as already observed, Falkenburg uses
more often as a guide to Nonnus’s language. But even then, one part of his mind
seems always on the text: historically grounded exegesis permits informed

166Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, sigs. [§7v]–[§8r].
167Grafton, 1983, 58–59.
168Falkenburg’s copy of Nonnus shows that he thought about his emendations long after the

editorial project. His revisions appeared in Cunaeus, 203–16. In one instance, he found a new
witness for an emendation proposed in 1569, “φυτῷ” for “φηγῷ,” at Dionysiaca 1.43: a Greek
manuscript of Agathias transcribed by Rehdiger. He gives the date 21 June 1575, either for
Rehdiger’s transcription, or for this note: Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 3 (Falkenburg’s
annotation), 864.
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conjecture.169 These conjectures, like the emendation suggested to Giphanius,
consistently follow “the ductus litterarum preferring to change only one letter,” as
Vettori proposed.170 The ideology set out in his epistle was one he was deeply
committed to.

It was speculated above that someone with this text-critical outlook could not
but harbor misgivings about Estienne’s new text of Homer. Indeed, “printers . . .
who sprinkle the text with emendations from unknown sources” is not too far
from a portrait of Estienne at work. In print, Falkenburg segues elegantly from
his indictment of such editors to the (perhaps not entirely) innocuous anecdote
about the man who believed the best edition of Homer to be “that which is least
corrected.” But not long after the appearance of Estienne’s landmark tome,
Falkenburg wrote privately to Vettori’s friend in Rome, FulvioOrsini (1529–1600):
“[Plantin] oversees the editing and follows what themanuscripts have . . . something
for which I have little faith in certain French printers, who, over-eagerly seeking
novelty, often arbitrarily change and rearrange anything they do not understand, an
offense to be accounted more shameful and more dangerous than any other.”171

Without naming names, Falkenburg leaves Estienne exposed to the sharp criticism.
On his part, Estienne was conscious of Falkenburg as one of the most searching
readers of his Greek texts. In 1574, he made Falkenburg the dedicatee of his edition
of Apollonius of Rhodes’s Argonautica, an epic left out of the large-format
volume of 1566.172 Estienne explains that he applied similar textual procedures
here as in that volume, or his “μεγαλογράμματον opus” (“large-format
work”).173 He mentions his scission of words from particles mistakenly attached
to them, and his “interpunctionem,” or adding of punctuation to the epics. The
benefit of the latter, he says, is well known to Falkenburg. But the decidedly
defensive passage that follows suggests otherwise: “To be sure, someone will
object that this labour is not needed by everyone. I shall confess that to be true.
For I know that Falkenburg (not to go far afield) can do without this sort of
work; yet, in turn, I know this: that there are few Falkenburgs, that is, as
practiced as he is in the reading of Greek poets, and able to bring to themselves

169Hartung’s discussion makes him decide that Nonnus used “ὄρθιος” and not “ὄρθριος”
at 3.242. Ascertaining that leg�o at 5.366 means “he said” leads him to propose “ἡμιθανὴς” for
“ἡμιφανὴς” (i.e., “he said this, half-dead,” not “half-visible”). For all Falkenburg’s poor
estimate of the durability of such things, these emendations are still accepted by editors.

170Grafton, 1983, 56.
171De Nolhac, 1887, 436. The letter is dated 7 August 1567. He is recommending Plantin

for Orsini’s Carmina . . . illustrium feminarum (Sappho, Myrtis, et al.). Orsini sent Plantin the
manuscript in October 1567 (van Durme, 56–57) and the book appeared in early 1568
(Rooses, 203–04, 248).

172Apollonius of Rhodes, 1574, sigs. {iir–iiiiv.
173See ibid., sig. {iir.
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such glory as he gained by his Nonnus.”174 Couched in the language of eulogy,
Estienne imagines an urbane debate on the question of punctuation, casting the
interlocutors in an entirely true-to-life opposition: Falkenburg insisting on the
historical witness and Estienne himself on textual sense. It must be in the same
spirit of polite disagreement that in this preface Estienne avoids discussing bolder
conjectural emendations, even as he avoids claiming that his readings are
confined to the apparatus.

This ideological clash underlies Giphanius’s insights on Homeric textuality,
though it is nowhere explicit in his edition. For Falkenburg, Estienne’s
“μεγαλογράμματον opus” was an inspiration to consider what more could
be done with Homer’s text. He was looking closely at Estienne’s Homer, and
noted many of his readings, including those Estienne considered representative
of his contribution.175 He thought in depth about the text-critical procedure
Estienne had followed, for he worked out that one particular lectio is from
Estienne’s “vetus codex” without help from Estienne’s notes.176 An excellent
piece of evidence shows how he thought it could be bettered. Estienne
comments on “στεῦτο” (steuto) in Il. 18.191, “steuto [she promised] to bring
him beautiful arms”: “many editions of the vulgate read seuto for steuto . . . but
Eustathius and my manuscript confirm the other reading, as do other passages
where steuto is used in the same way.”177 Falkenburg finds these other passages,
but also the divergent case ofOd. 11.584, where he notes from the D scholia that
some ancients considered the verse spurious because its use of steuto is un-
Homeric.178 He corroborates Estienne’s common-sense choice based on historical
linguistics. This analysis leads him to information about interpolated verses. The
more Falkenburg immerses himself in ancient scholarship on Homer, the more
evidence he turns up that his epics are unlike other remnants of antiquity. The
significance of this does not pass him by.

Falkenburg excavated ancient scholarship on Homer’s language, often while
querying Nonnus’s text. In the process, he saw that ancient discussions tend to flip
from exegesis into textual criticism. Eventually, it became clear to him that one of
the great preoccupations of ancient criticism was the text of Homer. Estienne had

174Ibid., sig. {iiv.
175For example, the first two examples in Estienne’s statement and the first two in his notes.

Homer, Hesiod, et al., 18, iiii–v; Homer, 1524a, 257r, 3r.
176The lectio “δίνης” for “λίμνης” in Il. 21.246: Homer, 1524a, 232v; cf. Homer, Hesiod,

et al., 344 (text) and xvii (notes).
177Homer, 1998–2000, 2:177 (Il. 18.191): “στεῦτο γὰρ Ἡφαίστοιο πάρ’ οἰσέμεν

ἔντεα καλά”; Homer, Hesiod, et al., 303 (text) and xvi–xvii (notes).
178Homer, 1962, 214 (Od. 11.584): “στεῦτο . . . διψάων” (“steuto [he stood] . . . in thist”);

Homer, 1524b, 102r; Ernst, 254 (Od. 11.584). Cf. Homer, 1998–2000, 2:261 (Il. 21.455):
“στεῦτο . . . ἀποκοψέμεν οὔατα” (“steuto [he promised] to lop their ears”); Homer, 1524a, 236r.
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gone to the variants scattered in Eustathius’s discussions to expand his template of
textual options. The origin of Falkenburg’s interest in these variants was the
opposite: his engagement with ancient scholarship, whose discussions he followed
with uncommon dedication, brought him to them. The difference in what the two
philologists made of Eustathius’s textual material could hardly be greater.

The argument thatOd. 11.584 is interpolated, which Falkenburg quotes from
the D scholia, is also reported in Eustathius.179 Falkenburg may well have read it
there first, since almost all his textual notes stem from an open-ended exploration
of the Byzantine commentary. These notes (some of which Giphanius was earlier
seen to misunderstand) generally have something new to contribute: a new
variant, another witness, or information that enriches his understanding of a crux.
He turns first to Eustathius for points of textual interest, and adds to his findings
by going to other sources if possible.180 The fundamental difference between his
investigation and Estienne’s is the importance Falkenburg attaches to the textual
witness. Not the aesthetic quality of Eustathius’s variants, but that they existed in
antiquity interests Falkenburg. He does not come to Homer’s text to mend its
problems, but because he has seen in Eustathius the possibility of identifying its
historical-textual fault lines for the first time. His witnesses are ancient quotations
that authenticate these variants’ historicity, not medieval codices. Falkenburg also
wants to know how ancient critics dealt with these variants. Often prompted by
references in Eustathius, he aligns different sources on the same ancient debate.
The more accurately he can re-create these discussions, the more reliable their
historical textual evidence. In 1570 Falkenburg can use such information more
systematically than ever before. Charted by Xylander, the Homeric debates in
Plutarch’sMoralia became a resource that could be taken into account in a regular
manner, like Eustathius’s running commentary. The development was timely.
Falkenburg’s fascination with ancient scholarship instantly drew him to Xylander’s
book as he turned his attention to Homer. To another philologist, the textual
discussions here might have seemed a repository of Homeric variants; for
Falkenburg, they were an exciting historical document.

179Eustathius, 1825, 1:437.
180With “προφανέντε”/ “προφανεῖσα” in Il. 8.378, Falkenburg identified Eustathius’s text

as the source of one of Estienne’s variants (Homer, Hesiod, et al., 127), and saw that Eustathius
spotted another irregularity. With “ἐν καρὸς” / “ἔγκαρος” in Il. 9.378, he found in Eustathius
that the ancients were exercised by a crux that had slipped Estienne: see Homer, Hesiod, et al.,
142. He tracked their arguments and followed up Eustathius’s reference to Plutarch. Giphanius
also recycles Falkenburg’s note on Od. 15.322; Homer, 1524b, 133v; cf. Homer, [1572]-b, sig.
[Gggixv]. Falkenburg’s Homer reads “ξύλα δ’ ἀνακεάσσαι” (“and to split up [?] logs”). Estienne
had instead printed Eustathius’s text, “ξύλα δανὰ κεάσσαι” (“to split dry logs”), and the further
variant “πολλὰ” (“many”) for “δανὰ” (“dry”), reported in Eustathius’s commentary. Falkenburg
found “many” additionally witnessed in Varia historia 7.5 (Aelianus, 88).
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Eustathius often records how anonymous ancients grappled with the textual
problems they inherited. Falkenburg explored many reports of this kind. But he
also saw that certain discussions afforded more concrete evidence on the
processes that had turned these texts into so many infolded cruxes: they
revealed how ancient editors had operated upon Homer’s text. Unlike Hartung,
Falkenburg was drawn to reports of atheteses. The potentially spurious character
of Od. 11.584 is one instance. In the note on death by water, Falkenburg
considered Aristarchus’s non-athetesis ofOd. 4.511 in a highly sophisticated way.
He also noted Aristarchus’s athetesis of Il. 24.30: “he preferred her who furthered
his fatal μαχλοσύνην [from machlosune (lustfulness)],” on the grounds that
machlosune is a recent word.181 Here Falkenburg’s information comes, as usual,
from Eustathius.182 Because he does not indicate his source, it is also omitted by
Giphanius when the latter borrows this comment. The other points about
athetesis escape Giphanius entirely. As a connection begins to emerge between
Falkenburg’s interest in athetesis and Giphanius’s bold and brilliant conjecture
about Aristarchus’s version, these losses become important.

Falkenburg did not see athetesis in isolation, but in context. He saw that
some variants carried the names of ancient Homeric critics. A lectio he is the first
to spot is “οὔδαλα δοίης” (“you would give offscourings”) for “οὐδ’ ἅλα δοίης”
(“you would not give a grain of salt [to your suppliant]”) at Od. 17.455.183

Falkenburg is interested in its being the reading of Callistratus, and would have
read in the sentence just before this in Eustathius that the vulgate’s reading
is that of his contemporary, Aristarchus.184 Another new variant concerns Od.
4.74–75, where Telemachus admires Menelaus’s palace, exclaiming, “such, to
be sure, is the courtyard of Olympian Zeus within: / so many things to make one
speechless.”185 Eustathius directed Falkenburg to a discussion in Athenaeus, where it
is reported that this version is that of Aristarchus, and that Seleucus later changed the
first line to: “such objects, to be sure, must lie within the house of Zeus.”186

Athenaeus’s speaker prefers this, especially as “courtyard” is inappropriate for the
interior space Telemachus is contemplating. Falkenburg notes these points and the
reference to Athenaeus.He rarely draws conclusions in themarginalia. But one likely

181Homer, 1998–2000, 2:334 (Il. 24.30): “[{]τὴνδ’ ἤινησ’ ἥ οἱ πόρε μαχλοσύνην
ἀλεγεινήν}”; Homer, 1524a, 264v; Homer, [1572]-a, sig. mmmv.

182Eustathius, 1971, 4:864.
183Homer, 1524b, 154r.
184Eustathius, 1825, 2:155 (1828). On Callistratus, see Sandys, 1:136.
185Homer, 1962, 55–56 (Od. 4.74–75): “Ζηνός που τοιήδε γ’ Ὀλυμποιου ἔνδοθεν

ἀυλή, / ὅσσα τάδ’ ἄσπετα πολλά.”
186Athenaeus, 2006–10, 2:412–16 (Deipnosophistae 5.188f–189c): “Ζηνός που τοιαῦτα

δόμοις ἐν κτήματα κεῖται.” Cf. Eustathius, 1825, 1:148 (1483.40–50). On Seleucus, see
Sandys, 1:296–97.
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inference from these two novel observations, both of which Giphanius inherited, is
that our version is that of Aristarchus.187 Certainly, by starting to match traces of
ancient versions with individual ancient critics, Falkenburg is framing in small steps
the question that will emerge fully formed in Giphanius’s preface: which of these
versions is ours?Moreover, next to the second locus, he adds a reference to Plutarch’s
De Cupiditate divitiarum. He finds the verses quoted here in the version of
Aristarchus and the vulgate: like ours, Plutarch’s Homer seems to be Aristarchan.188

Falkenburg’s interest in Plutarch’s version as a point of entry intoHomeric textuality
is another crucial part of the scaffolding that will enable Giphanius to work his way
from the evidence of De audiendis poetis to his famous hypothesis.

Falkenburg himself does not comment on the passage in Iliad 9 that was the
basis for this hypothesis. Yet he is implicated in Giphanius’s reading of the
Plutarchomerica, for he showed Giphanius how to take Xylander’s cue and read
Homer against Plutarch.189 It is telling, moreover, that the observation that proved
crucial for Giphanius bypasses Falkenburg’s key textual tool, Eustathius’s
commentary. Falkenburg knew that contemporaries had sporadically discovered
odd things about Homer’s text and that they did this by “internal analysis,” i.e., by
considering how individual ancient variants reflect on the history of the epics. He
knew about the strange form in which Aristotle quotes Agamemnon’s threats.190

He remembered, too, that Erasmus spotted a divergence between the vulgate atOd.
17.322–23, and Plato’s quotation in Laws 777a.191 One suspects he noticed
Hartung’s two intricate analyses of such loci. Yet in the Bodleian Homer, he shows
little interest in tracing eccentric textual testimonies in an aleatory fashion. Ancient
scholarship and primarily Eustathius form the nucleus of Falkenburg’s research.
This focuses the novelty of his findings on Homer’s ancient editors, rather than the
versions of Homer circulating in antiquity. More significantly, by systematically
exploring Eustathius and theMoralia, Falkenburg arrives at a small yet critical mass
of observations that turn internal analysis into a methodology for the first time.
More crucial than his findings are the possibilities he unlocks by pointing to
a category of material— ancientHomeric scholarship— and a way of looking at it.

Inventing this methodology was not just a matter of dedication. To identify
what constitutes textual information is not the same as to catalogue it. Giphanius
and Camerarius both reported, based on Athenaeus, that Demetrius of Phaleron

187Homer, [1572]-b, sigs. [Gggxr], Gggiiijv.
188Plutarch, 1972–, 7.2:17 (De cupiditate divitiorum 527d–f).
189Falkenburg was a mediator for the Plutarchomerica as well as theMoralia. The annotation

on Od. 18.136–37 is discussed above. When Giphanius recycles it, he goes back to Xylander to
expand it, but follows the order of Falkenburg’s marginalia and not the flow of Xylander’s
argument: Homer, [1572]-b, sig. [Gggxr].

190Homer, 1524a, 20v (next to Il. 2.391–94): “Vid. Aristot. III. Polit. cap. X.”
191Homer, 1524b, 151v; Erasmus, 437–38; Plato, 1901–95, 5:200 (Laws 777a).
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had athetized as pointless the explanation of Menelaus’s unsolicited arrival at Il.
2.408–09. Giphanius also borrows Falkenburg’s reference to Quaestiones convivales
on “the proverbial Menelaus” as an uninvited guest.192 But he overlooks a further
annotation. In the same text, Falkenburg discovers Plutarch suggesting, without
mentioning the textual debate, that “Menelaus did not want to point to his brother’s
omission by not coming, as fastidious people do.”193 Acutely, Falkenburg homes in
on an interpretation that would save the verse from excision.194 The note Giphanius
missed captures Falkenburg in the process of developing the instruments by which
Homeric textuality can be studied. Rigorous and imaginative, his textual method is
driven, as Wolf’s will be, by a powerful inferential capacity that transforms
information into textual evidence, and individual examples into a new vision of how
much it is possible to discover about the history of Homer’s text.

Without a doubt, this methodology is the origin of Giphanius’s emphasis on
the ancient fortunes of Homer’s text. And yet, out of Falkenburg’s critical mass of
textual observations, very few found their way to his edition. The rest were
mangled in transmission or simply slipped Giphanius’s notice. The notes are not
a full record of the two scholars’ conversations. More than any single particular,
a way of thinking that was the outcome of Falkenburg’s detailed research must
have energized Giphanius’s new attitude to the text. He himself conducted little
such research. Of Giphanius’s textual lemmas, six do not correspond to identifiable
sources. Three concern variants in previous editions.195 In a fourth, Giphanius
mentions an emendation of Od. 4.84 by Zenon the Stoic (333–264 BCE), while
a fifth discusses variant versions of Od. 14.112 associated with Aristarchus and
Aristophanes of Byzantium (ca. 25–ca. 185 BCE).196 Falkenburg’s work must have
opened Giphanius’s eyes to these testimonies in Strabo and Athenaeus.197

Eustathius also alludes to them, but Giphanius does not mention him. The final
textual observation that must be Giphanius’s own, however, refers to Longinus’s
athetesis of Il. 1.296, only known from Eustathius.198 Yet in what appears to be
Giphanius’s one independent recourse to Eustathius’s textual testimony, the com-
mentator goes, once again, unnamed. The persistent suppression of Eustathius’s
name tells us one thing for sure: Giphanius, who did not once retrace Falkenburg’s
steps through Eustathius’s commentary, had only the haziest notion of this source’s

192See Plutarch, 1972–, 9.1:23 (Quaestiones convivales 616c).
193Ibid., 9.3:38–39 (Quaestiones convivales 706f).
194Falkenburg quotes this in Xylander’s translation without giving his source, perhaps why

Giphanius ignored the note. Homer, 1524a, 20v: “ideo errorem eius noluit detegere non
ueniendo, quod morosi faciunt”; cf. Plutarch, 1570, 721.

195Homer, [1572]-a, sigs. llliiv, llliiiv, lllviiv.
196Homer, [1572]-b, sigs. Gggiiijv, [Gggixr–v].
197Strabo, 1:102 (1.2.34, C 41); Athenaeus, 2006–10, 5:430–31 (Deipnosophistae 11.498f).
198Homer, [1572]-a, sig. kkkr.
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importance to the textual work in front of him. In seeing to print only a rough
approximation of Falkenburg’s methods, he made it impossible for readers of his
Homer to share and build on the new attitude to the text that it bodied forth.

THE HOMERIC QUESTION AFTER GIPHANIUS

This essay beganwith Isaac Casaubon andDaniel Heinsius as notable earlymodern
forerunners of Wolf. Both these men were familiar with internal analysis. In 1611,
Heinsius makes it clear that he is thinking of specific variants when he describes the
Homer in our hands as a “phantom,” since he refers to passages in Aristotle and
Plutarch that reveal the audacious “sordes et ineptias grammaticorum” (“drivel and
inanities of the grammarians”).199 Ten years earlier, Casaubon had commented on
Athenaeus’s report of just such a major intervention by Aristarchus.200 Casaubon
concludes here that “our manuscripts . . . were corrected against Aristarchus’s
edition,”201 having famously speculated in 1583, on the basis of Josephus’s
testimony, that the earliest form of Homer’s epics might be irrecoverable. Both
these scholars would have come across Giphanius’s Homer. Heinsius may have
even owned Falkenburg’s Homer before passing it on to his son. But they have to
work out their textual tools from first principles. If these philologists are joining
a conversation on Homeric textuality, it is one that happens in snippets across
decades, down indistinct paths of transmission. Themethodological coherence that
Falkenburg’s work could have brought to the discussion, had it been genuinely
disseminated, never materialized. The historical approach to textual criticism
that might have been his gift to Homeric scholarship, a gift that had the potential
to place Homer at the center of philological study, would emerge out of a very
different discussion, two centuries later.

The radical intellectual refraction that happened with Giphanius’s edition is best
encapsulated in his “Ad lectorem” itself. Along with its novel suggestions,
Giphanius’s little preface lays before its readers an array of sources on the history
of the epics. Chosen out of the palette put together byGiphanius’s predecessors, this
material looks decidedly trite if compared with Falkenburg’s research on this topic.
The internal analysis found in the Bodleian Homer comes with a vivid interest in
the poems’ life in antiquity. Falkenburg was readingHomer alongside Aelian’sVaria
historia and Lycurgus’s In Leocratem, sources that refer to the epics’migration across
the ancient world, their performances at the Panathenaea, and the Pisistratean re-
cension.202 Contemporaries were already exploring these texts. Much more obscure

199Heinsius, 1611, 201.
200Casaubon, 1600, 204–06; Athenaeus, 2006–10, 2:400–05 (Deipnosophistae 5.181c–182a).
201Casaubon, 1600, 204–06.
202Aelianus, 93, 106, 145, 159–62 (Varia historia 8.2, 9.15, 12.48, 13.14, 13.19, 13.22);

Lycurgus, 71 (In Leocratem 102); see Homer, 1524a, 62r, 168v; Homer, 1524b, 133v.
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is a scholion Falkenburg marks up in his Pindar on the rhapsode Cynaethus, who
performed and interpolated Homer’s poems.203 Another rare reference comes to
light in Falkenburg’s text-critical statement of 1569. His anecdote about the “least
corrected”Homer is fromDiogenes Laertius. Diogenes reports that the philosopher
Timon (ca. 320–230 BCE) once said that to find a correct text of Homer one
should look for “ancient manuscripts and not already corrected.”204 The story will
feature often in the history of the Homeric Question,205 but Falkenburg is
apparently the first to single it out, perhaps while reading Sambucus’s 1566
edition of Diogenes.206 The vicissitudes of Homer’s poems were certainly on his
mind at this time. In his Greek Anthology, Falkenburg pauses over an epigram that
refers to Pisistratus’s recension of the epics.207 The volume was purchased in 1566,
the publication year of Sambucus’s Diogenes, Xylander’s Plutarchomerica, and
Estienne’s Homer, and annotated (at least partly) in Rome in 1567.

Soon after this, Falkenburg wrote to the Roman Orsini about printers who
play fast and loose with Greek texts. This philologist and antiquarian helped
shape Falkenburg’s Homeric inquiries in these years. Falkenburg may have
noticed the scholion on Cynaethus in an Orsini publication that he watched
going through Plantin’s press as he wrote his letter.208 In Rome, Orsini had
shown him two remarkable herms of Homer and Menander inscribed with
epigrams on the poets and thought to have once decorated the villa of the author
of Varia historia (fig. 4).209 The future editor of Nonnus copied these poems at
the back of his Anthology, realizing that one of them is also found within it.210 He
would later incorporate an editio princeps of them in his note on a “praeclara

203Pindar, 266v; cf. Drachmann, 3:29 (sch. N II 1c). I owe this to Ernst-Jan Munnik.
204Diogenes Laertius, 1925, 2:522 (9.113).
205Starting from this period: Casaubon’s reflections on the Homeric text respond to this

passage and Heinsius pauses on it in Heinsius, 1627, sig. ***2r; as does Johann von Wowern in
von Wowern, 192 (17.5). See Ferreri, 2007, 111–12; Deitz.

206Diogenes Laertius, 1566, 404. This was another edition printed by Plantin.
207Florilegium, 286, where Falkenburg writes: “Pisistratus Homeri poematis collector”

(“Pisistratus, the gatherer of Homer’s poem”); cf. Anthologie grecque, 10:228 (Anth. Pal.
11.442). The book was bought in Bologna.

208Orsini, 1567, 39–40. See Ferreri, 2001, 192–212, for an excellent discussion. Plantin was
sent a manuscript of the work in August 1566 (van Durme, 28) and started printing by 22 June
1567 (Rooses, 98–99). Orsini and Falkenburg kept in touch: Gillet, 2:529–30.

209Inscriptiones Graecae, 312–15 (XIV 1183 and 1188). These herms are first attested in
a letter by Orsini to Antonio August�ın dated 18 March 1567: National Library of Spain, MS
5781, fols. 28r–29v. On Orsini’s antiquarianism, see de Nolhac, 1884; Ferreri, 2001, 173–82.
He published sketches of the herms and other objects in Orsini, 1570, 20–21, 32–33. On the
herms, see Prioux, 123–40; Bowie, 244–47; only the Menander one survives.

210On the flyleaf, Falkenburg gives the date 13 April 1567 for his transcription. Cf.
Anthologie grecque, 4:58 (Anth. Pal. 7.6).
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mentio” (“honorable naming”) of Homer byNonnus atDionysiaca 13.50–51.211

The fifth-century epic poet’s invocation of Homer as “the entire harbour of
eloquence” is set alongside the third-century epigrammatist who calls him “the
ageless voice of the whole world.”212 The ubiquity of Homer across antiquity
fascinates Falkenburg as it does other comparative philologists of this period. At
Dionysiaca 25.253, Nonnus invokes Homer again, this time as “son ofMeles.”To
explicate the attribute, Falkenburg quotes pseudo-Herodotus on a legend that
wanted Homer born next to the river Meles in Smyrna.213 He juxtaposes this
testimony with an ancient object in Orsini’s collection: a coin from a colony of
Smyrna showing Homer on one side and the river Meles on the other (fig. 4).214

This triangulation is an exact and suggestive parallel to his later alignment of
ancient debates on the text. The seeds of a textual approach to Homer that might
have offered a historical counterweight to Estienne’s were sown not far from
Vettori’s sphere of influence. In the years leading up to the annotations, there
seems to have grown in Falkenburg a profound fascination with the afterlife of
Homer in antiquity, which was also a methodological fascination with how the
material, literary, and scholarly remains of antiquity can shed historical light on one
another. The visit to Rome was vital to this. But this was also the time when
Falkenburg thought hard about the textual critic’s dues to history, and what ancient
scholarship had to offer such a critic. This conjunctionmade Falkenburg a philologist
who might have taken sixteenth-century Homeric studies somewhere new.

Falkenburg’s prolegomena to Homer, then, would have looked very different
from Giphanius’s “Ad lectorem.” But this is not to underestimate what this little
preface did. Giphanius gives no hint as to what brought him to Josephus’s
Against Apion and its unique testimony that the epics were believed in antiquity
to contain loose ends, reflecting their oral transmission.215 Reading it, it struck
him that the Homeric nods J. C. Scaliger had recently made notorious
corresponded to these loose ends. His idea threw the epics into a critical debate
out of which they would emerge two centuries later as the rugged products of an

211Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 877–78.
212Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 5:136 (Dionysiaca 13.50–51): “εὐεπίης ὅλον

ὅρμον”; Inscriptiones Graecae, 315 (XIV 1188.4–5): “ἀγήρατον στόμα κόσμου / παντὸς.”
213Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 9:54 (Dionysiaca 25.253): “υἱὲ Μέλητος”; for

Falkenburg’s annotation, see Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 887–88; cf. Homeric Hymns, Homeric
Apocrypha, Lives of Homer, 356–57, and the note at Nonnus of Panopolis, 1976–2006, 9:253–54.

214Nonnus of Panopolis, 1569, 887–88. Orsini published a sketch of this coin too in his
Imagines and later used it to comment on Cicero’s Pro Archia 19. See Orsini, 1581, 219–20;
Ferreri, 2001, 174–75.

215Interestingly, Giphanius helped Rihel with German editions of other works by Josephus
(Josephus, 1574a and 1574b), for which Rihel’s privilege is dated January 1570: Josephus,
1574b, sig. ( iv).
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illiterate society. This is how Wolf found them, and why he devised philological
instruments to investigate their past. But when Camerarius, Hartung, Xylander,
and Falkenburg began to take an archaeological view of the surface of Homer’s
poems, it was not on account of any perceived roughness in them, but because of
their historical attitude to textual variance. And Josephus’s testimony would have
meant little to Giphanius, had it not been for their work, whichmade him think of
textual irregularities as witnesses to an eventful history of transmission.With what
seems to be a knack for pushing philological minutiae aside for the sake of a bigger

Figure 4. Page 21r of Orsini’s Imagines, showing sketches of antiquarian finds relevant to
Homer. The herm (center left) and top-left coin are those seen by Falkenburg in Rome and
referred to in his Nonnus commentary. Fulvio Orsini, Imagines et elogia virorum illustrium et
eruditor[um] ex antiquis lapidibus et nomismatib[us] expressa cum annotationib[us] ex Bibliotheca
Fulvi Ursini. Rome, 1570. British Library 551.e.6.
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point, Giphanius saw in Josephus not just confirmation of what these philologists
were discovering, but a way to approach the more immediately compelling
question of the apparent nonsense in Homer’s epics. Giphanius is fascinated in his
commentary by Scaliger’s Poetice, unlike Falkenburg, whose annotations contain
no references to this work. The cross-fertilization of mid-sixteenth-century textual
criticism with Scaliger’s literary deconstruction was Giphanius’s own contribution
and, perhaps fittingly, the part of the “Ad lectorem” that made scholarly history.
His edition was crucial to the process by which, at a critical juncture, a textual
debate morphed into a literary one, snatching Homer away from the philologists
and making him the favorite of the world of belles lettres. To repossess him,
philology had to wait until Wolf.

PIETRO VETTORI AND THE HOMERIC SCHOLIA IN THE
SIXTEENTH CENTURY

There was only so much Falkenburg’s methods could do without the evidence of
the Venice scholia. The scholia maiora surpass, in Wolf’s words, “in [their]
critical and grammatical riches not only Eustathius but all the scholiasts of all the
poets.”216 The Venetus A, or A scholia, focus particularly on textual matters. But
the Venetus A and Venetus B had been in St. Mark’s Library long before
Villoison rediscovered them.217 Sebastian Faesch saw them in 1678,218 and the
manuscripts are recorded in the hands of such humanists as Cardinal Bessarion,
Giovanni Aurispa, Guarino Veronese, Martino Filetico, Victor Faustus, and
Scipio Tettius.219 Nor were the Veneti exclusive witnesses for these scholia.
Guillaume Bud�e made use of a manuscript that contained both A scholia and
bT scholia (i.e., those witnessed in the Venetus B and the Townley codex),
though, as Filippomaria Pontani notes, this extraordinary source did not open
any of the avenues Wolf traveled two centuries later.220 Yet Bud�e’s manuscript
might have changed Homeric studies in the hands of another philologist, and
clearly the process of editing Homer in the sixteenth century was beginning to
generate questions that could increase attention to the scholia maiora.

It is true that very few people had access to these precious marginalia or copies
of them in the second half of the sixteenth century, yet one of those people was
Vettori.221 As every transmission history of the scholia records, he had the

216Wolf, 50.
217See especially Canfora.
218Pontani, 2006, 205–06.
219Ferreri, 2007, 269–71; Canfora, 90–92. See also Filetico, xxxviii–xxxix, 85–88.
220Pontani, 2001.
221There is very little work on Vettori, as is pointed out in Porro, 307–08. The most recent

monograph is Niccolai.
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Townley codex, then in Florence, copied for him, and his apograph, the
Victorianus, still survives.222 It is also known that at some point he saw the
Venetus A in St. Mark’s Library, since he indicated this when correcting
a comment in the Victorianus.223 Vettori was responsible for the first partial
edition of the bT scholia in 1619, which was put together by a student of his own
prot�eg�e, Ioannes Caselius, on the basis of a transcript that Caselius had made
from Vettori’s apograph.224 Vettori also made the scholia known to other
scholars.225 Explaining his decision to print the ancient scholia on Aeschylus, he
wrote: “I do not think these scholia [declarationes] are for the most part to be
looked down on for I see Eustathius . . . often relies on their testimony and
carefully cites them. I believe many of them are extracts from authoritative
commentaries, which were transferred to those codices of the poets for
convenience, so that one might have the explanation of an unusual or old
word, or of an ancient habit, ready to hand.”226 This lucid account supplied early
modern readers with an advertisement and a careful reconstruction of the origins
of the declarationes in the margins of old codices. When he mentions Eustathius,
Vettori is including the Homeric scholia without naming them. Those who
realized that he was referring to something other than the D scholia would have
wanted to know more. To such readers, Vettori gave the tantalizing information
that Eustathius acted as a witness for many of those precious comments to which
they had no access.

Vettori’s contribution does not end here. What is never mentioned in
transmission histories of the scholia is that he inserted some of the bT scholia in
his works. He used at least one in his commentary on Demetrius’sDe elocutione,
and at least twenty-three in the second book of his Lectiones.227 It is with this
publication of the Homeric scholia that their story comes to join that of
Falkenburg and Giphanius. Falkenburg diligently collects and transcribes many
of the scholia quoted by Vettori, indicating that they come from Vettori’s “vetus

222For example, Erbse, 1969–88, 1:xxvi–xxviii, xxix–xxx. The “Victorianus” is Bavarian
State Library, Munich, Codex Monacensis Graecus 16. See also Pontani, 2005, 453–54.

223Erbse, 1969–88, xvi.
224See Horneius, sigs. A5r–v.
225See, e.g., his letter to Pietro Maffei in 1562: Vettori, 1586, 109.
226Aeschylus, sig. aiiir, reprinted in Vettori, 1586, 67.
227Niccolai, 269, mentions Vettori’s use of the scholia in the Lectiones. I have found

twenty-three references in the 1569 Lectiones. This is more than the number indexed in the
collected edition of the Lectiones in 1609, and may well be short of the total. See Vettori, 1569,
18 (26.20), 19–20 (26.22), 21–22 (26.24), 29–30 (27.10), 38–39 (27.23), 42–43 (28.3), 50
(28.13), 50–51 (28.14), 60–61 (29.3), 67–68 (29.13), 68–69 (29.14), 71–72 (29.17), 75–76
(29.23), 84 (30.10), 138–39 (33.10), 141 (33.13), 142 (33.14), 186 (36.3), 194 (36.13), 229
(38.3), 238–39 (38.14), 240–41 (38.16), 245–46 (38.21).
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codex.”228 Falkenburg knew that the use of these scholia was one of the novelties
of Vettori’s 1569 Lectiones. Such declarationes had not featured in the first
Lectiones of 1554, though Vettori inserted references to them in his 1582
revision.229 His correspondence reveals that the Homeric scholia were very much
on his mind during the period of the composition and publication of the new
Lectiones.230 Falkenburg would have noticed this material in the new philological
work, or had it flagged for him by mutual friends like Sambucus and
Rehdiger.231 Indeed, at some point Rehdiger acquired two manuscripts of
Homer containing scholia, and Falkenburg may well have seen a codex with bT
scholia known to Orsini as early as 1567.232 In other words, despite being
inaccessible to many, there were by this time a number of scholars who found the
scholia relevant, and potentially revolutionary, for the study of Homer. And
Falkenburg was in a particularly privileged position for grasping their importance.

Falkenburg does not end his search for scholia with Vettori’s Lectiones. One of
the sources he uses is a collection of ancient sayings by Arsenius of Monemvasia,
the original owner of Sambucus’s manuscript. Arsenius was interested in
Homeric exegesis, and appears to have been preparing an edition of scholia
that never reached print.233 His fascination spills over from one project onto the
other, and under “Homer” he enters, not sayings from the epics, but paraphrases
of four scholia maiora.234 Falkenburg appears to have identified these four

228Falkenburg transcribes twelve scholia from the Lectiones, and the one in the commentary
on Demetrius: Homer, 1524a, 18v, 120v, 153, 166, 166v, 168v, 182v, 193, 200, 212v, 213,
215, and 8, corresponding to Vettori, 1569, 19–20 (26.22), 18 (26.20), 38–39 (27.23), 50
(28.13), 50–51 (28.14), 240–41 (38.16), 229 (38.3), 194 (36.13), 186 (36.3), 238–39
(38.14), 71–72 (29.17), 245–46 (38.21), and Vettori, 1562, 8.

229See revised versions in Vettori, 1582, 26, 221–22, (3.5, 19.8).
230Letters by Donato Giannotti to Vettori in June and July 1568 show he had asked about

an Iliad with “glossae” seen by Giannotti. A letter by Sambucus to Vettori in 1568 shows he has
been inquiring after notice of scholia on the Odyssey: Giannotti, 147, 148; Sambucus, 96–97.

231Sambucus sent Vettori Falkenburg’s hot-off-the-press Nonnus with his reply. Rehdiger
visited Vettori in October 1568, and discussed the trees in his orchard and “multa philologa: &
quae pertinent ad studia bonarum artium” (“many philological matters, and matters relating to
the study of the arts”): Vettori, 1832, 15; Vettori, 1577, 95–97. Vettori sent him the newly
published Lectiones on 7 January 1569: Vettori, 1832, 5, 31–32.

232These codices are now in the Rehdiger archive, Wroclaw University Library MSS R26 and
R27. SeeCatalogus codicum Graecorum, 18–29. My thanks to JoannaMadej for helping me identify
them. Orsini used a codex with scholia to annotate his Homer: see Ferreri, 2001, 212–49. There are
no letters between Vettori and Orsini during 1568–69 in de Nolhac, 1889.

233Pontani, 2005, 486–502.
234Arsenius of Monemvasia, sigs. μr–μIIr. Another irregular entry in the anthology is “Moly”

(sigs. [λVr]–[λVIv]), featuring Eustathius’s allegorical interpretation of Homer’s herb. Cf.
Eustathius, 1825, 1:381.
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Homeric scholia as something of the kind. One of the declarationes Vettori
quotes appears among Arsenius’s four, and Falkenburg uses Arsenius’s testimony
to complete or emend the scholion in Vettori.235 His textual alertness puts him
on the right track: the material Arsenius cites must contain interpretations akin
to the Homeric scholia. Thus, he also quotes from Arsenius an interpretation of
why passion is figured by Homer as an “ἱμὰς” (“girdle,” but also “lash” or
“leather strap”), a startling scholion on the Odyssey that, without this context,
would seem an unlikely diversion from Falkenburg’s technical concerns: “‘He
branded passion [ta er�otika] with the nature of an himas, because lovers do those
things that deserve lashing, or because desire and the suffering it brings resemble
a bond and a noose, or because passion consumes lovers inside all the way to the
skin, and thins out their bodies by its intensity.’ Arsenius in the Apophthegms
collected by him.”236 Since the ancient scholia on the Odyssey had even poorer
circulation than those on the Iliad, Falkenburg’s was a rare philological find. He
must be aware that some of the material he takes from Eustathius has a similar
origin, for he notes, referring to another Vettori scholion: “Eustathius records
these things more clearly and fully.”237 This changes the connection between
Falkenburg’s textual approach to Homer and his interest in the scholia. They are
not simultaneous and intellectually congruent pursuits, but his discovery of
ancient criticism as an instrument that can change our understanding of Homer’s
text. The precocious false start in the history of the Homeric Question is linked
directly to a minor discovery of the Homeric scholia around 1569.

Sometimes the two converge. A bT scholion excerpted by Falkenburg
concerns Homer’s ancient editors, focusing on the word “πτολίπορθος”
(“city-sacking”) at Il. 2.278. Vettori notes that Cicero was under the impression
that Homer uses the epithet to describe Odysseus, when in fact it usually
describes Achilles. He then considers Il. 2.278, where Odysseus is referred to as
“ὁ πτολίπορθος” (“the city-sacker”), adding: “An ancient scholion tells us that
this was Aristarchus’s reading and that many erroneously remove the definite
article. For the poet, knowing his own plan and thinking already of the outcome
of that war ‘foretells the sacking of the city of which he would be the author.’” By

235Homer, 1524a, 182v.
236Falkenburg notes this next to Aphrodite’s cestos himas in Iliad 14, but it is a scholion on

the adultery song in Odyssey 8. Homer, 1524a, 155r: “εἶπεν ἐν ἱμάντι κατεστίχθαι τὰ
ἐρωτικὰ, ἐπειδὴ πλὴγῶν ἄξια δρῶσιν οἱ ἐρῶντες, ἢ ὅτι δεσμοῖς ἐοίκασι καὶ βρόχοις
οἱ ἔρωτες καὶ τὰ τῶν ἐρώτων πάθη. ἢ ὅτι ἄχρι τοῦ δέρματος διϊκνειται τὰ ἐρωτικὰ
πάθη τήκοντα τοὺς ἐρῶντας καὶ ἀποξύοντα διὰ τῆς στύψεως τὰ μέλη. Arsenius in
Apophthegmatib. a se collectis.” Cf. Arsenius of Monemvasia, sig. μr; Dindorf, 1:381–82
(8.288). Giphanius ignores this annotation.

237Homer, 1524a, 193r: “sed haec clarius & copiosius Eustath. commemorat”; cf. Vettori,
1569, 194 (36.13); Eustathius, 1971, 4:52.
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quoting the scholion, Falkenburg isolates the textual aspect of Vettori’s
discussion.238 This scholion is part of the thinking that made Giphanius’s “Ad
lectorem” possible. Yet Giphanius reworks the annotation, starting with Cicero’s
opinion, then referring the reader to Vettori and finally to another use of the
epithet in the poem.239 Ancient scholion and textual point disappear.

Giphanius was only half-aware of Eustathius’s place in Falkenburg’s research,
and a long way from understanding the text-critical value of these unpublished
scholia.240 He lacked Falkenburg’s acute sensitivity to textual evidence, and the
clarity with which he saw the methodological potential in ancient scholarship.
Yet Giphanius does take an interest in the scholia cited in Vettori’s essays that so
fascinated Falkenburg, and which he himself sometimes quotes.241 As a result he
publishes a small number of scholia maiora in the first printed full commentary
on Homer. This fact has never made it into any history of the Homeric scholia.
The first phase of the Homeric Question coincides with the first edition to print
scholia maiora along with the text, under the authorship of a man who almost
certainly did not see the connection.

The Bodleian Homer, the philological thinking it records, and the scholarly
works and conversations it points to, show that philologists in the mid-sixteenth
century were beginning to probe the elusive origins of Homer’s text by means of
internal analysis. Camerarius, Hartung, Vettori, Xylander, Falkenburg, and
Giphanius all started to see far-reaching historical import in shreds of textual
evidence. In the Bodleian Homer, Falkenburg pursued this realization
systematically, turning local insights into a methodology. He shared his work
with Giphanius, in a move that could have brought the potential of this
philology home to a broad readership. Indeed, Giphanius was able to articulate
these philological investigations as a set of bold historical conclusions in an
accessible publication. But if his compelling little preface made many
subsequent scholars stop and think, his fundamental lack of engagement
with the technical innovations he was responding to rendered Giphanius’s
intervention more important for its failure to transmit those early modern
innovations and give them visibility and an afterlife.

238Homer, 1524a, 18v: “Vet. Schol. habet, ita legi solitum ab Aristarcho, perperamque
nonnullos facere, qui inde tollant articulum, quia po€eta sui consilij conscius, ac iam animo
uidens exitum eius belli προαναφωνεῖ τὴν πόρθησιν δι’ αὐτοῦ γενησομένην”; cf. Vettori,
1569, 19–20 (26.12); Erbse, 1969–88, 1:245 (2.278b).

239Homer, [1572]-a, sig. llliiiv.
240Falkenburg also extracts a scholion on Zenodotus’s emendation of “τὸν μὲν δακρυ χέοντα

πόδες φέρον” (“his legs carried him, in tears”) in Il. 17.700 to “ῥίμφα ἕ γοῦνα φέρει” (“he
carried his knees swiftly”), finding parallels for the two variants. Rewriting his note, Giphanius
again drops the textual issue: Homer, 1524a, 200r, 72v, 145v; Homer, [1572]-a, sig. mmmviv.

241Homer, [1572]-a, sigs. lllviir, mmmiiv, mmmvr, mmmvjr, mmmvjv.
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