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Abstract

This paper offers some new readings and suggestions on Philodemus’ RA. 3. The focus will be on
the second column (Sudhaus’ numbering). In addition, two new readings in the third and fourth

columns will be presented.!
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Philodemus’ RA. 3 is mainly preserved in the final parts of two papyrus rolls: P.Herc. 1506 and
P.Herc. 1426. There are also so-called scorze of the initial part of the roll, which ends in P.Herc.
1426. These scorze are helpful for the reconstruction of the text. Especially important for the
reconstruction of the first continuously preserved columns in P.Herc. 1506 are P.Herc. 240, 1633,
and 1646, which belong to the same papyrus roll as P.Herc. 1426, as Sudhaus had already observed.?
Since Sudhaus’ first edition of the third book in 1896 only a few parts of the book have been re-edited
mainly by Hans von Arnim in 1903, Dirk Obbink and Paul Vander Waerdt in 1991, Jiirgen
Hammerstaedt in 1992 and Dirk Obbink in 1999.° Thanks to multi-spectral and RTI images, I have
been able to achieve further improvements to the Philodemean text.* Here, I would like to present
some new readings in Philodemus’ RA. 3, obtained during my doctoral studies at the University of

Cologne.

! The reproduction of the papyri images is permitted. © Biblioteca Nazionale, Vittorio Emanuele III, Napoli-Brigham
Young University, Provo.

2 Sudhaus 1896, VIII-IX. Cf. Hammerstaedt 1994. For the papyri ascribed to RA. 3 see Dorandi 1990, 79-82. The appendix
of my paper offers the text of the fragments P.Herc. 240 and 1633, which are mentioned throughout this paper.

3 Philodemus’ R#. 3 is to be found in Sudhaus 1896, 196-303.

41 visited the Officina dei Papiri Ercolanesi at the end of July 2019 just before the International Congress at Lecce, in
order to check my new readings against the papyrus. I would like to thank Mr. Fabrizio Diozzi, the director, who provided
me with all the materials I needed.
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In the first columns of the third book Philodemus attacks the views of the Stoic philosopher
Diogenes of Babylon. The latter held an important position in the history of the Stoa and is credited
with considerable developments in Stoic theory. Regarding the Stoic views on the political domain,
Philodemus’ RA. constitutes important evidence for the changes Diogenes imposed on the scope of
the Stoic political philosophy in order to adjust it to the practical needs of politics.> The main focus
of this paper will be on the second column (according to Sudhaus’ numbering) of the third book
(P.Herc. 1506, cornice 18). At the end, two new readings in the third and fourth columns are presented
and commented on.

The first passage under discussion is the following: xofrd'jmep év th Zk[vO]dV Epnpui |
dopepduevorst obtog ypd|eet (col. IT 8-11, with my new line-numbers). To begin with, in line 10,
Sudhaus read and complemented the participle di[od]eydpevoc. The drawings of the second column
of P.Herc. 1506 offer us the following readings: dwoJ. .Jiopevoo in the drawing of the elder series of
the disegni of this papyrus made in 1803 and stored at Oxford (O) and [. . . .Jepopevoa is written in
the later Neapolitan drawing made before 1811 (N).® In the multi-spectral image of the papyrus we
cannot tell with certainty which letter we see before the 0. However, inspection of the RTI image has
enabled me to ascertain that the letter before o is most likely a p and not a y.” Moreover, there are ink
traces of a letter before €. This letter is, in my view, more likely to be identified with a ¢ than with a
A. If, then, the word dwapepdpevog is to be read here, which meaning does the participle have in its
context?® In the LSJ, s.v. tapépw IV, we read that the meaning of the verb Swapépw + Twvi in the
middle and passive voices is «quarrel with someone» (cf. s.v. I.1.). However, there are some passages
where dtopépopon has the meaning «drift/toss about». For example, in Plut., Arat. 41. 2 we read
domnep £l vovayiov ThHe ToTpidog &v 10600Tm cdhm Kol Kivduve dtapepduevog (transl. «he was like
one drifting about in great surge and peril on the wreck of his native city») and in Plut., Pomp. 32. 4
dpve 8¢ avapoviival Tavtov Epnuog £mi Aemtod vavayiov dtapepduevoc (transl. «but suddenly he
saw himself bereft of all his companions and tossed about on a small piece of wreckage»).” Moreover,
in Plut., Cam. 23. 7 the participle of the same verb appears, and this time not in the context of a
shipwreck, with the meaning «scatter», «disperse»: Tovtovg ped’ nuépav omopddog év Th Ydpa
dapepopévoug Enehadvovieg innelg Siépbeipov. I propose that the participle diapepduevog bears a

similar meaning here and we can thereby understand that the participle refers to a subject being tossed

3 For Diogenes and Stoic political philosophy see e.g. Vander Waerdt 1991; Obbink 1999.

¢ The signs * 7 indicate letters only preserved in the disegni (drawings) and the signs . , letters supplied from P.Herc. 240
or 1633.

71 would like to thank Dr. Thomas Backhuys for taking the RTI images of P.Herc. 1506 during September 2018 in the
Officina dei Papiri Ercolanesi.

8 Also of interest is that Salvatore Cirillo here wrote cuugep- in his unpublished commented edition of the third book.
See A.O.P. B* XXI fasc. IV. For Cirillo and his work on P.Herc. 1506 see Tepedino Guerra 1986, 56-57.

% 1 have taken the translations from the Loeb edition of Plutarch’s Lives (of 1926 and 1917 respectively, transl. by B.
Perrin).
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about in the Scythian desert. The phrase Zxv0&v £pnuia, which is relatively often attested in ancient
Greek literature, is proverbially used to denote an abandoned, isolated place like a desert.!'”
Philodemus perhaps implies that the subject of the participle, which is likely to be Diogenes of
Babylon, appears to have lost contact with normal life with regard to what he states in his writings.

In lines 12-14 of the second column, Sudhaus wrote: [T]a pév [y]op dAla n[a]|peicOw, [§]mel TOV
ye o[vvap]|udtrovto Adyov E[Enyn]|oduebo Tpdtepov, di[otL. At the beginning of this period I read in
P.Herc. 1506 mepi v tév. The word @v is to be found in P.Herc. 240 as well. Sudhaus’ supplement
(ye o[vvop]|pdtTovta) is too long. I prefer to supplement the lacuna with apudtrovto. At the end of
the same period I read in the papyrus oA\ instead of Sudhaus’ 81, which (GAL)) is moreover supported
by the drawings (ah O, av N). My construction of the text is as follows: Ta pgv [ylarpr drika
m[a]|peicbo, Tept v T.0v, [ap]lndtrovia Adyov E[Enyn]lodueba mpdtepov: GAL 1! Therefore, we
should understand the meaning of the sentence in its wider context in this way: «The other things
about which we had spoken appropriately earlier can be dismissed, but ...».

In line 20 of the same column, Sudhaus reconstructed the text as follows: 0 voJodpevog & vmo ThC.
However, after ovpevo in the papyrus one reads an v and not a 6. A possible solution could be to
place a full stop before the letters ovpevov and to construct the sentence as follows: . . .]. O0 pév o0&
1o TG | [Et0]dg olte yéyovev obte | [Eo]tv 0T [€]loton mote [mojht]kog dvinu[p ov]de toy[odTo]g
avO[pomog] révdo|[Eoc].!? Alternatively, we could assume that a verb in first person plural (e.g.
Kkod]oduev & or mo,[tJoduev &), syntactically belonging to the preceding, heavily destroyed lines,
has been lost at the beginning of the line.!* Thanks to this new reconstruction we can understand
Philodemus’ claim: no-one who was educated by the Stoics has become a politician or a person who
has achieved public recognition in this regard. Contrarily, the Stoics had argued that only a Stoic was
capable of being a politician and accomplishing all civic duties in general. As we read in RA. 3,
P.Herc. 1506, col. VIII 12 ff., the Stoic philosopher claims to be a dialectician, grammarian, poet,
orator and master of all arts. Philodemus expresses his disagreement with this Stoic view towards the
end of the first column by pointing out the inflexibility of Diogenes’ position. There, he states that
Diogenes acknowledges no-one as an excellent politician, although other Stoics admit that some
politicians at least are virtuous. Perhaps Diogenes would not acknowledge Phocion, who was admired
even by his important enemy, Demosthenes.'* Another new reading in the second column is the word

nopdxonov in line 25 (24 in Sudhaus), which means «frenzied», «distraught». It is possible that with

10 See LSJ, s.v. épnuio 1.

N E[SnAw]oduedo instead of &[Enyn]|cdueda is suggested by Jiirgen Hammerstaedt.

12 The letters avn of the word dvip can also be read in P.Herc. 240, pz 1, str. 3, col. I1 9.

13 The letters mo of the verb moloduev appear in P.Herc. 240, pz 1, str. 3, col. II 5.

141t is not certain that Diogenes had specifically expressed his opinion about the politician Phocion and more likely the
reference to Phocion here is Philodemus’ choice.
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this adjective Philodemus introduces a further attack against his Stoic opponent. The expression
nopdxondv (fotwv) is, I guess, used to characterize negatively the positions of Philodemus’
philosophical enemies. Marcello Gigante has pointed out Philodemus’ use of the verb ygAdw and its
compounds, with the aim to ridicule his opponents’ views, as a feature of the Philodemean style.'>
Philodemus exploited the association of laughter with contempt as a vehicle for his philosophical
polemic. In Phld., Po. V, P.Herc. 1425, col. XXXV 27-28 the expression napdkondv éottv is found
in the same wider context with 008&v yehotdtepdv &otan in XXXIV 28-29 and tedein[c] 8¢ pavikdv
(sc. éotiv) in XXXV 16-17.

I proceed to the last part of the second column, where I offer a new reconstruction of the text.
Firstly, in line 29 I read the letter 1 before tac odoiag. Moreover, in the corresponding place in P.Herc.
240, pz 1, str. 3, col. I 16 I read the letters A and o. These letters must come before the 1 of P.Herc.
1506, col. II 29. Considering that the verb in line 31 is in the third person plural, it is possible that in
line 29 the word moAlot (or perhaps ndumoAdot) is missing from the text. In lines 30-32 I have made
the following new readings: tag ovoiag [kai] vt.[oV]g Biov]g xdpv Tov|[TV T]poriKarv'To, XOPITS!
700 | [un] 8vvacOar kai 8t dAAog || [- - -].'® This might be translated: «many people have sacrificed
their fortunes and their lives for the sake of these things, let alone the fact that one can also by other
[methods become a politician (?)]». At the beginning of the lines 30-32 we see some letters in the
papyrus which have been recognized by Jiirgen Hammerstaedt as being sovrapposti (see P1.1). Firstly,
in line 30 we read M1, then in line 31 Ileptand in line 32 tov. These letters belong to the next column.
The reading MiA must be placed at the end of col. III 32, where it supplements the name of the
Athenian general, Miltiades. The reading Ilept belongs to col. III 33 and restores the name of the
Athenian politician Pericles. Regarding the reading tov I am not sure where it must be placed, since
the last line of the third column is very incompletely preserved.

In the third column, lines 17-22, Sudhaus edited the text as follows: Kol yap mdv]ov koi molhog |
aoyorog [kol k]axomadia[c] | vmopepevikacty ot yeg[v]jvaiot 1[d@]v pntdpwv &y difa]|doxAl]
goynkoteg 10 [d]|ampé[met]v év taig [ratpiot. Firstly, in the papyrus and in both drawings we find
koxonadioi[c], although the syntax demands an accusative here. However, in P.Herc. 1633, which
belongs to the other roll of RA. 3, we read the accusative kaxonadiac, which is, of course, the correct
form. The correct reading in P.Herc. 1633 could be evidence that this roll contains a polished version

of Rh. 3 and that P.Herc. 1506 presents a provisional and rough version of the same book.!” Secondly,

15 Gigante 2007.

16 One can supplement to¥|[twv or Tod|[tov. In the phrase ywpig T0D pn ddvacOar the preposition xwpic has already a
negative meaning. I suppose that p1 is redundant in this position. See Kiihner-Gerth 19043, 219-220; Smyth 1956, 626.
17 To reach such a conclusion, however, one must examine thoroughly all the discrepancies between the two versions. Cf.
Hammerstaedt 1992, 12-13. For a discussion about the relationship between the two copies of the third book see e.g.
Blank 1998; Dorandi 2017, 65-81.
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Sudhaus’ reading &y 81[a]|8oxfA[<] has to be corrected. Sudhaus himself had assumed in the apparatus
criticus that perhaps the word émiBoAn is missing in the text. Inspection of the papyrus and the RTI
image helped me to confirm Sudhaus’ conjecture. After € we read a part of the w and 1 and in the next
line traces of a B. The word émiPoAn has a special meaning in the Epicurean texts and is often
accompanied by the genitive thig diavoiag.!® How should we understand the use of this term in our
passage? Here, most probably, we are not dealing specifically with the Epicurean émiBoAn tiig
diavoiac. The word is not used here in a context relating to perception, as émBoAn tic Swavoiog always
is. Philodemus implies only, that the good orators are mentally much focused on their goal, which is
to be distinguished and to gain fame in their city. Furthermore, Sudhaus wrote 10 dianpénetv, but I
assume that we need a genitive here, so I have supplemented the text with to0 instead of ©é (émiBoiny
100 Swompénev). Finally, at the end of the sentence I read in the papyrus the letters w and o. Thus, the
word missing here is the noun mdreot and not watpiot.

In the fourth column of the third book Philodemus presents some examples of famous Athenians
(Pericles, Demosthenes) in order to show that, on the one hand, all of these men had a philosophical
education and on the other hand they studied and practised extensively, in order to achieve
prominence in their city. Philodemus mentions firstly that Demosthenes is reported to have been in
contact with the philosophers Plato and Eubulides and then he refers to the various efforts made by
this disciplined orator with the aim to improve his gesture and voice. I propose to read in lines 12-19:
Kol tav|[dpolunkn kdro[n]tpa Kkateo|[keJvakévar kol @lomovodv|[ta] kai [tag] &yépoelg TV
yra'A[ko]tomov  [0]vedeilovr®”  [€]rav|[tdov  dkovoavto  koi] rtO  wi[eAho]tvt | &l
[ev]rot[o]rw[i]rav wetratotnoarvta. At the beginning of these lines there is a reference to a
famous anecdote about Demosthenes, according to which the orator used to utter his speeches in front
of a mirror, in order to ameliorate his body language and voice.!? After this, the word coming next in
the papyrus is difficult to read. Sudhaus supplemented the passage with the noun t[nyv o]n[qA]vv|[ya]
(= «cavey), perhaps having another anecdote concerning the Athenian orator in mind: in Ps.-Plu., Vit.
X orat. 844D we are informed that the young orator used to go and study in a cave with his head half-
shaved so that, ashamed of this fact, he would not leave the cave. However, Sudhaus mentioned in
the apparatus criticus that he read omotv in the papyrus, a reading similar to that of the drawings:

[.]c[.Jomotv O, [. . .Jomortv N.2° In an article in CErc, Erbi 2008, 198, suggested the following

'8 The Epicurean émiBolri appears in other Philodemean works, e.g. at the end of Phld., Mort., P.Herc. 1050, col. XXXIX
23-25: obtog dxotamiiktog éknvéo[vot]v O¢ &l unde tov éddyiotov xpdlviolv éyieimovcav Eoxov v EmiBoifv.
"EmiBor means, as Asmis 1984, 352 writes, «application; an act by which the senses or the mind apprehend an object,
either by obtaining a perceptual impression or by making an interpretation that is verified by the phenomenay. In the book
The Ethics of Philodemus, Tsouna 2007, 309 interpreted the word émiBo)r| as «an intense and comprehensive mental act»
and «not a mere focusing of attentiony.

19 Cf. Plut., Dem. 11. 2; Luc., Dem. Enc. 14.

20 See PI. 2.
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reconstruction of this passage: kai yihonotgly | [ka]l kot[a tac] éyépoeis. The infinitive yidomogly,
which was translated by Erbi as «have a non-aspirated pronunciation», does not convince me for
paleographical, philological and content-related reasons: a) it refers to a change in the voice of the
orator, while only three lines later there is a reference to the language defect of Demosthenes and his
successful confrontation of it (kal 0 weAAOV €ig edotopiav petootioava); b) yilonotéw is only
found in a Byzantine source based on the grammarian Herodian’s Kafolkn npocmdia; its meaning
in this place is evidently different from that postulated by Erbi; incidentally, Philodemus himself only
uses the verb yildo (though in a different context) in RA. 4, P.Herc. 1423, col. XI 16 (I 155 Sudhaus);
¢) the word missing, in my view, should not be an infinitive, but a participle, which would be linked
with the following participles of our passage (Ovedeilovld, dxovoavto, petactioavta).?! In the
papyrus only a few letters can be read with certainty. Of the first letter we see only a part of the long
line, which could correspond not necessarily only to a y, but also to a ¢. The second letter seems to
be an 1. Of the third letter, which is perhaps a A, we see only the ink traces of the right part. The next
letter is with certainty an o. Then, a w and o are to be read in the papyrus. The following letter is not
clear: it could be an 1, v or 1. Next, I read in the multi-spectral image an o and an v. The last letter is
with certainty a v. I propose that the word missing here is the participle pthomovobvta. In ancient
Greek literature the adjective @ihdmovog twice describes the famous orator. Firstly, we read in Plut.,
Dem. 7. 2: ddvpopévov 8¢ 100 Anpocbévouvg mpog adTdv, OTL TAVIOV EILOTOVATATOS MV TMV
Aeyovtov kth. and secondly, in Lib., Decl. 19. 20 we read: vueic AnpocOévny, pntopo durvov Kol

edmovov [...], €£60te 1ol £XOpOlg 00 Beovg delcavted.

21 LSJ, s.v. yiomotéw. It is attested in the (only partially published) *Exloyn nepi mvevudtmv of the Byzantine writer
Theodoretus where book XX of Herodian’s Kafolikn mpocpdia is abridged. See Egenolff 1887, 15 (cod. Baroccianus
68): t0D10 8¢ Pnow &v Th ‘Ounpikii tpocwdio dacdvesdor, &v 8¢ Th Kabdov adTd Yikomotodot.
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Appendix??
A. Rh. 3, P.Herc. 240, pezzo 1, strato 3, B. Rh. 3, P.Herc. 1633, fr. VI 6-8
coll. I 26-11 20 supra (N)
(~ P.Herc. 1506 II 9-32) (~ P.Herc. 1506 IIT 18-19)
2K [00]. OV Sipnption dia- 6 [K]ralyap? wwdvov,
LPEPOLEVO.G 0VTOG YPa- ricol TOAAOGT Lao oMo, [Ka] il
(et To gy yop (Ao rcokomadiog [£9]
[ 0] pelobo, Tiept GV TOV 7 o)Adc scripsi, sed topac legi in
30 [dp].pdtrovito Aduy.ov é- P.Herc. 1633

[Enyn].odped.a mp.dre-
Lpov* GANs [€l] 701D KL0LuAL0LD Ya-
Lpv Tpocpyecbon ||

5 mo[+6] 008’ DR,
thg [Z0].bc obte yéyo.-
VeV oUTE; [E0]iTv oV, [€]L0u-
TOWLL TOTEs [TTOAMT]LIKOC,
avn[p ov].8¢ Tou[odto].C
10 av.0.[ponog] &vdo.[Eoc],

/ \ /
TOLLPOAK,[OTT] L0V TO AEYELV,

15 mo[A]utelac, [mdumol]-
Lol Tag ovoiac, [Koi]
1.0 Plu[ov].g xdpv,
T0V[TOV T]LPONKAVTO, YW=
pig 100, [un] SdvacOar kai ¢,

20 dhog [-— -]

22 1 present here a provisional edition of a part of RA. 3, P.Herc. 240, pezzo 1, strato 3, coll. I-II. There are many new
suggestions, which are, however, still under examination.
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PL. 1. Rh. 3, P.Herc. 1506, col. I 30-32 (in my edition). The letters inside the lines on the right part are
overlapping, which were originally placed at col. Il 32-34 (in my edition).

Pl. 2. Rh. 3, P.Herc. 1506, col. IV 14 (in my edition). I proposed here the reading xai @ilomovodv|[ta].
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PL. 3. Rh. 3, P.Herc. 1506, cornice 18 (coll. I-1V).
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Pl 4. A part of Rh. 3, P.Herc. 240, pz 1, str. 2, coll. I-II.
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