Questions and Answers

ἐν τῷ μουσείῳ τῷ κατὰ Ἀλεξάνδρειαν νόμος ἦν προβάλλεσθαι ζητήματα καὶ τὰς γινομένας λύσεις ἀναγράφεσθαι. 
In the Museum at Alexandria, it was a custom to propound questions and 
record the solutions that were being given.
(Porphyry, Homeric Questions [MacPhail], 9.682–-683, pp. 156–-157)

Introduction
One of the most dominant remarkable features of rabbinic literature in general, and of the Midrash in particular, is the shear sheer amount of questions and answers scattered throughout the texts. The texts include numerous There are many question- terms, including, among others: מניין (whence), מהיכן (whence), מפני מה (why), כיצד (how), היאך (how), and למה נאמר (why does it say). The roles the questions play is also varied, ranging from such as, addressing textual problems to issuing , dialectical instructions and organizing knowledge.
The preponderance large amount of questions in rRabbinic literature is all the more striking in light of the fact that in Second Temple literature composed in Palestine, and especially in the Dead Sea Scrolls, one rarely finds explicit questions in an exegetical context. Even in exegetical texts, where it is clear that the commentator had in mind a specific question, the question is not presented to the reader. A good example for of this could can be found in Pesher Genesis A (4Q252, col. 2:5–-7):[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Qimron), p. 2:252. Trans. Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. García Martínez and Tigchelaar), p. 503, slightly modified. For a discussion of the exegesis in this scroll, see e.g. Brock 1996. ] 


ויקץ נוח מיינו וידע את אשר עשה לו בנו הקטן ויומר ארור כנען עבד עבדים יהייה לאחיו. 
ולוא קלל את חם כי ברך אל את בני נוח ובאהלי שם ישכון.
And Noah awoke from his wine and knew what his youngest son had done. And he said: “Cursed be Canaan; he will be a slave of slaves for his brothers!” 
But he did not curse Ham, for God had blessed the sons of Noah. And in the tents of Shem he may dwell.

From the statement that God had already blessed the three sons of Noah, and therefore could not curse Ham, it is clear that the question the commentator wished to answer was: Why did Noah curse Canaan and not Ham? Yet this question remains implicit. In Genesis Rabba (36, p. 340), on the other hand, the question is presented explicitly: “Ham sins and Canaan is cursed?” (חם חוטא וכנען מקלל אתמהא).[footnoteRef:2] In addition, while in the Genesis Pesher there appears only one anonymous authoritative explanation, in Genesis Rabba a few solutions by different named sages are adduced.[footnoteRef:3]	Comment by Shaul: 
Suggestions for general style
* "n" dash for separating numbers (–) rather than a hyphen (-) or m-dash (—).
* full number ranges (223–224 rather than 223–24). 
* All mentions of page ranges are preceded by p. or pp. (most were in the file, but a few weren’t).
* ibid. always has a period after it [2:  Niehoff 2012c, pp. 457–458, emphasized the difference in the presentation of the solution in the Pesher and Genesis Rabbah. Cf. a similar question in Theodoret of Cyrus from the fifth century CE (Questions on Genesis 58): Τί δή ποτε τοῦ Χὰμ ἐπταικότος, ὁ ἐκείνου παῖς ἐδέξατο τὴν άράν;]  [3:  Niehoff 2012c, p. 458.] 



In Greek literature, the genre of questions addressing which deal with exegetical problems is quite ancient. The beginning of this tradition could already can be traced back to the 6th sixth century BCE, with the appearance of the critics of the Homer. Aristotle dedicated much effort to solving such problems raised against the Homeric text in his treatise Ἀπορήματα Ὁμηρικά (Homeric Questions), from of which only fragments have survived, and in the 25th chapter of his Poetics, en titled περὶ προβλημάτων καὶ λύσεων (On Problems and Solutions).[footnoteRef:4] In the latter text, Aristotle discusses five types of criticisms and twelve types of solutions (λύσις). Alongside the works of Aristotle, we know of the titles of many treatises from the Hellenistic period that have not survived and which addressed (which have not come down to us) dealing with ζητήματα (zētēmata, questions or, inquiries) arising from the Homeric poems.[footnoteRef:5] Questions and answers also played a central role among the scholars in the Museum of Alexandria,[footnoteRef:6] as is evident from the hundreds of questions found in the scholia.[footnoteRef:7] The formulae of the questions throughout the Hellenistic tradition are relatively fixed. Many of the questions open with the term διὰ τί (why? because of what?), yet, through as we shall presently see below, other terms were also in use. [4:  The most comprehensive survey of the tradition of questions and answers in Greek literature remains Gudeman 1927. See also Kamesar 1993, pp. 82–83.]  [5:  See Gudeman 1927, pp. 2512–2514 as well as Schironi 2012, pp. 419–420.]  [6:  On questions and answers among the Alexandrian scholars see Slater 1982; on questions regarding geography, see Schironi 2001.]  [7:  Alongside explicit questions there are many cases where the original formulation of the question has not come down to us (versteckte ζητήματα) but may be reconstructed, see Gudeman 1927, p. 2514. The ζητήματα tradition was also adopted by Roman commentators to Vergil, see Kamesar 1993.] 

The largest collection of questions and answers which that has come down to us is found in Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, composed in the second half of the third century CE. It originally contained six books, but only the first has survived in its entirety, while  and the rest in fragments of the remaining books may be found , scattered in various scholia.[footnoteRef:8] In his work, Porphyry collects in his work questions and solutions from many earlier scholars, as well as adding his own, based on Aristotelian methods. This work is clear evidence for the vitality of the Aristotelian tradition even in the 3rd third century CE.  [8:  For an overview see Prophyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), pp. 1–12.] 


The ζητήματα genre also clearly impacted influenced the Jewish Hellenistic commentators. Maren Niehoff has amply demonstrated the similarity in the questions of verisimilitude and contradictions used by Demetrius, the Jewish-Hellenistic exegete, and by the commentators he cites, as well  and as those used in the Aristotelian tradition of the ζητήματα, especially as it developed in the time of Aristarchus.[footnoteRef:9] In addition, Niehoff and other scholars have pointed to the similarity of between Philo’s use of the genre of ζητήματα and that of the Homeric scholars.[footnoteRef:10] YetHowever, it should be noted that, in his Questions on Genesis and Exodus, Philo mainly uses questions as way of organizing material for didactic purposes, as would become common among Christian commentators centuries later.[footnoteRef:11]  [9:  Niehoff 2011, pp. 38–57.]  [10:  Ibid., pp. 152–168. See also Borgen and Skarsten 1976; Wan 1993; Borgen 1997, pp. 80–110.]  [11:  The most comprehensive survey of the genre of questions and answers in Christian authors remains Bardy 1932–1933. See further Perrone 1991; Kamesar 1993, pp. 82–96 and the collection of essays in Volgers and Zamagni 2004. As noted by Bardy, the adoption of the questions and answers by Christian authors is undoubtedly due to Hellenistic impact, mediated by Jewish-Hellenistic authors. The first to use this genre were “heretic” authors who sought to undermine the Biblical text, such as Marcion, Apelles, and Tatian. A similar use of the genre as part of Biblical criticism may be found in the writings of Porphyry and the Emperor Julian. The Christian authors originally adopted this genre in order to counter such critiques, though the main use of the genre was for didactic purposes. The questions become formulaic and often somewhat artificial, serving mainly as a stylistic device to convey the author’s opinion.
The first Christian work that may be considered part of the genre is Eusebius’ Περὶ τῶν ἐν Εὐαγγελίοις ζητημάτων καὶ λύσεων (On the Questions and Answers in the Gospels), where he mainly uses the terms πῶς and διὰ τί (on the impact of the Hellenistic questions and answers on Eusebius, see Zamagni 2004). Acacius, his successor in Caesarea, composed a six-book treatise Σύμμικτα ζητήματα that has not survived. This genre also flourished among the Antiochene scholars, such as Eusebius of Emesa, Diodoros of Tarsus, and Theodoret of Cyrrhus. See Schäublin 1974; Kamesar 1993, p. 85. It should be noted though that Theodoret’s Questions on the Octateuch is closer at times to the didactic and philosophical tradition rather than to the exegetical one (see Petruccione and Hill 2007, pp. xxxii–xxxvii). In the West, a treatise entitled Quaestiones Veteris et Novi Testamenti was composed during the years 366–384 and attributed to Ambrosiaster (see Volgers 2004). Augustine, too, composed a treatise of questions and answers (Teske 2004). To this genre belongs also Jerome’s Hebrew Questions on Genesis which he defines (14.18–19) as a “collection of Hebrew questions and traditions” (quaestionum hebraicarum vel traditionum congregation). On this work, see Hayward 1995; Kamesar 1993. On the tradition of questions and answers among Syriac authors, see ter Haar Romeny 2004. ] 


Several scholars have already pointed to noted the similarities between the questions in rabbinic literature and in the Homeric commentaries. Lieberman famously noted commented that:[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Lieberman 1962, p. 48. Elsewhere Lieberman also compared the term איבעי להו to ζητεῖται (ibid., 286, note 25).] 


One of the first fundamentals of research is to ask “why,”, to inquire into the reasons of a given matter. מפני מה, “why” is the common term used by the Rabbis in their interpretation of Scripture. Similarly, Didymus the grammarian likes to introduce his disquisitions with ζητεῖται, διὰ τί etc. and the ζητήματα constituted a notable part of the philologic, the philosophic and the juridic literature.

Yet beyond this rather general comment, Lieberman addressed very few concrete examples.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  In fact, Lieberman presented only two examples of problem solving in the Homeric commentary: one is the problem of the “cup of Nestor” discussed in detail in the appendix to chapter 5; the other is the question of verisimilitude (ibid., p. 67), though Lieberman did not discuss this in the context of the genre of questions and answers. Halevi (1960) sought to follow Lieberman’s cue and to compare the way the Greek grammarians and the rabbis dealt with problems, arguing that almost every midrash is based on an implicit question. However, he produces no examples from the Homeric commentaries, and many of his arguments are far-fetched. ] 

 Borgen demonstrated a resemblance between several δία τι questions in Philo and Rabbinic questions.[footnoteRef:14] He even suggested, following Wan, a possible connection to the Homeric commentaries, though he  (but cited only one a single example).[footnoteRef:15] Significant progress was achieved in the studies of Maren Niehoff, who pointed to identified similarities between the questions and answers found in Genesis Rabba and those found in the Homeric commentators, Demetrius and Philo.[footnoteRef:16] [14:  Borgen 1997, pp. 87–101.]  [15:  Ibid., p. 90, following Wan 1993, pp. 30–31.]  [16:  Niehoff 2008; 2011, pp. 56–57.] 

In this chapter, I wish to significantly broaden the comparison between the Homeric and Rabbinic questions and answers, and to argue that the similarity between them is much wider and deeper than previously suggested by scholars have previously suggested. In the following, I shall focus here soleonly on questions dealing with examining exegetical problems, as distinct from unlike didactic questions, questions as a rhetorical device, or questions which are that form part of a dialectic give and take. 
The following discussion shall will be divided into six sections, each dealing with a particular type of question. In the first four sections I shall examine questions which that stem from gaps the commentators identified in the text, and their efforts to fill them inthese gaps:[footnoteRef:17] [17:  For a discussion of questions concerning the whereabouts of a character, see Paz 2015, pp. ???] 


(1) Whence does X know?
(2) Whence does X have Y?
(3) Why didn’t X? (questions of consideration)
(4) Why character X and not Y?

Finally, I shall discuss the way the commentators dealt with two central problems:

(5) Problems of verisimilitude
(6) Contradictions.

As we shall see, in many cases the formulae in the Homeric commentaries and in the Midrash are completely identical, and while in others  cases the content of the questions and problems is very similar. Alongside the similarity in questions, I shall demonstrate that there is also much a high degree of resemblance in between the solutions offered. The comparison between the questions and answers of the two scholarly communities reveals very similar textual and literary sensitivities, reflecting a common hermeneutical horizon as well as similar reading strategies. In some of the cases it is even possible to argue for an impact of the Greek scholarship on the rRabbis, probably through the mediation of Alexandrian Jews, who followed the Aristotelian tradition of questions and answers. In other cases instances, both the rabbis and the Homeric scholars identify the same problems and treat them similarly as part of a the more borader broader exegetical discourse of the time.
Moreover, as we shall see, the tradition of the ζητήματα reflects a dialogical activity in a community of scholars, who presented questions to their colleagues and offered various solutions. The close resemblance of between the rabbis’ questions and answers to and those of the Greek scholars might point to a similar approach of contemporary scholarly communities who that sought to interpret a text as part of a collective intellectual effort. 

Part I: Whence Does He Know?
[bookmark: _Toc398133943][bookmark: _Toc399290810][bookmark: _Toc399315371][bookmark: _Toc402322278]At times, in both the Homeric and biblical texts, a character displays knowledge whose of an unknown source is unaccounted for. In such cases, the commentators wonder how the at character acquired such this knowledge.   

πόθεν οἶδεν
One of the common cases in which the question πόθεν οἶδεν (“whence does he know”) arises in the Homeric commentaries is when characters from both the Torojan and Greek sides display a considerable knowledge of seems to know much about their rival, but it remains while it is unclear whence how they derived acquired this knowledge.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  See Nünlist 2009, pp. 124–125, who provides a rather comprehensive list of the cases in which Homeric scholars address the problem of the characters’ source of knowledge. For similar comments in the scholia to the plays, see ibid., pp. 167–168. ] 

In Iliad 5, Aeneas goes out in his chariot to fight Diomedes. When Sthenelus, Diomedes’ charioteer Sthenelus, notices Aeneas, he urges Diomedes to retreat. In response, Diomedes declares that he shall will not retreat, and that were he to defeat Aeneas, Sthenelus should capture the latter’s horses. Diomedes then praises Aeneas’ horses at length, and recounts that they are descendants of the horses given by Zeus to Tros; , and which Anchises, Aeneas’ father, stole these horses, and mated them with his mares, and gave two of the offspring to his son. The scholiast addresses this elaborate and detailed description:

Sch. bT Il. 5.265. ex.: τῆς γάρ τοι γενεῆς: […] πόθεν δὲ οἶδεν; ἐξ αἰχμαλώτων δηλονότι, ὅθεν καὶ Ἰδομενεὺς ἔμαθε τὰ περὶ Ὀθρυονέως (cf. 13.374–3-82). δύναται δὲ καὶ ὡς Ἀργεῖος εἰδέναι ταῦτα, εἴγε Ἡρακλῆς ἐστράτευσεν ἐπὶ Τροίαν. 
“For they are of that stock [wherefrom Zeus, whose voice is borne afar, gave to Tros]”: […] 
Whence does he know? Probably from captives, whence Idomeneus also learnt the information concerning Othryoneus (cf. 13.374–-382). He could also have known such details as a native of Argos, since Heracles lead an army to Troy.

The first answer offered is that Diomedes has learnedt this information concerning about the Aeneas’ horses from captives, when . That is, he interrogated Trojan soldiers taken captive during the war. This is a rather standard solution in the scholia and can be used to technically remove such questions. The commentator argues that the same answer could be used to explain how in book 13 Idomeneus is well aware of Othryoneus’ wish to marry Cassandra, information not mentioned otherwise in the Homeric poems.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Cf. Nünlist 2009, p. 124 who discusses a similar example in sch. A Il. 14.45a Ariston.] 

The second answer is more interesting and combines other traditions: “He could also have known such details as a native of Argos, since Heracles lead an army to Troy.” That is, Diomedes, as an Argive, would have known about these horses since Heracles, a genearation earlier, when returning for the war he waged on Troy probably stopped for a while in Argos, and could therefore have reported about these horses. The commentator thus creates a connection between Diomedes and Heracles, who is not at all mentioned here, and imagines a complicated process of transmission. In a short sentence he gives the outline of a more elaborate story (or midrash).

In Iliad 10, after a day of fighting Hector wishes to send a spy to the Greek camp. The volunteer for o this risky mission volunteers is Dolon, “the son of Eumedes the godlike herald, a man rich in gold and bronze” (314–-315). However, he is captured on his way by Diomedes and Odysseus. Interrogated by them, he tells them all he knows about the Trojan camp, hoping to save himself. He does not, however, mention his own name or origin. Yet aAfter he finishes, Diomedes addresses him by name:

μὴ δή μοι φύξίν γε Δόλων ἐμβάλλεο θυμῷ,
ἐσθλά περ ἀγγείλας, ἐπεὶ ἵκεο χεῖρας ἐς ἁμάς.
Nay, I bid you, Dolon, put no thought of escape in your heart,/ even though you have brought good tidings, seeing you have come into our hands. 

On this the commentator wonders:

Sch. A Il. 10.447a. Ariston.: Δόλων: ὅτι ζητεῖται, πῶς τὸ ὄνομα ἔγνω· διό τινες ἀνέγνωσαν „δολῶν“ ὡς νοῶν. ἑξῆς μέντοι γε πάλιν λέγει „οὓς νῶϊ πίφαυσκε Δόλων, ὃν ἐπέφνομεν“ (10.478). εἰκὸς δέ τινων γινώσκεσθαι ὀνόματα ὡς ἂν δεκαετοῦς γεγονότος χρόνου, καὶ μάλιστα τοῦ Δόλωνος· ἦν γὰρ κήρυκος υἱὸς „πολύχρυσος πολύχαλκος“ (10.315).
“Dolon”: [diple] because it has been inquired, how he knows his name. Hence some read δολῶν (deceiving) like as νοῶν (thinking). Yet later he (Odysseus) says again: “[The horses] whereof Dolon, that we slew, told us.”. It is probable that the names of some became known during the period of ten years, and especially (the name) of Dolon. For he was a son of a herald: “[Dolon, the son of Eumedes the godlike herald,] a man rich in gold” (10.315).[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Schironi 2009, p. 286 also discusses this example.] 


Some commentators suggest that one should not read the word ΔΟΛΩΝ in Diomedes’ address as Δόλων, a personal name, but rather as δολῶν, a present participle of δολόω (decieive).[footnoteRef:21] With the change of accent, Diomedes actually says: “put no thought of escaping by deceiving in your heart;” and he remains unaware of Dolon’s name.  [21:  On this criterion, see Schironi 2009, pp. 284–288. For further discussion of solutions based on a change in accent, see the appendix to Chapter Four. ] 

Aristarchus critiqued this suggestion: a few lines later Odysseus also addresses Dolon by name, and it is thus clear that both he and Diomedes know Dolon’s name. Aristarchus’ answer is based on the criterion of probability (εἰκός):[footnoteRef:22] it is likely that after ten years of siege, some fighters from one side would know the names of some fighters from the other side, especially of those who are most renowned. According to Aristarchus, since this is probable there is no need for the poet to explicitly state it. In order to prove that Dolon’s name might have been known, Aristarchus uses a detail mentioned a few lines earlier that , and which might have seemed at first sight have seemed to be insignificant: the fact that Dolon is the son of a herald. [22:  ] 

In the bT scholia two more possibilities are suggested: 

Sch. bT Il 10.447b. ex.: Δόλων: καὶ πῶς ᾔδεισαν αὐτοῦ τὸ ὄνομα; ἢ εἰκὸς ὡς κήρυκος υἱὸν πολλάκις συμπαρεῖναι τῷ πατρί. bT 
ὅτι δὲ ἐπιφανής, δῆλον ἐκ τοῦ „ἀλλ’ ἄμυδις κικλήσκετο πάντας ἀρίστους“ (10.300). T 
ἢ ἠρώτησαν κρατήσαντες. b
“Dolon”: and how did they know his name? Either it is likely that being a son of a herald he would accompany his father frequently. bT 
That he was famous, is clear from the verse “but he [Hector] called together all the noblest” (Il. 10.300) T 
Or they asked him [for his name] after they captured him. b

Hector summons all of the most noble (πάντας ἀρίστους) among the Trojans when seeking a volunteer to spy on the Greek camp. This implies that Dolon is one of these nobles, and accordingly  thus it is likely that he would be famous and known by name. According to the third solution, Diomedes and Odysseus ask Dolon his name immediately upon capturing him. Although this question is not explicitly mentioned, it is likely to have been asked. Homer must have assumed that deemed such a detail to be was so commonsensical and did not require specific mention.therefore kept silent about it.[footnoteRef:23]  [23:  For more example of such an answer see sch. bT Il. 13.374–376 ex.; A 14.45a Ariston.; bT 14.473 ex. and Nünlist 2009, p. 125. ] 


After Diomedes executes Dolon, he and Odysseus turn to attack the Thracian camp, taking advantage of darkness. While Diomedes strikes the Thracians, Odysseus follows closely behind and removes the bodies from the path of the Thracian horses he has taken (491–-493):

τὰ φρονέων κατὰ θυμὸν ὅπως καλλίτριχες ἵπποι
ῥεῖα διέλθοιεν μηδὲ τρομεοίατο θυμῷ
νεκροῖς ἀμβαίνοντες: ἀήθεσσον γὰρ ἔτ᾽ αὐτῶν.
With this thought in mind, that the fair-maned horses/ might easily pass through and not be affrighted at heart/ as they trod over dead men; for they were not yet accustomed to this.

On Odysseus’ considerations the scholia notes:

Sch. T Il. 10. 493 ex.: ἀήθεσ<σ>ον γὰρ ἔτ’ αὐτῶν: πόθεν οἶδεν ὅτι ἀήθεις εἰσὶ νεκρῶν; ὅτι ἀκήκοε Δόλωνος λέγοντος „Θρήϊκες οἵδ’ ἀπάνευθε νεήλυδες“ (10.434).
“For they were not yet accustomed to this”: Whence does he know that they are unaccustomed to dead bodies? Because he heard Dolon say: “the Thracians, new comers” (10.434)

Odysseus has heard from Dolon that the Thracians had only recently arrived. According to the scholiast, hHe could thus, according to the scholiast, deduce that their horses had not yet had enough time to get accustomed to the dead. By using an adjacent verse the commentator was able to reconstruct Odysseus’ thought process and solve the problem contextually.
 
For Aristarchus, the lack of plausible justification for the characters’ knowledge of the characters might be can sometimes be a reason for marking a verses as spurious,[footnoteRef:24] as can be seen in the following example.  [24:  This has already been noted by Nünlist 2009, p. 125. ] 

 During the chariot race in memory of Patroclus in Iliad 23, Antilochus addresses his father’s horses (ll. 403–-406):

ἔμβητον καὶ σφῶϊ: τιταίνετον ὅττι τάχιστα.
ἤτοι μὲν κείνοισιν ἐριζέμεν οὔ τι κελεύω
Τυδεΐδεω ἵπποισι δαΐφρονος, οἷσιν Ἀθήνη
νῦν ὤρεξε τάχος καὶ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ κῦδος ἔθηκεν:
“Go in now as well both of you; strain to your utmost speed/ With these steeds verily I do not bid you strive,/ with the horses of wise-hearted Tydeus to which Athena/ has now given speed and vouchsafed glory to him.”

On these verse the scholia notes:[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Schironi 2018 ???] 


Sch. A Il. 23.405–40-6a. Ariston.: Τυδείδεω ἵπποισι <δαΐφρονος—ἔθηκεν>: ἀθετοῦνται οἱ δύο· πῶς γὰρ τὸ ἐκ τῆς Ἀθηνᾶς γενόμενον (sc. 23.399-400) οἶδεν ὁ Ἀντίλοχος; 
“With the horses of wise-hearted Tydeus … vouchsafed glory to him:”: these two verses are marked as spurious. For how did Antilochus know what had been done by Athena?

Aristarchus marked lines 405-–406 as spurious since Antilochus could not have known about Athena’s actions. On the other hand, as they are wont to do, the bT scholia rejects, as they are wont, Aristarchus’ athetesis and offer a reasonable explanation for Antilochus’ words:

Sch. bT Il. 23.405-6b: τὴν ἐκ τῆς Ἀθηνᾶς βοήθειαν στοχάζεται ὡς οὐκ ἀσύνετος. καὶ Αἴας· „ἦ μ’ ἔβλαψε θεὰ bT πόδας, ἣ τὸ πάρος περ / μήτηρ ὣς Ὀδυσῆϊ παρίσταται“ (23.782–-783). T   
Being a clever man he guessed the aid by Athena. And [similarly] Ajax [says]: “Llo, the goddess hampered me in my running,/ she that stands ever by Odysseus’' side like a mother” (23.782-–783).

According to the scholia, Antilochus did not know for certain that Athena had assisted Diomedes, but guessed that that was indeed the case. A similar explanation could be can then be given to for Ajax’s statement a little further on.[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  Cf. sch. Od. 17.501 and Nünlist 2009, p. 163.] 


Besides In addition to answers based on probability and common sense, a different approach could can be found seen in the following example. In Iliad 16, Hector mortally wounds Patroclus. Just before the latter dies, he turns to Hector and declares (852–-854):

οὔ θην οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸς δηρὸν βέῃ, ἀλλά τοι ἤδη
ἄγχι παρέστηκεν θάνατος καὶ μοῖρα κραταιὴ
χερσὶ δαμέντ᾽ Ἀχιλῆος ἀμύμονος Αἰακίδαο.
“Verily you shall not be long in life, but even now/ close by you stand death and
mighty fate,/ for you shall be slain by the hands of Achilles, the peerless son of Aeacus.”

On verse 854 the scholia notes:

Sch. AT Il. 16. 854a1 ex.: χερσὶ δαμέντ’ Ἀχιλῆος: πόθεν ὁ Πάτροκλος οἶδεν ὅτι Ἀχιλλεὺς κτενεῖ τὸν Ἕκτορα; ὥσπερ Ἀχιλλεὺς ἀκούσας παρὰ Θέτιδος. ἢ ἐπεὶ κατ’ Ἀρτέμωνα τὸν Μιλήσιον ἐν τῷ Περὶ ὀνείρων, ὅταν ἀθροισθῇ ἡ ψυχὴ ἐξ ὅλου τοῦ σώματος πρὸς τὸ ἐκκριθῆναι, μαντικωτάτη γίνεται. καὶ Πλάτων ἐν Ἀπολογίᾳ Σωκράτους (39c)· „καὶ γάρ εἰμι ἐνταῦθα, ἐν ᾧ μάλιστα ἄνθρωποι χρησμῳδοῦσιν, ὅταν μέλλωσιν ἀποθανεῖσθαι.“[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Cf. Sch. b Il 16.854a2 ex.: δόγμα ἐστὶ τοῦτο τῷ ποιητῇ ὅτι ὅταν ἀθροισθῇ ἡ ψυχὴ ἐξ ὅλου τοῦ σώματος πρὸς τὸ ἐκκριθῆναι, μαντικωτάτη γίνεται· ] 

“You shall be killed by the hands of Achilles:”: Whence does Patroclus know that Achilles will kill Hector?   
Just like Achilles, he had heard it from Thetis. 
Or because according to Artemon of Miletus in his book On Dreams, whenever the soul is gathered from the entire body towards being separated, it becomes most prophetic. And Plato in The Apology of Socrates (writes): “Ffor I am at that stage in which people are especially prophetic, when they are about to die.”.

The first solution is inter-textual: . Patroclus has learnt this information from Achilles himself, who had heard it from his mother, Thetis, as recounted in Iliad 1. Although the poet did not describe any discussion between Achilles and Patroclus on this subject, it is indeed probable that it took place.  The second solution is based on the writings of Artemon of Mileus, of the first century CE, and Plato, according to whom dying people becomes propheticacquire prophetic capabilities. Hence Patroclus, on the threshold of death, could prophesize Hector’s doom. As we shall presently see presently, prophecy is also one of the preferable preferred solutions also in rabbinic literature. 
Let us examine another example in which the use prophecy is one of the solutions employed. In Iliad 24, in one of the most moving scenes of the poem, Priam arrives to at Achilles’ tent, in order to beg for permission to ransom the body of his son, Hector. Priam seizes Achilles’ knees and opens begins his speech by mentioning Peleus, Achilles’ father (ll. 486-–489):

μνῆσαι πατρὸς σοῖο θεοῖς ἐπιείκελ᾽ Ἀχιλλεῦ,
τηλίκου ὥς περ ἐγών, ὀλοῷ ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῷ:
καὶ μέν που κεῖνον περιναιέται ἀμφὶς ἐόντες
τείρουσ᾽, οὐδέ τίς ἐστιν ἀρὴν καὶ λοιγὸν ἀμῦναι.
“Remember your father, O godlike Achilles,/ whose years are even as mine, on the grievous threshold of old age./ And likely those who dwell around him/ are oppressing him, and there is no one to ward from him ruin and bane.” 
 
On this the scholia notes: 

Sch. T Il. 24. 488–48-9 ex.: καὶ μέν που κεῖνον <περιναιέται—ἀμῦναι>: ἢ παρὰ τῶν Εὐρωπαίων τοῦτο μαθών φησιν ἢ οἰωνιζόμενος. Λέγει δὲ Ἄκαστον καὶ τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἄρχανδρον καὶ Ἀρχιτέλην. ἴσως δὲ παρὰ Ἀστεροπαίου πέπυσται νεωστὶ ἥκοντος ἐκ Παιονίας (cf. 17.350; 21.154–15-6), ἥτις ἐστὶ πλησίον Θετταλίας. 
“And likely those who dwell around him … to ward from him ruin and bane:”: He says this either because he learnt it form the Europeans or having divined it from birds. He refers to Acastus and his sons Archandros aund Architeles. Maybe he learnt this from Asteropaeus immediately upon his arrival from Paeonia (cf. 17.350; 21.154-–156), which is close to Thessaly. 

According to a straightforward the simple reading, it would seem that Priam’s comments  words should be understood to refer as comments about to the dangers facing elderly people in general, and to Achilles’ father in particular. Peleus can no longer protect his kingdom since his son is far away. However, the scholia assumes that Priam’s vague statement about the destruction that shall is to befall Peleus embodies points to knowledge of a concrete event. The perpetrators, according to the scholiast, would be Acastus and his sons Archandros aund Architeles.[footnoteRef:28] Yet none of these characters are not ever mentioned at all in neither in the Iliad nor in the Odyssey;. rRather, they are derived from the Epic Cycle. Hints to of this tradition could can be found in Euripides’ The Trojan Women (ll. 1127-–1129), where Talthybius tells Hecuba: [28:  According to another tradition, known already to Herodotus (2.98), Archandros und Architeles were the sons of Achaeus, the ancestor of the Achaeans. See Wernicke 1895.] 


 αὐτὸς δ’ ἀνῆκται Νεοπτόλεμος, καινάς τινας
 Πηλέως ἀκούσας συμφοράς, ὥς νιν χθονὸς
 Ἄκαστος ἐκβέβληκεν, ὁ Πελίου γόνος.
For Neoptolemus is already out at sea, having heard that new calamities have befallen Peleus, for Acastus, son of Pelias, has banished him from the realm. (Loeb)

The scholia on these lines notes:[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Sch. Eur. Tro. 1128] 


Ἄκαστος ἐκβέβληκεν: ὁ μὲν Εὐριπίδης ὑπὸ Ἀκάστου φησὶν ἐκβεβλῆσθαι τὸν Πηλέα, εἰσὶ δὲ οἵ φασιν ὑπὸ τῶν δύο αὐτοῦ παίδων, Ἀρχάνδρου καὶ Ἀρχιτέλους, κατὰ τὸν καιρὸν ὃν ἔμελλον Ἕλληνες ἐξ Ἰλίου ἐπανιέναι ἐξεληλάσθαι, 
“Acastus has banished:”: Euripedes says that Peleus was banished by Acastus, while some say that he (was banished) by his two sons, Archandros und Architeles, at the time when the Greeks were about to return from Ilion.

According to this tradition, after the Trojan War Peleus was expelled after the Trojan War by Acastus, son of Pelias, or by his two sons Archandros and Architeles. As a result, Neoptolemus, son of Achilles and grandson of Peleus, returns from Troy to avenge his grandfather. It is possible that such events appeared in greater detail in Sophocles’ tragedy Peleus, of which only a few fragments have survived.[footnoteRef:30]  In later sources we find more elaborate descriptions, although the sons of Acastus are named there Menalipus and Phillistenes. [footnoteRef:31] [30:  For a discussion of this tragedy, see Pearson 1917, vol. 2, pp. 140–143.]  [31:  Such a description appears in The Chronicle of the Trojan War (Ephemeridos belli Trojani, pp. 6, 7–9, for a translation see Dictys of Crete [Frazer]) attributed to Dictys of Crete, an eyewitness of the Trojan War. The work was most probably composed in the fourth century CE by Septimus in Latin (although he claims to have translated it from the Greek).] 

The Homeric commentator thus uses an extra-Homeric source in order to shed light on Priam’s words. This stands in stark contrast to Aristarchus’ effort to clearly distinguish between Homer and the “younger” poets, believing that Homer should only be explained by Homer.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  For this distinction by Aristarchus, see Schironi 2018, pp. ???; Roemer 1924, pp. 109–122; Severyns 1928, pp. 31–92 and section…] 

If we follow the assumption that Priam did make a indeed hint to about Acastus and his sons, we are forced to ask whence how he would know such details. The scholia offers two explanations. The second one is that Priam knew this by augury – a similar . This kind type of answer to that is similar to the one we saw earlier regarding Patroclus. According to the first explanation, on the other hand, Priam received this information from the Europeans, who lived close to Peleus’ kingdom. The scholia elaborates on this possibility and notes that Asteropaeus might have been one of Priam’s sources, since in book 21 the former tells Achilles that he had arrived eleven days ago from Paeonia (21.155-–156), which is close to Thessaly. Accordingly, hHe could have thus delivered up-to-date news concerning Peleus. A meeting between Asteropaeus and Priam is not mentioned by Homer, but the scholiast believes that this is a probable scenario in light of the context supplied by Homer.[footnoteRef:33]    [33:  At times even the source of knowledge of the gods is addressed. See e.g. Sch. T Il. 1.213 ex. (Porph.?) and discussion in Paz 2015, ???. For a similar example, see Sch. bT Il. 15.246–247. ] 


מניין היה יודע (Whence did he know?)
In the Halakhic Midrashim we also find several questions regarding the source of knowledge of characters, usually introduced by the formula מנין היה יודע (Whence did he know’?).[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Such problems also troubled Jewish authors from the Second Temple period, such as the author of the Book of Jubilees, though they did not explicitly pose the question. For several examples, see Anderson 1994; 1995.] 

After Pharaoh receives a report that the people of Israel escaped, he turns to chase them (Ex. 14:6–-7):
וַיֶּאְסֹר אֶת רִכְבּוֹ וְאֶת עַמּוֹ לָקַח עִמּוֹ. וַיִּקַּח שֵׁשׁ מֵאוֹת רֶכֶב בָּחוּר וְכֹל רֶכֶב מִצְרָיִם וְשָׁלִשִׁם עַל כֻּלּוֹ
So he made his chariot ready and took his people with him; And he took six hundred select chariots, and all the other chariots of Egypt with officers (shalishim) over all of them.

On the final verse the Mekhilta of R. Yishmael notes (va-Yehi 1, pp. 89-90):

ד"א "ושלישים": שלשה על כל אחד ואחד, ויש אומרים: שלש מאות על כל אחד ואחד. 
וכי מנין היה פרעה יודע כמה מתו מישראל בשלשת ימי האפילה? 
אלא הוציא טומסין שלהן ולפי הטומסין הוציא עליהן חיילות.
Another interpretation: “with officers (shalishim) [over all of them]”: Three (shalosh) [Egyptians], one against each Israelite. Some say three hundred (shlosh meot) against each one. 
But whence did Pharaoh know how many of the Israelites died during the three days of darkness? 
Rather, he took out their registers (τόμοι) and on the basis of the registers he sent forth armies against them. [footnoteRef:35] [35:  Trans. Mekh. R. Yishmael (Lauterbach), p. ???, modified. Cf. Mekh. D’Rashbi 14:6 (p. 52).] 


 According to this derasha, the word shalishim is derived from shalosh (three) and the words “over all of them (על כולו)” refer to Israel. Thus, Pharaoh took three (or three hundred) soldiers against each Israelite. Yet this reading leads to the question as to how Pharaoh could have known the exact number of Israelites, since he could not have known how many of them died during the three days of darkness. Here, similar to what As we saw above in the Homeric commentary, the question here is not based not on a literal reading but rather on an exegetical assumption. The answer of the Midrash is that Pharaoh had an exact documentation of the number of the Israelites in his τόμοι (registers), and thus he could calculate exactly how many soldiers to take in pursuit. It would seem that such an answer is based on the bureaucratic realia of the Roman Empire, with which the rRabbis were familiar with.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  On the identification of the Egyptians with the Roman in this part of the Mekhilta see Rosen-Zvi 2008.] 

Another example of a question concerning the source of knowledge could appears be found a little further on later in the Mekhilta (Shira 7, p. 139), in a commentary on verse 15:9 from the Song on of the Sea – “The enemy said, ‘I will pursue, I will overtake, I will divide the spoil’” (אָמַר אוֹיֵב אֶרְדֹּף אַשִּׂיג אֲחַלֵּק שָׁלָל):

"אמר אויב" זה פרעה. 
וכי מאין ידעו ישראל מה חשב עליהם פרעה במצרים? 
אלא רוח הקדש שרתה עליהם והיו יודעין מה פרעה חשב עליהם במצרים.
“The Enemy said”: this is Pharaoh. 
But whence did the Israelites know what Pharaoh had planned against them when he was still in Egypt? 
Rather, the Holy Spirit rested upon them and they knew what Pharaoh had planned against them when he was still in Egypt.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  Trans. Mekh. R. Yishmael (Lauterbach), p. ???, modified] 


In their song the Israelites reveal knowledge about of Pharaoh’s train of thoughts and plans. How could they have received such discrete information? The answer is that the Holy Spirit rested upon them. It is possible that this derasha does not only seek to solve a local problem, but also to implicitly argue implicitly that the entire Song ofn the Sea was inspired by the Holy Spirit. 
A similiar answer could can be found in Sifre Deuteronomy (22, p. 33), in a commentary on . Regarding Rahab’s advice to the Joshua’s messengers (Jos. 2:16) –   “Go to the hill country, lest the pursuers happen upon you, and hide yourselves there for three days, until the pursuers return. Then afterward you may go on your way” (הָהָרָה לֵּכוּ פֶּן יִפְגְּעוּ בָכֶם הָרֹדְפִים וְנַחְבֵּתֶם שָׁמָּה שְׁלֹשֶׁת יָמִים עַד שׁוֹב הָרֹדְפִים וְאַחַר תֵּלְכוּ לְדַרְכְּכֶם) ). T– the Midrash notes:

מגיד ששרת עליה רוח הקדש, שאילו לא שרת עליה רוח הקדש מאין הייתה יודעת שעתידים לחזור לאחר שלשה ימים? אלא מלמד ששרת עליה רוח הקדש. 
It indicates that the Holy Spirit rested upon her, for if the Holy Spirit did not rest upon
her, whence would she have known that they will return after three days? Rather, it
teaches that the Holy Spirit rested upon her.

How did Rahab know that the pursuers will return after three days? Here, too, knowledge is acquired by the Holy Spirit.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  For another instance where divine intervention is used to solve a problem concerning the source of knowledge, see Mekhilta Deuteronomy 11:29. ] 

Another type of solution appears in the famous Midrash concerning the retrieval of Joseph’s coffin (Mekh. Beshalach, p. 78):[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Trans. Mekh. R. Yishmael (Lauterbach), pp. 119–120, modified.] 


"ויקח משה את עצמות יוסף עמו" (שמ' יג 19) [...] ומשה מהיכן היה יודע היכן היה קבור יוסף? אמרו: סרח בת אשר נשתיירה מאותו הדור והיא הראתה למשה קבר יוסף. אמרה לו: במקום הזה שמוהו, עשו לו מצרים ארון של מתכת ושקעוהו בתוך נילוס.
“And Moses Took the Bones of Joseph with Him” (Ex. 13:19): [...] But whence did Moses know where Joseph was buried? They said: Serah, the daughter of Asher, survived from that generation and she showed Moses the grave of Joseph. She said to him: They put him in this place, the Egyptians made him a metal coffin which they sunk in the Nile. 

In order to solve the problem, the commentator uses a self-standing story about Serah, the daughter of Asher, and the way Moses was able to raise Joseph’s metal coffin from the Nile.[footnoteRef:40] Similar to the approach what we have seen saw earlier in the Homeric scholarship, the commentator here assumes an encounter which that does not appear in the text (between Moses and Serah), in order to explain how knowledge was transmitted.    [40:  Cf. t.Sotah 4:6; Mekh. d’Rashbi 13:19, p. 46. For a discussion of this aggadah and its parallel versions see Lieberman 1996, 8, pp. 647–650 and Heinemann 1975, p. 56ff.] 


An especially rich and complex example appears in Sifre Numbers (99, pp. 246-–247) on Num. 12:1 – “Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses because of the Cushite woman he had married: ‘He married a Cushite woman!’” (וַתְּדַבֵּר מִרְיָם וְאַהֲרֹן בְּמֹשֶׁה עַל אֹדוֹת הָאִשָּׁה הַכֻּשִׁית אֲשֶׁר לָקָח כִּי אִשָּׁה כֻשִׁית לָקָח):[footnoteRef:41] [41: Trans. Sifra (Neusner), p. 1:116, modified.] 


"ותדבר מרים ואהרן": וכי מנין היתה יודעת מרים שפירש משה מפירייה ורבייה? 
<אלא> שראת את צפרה שאין מתקשטת בתכשיטי נשים. 
אמרה לה: מה לך אי את מתקשטת בקישוטי נשים? 
אמרה לה: אין אחיך מקפיד בדבר. 
בכך ידעה מרים ואמרה לאחיה ושניהם דיברו בו. 
ר' נתן אומר: בצד צפרה מרים בשעה שנאמר "וירץ הנער" (במד' יא 27). 
כיוון ששמעה צפרה אמרה: אוי לנשותיהן שלאילו. 
בכך ידעה מרים ואמרה לו לאהרן ושניהם דיברו בו. 
והלי דברים קל וחומר, ומה מרים שלא נתכוונה לדבר באחיה לגניי אלא לשבח ולא למעט פריה ורביה אלא לרבות ובינה לבין עצמה כך נענשה, המתכוון לדבר בחבירו לגני ולא לשבח למעט פריה ורביה ולא לרבות בינו לבין אחרים ולא בינו לבין עצמו - <על אחת כמה וכמה>.
“Then Miriam and Aaron spoke”: Whence did Miriam know that Moses has ceased to have sexual relations (sc. with Zipporah)?
Rather, she saw that Zipporah was not making herself up with women’s ornaments. 
She said to her: How come you are not adorning yourself with women’s ornaments?   
She said to her: Your brother does not pay attention to such things.
Thus Miriam knew and she told her brother (Aaron) and both of them spoke against him.
R. Nathan says: Miriam was standing alongside Zipporah when it was said “And the youth ran” (Num. 11:27). When Zipporah heard (the message), she said: Woe to the wives of these men!
Thus Miriam knew and she told her brother (Aaron) and both of them spoke against him.
Now it is an argument a fortiori: If Miriam, who intended to speak against her brother not to his detriment but to his credit, and not to lessen procreation but to increase it, and who spoke only in private, yet she was punished, if someone intends to speak ill of his friend and not in praise, to diminish and not to increase procreation, and speaks not in private but among others – how much more so (will he be punished)! 

According to the literal meaning, it would seem that Miriam and Aaron are criticizing Moses for taking a Cushite wife alongside Zipporah. Yet, as Menachem Kahana notes, the Sifre identifies the Cushite wife with Zipporah, thus shifting the criticism against Moses to his sexual abstinence, and absolving him from the “stain” of marrying a second foreign wife.[footnoteRef:42] Yet However, if Aaron and Miriam were indeed criticizing Moses’ marital inactivity, the question arises as to how could they, or more specifically, how could Miriam,[footnoteRef:43] could have known of this intimate detail. As we have seen saw above in the example concerning the source of Priam’s knowledge, here too the question here, too, is not based directly on the verse but on an exegetical presupposition.[footnoteRef:44]  [42:  Kahana 2011, 3, p. 655.]  [43:  The commentator focuses on Miriam because she is oddly mentioned before Aaron, as the Sifre notes in the previous derasha (99, p. 246): 'ותדבר מרים ואהרן במשה', מלמד ששניהם דברו בו אלא שמרים פתחה בדבר (“Then Miriam and Aaron spoke:” it teaches that both spoke against him, but that Miriam began).
 ]  [44:  On traditions concerning Moses’ sexual abstinence, see Kotun-Fromm 2003. ] 

Both solutions assume a dialogue between Miriam and Zipporah that is , not mentioned in the Bible. According to the first solution, Miriam initiated the conversation when she noticed that Zipporah was not adorned with jewelry. From Zipporah’s answer, Miriam deduced that Moses had abstained from sexual relations. The second solution, attributed to R. Nathan, is based on the juxtaposition of this parasha and the parasha that of Eldad and Medad, in the previous chapter. According to the commentator’s reconstruction, upon hearing the youth reporting to Moses that Eldad and Medad are prophesizing in the camp, Zipporah says: “Woe to the wives of these men!” Miriam deduces that Moses too, who constantly prophesizes, had abstained from his wife. Both these solutions serve as a basis for a more general moral lesson about the gravity of speaking ill of one’s friend.[footnoteRef:45]  [45:  A slightly different explanation appears in Sifre Zuta Num. 12:1 (p. 274). See the discussion in Paz 2015 ???] 


To conclude, both the Homeric scholars and the Rabbis display much interest in the sources of knowledge of the dramatis personae’s source of knowledge, and they also often formulate their questions identically: πόθεν οἶδεν and מנין היה יודע. In both corpora the question at times addresses a particular understanding of the verse which that is not necessarily the literal one. Yet Nnot only are the questions similar, but in many cases so are the solutions. Some of the solutions are based on what is said in adjacent verses (Dolon the son of the herald, Odysseus and the Thracian horses; Miriam, Zipporah and the seventy elders). However, quite often the solutions are based on events not explicitly stated: an encounter with another character not mentioned in the text (Priam and Asteropaeus; Moses and Serah daughter of Asher); an assumed historical context (investigation of captives; registers); or a revelation by the Holy Spirit or prophesy.
In contradistinction contrast to the relative frequency of the questions on the source of knowledge in the Homeric commentaries and midrash, in the many hundreds of questions which appear in the works of Philo, especially in his Quaestiones in Genesim et in Exodumquestiones in genesim et exodum, I have found only one example for such a question. On the Regarding Gen 4:5 – “but to Cain and his offering He paid no heed, Cain was much distressed and his face fell” – Philo asks the following question, which has come down to us only in its Armenian translation, which can though however be retroverted to its Greek original:[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  Philo, Quaestiones in Genesim 1.63 (Aucher, p. 43)] 


Ուստի՞գիտաց կայէն, զի ոչ հաճոյ եղեւ նմա պատարագն
*Πόθεν Καιν οἶδεν ὅτι οὔκ ἀρεστὴ ἦν ἡ θυσία αὐτοῦ;
Whence did Cain know that his offering was not wanted?

Philo uses the same formula common among the Homeric scholars.[footnoteRef:47] The answer offered by Philo, part of which is preserved in Greek, in based on the second half of the verse: “Cain was much distressed and his face fell.”. Cain understood that his distress implies that his offering was not accepted.[footnoteRef:48] Philo is thus aware of the questions concerning the source of knowledge and their exact terminology, but almost completely avoids using them. [47:  An identical question can be found in Hieronymus, Quaestiones Hebraicae on Gen. 4:4–5: “Unde scire poterat Cain quod fratris eius munera suscepisset Deus et sua repudiasset, nisi illa interpretatio vera est quam Theodotion posuit et inflammavit dominus super Abel et super sacrificium eius, super Cain vero et super sacrificium eius non inflammavit.” For a discussion of this passage, see Hayward 1995, pp. 119–120; Vermes 1975, pp. 114–115 and note 42. Cf. Genesis Rabba 22 (p. 209) and the note there.]  [48:  Quaestiones in Genesim (Petit), 1, 63: Σημεῖον δὲ τὴν λύπην ἔλαβε τοῦ μὴ εὐαρέστως θῦσαι θεῷ· χαρὰν γὰρ εἰκὸς ἐγγενέσθαι τῷ καθαρῶς καὶ ἀμέμπτως τεθυκότι.] 

It is thus not self-evident that such questions would attract the commentators’ attention. The fact that both the Homeric and Rabbinic exegetes address them with an explicit question is noteworthy.

Part II: Whence Does He Have?
[bookmark: _Toc398133946][bookmark: _Toc399290813][bookmark: _Toc399315374][bookmark: _Toc402322281]πόθεν αὐτῷ
At times in both the Bible and the Homeric poems, a character has a certain object, yet it is unclear where he or she received it from. In such cases the Homeric and rabbinic scholars wondered how the character came to have this object.
At the opening of Iliad 21 we read how Achilles, before leaping into the river (17), “left there his spear upon the bank, leaning against the tamarisk bushes” (δόρυ μὲν λίπεν αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾽ ὄχθῃ κεκλιμένον μυρίκῃσιν). Yet several verses later (67) we read: “Then goodly Achilles lifted on high his long spear” (ἤτοι ὃ μὲν δόρυ μακρὸν ἀνέσχετο δῖος Ἀχιλλεὺς). How does Achilles now have his spear if he had earlier left it on the bank of the river?
The scholia to verse 67 answers concisely the implied question concisely:

Sch. AT Il 21.67a1 Ariston.: <ἤτοι ὁ μὲν> δόρυ μακρὸν <ἀνέσχετο>: ὅτι κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον ἀνέλαβε τὸ δόρυ. 
 “Then [Achilles] lifted on high his long spear”: [diple] for he retrieved the spear implicitly (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον).

In Tthe scholia to verse 17 offers there appears a longer answer that which gives us a glimpse into a polemic between Aristarchus and Zenodotus: 

Sch. A Il. 17b1 Ariston.: δόρυ μὲν λίπεν αὐτοῦ ἐπ’ ὄχθῃ: ὅτι ἀποτίθεται μὲν τὸ δόρυ ῥητῶς, ἀναλαμβάνει δὲ οὐ κατὰ τὸ ῥητόν, ἀλλ’ ὕστερον (sc. 21.67—70) αὐτῷ φαίνεται χρώμενος. ἡ δὲ ἀναφορὰ πρὸς Ζηνόδοτον, ἀγνοοῦντα ὅτι πολλὰ δεῖ προσδέχεσθαι κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον ἐνεργούμενα. 
“But [Achilles] left there his spear on the bank of the river”: [diple] because while he [Achilles] explicitly lays aside the spear, he does not explicitly take it up but later appears to be using it (Il. 21.67–70). The reference (ἀναφορὰ) is to Zenodotus, who does not know that it is necessary to admit that many things take place implicitly (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον).[footnoteRef:49]  [49:  Trans. Niehoff 2011, p. 45 and the discussion there.] 


Zenodotus most probably pointed out the contradiction between v. 17 and vv. 67–-70 and may have also marked v. 17 as spurious. This was rejected by Aristarchus who argued that there is no contradiction if we suppose that there are matters which the Poet passes over in silence. In his commentaries Aristarchus often makes use of the “principle of silence” (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον) and tries to portray his predecessor as unaware of this principle.[footnoteRef:50] However, as Nünlist has noted, it would seem that Aristarchus radicalized Zenodotus’ approach, most probably for polemical reasons, since from some notes persevered in the scholia one can deduct that the latter was indeed aware of this principle although he seldom used it.[footnoteRef:51]  [50:  For a comprehensive discussion of the principle of κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον, see Nünlist 2009, pp. 157–173 (for bibliographical refrences, see ibid., n. 1; for all references to all the occurances of the term, see ibid., n. 2); Niehoff 2011, p. 45; Kamesar 1994, pp. 58–61 and the monograph on this topic by Meinel 1915. ]  [51:  Nünlist 2009, pp. 159–160, who cites as evidence Sch. HMQR Od. 3.313, where it is explicitly stated that Zenodotus used the principle of κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον. ] 


At the end of Iliad 11, Eurypylus is brought back to the Greek camp, injured by an arrow which pierced his thigh. Patroclus meets him and leads him to his tent (vv. 844–-846):

ἔνθά μιν ἐκτανύσας ἐκ μηροῦ τάμνε μαχαίρῃ
ὀξὺ βέλος περιπευκές, ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ δ’ αἷμα κελαινὸν 
νίζ’ ὕδατι λιαρῷ, ἐπὶ δὲ ῥίζαν βάλε πικρὴν
There Patroclus made him lie at length, and with a knife cut from his thigh/ the sharp piercing arrow, and from the wound washed the black blood/ with warm water, and upon it cast a bitter root.

Regarding On this description, the scholia asks:

Sch. AbT Il. 11. 846. ex. ἐπὶ δὲ ῥίζαν βάλε πικρήν: […] καὶ πόθεν αὐτῷ τὸ φάρμακον; ἴσως μὲν συμπεριέφερε τὴν ῥίζαν ὡς χρήσιμον, εἰ ἐντύχοι τραυματίᾳ φίλῳ· 
καὶ μάλιστα εἰκὸς αὐτὸν νῦν εἰληφέναι, εἰδότα ὅτι ἐπὶ τραυματίαν πέμπεται. 
τάχα δὲ ἐκ τοῦ παρακειμένου λειμῶνος τὴν ῥίζαν ἔσπασεν, ἔχων τὴν περὶ τὰς βοτάνας ἐμπειρίαν. 
ἴσως δὲ καὶ θεράπων πεμφθεὶς κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον ἐκόμισε. 
“Upon it he cast a bitter root”: […] and whence does he have the drug? 
Maybe he carried the root with him as something useful, in case he chanced upon an injured friend. 
It is most likely that he got it now, knowing that he was being summoned to a wounded man. 
It is possible that he picked the root in the nearby meadow, since he had experience with herbs. 
And maybe a servant who had been sent implicitly (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον) brought the root.

Whence did Patroclus acquire the root used to cure Eurypylus’ wound? The scholia suggest several solutions. According to the first answer, Patroclus was in the habit used to always of carrying such a root with him. Yet the scholiast regards this option as less likely improbable, and instead suggests that Patroclus most probably acquired the root en route to Eurypylus. But then again, whence did he get the root now? Well, he either picked it himself or sent a servant to pick it, without that action being explicitly stated in the text. The latter option is based on the “the principle of silence” (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον) according to which the reader must fill in the gaps left by the author.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  One can argue that also the first two answers are based on the principle of silence. Yet it would seem that the principle was introduced only in the last option, since it assumes the unmenitioned actions of a character (servant). ] 

In the ship catalogue in Iliad 2 we are told that the Arcadian warriors arrived at Troy in sixty ships. To this information, Homer adds the following (2.612–-614):

αὐτὸς γάρ σφιν δῶκεν ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγαμέμνων
νῆας ἐϋσσέλμους περάαν ἐπὶ οἴνοπα πόντον
Ἀτρεΐδης, ἐπεὶ οὔ σφι θαλάσσια ἔργα μεμήλει
For Agamemnon himself, the king of men, gave them/ benched ships to cross over the wine-dark sea,/ even the son of Atreus, for with matters of seafaring they had naught to do. 

The scholia notes on these verses:

Sch Ab Il. 2. 612–61-4. ex.: […] ἐπεὶ μεσογείους ὄντας εἰς Ἴλιον ἤγαγε, λύει τὸ ζήτημα, πόθεν εἶχον ναῦς. 
[…] since he (Agamemnon) led them who were from the inland, he (Homer) solves the inquiry, whence did they have ships.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Eustathius (Iliad, 1, p. 468) bring a clearer version of the question: πῶς μεσόγειοι ὄντες εἰς Ἴλιον ἦλθον καὶ πόθεν ἔσχον τὰς ναῦς ] 


According to Aristarchus, these lines are necessary to understand for understanding how the people of the landlocked Arcadia attained ships in order to sail to Troy.[footnoteRef:54] Homer thus anticipated his critics and supplied in advance an answer to the question “whence did they have ships?” In fact, according to Aristarchus, Homer’s train of thought closely resembles that of his commentators: he wishes to solve a problem (λύει τὸ ζήτημα) of probability. [54:  Zenodotus, on the other hand, marked these verses as spurious. See sch. A Il. 2.612 Ariston.] 


It would seem that such type of questions, which were common among the Homeric scholars, impacted also the Jewish-Hellenistic commentators. In one of the fragments from Demetrius’ work, he quotes a similar question by an anonymous commentator:[footnoteRef:55] [55:  ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 9.29.16, ed. Holladay 1983–1996, vol. i, p. 76. Trans. Niehoff 2011, p. 39. This question has been comprehensively discussed by Niehoff (ibid., pp. 39–40), who also compares it to questions regarding contraditions found in Aristotle and Aristarchus. On Demetrius’ use of questions and answers, see also Guttman 1969, 1:136–138. ] 


Ἐπιζητεῖν δέ τινα πῶς οἱ Ἰσραηλῖται ὅπλα ἔσχον ἄνοπλοι ἐξελθόντες· ἔφασαν γὰρ τριῶν ἡμερῶν ὁδὸν ἐξελθόντες καὶ θυσιάσαντες πάλιν ἀνακάμψειν. φαίνεται οὖν τοὺς μὴ κατακλυσθέντας τοῖς ἐκείνων ὅπλοις χρήσασθαι.
Someone inquired how the Israelites had weapons as they had left [Egypt] unarmed, for they said that they would return again after having gone on a ‘three day journey’ (Exod. 5:3) and offered a sacrifice. It seems therefore that those who did not drown [at the Red Sea] used the weapons of those [who drowned].

In Ex. 5:3 Moses and Aaron ask Pharaoh: “Let us go, we pray, a distance of three days into the wilderness to sacrifice to the Lord our God.”. The original purpose of the Israelites was thus to go worship God into the wilderness in order to worship God. Having no intention to fight, they most probably would have left Egypt unarmed.[footnoteRef:56]  [56:  The Masoretic texts have וַחֲמֻשִׁים עָלוּ בְנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל מֵאֶרֶץ מִצְרָיִם (Ex. 13:18). However, the Septuaguint, which the anonymous commentator used, renders חמשים as “in the fifth generation” (πέμπτη δὲ γενεά). ] 

Since If the Israelites left Egypt unarmed, whence, wonders the anonymous commentator wonders how , did they later came to have weapons.? It would seem that the question arises from the war with the Amalekites described a little later (17:8-–13) which ends with the decisive victory of Joshua and his people: “And Joshua overwhelmed the people of Amalek with the sword” (17:13). It is thus clear that the Israelites had weapons. According to the commentator, the most plausible solution is that the Israelites acquired the weapons from the corpses of the Egyptians washed ashore (cf. Ex. 14:30). This hypothesis was evidently Such a solution was quite popular, as it is later offered by both Philo and Josephus.[footnoteRef:57]  [57:  Cf. Josephus, Antiquities, 2:132; Philo, Moses, 1, 214–216. And see Niehoff 2011, p. 41 note 11. A similar answer appears also in Theodoret, Questiones on Octateuch, p. 33. ] 

This solution assumes that there is a certain gap in the Biblical narrative and that narrator passed in silence over some events. It would seem that the commentator adopted the “principle of silence” which, as we have seen above, was used by Aristarchus and other Homeric scholars.[footnoteRef:58] Thus, as Maren Niehoff has argued, both the question and the answer of the anonymous commentator should be understood on the backdrop of the Alexandrian commentary of his day.[footnoteRef:59]  [58:  Niehoff 2011, p. 45. ]  [59:  Ibid., pp. 42–46. ] 


מניין היה לו
A similar question to the one posed by the anonymous commentator quoted by Demetrius appears in the Mekhilta of R. Yishmael (Shira, p. 151) on the Exodus 16:20:  – “Then Miriam the prophetess, Aaron’s sister, took a timbrel in her hand, and all the women went out after her with timbrels and flutes” (וַתִּקַּח מִרְיָם הַנְּבִיאָה אֲחוֹת אַהֲרֹן אֶת הַתֹּף בְּיָדָהּ וַתֵּצֶאןָ כָל הַנָּשִׁים אַחֲרֶיהָ בְּתֻפִּים וּבִמְחֹלֹת):

"את התוף בידה", וכי מנין היו להם לישראל תופים ומחולות במדבר? 
אלא הצדיקים היו מובטחים ויודעים שהקב"ה עושה להם נסים וגבורות עת שיוצאין ממצרים והתקינו להם תופים ומחולות.
“A timbrel in her hand:”: But whence did Israel have timbrels and flutes in the desert? 
Rather, the righteous had been confident and knew that God would perform miracles and mighty deeds for them at their going out from Egypt and they prepared for themselves timbrels and flutes.

The commentator’s question arises from the fact that the Torah does not mention earlier that Israel had musical instruments. His answer is that the righteous ones prepared these instruments in advance, knowing that they would be using them to praise God for their (future) miraculous deliverance, even though this is not explicitly mentioned.

A similar type of Another example for such a question is can be found earlier on in the Mekhilta of R. Yishmael (Shira 2, p. 122), dealing concerning with the daughter of Lot:

"ותשקן את אביהן יין בלילה הוא" וג' (בר' יט 33). וכי מנין היה להם יין במערה? 
אלא שזימן להם המקום יין, כעינין שנאמר: "והיה ביום ההוא יטפו [ההרים עסיס]" וג' (יואל ד 18). 
אם כך זימן המקום למכעיסיו קל וחומר לעושי רצונו.
“And they made their father drink wine on that night” (Gen. 19:33):   Yet whence did they have wine in the cave? 
Rather, the Omnipresent provided for them wine. As it is said: “And it shall come to pass in that day the mountains shall drop down sweet wine” (Joel 4.18).
If the Omnipresent provided all that for those who angered him, how much more for those who please him![footnoteRef:60] [60:  Cf. Sifre Deut. 43, p. 94.] 


The commentator wonders how Lot’s daughters had wine in the cave. The answer is that God himself supplied them with wine –. Such  a solution that could might also have been accepted proposed by the Homeric scholars. Yet besides solving the problem, this solution also enables the commentator to convey a moralistic message.
A different solution appears in Genesis Rabba (51, p. 538):

"ויהי ממחרת ותאמר הבכירה אל הצעירה וגו'" (בר' יט 33). ומנין היה להם יין במערה? 
אלא ממה שהיה להם היין מרובה היו כונסין אותו במערות. 
אמ' ר' יהודה בר' סימון: נעשה להם מעין דיגמה שלעולם הבא. "והיה ביום ההוא יטפו ההרים עסיס" (יו' ד 18). 
 “And it came to pass on the morrow, that the firstborn said unto the younger: [Behold, I lay yesternight with my father: let us make him drink wine this night also]:”: Whence did they have wine in the cave? 
Since they [=the Sodomites] had an abundance of wine they stored it in caves. 
R. Judah b. Simon said: A sample (δεῖγμα), as it were, of the world to come was provided to them. “And it shall come to pass in that day the mountains shall drop down sweet wine” (Joel 4.18)

The second answer resembles the one we have seen above; the apparent anaomaly is resovled by means  – it is a result of a miraculous event. The first answer, on the other hand, suggests a historically plausible explanation. Since the region was fertile and produced an excess of wine, the Sodomites stored it in caves. 
This question was most probably well known, since it also appears in a fragment from the commentary to on Genesis by Eusebius of Emesa (300-–360 CE):[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Eusebius of Emesa, Genesis (Petit), p. 312. Cf. the Syriac translation (ibid., p. 396): ܡܢ ܐܝܟܐ ܚܡܪܐ ܒܛܘܪܐ. And see also ter Haar Romney 1997, p. 310 and his commentary there. ] 


Ἐκ ταύτης γὰρ εἶχεν ὁ Λὼτ ἐν τῷ ὄρει τὰ ἐπιτήδεια· πόθεν γὰρ εἶχε τὸν οἶνον ἐν τῷ ὄρει; 
For from this [town, sc. Zoar] Lot had supplies in the mountain. For whence did he
have wine in the mountain?

Eusebius’ solution, like the first answer in Genesis Rabba, is based on the historical context. 
As is readily evident, the rRabbis’ and Eusebius’ formulation of the question is all but identical (except for the location: cave/mountain):

	Mekhilta of R. Yishmael
	Eusebius of Emesa

	וכי מאין היה להם יין במערה?
	πόθεν γὰρ εἶχε τὸν οἶνον ἐν τῷ ὄρει;

	For whence did they have wine in the cave?
	For whence did he have wine in the mountain?



The Greek formula used by Eusebius of Emesa highlights the resemblance of the rabbinic Hebrew version to the questions which that appear in the Homeric commentaries. 

In conclusion, the formula מנין היה לו is identical to πόθεν αὐτῷ, and it is likely that the Hebrew formula is based on the Greek one. As we have seen, the Homeric scholars and the Rabbis dealt with similar problems concerning the ways the character acquired certain objects. Both scholarly communities wished to fill- in what they was perceived in their eyes as a gap as lacunas in the narrative. We also saw that Jewish-Hellenistic biblical commentators were attentive to such problems already from as early as in the second century BCE, using similar formulae. It is thus possible that the rabbinic use of such formulae is linked to a Jewish-Hellenistic tradition.
Part III: Questions of Consideration
Both the Homeric and the bBiblical frequently narrator describe many times the actions of the dramatis personae without supplying the reader with their underlying motivation. In light of this, the commentators often address the question why a character acted one way and not the another, trying to supply a rationale to for their behavior. In this section I will examine selected examples in which where the Homeric scholars and the rRabbis deal directly with these questions. Such a comparison would present exposes the different ways in which the commentators describe the characters’ inner world and personality of the characters.
[bookmark: _Toc398133952][bookmark: _Toc399290819][bookmark: _Toc399315380][bookmark: _Toc402322287]διὰ τί ... οὐκ 
In Iliad 3 the Trojans and the Greek cease fighting and swear an oath that the outcome of the war would will be decided by a dual between Menelaus and Paris. Hearing of the oath, “the Achaeans and Trojans waxed glad, deeming that they had won rest from woeful war” (3.111-–112). In the dual, Menelaus clearly defeats Paris who is rescued from the battlefield by Aphrodite. Athena then encourages Pandarus to fire an arrow at Menelaus, thus breaking the oath. While the Greeks attend to the injured Menelaus (4.221), “the ranks of the shield-bearing Trojans came on” (ἐπὶ Τρώων στίχες ἤλυθον ἀσπιστάων). On this the scholia notes: 

Sch. bT Il. 4. 221 ex. τόφρα δ’ ἐπὶ Τρώων στίχες <ἤλυθον>: διὰ τί οἱ Τρῶες, εἴπερ καταθέσθαι τὸν πόλεμον ἐβούλοντο, οὐκ ἐζήτουν τὸν βαλόντα, ἀλλ’ εὐθὺς ὁρμῶσιν ἐπὶ τὰ ὅπλα; ὅτι ᾤοντο βουλῇ τῶν βασιλέων πεπρᾶχθαι τὴν παράβασιν· καὶ εἰ μὲν τέθνηκε Μενέλαος, κρατήσειν Ἑλλήνων ἤλπιζον διὰ τὴν ἐπ’ ἐκείνῳ λύπην καταπεπτωκότων, εἰ δὲ μή, κἂν φθάσαι ἀόπλοις αὐτοῖς ἐμπεσεῖν. 
πῶς[footnoteRef:62] δὲ πάλιν ὁ Ἕκτωρ οὐκ ἐζήτησε τὸν βαλόντα; ὅτι οὐκ ἦν ἀναλαβεῖν τὸ πταῖσμα ἅπαξ Μενελάου τρωθέντος.  [62:  This is the version in T, while b has διὰ τί.] 

 “Meanwhile The ranks of the shield-bearing Trojans came on”: Why did the Trojans, if they indeed wanted to cease from war, not seek out the shooter, but rather rushed to their weapons? Because they thought (ᾤοντο) that the transgression was done according to the will of the kings. And if, on the one hand, Menelaus was killed, they hoped to overpower the Greeks who would be cast down because of the sorrow; if, on the other hand, he was not (killed), (they hoped) to make haste and attack them while they were unarmed.
Again, why did Hector not seek out the shooter? Because it was not possible to correct the mischance once Menelaus was injured. 

In light of the oath taken and the Trojans’ desire of the Trojans to end the war, it is hard to understand why they would have rushed to continue fighting instead of searching for the shooter, who broke the oath. The answer offered is that the Trojans believed that one of the leaders gave the order to shoot Menelaus. That is, it did not occur to them that this was an unintentional action. In light of this erroneous assumption, the Trojans acted quickly, hoping to surprise the Greeks, who would not have been ready for the attack, either because they would be mourning Menelaus if he was had indeed been killed, or because they did not have time to arm themselves.
The commentator goes on to ask why Hector himself did not look for the shooter, since for he, being as one of the leaders he , must certainly knew have known that no order was had been given to fire at Menelaus. The answer is that Hector understood that the situation was irreversible, and therefore it would be useless to find the shooter.

Let us examine another example. In Iliad 7 Ajax addresses Hector with the following words (ll. 226-230):
Ἕκτορ νῦν μὲν δὴ σάφα εἴσεαι οἰόθεν οἶος
οἷοι καὶ Δαναοῖσιν ἀριστῆες μετέασι
καὶ μετ᾽ Ἀχιλλῆα ῥηξήνορα θυμολέοντα.
ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν ἐν νήεσσι κορωνίσι ποντοπόροισι
κεῖτ᾽ ἀπομηνίσας Ἀγαμέμνονι ποιμένι λαῶν
 “Hector, now verily shall you know of a surety, man to man, what manner of chieftains there are among the Danaans,/ even after Achilles, breaker of the ranks of men, the lion-hearted. But he abides amid his beaked seafaring ships in utter wrath against Agamemnon, Atreus' son, shepherd of the host.” (LCL)

In his Homeric Questions, Porphyry comments on these verses:[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Text and translation: Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 7.229–230, pp. 126–127.] 


διὰ τί ὁ Αἴας τῷ Ἕκτορι δεδήλωκε τὴν τοῦ Ἀχιλλέως μῆνιν (7.229-230); οὐδεμία γὰρ ἀνάγκη ἦν οὐδὲ φρονίμου ἀνδρὸς τὰ παρ’ αὐτοῦ κακὰ τοῖς πολεμίοις ἐξαγγέλλειν, ἢ ὅτι ἐγίνωσκον οἱ Τρῶες τὴν μῆνιν Ἀχιλλέως ὑποδεῖξαι πάντως· ὁ γὰρ Ἀπόλλων ἐδήλωσεν αὐτοῖς ἐν οἷς φησιν · 
   οὐ μὰν οὐδ’ Ἀχιλεὺς Θέτιδος πάϊς ἠυκόμοιο
   μάρναται, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ νηυσὶ χόλον θυμαλγέα πέσσει. (4.512-13)
εἰ δ’ ἀγνοοῦσι τὴν ὀργὴν οἱ Τρῶες, καὶ οὕτως τὸ τῆς δηλώσεως ἀναγκαῖον, μὴ ἐν τῷ λοιμῷ τεθνηκέναι νομίσωσιν αὐτόν. 
Ἀριστοτέλης δέ, ἵνα μὴ οἴηται τὸν Ἀχιλλέα ἀποδεδειλιακέναι, ἀλλὰ κἀκεῖνον καὶ ἄλλους αὑτοῦ εἶναι κρείττους. εἶτα εἰπὼν
   νῦν δὴ σάφα εἴσεαι οἰόθεν οἶος,
   οἷοι καὶ Δαναοῖσιν ἀριστῆες μετέασι,
   καὶ μετ’ Ἀχιλλῆα ῥηξήνορα θυμολέοντα (7.266-268),
ἵνα καταπλήξῃ τῆς Ἀχιλλέως ἀρετῆς ἀναμνήσας, ὃν ἐδόκει πεφοβῆσθαι, εἰκότως <ἐδήλωσε τί> πέπονθεν Ἀχιλλεύς. τὸ γὰρ μετ’ Ἀχιλλῆα ἀμφίβολον, πότερον μετὰ τὴν ἐκείνου τελευτὴν ἢ μετὰ τὴν ἐκείνου ἀρετὴν ἢ καθάπερ ἐκεῖνος ἦν καὶ ἄλλοι εἰσίν. ἀναγκαῖον οὖν δηλῶσαι τί πέπονθεν Ἀχιλλεύς, καὶ ὅτι μηνίων οὐ πάρεστιν ἀλλ’ οὐχὶ τεθνηκὼς ἢ ἀποπλεύσας, ἀλλ’ ὅτι ἐν νηυσὶ κορωνίσι μηνίων. ὀργὴ δ’ ἐν ἀγαθοῖς ἀνδράσιν εὐδιάλυτον.
Why has Ajax disclosed Achilles’ wrath to Hector (Il. 7.229–-30)? For there was no need, nor is it characteristic of a prudent man to betray the ills in his camp to the enemy. 
Either because the Trojans perceived that the wrath of Achilles secretly showed in all ways. For Apollo disclosed this to them where he says: “Indeed, Achilles is not even fighting, [son] of fair-haired Thetis, but by the ships he broods over his heart-grieving anger” (Il. 4.512-–13). 
If, on the other hand, the Trojans are ignorant of the wrath, so too there is need for the explanation, in order that they not suppose that he died in the plague. 
Aristotle [says] so that [Hector] supposes that Achilles has taken to playing the coward, and further that both he [i.e. Hector] and others are stronger than him [i.e. Achilles]. Then when [Ajax] says: now you will clearly know man to man what sort of champions are also among the Danaans, even after Achilles, breaker of armed ranks, lion-hearted (Il. 4.512-–513), in order to terrify [Hector] by reminding him of the excellence of Achilles, whom [Hector] believed had become afraid, reasonably <he revealed what> Achilles felt. 
For it is ambiguous whether “after Achilles” is “after the death of him,”, or “after him in excellence” or “just as that man was others also are.”. Therefore it is necessary to disclose what Achilles felt and that he is absent nursing his wrath, but not dead or having sailed away, but rather nursing his wrath “on the curved seafaring ships” (Il. 7.229–2-30). But anger is easily resolved among good men.

The problem facing the commentators was why Ajax would disclose to Hector, his enemy, the state of Achilles and his ongoing feud with Agamemnon. This problem was most probably very old since already Aristotle addressed it. According to Porphyry, one possibility is that Ajax did not in fact reveal anything that the Trojans did not already know. This is proven by an earlier verse from book 4 where Apollo encourages the Trojans to fight, adding that Achilles is not fighting since “he broods over his heart-grieving anger.”. A second possibility is that the Trojans are unaware of Achilles’ state. Yet even then one can we may explain Ajax’s train of thought by assuming that – he did not want the Trojans to think that the reason that Achilles is was not participating in the battle is because that he died in the plague. Aristotle, on the other hand, suggests that Ajax feared that Hector and the rest of the Trojans might think that Achilles is was a coward and therefore he chose to disclose the reason for Achilles’ absence.       
Finally, in what seems to be an addition by Porphyry, it is explained that Ajax himself understood that the phrase he just uttered – “after Achilles” (μετ’ Ἀχιλλῆα) – is was ambiguous and might be misunderstood wrongly. Ajax’s intention was that Achilles is was the best among the Danaans and the rest are were ranked after him. However, these words might be understood temporally: After Achilles is gone, either because he died or sailed away. Therefore Iin order to clarify his statement, therefore, Ajax had to add another line stating explicitly that Achilles is was absent because of the wrath against Agamemnon. However, since Achilles is was a good man, his wrath would surely dissipate soon, so that the Trojans should not count on his lingering absence.
The first answer is based on another verse, whereas the other answers are based on Ajax’s fear of what Hector and the Trojans might say or think. As we shall presently see, such a fear is also a dominant motive also in rabbinic commentaries. 
מפני מה לא
As a result of speaking against Moses, Miriam is struck with scales. Aaron turns to Moses and beseeches him to cure his sister. Moses response is instantaneous and very brief (Num. 12:13): “So Moses cried out to the Lord, saying, ‘O God, pray heal her!’” (וַיִּצְעַק מֹשֶׁה אֶל יי לֵאמֹר אֵל נָא רְפָא נָא לָהּ). On this short prayer the Sifre Numbers (105, p. 263) comments:

"אל נא רפא נא לה" – מפני מה לא האריך משה בתפלה? 
שלא יהו ישראל אומרים מפני שהיא אחותו עומד ומרבה בתפילה.[footnoteRef:64]  [64:  Some manuscripts show a different answer: ד"א שלא יהו ישראל אומרין אחותו נתונה בצרה והוא עומד ומרבה בתפלה (“Another interpretation: So that the Israelites should not say: his sister is in distress and he stands and prays at length.”) For discussion of this variant, see Kahana 2011, 3:686–687.] 

ד"א: לא זה הוא משה שמתפלל והק' שומע תפילתו כמה שנ' "ותגזר אמר ויקם לך" (איו' כב 28) "אז תקרא וה' יענה" (יש' נח 9). 
“O God, pray heal her”: Why did Moses not draw out his prayer? 
So that the Israelites should not say: It is because she is his sister that he is standing and praying at legnth.
Another interpretation: Is it not Moses who prays and the Holy One listens to his prayer? As it is said: “You will decree and it will be fulfilled” (Job 22:28), “Then, when you call, the Lord will answer” (Is. 58:9)[footnoteRef:65]  [65:  Trans. Sifra (Neusner), p. 130, modified.] 


According to the first answer, the reason Moses shortened his prayer was his fear of what the Israelites would say. If he were to pray at legnth length, they would accuse him of favoring favoritism – of giving Miriam a better treatment because she is was his sister. Directly opposing the first solution,[footnoteRef:66] the second answer suggests that Moses had no need to draw out his prayer because prayers are immediately answered. This point is proven by citing other verses regarding the immediate reception of the prayers of the righteous’ prayer. The first solution thus addresses Moses’ inner- world and fears, whereas the second one is based on an external and objective observation concerning the efficacy of the righteous’ prayers of the righteous.  [66:  I follow here Kahana’s suggestion that the words לא זה הוא should be interpreted as countering the previous derasha (Kahana 2011, vol. 3, p. 687). ] 

A few verses earlier we read (Num. 12:4-5):

וַיֹּאמֶר יי פִּתְאֹם אֶל מֹשֶׁה וְאֶל אַהֲרֹן וְאֶל מִרְיָם צְאוּ שְׁלָשְׁתְּכֶם אֶל אֹהֶל מוֹעֵד וַיֵּצְאוּ שְׁלָשְׁתָּם. וַיֵּרֶד יי בְּעַמּוּד עָנָן וַיַּעֲמֹד פֶּתַח הָאֹהֶל וַיִּקְרָא אַהֲרֹן וּמִרְיָם וַיֵּצְאוּ שְׁנֵיהֶם.
Suddenly the Lord called to Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, “Come out, you three, to the Tent of Meeting.” So the three of them went out. The Lord came down in a pillar of cloud, stopped at the entrance of the Tent, and called out, “Aaron and Miriam!” The two of them came forward.

On this the Midrash asks (Sifre Numbers 102, p. 253):

"ויקרא אהרן ומרים<ו>יצאו שניהם." 
מפני מה לא יצא משה עמהן? 
שלא יהו ישראל אומרים אף משה היה עמהם בכלל כעס.
ד"א בא הכתוב ללמדך דרך ארץ שכל זמן שאדם רוצה לדבר עם חבירו לא יאמר לו קרב אלי{ך} אלא מושכו במה שרוצה ומדבר עמו 
ד"א שלא ישמע גנותו של אהרן 
ד"א שאין אומרים שבחו של אדם בפניו 
“And He called out ‘Aaron and Miriam’ and they both came out:”: Why did Moses not come out with them?
So that the Israelites should not say: “Moses too was subject to the wrath with them.”
Another interpretation: Scripture comes to teach you proper conduct – whenever someone wants to speak with his fellow, he should not say to him: ‘come close to me,’, but rather he draws him with what will please him and speaks to him.
Another interpretation: so that he should not hear what was disgraceful to Aaron.
Another interpretation: For people do not praise someone to his face.[footnoteRef:67]  [67:  Trans. Sifra (Neusner), p. 122, modified.] 


According to verse 4, God commands Moses, Aaron, and Miriam to go out to the Tent of Meeting. Yet in the following verse he calls only on Aaron and Miriam. Why then did God not summon also Moses? The Thus the commentator here in fact wishes seeks to understand God’s own motives.
Four solutions are given. According to the first, God did not want the Israelites to think that he was also angry with Moses. God, like Moses who shortened his prayer, as we saw above, wished to prevent Israel from receiving the wrong impression about what had happened. The divine and the human train of thought are similar. The second solution is unclear, and commentators have struggled to interpret it.[footnoteRef:68]   Yet it seems that the meaning is that when someone wishes to speak to a friend, he does not order him to come close but rather draws him closer through what pleases him. Thus by not ordering Moses to come out, the text (through God’s action) teaches us a didactic lesson.[footnoteRef:69] According to the third solution, God sought to prevent Moses from hearing the castigation of Aaron – and thus preserve some of the latter’'s dignity. Finally, according to the fourth solution, God did not want to directly praise Moses.    [68:  See Kahana 2011, 3:667 ]  [69:  See ibid., pp. 3:667–668. For the many moral lessons in this section, see ibid., 3:667 note 18] 

In Sifre Zuta Num. (12:5, p. 275) there appears another solution:

שלא יהא משה אומר דומה שנמצא בי פגם שכן הודחתי מן האהל 
ושלא יהו ישראל אומרין דומה שנמצא במשה פגם שכן נדחה מן האהל.
So that Moses shall not say: It would seem that there was fault found with me, for I was driven out from the Tent.
And so that the Israelites shall not say: It would seem that there was a fault found with Moses, for he was driven out from the Tent.

The second answer is similar to the first one in Sifre Numbers, which we saw above. However, the first answer adds that God took into consideration Moses’ reaction. 
Thus, in order to understand God’s deliberations the commentators examine the complex situation and the interaction between the different characters – Moses, Aaron, Israel, and God – as well as the inner- world of each character. 

In Num. 27:17 Moses asks God to appoint someone to be in charge of the community. In response God orders Moses (ibid., 18): “Single out Joshua son of Nun, an inspired man, and lay your hand upon him” (קַח לְךָ אֶת יְהוֹשֻׁעַ בִּן נוּן אִישׁ אֲשֶׁר רוּחַ בּוֹ וְסָמַכְתָּ אֶת יָדְךָ עָלָי). The following derasha oOn this verse the following derasha appears in Sifre Zuta (27:18, p. 321):
מפני מה לא אמר משה ילך יהושע בן נון תחתי? 
שהיה מתירא שלא יענש. 
מושלין אותו משל למה"ד לתינוק שנכוה בגחלת והיה רואה אבן טובה סבור בה שהיא גחלת היה רואה מרגלית סבור בה שהיא גחלת, 
כך אמר משה: אהרן אחי ילך תחתי וענשו המקום.
Why did Moses not say: Joshua son of Nun should replace me?
Because he was afraid he would be punished.
They compare it to a parable of a child who was burnt by an ember. He then saw a gem, but thought it was an ember; hHe saw a pearl and thought it was an ember.    
Similiarly, Moses said: “Aaron my brother shall go instead of me” and God punished him.

Why did Moses not appoint Joshua as his successor but rather turned to God on this matter? According to the commentator, Moses was afraid (היה מתירא)[footnoteRef:70] he would be punished, in light of the events at the burning bush. For when God wanted to send Moses to Pharaoh, Moses replied: “Please, O Lord, make someone else Your agent” (Ex. 4:13). The Midrash assumes that Moses had explicitly offered Aaron in his stead (in light of the following verse, where God refers to Aaron).[footnoteRef:71] As a result, “the Lord became angry with Moses” (ibid.); s. Some midrashim explicitly state that God even punished Moses. [footnoteRef:72]   According to a dominant tradition, Moses’ punishment was that he would not enter the Land of Israel.  [70:  The expression היה מתירא also appears as a motive in Sifre Zuta 7:3, p. 251; 7:5, p. 251; 27:18, p. 321. Cf. Genesis Rabbah 39, p. 370 (and ibid., p. 369). See also Levinson 2005, p. 184.]  [71:  Cf. Tanhuma (Buber), Exodus 18: ויאמר משה אל יי'י [...] אהרן אחי גדול ממני ואתה משלחני (“and Moses said to God: […] My brother Aaron is older than me, and you want to send me?”).]  [72:  See Mekhilta d’Rashbi 3:8, p. 2. For another punishment, see Exodus Rabba 7:1.] 

In light of this precedence, it is understandable why Moses feared to explicitly suggest Joshua as his replacement. The commentator thus links two discrete episodes in Moses’ life and sketches his psychological portrait: Moses’ current deliberation could be understood as a result of a traumatic experience which that occurred took place almost forty years earlier.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  It is also possible that with this psychological explanation the commentator wishes to reject the possibility that Moses did not propose Joshua because he did not hold him in high esteem.] 


In summary, both the Homeric scholars and the rRabbis were interested in understanding how a concrete situation was perceived by the characters: what drove them to act in one way rather than the another? The questions are formulated similarly: מפני מה/מפני מה לא and διὰ τί οὐκ/ διὰ τί. Such questions are often the basis for a “‘midrashiuc’” expansion of the story which that often adduces the inner- monologues of the characters. The questions arise especially when the commentators believed that the characters did not act as expected, and accordingly sought . The commentators thus wish to enter the characters’ “‘mind’” and find a rational for their actions. It is interesting to note that one of the dominant psychological motives given by both the Homeric scholars and the rRabbis is the character’s fear of what others might think or say about him/her (e.g. μὴ νομίσωσι/ שלא יהו אומרים; ἵνα μὴ οἴηται/שלא יהא אומר). 

Part IV: Why Character X and not Character Y?
The commentators at times wonder about the reasons why one character is favored over another. This question is usually formulated as “Why character X and not character Y?” 
We shall Let us examine one example each from the Homeric scholarship and the Midrash addressing which deal with a similar situations and exposing disclose a clear resemblance not only in the solution, but also in the question. 
In Iliad 12, Hector divides the Trojan army into five camps in order to attack the Greeks who were taking shelter behind the dyke and the wall they had built around ther ships. Hector assigns the command of the Lycians to Sarpedon, the cousin of Glaucus. On this the commentator notes:

Sch. T Il. 12.101 ex.: Σαρπηδὼν δ’ ἡγήσατ’ <ἀγακλειτῶν> ἐπικούρων: διὰ τί μὴ Γλαῦκος ἦρχεν, ἀλλὰ Σαρπηδών; καίτοι Γλαῦκος ἐξ ἀρσένων ἦν. 
ἢ ἐπεὶ ἀμφισβητούντων περὶ βασιλείας πρόκλησις ἦν διατοξεῦσαι δακτύλιον ἐπικείμενον στήθει παιδὸς ὑπτίου. καὶ ἡ μὲν ἀδελφὴ τὸν ἑαυτῆς δέδωκεν, ἡ γυνὴ δὲ οὔ. 
ἢ ἐπεὶ ἀδελφῆς καὶ μοιχευομένης οὐ νοθεύεται τὸ γένος, ἀλλὰ γυναικός. 
And Sarpedon led the glorious allies, [and he chose as his comrades Glaucus and warlike Asteropaeus]”: Why did Glaucus not lead, but rather Sarpedon? For Glaucus was from the male-side. 
Either because the challenge of those competing of the kingship was to shoot an arrow at a ring placed on the chest of a child lying on his back. And the sister (i.e. Laodameia) gave her son, whereas the wife (of Glaucus’ father) did not. 
Or because when the sister fornicates the progency is not a bastard, unlike the wife.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  For a similar question see sch. bT Il. 2.278–282.] 


Bellerophon, who married the daughter of the Lycian king, had three children: Isander, Hippolochus, and Laodameia.[footnoteRef:75] Hippolochus is was the father of Glaucus, whereas Sarpedon was born from the affair of Zeus and Laodameia. In light of this genealogy, the commentator wonders why was the command of the Lycians was awarded given to Sarpedon, who was a Lycian only from on his mother’s side, rather than and not to his cousin Glaucus, who was Lycian from his father’s sideby paternal descent.  [75:  See Il. 6.191–199.] 

Two solutions are given. The second solution is based on a general observation – since one can never trust the identity of the father, one should give precedence to the mother.   
The first solution, on the other hand, is based on an event which had that supposedly taken place occurred during the childhood of Glaucus and Sarpedon. According to the commentator, the Lycian custom for determining who should reign was a competition in which the rival had to shoot an arrow at a ring placed on the chest of a child lying on his back. Laodameia, Sarpedon’s mother, agreed to hand over her son, whereas Glaucus’ mother refused. As Erbse notes ad loc., such a tradition is unknown from any other source (in fact, this is one of the earliest accounts of a test reminiscent of the kind of William Tell legend). This suggestion It is thus constitutes an example of a narrative expansion founded either on unknown external traditions or on the commentator’s creativity in order to solve a textual problem. Such expansions are well known from the rabbinic literature. 

In Numbers 31:6 we are told how Moses organizes the army for the battle against the Midianites: 

 וַיִּשְׁלַח אֹתָם מֹשֶׁה אֶלֶף לַמַּטֶּה לַצָּבָא אֹתָם וְאֶת פִּינְחָס בֶּן אֶלְעָזָר הַכֹּהֵן לַצָּבָא וּכְלֵי הַקֹּדֶשׁ וַחֲצֹצְרוֹת הַתְּרוּעָה בְּיָדוֹ.
Moses dispatched them on the campaign, a thousand from each tribe, with Pinehas son of Eleazar serving as a priest on the campaign, equipped with the sacred utensils and the trumpets for sounding the blasts. 

On this verse the following question appears in Sifre Numbers (87, p.??): 

מפני מה הלך פנחס ולא הלך אלעזר? 
לפי שהלך פנחס לנקום נקמת אבי אמו שנאמר "והמדנים מכרו אותו אל מצרים" (בר' לז 36) 
Why did Pinehas go, and Eleazar did not go?
For Pinehas went to avenge his mother’s father, for it is said: “and the Midianites sold him (i.e. Joseph) to Egypt” (Gen. 37:36)
 
The commentator wonders why Pinehas was sent to the battle and not rather than his father Eleazar. The answer is based on Pinehas’ genealogy, as mentioned in Exodus 6:25: “And Aaron’s son Eleazar took to wife one of Putiel’s daughters, and she bore him Pinehas.” This is the only time the name Putiel appears in the Bible. The commentator assumes, without any explanation, that Putiel, Pinehas’ maternal grandfather, is in fact Joseph.[footnoteRef:76] A (pseudo-)etymological reason for such an identification is found only in later sources, where it is stated that Putiel is Joseph who conquered his passion (פטפט ביצרו).[footnoteRef:77]    [76:  In other Tannaitic sources, Putiel is identified with Jethroh, see e.g. Mekhita d’R. Yishmael Amalek, 1, p. ????. in other sources Putiel is understood not as an epithet but as a real name of an unknown character, see Leviticus Rabba 33,4, pp. 761–762; Pesikta d’Rav Kahana 12, p. 236; b.Sanhedrin 82b. ]  [77:  B.Sotah 43a; b.BB 109b; Exodus Rabbah, VaErah 7. And see Paz 2015, p. 179 note 77.] 

Thus, according to the commentator, Pinehas holds a personal grudge against the Midianites. The fact that Joseph, Pinehas’ maternal grandfather, was sold to Potiphar by the Midianites, explains why Pinehas was sent by Moses to battle the Midianites.
In both this derasha and the Homeric example we saw above, the commentators address the same problem, which is formulated in identical termsly. In order to solve the problem they both add information concerning the character’s family background in order to  of the character, information which explains why he was preferred over another character. In both cases, this information is external and not based directly on the verses.

Part V: Verismilitude 
The Homeric scholars and the rRabbis generally assumed that what was described in their canonical texts was reliable and , that it somehow corresponded to an external reality, as Maren Niehoff notes:[footnoteRef:78] [78:  Niehoff 2011, p. 46. In her book Niehoff compares in detail the way Homeric and Jewish-Hellenistic scholars dealt with problems of verisimilitude; see especially pp. 46–57, 79–86, 145–151. ] 


Investigations into the verisimilitude of a text rest on the assumption that it should correspond to an external reality accessible by other disciplines, such as the natural sciences or history, which claim utmost objectivity and truth value. If the text is examined with a view to such external, hierarchically superior criteria and found to disagree with objective facts, its reliability is called into question.

In light of this, one of the major problems facing the commentators was that of verisimilitude: when a certain description seemed impossible and in contradiction to the extra-textual reality.   
[bookmark: _Toc398133956][bookmark: _Toc399290823][bookmark: _Toc399315384][bookmark: _Toc402322291]ἀδύνατα 
Already in the classical period Homer was attacked by various critics for having presented many ἀδύνατα (impossibilities) in his work. Aristotle reacted , in reaction to such criticisms , argued in his Poetics (25, 1461b), arguing that such problems should be dealt with by differentiating between the different genres:

ὅλως δὲ τὸ ἀδύνατον μὲν πρὸς τὴν ποίησιν ἢ πρὸς τὸ βέλτιον ἢ πρὸς τὴν δόξαν δεῖ ἀνάγειν. πρός τε γὰρ τὴν ποίησιν αἱρετώτερον πιθανὸν ἀδύνατον ἢ ἀπίθανον καὶ δυνατόν·
In general, the impossible must be justified by reference to artistic requirements, or to the higher reality, or to received opinion. With respect to the requirements of art, a probable impossibility is to be preferred to a thing improbable and yet possible.[footnoteRef:79] [79:  Poetics (Butcher)] 


For Aristotle the most important criterion in the art of poetry is not possibility but probability. That is, the plot should contain a probable and credible chain of events. Even something that which might seem impossible in our daily experience, could be probable within a literary product; an example of this is , such as divine intervention. Unrealistic events have at times a poetical goal, and they are what make poetry more engaging than realistic accounts.   
The Alexandrian scholars, on the other hand, often marked verses as spurious because when they contained apparent seemed to contain impossibilities (ἀδύνατα).[footnoteRef:80] Yet, as Schironi notes, Aristarchus, following Aristotle, put placed greater more emphasis on plausibility (εἰκότως) and hence he usually marked verses as spurious because they were not credible (ἀπίθανος) or because they were laughable (γελοῖος);,[footnoteRef:81] conversely, he but considered impossibilities to form be part of the poetic license.[footnoteRef:82]  [80:  See Schironi 2009, pp. 283–284; Niehoff 2011, p. 48.]  [81:  On sch. A Il. 2.267, see Schironi 2009, p. 285 and Niehoff 2011, p. 49. For an example in which Aristophanes of Byzantium marks a verse as spurious because it is laughable, see Chapter Five.]  [82:  Schironi 2009, p. 285. Schironi 2018, ???] 

Let us examine an example for of Aristarchus’ approach. At the end of Iliad 19, Hera makes Xanthus, Achilles’ horse Xanthus, talk and prophecise prophesize that Achilles’ day of death is nigh. Xanthus finishes ends his speech with the following words (415–-417):

νῶϊ δὲ καί κεν ἅμα πνοιῇ Ζεφύροιο θέοιμεν,
ἥν περ ἐλαφροτάτην φάσ᾽ ἔμμεναι: ἀλλὰ σοὶ αὐτῷ
μόρσιμόν ἐστι θεῷ τε καὶ ἀνέρι ἶφι δαμῆναι.
But for the two of us, we could run swift as the wind of Zephirus,/ who, they say, is the fastest; yet you yourself/ are fated by a god and a mortal in fight to be slain.

On these verses Aristarchus comments:[footnoteRef:83] [83:  Cf. Schironi 2018: ???] 


Sch. A Il 19.416-7 Ariston. ἥνπερ ἐλαφροτάτην <φάσ’ ἔμμεναι—δαμῆναι>: ἀθετοῦνται στίχοι καὶ οὗτοι οἱ δύο, ὅτι οὐκ ἀναγκαῖοί εἰσιν· οἴδαμεν γὰρ ὅτι ἡ πνοὴ ἐλαφροτάτη ἐστί. [...] καὶ ἀπίθανον ἵππον λέγειν "φασίν" ὥσπερ ἄνδρα πολυίστορα 
“Who, men say, is the fastest among winds … to be slain:”: these two lines are marked as spurious because they are unnecessary. For we know that the wind is the fastest.. […] and it is not credible that a horse would say “they say” as like a highly educated man.


The first reason for marking these verses as spurious is because the content is well-known and hence redundant. However, according to the second argument, these verses are not credible. The problem is not that Homer describes a talking horse;  – since for Aristarchus, just as for Aristotle, this falls under is part of the poetic license. Rather, according to Aristarchus suggests that , it is not credible that a horse would talk like a learned man, using such an expression such as “they say,”, since the reader’s suspension of disbelief is limited.
Unlike Aristarchus’' approach, most commentators did not restrict themselves to Aristotle’s the aesthetic criteria for of Aristotle or to marking verses as spurious, instead attempting rather, they tried to explain descriptions which that might appear seem to be impossible.
Iliad 5 opens with following verses (1–-4, 7):

ἔνθ᾽ αὖ Τυδεΐδῃ Διομήδεϊ Παλλὰς Ἀθήνη 
δῶκε μένος καὶ θάρσος, ἵν᾽ ἔκδηλος μετὰ πᾶσιν 
Ἀργείοισι γένοιτο ἰδὲ κλέος ἐσθλὸν ἄροιτο: 
δαῖέ οἱ ἐκ κόρυθός τε καὶ ἀσπίδος ἀκάματον πῦρ […]
τοῖόν οἱ πῦρ δαῖεν ἀπὸ κρατός τε καὶ ὤμων
And now to Tydeus’ son, Diomedes, Pallas Athene/ gave might and courage, that he should prove himself pre-eminent amid all/ the Argives, and win glorious renown./ She kindled from his helm and shield flame unwearying./ […] Even such flame did she kindle from his head and shoulders. 

On the final verse the following fragment has been preserved from Porphyry’s Homeric Questions:[footnoteRef:84] [84:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 5.7, pp. 88–89.] 


ἀδύνατον τοῦτο· πῶς γὰρ ἂν ἔζησεν ὁ οὕτω καιόμενος ἀπὸ τῆς κεφαλῆς καὶ τῶν ὤμων; ἐγχειρεῖ μὲν οὖν <***> τῷ ἔθει λύειν, ὅτι συγκεχώρηται τὸ δοκεῖν τοὺς θεοὺς δύνασθαι τοιαῦτα δρᾶν τινας ἃ τοῖς πάσχουσιν ἀκίνδυνά εἰσι κατὰ τὴν ἐκείνων προαίρεσιν. λύεται δὲ καὶ ἐκ τῆς λέξεως διχῶς, ἢ ὅτι τὸ πῦρ οὐ κυριολογεῖ ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ τῆς λαμπηδόνος τίθησιν, ἢ ὅτι μετωνυμικῶς ἀπὸ κρατός τε καὶ ὤμων λέγει, ἀπὸ τῶν περιεχομένων ἐπὶ τὰ περιέχοντα· προείρηται γὰρ δαῖέ οἱ ἐκκόρυθός τε καὶ ἀσπίδος ἀκάματον πῦρ(Il. 5.4). ἢ καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ἔθους· εἴωθε γὰρ ἐπὶ τῶν μαχομένων τὸ πῦρ λαμβάνειν εἰς παράστασιν τῆς συντόνου καὶ ἐνθέρμου ὁρμῆς· ὣς οἱ μὲν μάρναντο δέμας πυρὸς αἰθομένοιο (11.596; 13.673. 17.366. 18.1) καὶ μάχης καυστειρῆς ἀντιβολῆσαι (4.342;12.316). καὶ τὰ περὶ τὸν Διομήδη οὖν παραστατικὰ τῆς κατὰ τοὺς ὤμους καὶ τὰς χεῖρας ἐνθέρμου ὁρμῆς καὶ τῆς κατὰ τὴν κεφαλὴν πυκνοτέρας ἐπιστροφῆς·οὕτω γὰρ καὶ κορυθαιόλος εἴρηται.
This is impossible; for how would he have lived burning from the head and the shoulders? 
<***> attempts to solve by custom (τῷ ἔθει) since it has been agreed that some gods seem to be able to do things like this that are not dangerous for those affected according to their choosing. 
It is also solved from diction (ἐκ τῆς λέξεως) in two ways, either since he does not use “fire” in the literal sense but rather applies it to “luster.”. 
Or since he says “from the head and shoulders” metonymically, from the contained to the containing, for “untiring fire was burning from his helmet and shield” has been said before (Il. 5.4). 
Or from custom (ἐκ τοῦ ἔθους), for he is accustomed to use “fire” applied to combatants for a representation intense, fervid effort “thus they fought in the likeness of a blazing fire” (Il. 11.596, 13.673, 17.366, 18.1) and “to partake of raging battle” (Il. 4.342, 12.316). So what surrounds Diomedes is indicative of passionate effort in his shoulders and hands and the frequent turning about in his head, for in this way Hector is called “glancing-helmed.”.

The description of the fire burning from Diomedes’ head and shoulders would seem to be impossible.[footnoteRef:85] Porphyry offers four solutions: According to the first, we are dealing with a miracle: . Aa god can indeed kindle place fire on humans without them burning. The two next solutions are based on diction (ἐκ τῆς λέξεως). One possibility is that the word “fire” should not be understood literally, but rather metaphorically, designating a glow or luster. The second possibility is that the words “from his head and shoulders” in line 7 are a metonym to the helmet and armor mentioned in line 4. All these three interpretations assume various degrees of a supernatural events. The fourth solution, on the other hand, is based on Homer’s custom of using  to use fire imagery to describe the valiant and passionate efforts of the heroes. To prove his point, Porphyry cites other verses where is would seem to be clear that fire is used as a metaphor. Thus there is nothing miraculous about this description.  [85:  On ἀδύνατα in Porphyry, see Sodano 1965.] 

In another fragment of his Homeric Questions, Porphyry mentions who was the first to raise this question:[footnoteRef:86] [86:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 5.7b, pp. 88–89.] 


 Ζωίλος ὁ Ἐφέσιος κατηγορεῖ τοῦ τόπου τούτου καὶ μέμφεται τῷ ποιητῇ, ὅτι λίαν γελοίως πεποίηκεν ἐκ τῶν ὤμων τοῦ Διομήδους καιόμενον πῦρ· ἐκινδύνευσε γὰρ ἂν καταφλεχθῆναι ὁ ἥρως. ἔνιοι μὲν οὖν παρειλῆφθαι τὸ "ὡς" κατὰ συνήθειαν τῷ ποιητῇ, ὡς καὶ ἐν ἑτέροις "ὣς οἱ μὲν μάρναντο δέμας πυρός", καὶ ἐνθάδε τὸ δαῖέ οἱ ἀκάματον πῦρ(Il. 5.4), ἵν’ ᾖ ὡς πυρὸς φαντασία, οὐκ εἰδικῶς πῦρ 
Zoilus of Ephesus denounces this passage and censures the poet since very absurdly he has depicted a fire burning from the shoulders of Diomedes; for the hero would have likely been burnt. 
Some [say] that “as” has been omitted in accordance with the poet’s usual practice, just as in “thus they fought [sc. as] a body of fire” (Il. 11.596, 13.673, 17.366, 18.1), and here “untiring fire was burning on him” (Il. 5.4), so that it is as though an image of fire, not specifically a body of fire.

Zoilus of Amphipolis (not of Ephesus!),[footnoteRef:87] who was part of Isocrates’ circle in the fourth century BCE, was known as Ὀμηρομάστιξ (“‘the scourge of Homer,”’), since he was one of Homer’s fiercest critics. He even composed a nine-book treatise titled “‘Against the Poetry of Homer’” (κατὰ τῆς Ὁμήρου ποιήσεως), of which unfortunately has not survived, except for only a handful of fragments have survived.[footnoteRef:88] The questions he directed against Homer where addressed raised not only by his contemporaries, such as Aristotle, but also by the Alexandrian Homeric scholars, and even by Porphyry, as we have seen. Thus the original intention of the question was to undermine Homer and expose his poetic deficiencies. [87:  Here and in several other places Zoilus is said to be of Ephesus. This is based on the false identification of Zoilus with Zenodotus who was born in Ephesus, since both were later considered to be critics of Homer. See Regali 2014.]  [88:  See Porphyry’s description in Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 10.276, p. 178. For a collection of Zoilus’ fragments see Friedrich 1895. For a discussion of Zoilus as a Homeric critic, see Lehrs 1882, pp. 200–207; Richardson 1992; Niehoff 2011, p. 48 and note 35; Regali 2014 wth comprehensive bibliography. Later in western literature Zoilus became a synonym for an excessively critical person. ] 

The answer quoted by Porphyry in the name of “some” (ἔνιοι) is similar to the fourth solution we have seen above. Yet here the pPoet’s usual practice is understood differently: Not as his customary to use of fire metaphors, but rather as an instance of his tendency his practice to omit the particle “‘like,” ’, so that the description is not immediately identified as a metaphor.[footnoteRef:89]    [89:  Cf. Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 5.20, p. 90; 19.276, p. 178.] 


At times, the problem of verisimilitude arises when the size of an object described in the text seems unreal and against contrary to lived experience. In Iliad 4 (105–-109) we read of Pandarus’ mighty bow:

αὐτίκ’ ἐσύλα τόξον ἐΰξοον ἰξάλου αἰγὸς 
ἀγρίου, […]
τοῦ κέρα ἐκ κεφαλῆς ἑκκαιδεκάδωρα πεφύκει·
Immediately he uncovered his polished bow of the horn of a wild goat […]./ From its head the horns grew to a length of sixteen palms.

Porphyry’s exegesis oOn these verses resolves the apparent exaggerationwe find the following epitome based Porphyry’s exegesis:[footnoteRef:90] [90:  Ibid., 4.105–11, p. 279.] 


ἀδύνατόν φησιν εἶναι τηλικοῦτον κέρας αἰγὸς γενέσθαι ὡς εἶναι ἑκκαίδεκα παλαιστῶν· δύο γὰρ καὶ ἡμίσεος πήχεων οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο κέρας. λύεται δὲ ἐκ τῆς λέξεως, οὐ γὰρ ἓν κέρας ἀλλ’ ἄμφω ἑκκαιδεκάδωρα
He says that it is impossible that the horns of a goat would reach such a legnth of sixteen palms. For horns cannot be two and a half cubit long! It is solved by diction (ἐκ τῆς λέξεως) – not one horn, but both were sixteen palms long.

A goat horn of sixteen palms, about 1.18 meters, would seem to be impossible. The solution suggested is based on the language: Homer’s intention is that the length of both horns combined was sixteen palms. That is, each horn was only eight palms long.
In the scholia we find another solution: 

Sch. AbT Il. 4.109b. ex. τοῦ κέρα ἐκ κεφαλῆς ἑκκαιδεκάδωρα πεφύκει: καὶ ποῦ ἐστι κέρας δύο ἥμισυ πήχεων; ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐπὶ ἑκατέρου φησίν, ἀλλ’ ἀμφοτέρων. Ἀλέξανδρος δέ φησιν ἐν Δήλῳ κεῖσθαι κέρατα ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐρυθρᾶς θαλάσσης, κριοῦ μὲν δίπηχυ καὶ δακτύλων ὀκτώ, σταθμούμενα δὲ μνῶν εἴκοσι ἥμισυ, τράγου δὲ πηχῶν δύο καὶ σπιθαμῆς καὶ σταθμοῦ ἴσου. 
“From its head the horns grew to a length of sixteen palms:”: and where is their there a horn two and a half cubits long? Rather (ἀλλ’), he does not speak about each horn, but about both. Alexandrus says that in Delos horns from the Red Sea (i.e. the Indian Ocean) are placed: of a ram –- two cubits and eight fingers long, weighing twenty and a half mina (ca. 13.42kg), and of a goat – two cubits and a spithamē long and of equal weight.

Alongside the solution we saw above, the commentator adds a report by the historian and -traveler Alexander of Myndos, who was probably active most probably during the first century CE.[footnoteRef:91] Alexander claims to have seen in the isle of Delos goat horns that , which were two cubit and a spithamē long, that is, two and a half cubits,[footnoteRef:92] exactly the length Homer describes. Alexander’s report is taken most likely taken from his work Περίπλους τῆς Ἐρυθρᾶς θαλάττης (A Journey in the Indian Ocean), of which three fragments have survived (including the one cited here). The work appears to have formed was probably part of the paradoxographic genre,[footnoteRef:93] and included wondrous descriptions of animals from the area of the Indian Ocean (in one fragment he states that he saw a snake more than 17 meters long). Alexander report is probably not dependent on the Homeric text. Yet the commentator uses external historical evidence in order to argue that Homer’s description of sixteen palm-long goat horns is not impossible. It is indeed rare to find such horns, the but, so the commentator acknowledges, but there is direct eye testimony that it this is possible.  [91:  For a detailed discussion of Alexander and the three fragments which survive from his work, see González Ponce 2011.]  [92:  σπιθαμή = 12 fingers = 0.5 cubit.]  [93:  On the genre of paradoxography, see Ziegler 1949; Wenskus 2006.] 

How is it Possible?
The rabbis, as the Homeric scholars, also addressed questions of verisimilitude, which are often introduced with the formula וכי היאך אפשר (but how is it possible).
In Sifre Deuteonomy (332, p. 381) we find the following derasha:[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Alongside the formula וכי היאך אפשר, to be discussed in this section, there are also derashot introduced by the formula אפשר לומר כן (and is it possible to say that), which occur about 30 time in rabbinic literature. These derashot usually propose and reject an exegetical possibily. In most cases the impossibility is not a result of a contradiction with reality, but rather of an exegetical difficulty that led the commentator to reject literal understanding of the verse. For a discussion of these questions, see Sagiv 2009, pp. 94–98.] 


"אשכיר חצי מדם" (דב' לב 42). וכי היאך איפשר לחיצים שישתכרו מדם? 
אלא הרי אני משכיר אחרים ממה שחיציי עושין. 
"וחרבי תאכל בשר". וכי היאך איפשר לחרב שתאכל בשר?
אלא הרי אני מאכיל אחרים ממה שחרבי עושה.
“I will make My arrows drunk with blood” (Deut. 32:42) – But how is it possible for arrows to be drunk with blood?
Rather (אלא), I shall make others drunk from what my arrows do.
“And My sword shall eat flesh” (ibid) – But how is it possible for a sword to eat flesh? Rather, I shall feed others from what my sword does.

The problem arises from a literal reading of the poetic imagery which that personifies the divine weapons. It would seem that the commentator does not deem poetic license or metaphors to be appropriate in this context. The solution suggested is lexical (λύσις ἐκ τῆς λέξεως): the verbs should be understood as causatives –. God’s arrows causes others (animals and birds?) to be drunk of blood and His sword feeds them with flesh. 

Another example appears in Sifre Deuteronomy on Deut. 30: 20 – “To love the Lord your God, heed His commands, and cleave to Him” (לְאַהֲבָה אֶת יי אֱלֹהֶיךָ לִשְׁמֹעַ בְּקֹלוֹ וּלְדָבְקָה בוֹ):

"ולדבקה בו", וכי היאך איפשר לו לאדם לעלות למרום ולדבק באש? 
והלא כבר נאמר "כי ה' אלהיך אש אוכלה הוא" (דב' ד 24) ואומר "כרסיה שביבין דינור" (דנ' ז 9) 
אלא הדבק בחכמים ובתלמידיהם ומעלה אני עליך כאילו עלית למרום ונטלתה ולא שעלית ונטלת בשלום אלא כאילו עשיתה מלחמה ונטלתה וכן הוא אומר "עלית למרום שבית שבי" (תה' סח 19).[footnoteRef:95]  [95:  For other examples of questions of verisimilitude, see e.g.: Mekh. R. Yish. BeShalh, p. 82; Shira 3, p. 127; 4, p. 131; Sifre Deut. 32, p. 55; 332 p. 381; t.Sot. 12:3 (=Seder Olam 17, p. 273).] 

“And cleave to Him” – but how is it possible for a human to ascend to heaven and cleave to fire? For it has already been said: “For the Lord your God is a consuming fire” (Deut. 4:24). And it says: “His throne was tongues of flame” (Dan. 7:9).
Rather, cleave to sages and to their students and I credit you as if you had ascended to heaven and took possession. And not that you had ascended to heaven and took possession in peace, but rather as if you had ascended and as if you had made war and took possession. And likewise it says: “You ascended to heaven, you have taken captives” (Ps. 68:19) 

The Torah commands humans to cleave to God. Yet this would seem to be impossible, since  for God is like fire, as could be seen from the verse cited. The solution offered is it that one we should understand “‘cleaving to God’” metaphorically: one who cleaves to sages is considered to have cleaved to God. Prima facie, this would seem to be a straightforward questions of verisimilitude. Yet the very posing of the question is polemic. It would seem that Bby explicitly presenting the contradiction, the commentator evidently wished to reject an exegetical possibility according to which the verse in Deut. 30:20 could be understood as referring to a mystical union with God. Indeed such an interpretation appears, for example, in Philo.[footnoteRef:96] The question and the answer in the mMidrash are therefore part of a larger the rabbis’ broader opposition of the Rabbis to the possibility of unio-mysticism.[footnoteRef:97] [96:  On Philo’s readings of the cleaving verse, see Afterman 2013; 2011, pp. 16–19.]  [97:  For a rabbinic interpretation of the verse of cleaving and the opposition to unio-mysticism, see ibid., pp. 11–31.] 


Unlike the Homeric commentary, where questions of verisimilitude were often used by critics to undermine Homer, this midrash is an example of the way the Rabbis take advantage of such questions in order to refute problematic exegetical alternatives.
 
Finally, at times the rRabbis, like the Homeric scholars, solve a problem of verisimilitude by using precedents from the real world. On Deut. 32:14 – “Curd of kine and milk of flocks; With the best of lambs, And rams of Bashan, and he-goats; With the kidney-fat of wheat” (חֶמְאַת בָּקָר וַחֲלֵב צֹאן עִם חֵלֶב כָּרִים וְאֵילִים בְּנֵי בָשָׁן וְעַתּוּדִים עִם חֵלֶב כִּלְיוֹת חִטָּה) – the Sifre Deuteronmy comments (317, p. 360):

דבר אחר: 'כליות חטה' עתידה כל חטה וחטה שתהא כשתי כליות של שור גדול משקל ארבעה ליטרים בצפרי. 
ואם תמה אתה על הדבר הסתכל בראשי לפתות מעשה ושקלו ראש שבלפת שלשים ליטרים בצפרי, ומעשה וקינן שועל בראש הלפת. מעשה בשיחין בקלח של חרדל שהיו בו שלשה בדים ונפשח אחד מהם וסיככו בו סוכת יוצרים וחבטוהו ומצאו בו תשעה קבים חרדל 
אמר רבי שמעון בן חלפתא קלח של כרוב היה בתוך ביתי והייתי עולה ויורד בו כעולה ויורד בסולם. 
Another interpretation: “with the kidney-fat of wheat”: in the future each grain of wheat will be as large as two kidneys of a large bull and will weigh for liṭra of Sepphoris. 
And if you wonder at this, look at turnip heads. It once happened that they weighed a turnip head (and found it) to weigh thirty liṭra of Sepphoris. On another occasion a fox (was found to have) made his nest in a turnip head. It once happened in Shiḥin that a mustard stalk had three twigs. They split off one of them and used it to cover a potter’s hut. When they knocked it open, they found that it contained nine kab of mustard seed. 
R. Shimon ben Halafta said: There was a stalk of cabbage in my house, and I used to climb up and down it as one climbs up and down a ladder. (p. 324)

According to the Midrash the expression “kidney-fat of wheat” means that every grain of wheat would be the size of two kidneys of a large bull. This is an outlandish size. The Midrash anticipates the readers’ wonder (ואם תמה אתה על הדבר)[footnoteRef:98] and adduces a series of παράδοξα: fabulous descriptions of huge vegetables (turnips, mustard, and cabbage). These descriptions are supposedly based on reality: on reported events and the eye-witness testimonies of sages. In light of such evidence, a two bull’s-kidney-sized grain of wheat the size of two bull kidneys might seem quite plausible.  [98:  Novick 2012, pp. 27–29 (and 2014, p. 45) pointed to the similiarity between the use by the rabbis, Philo, and the Homeric scholars of “wonder-addendum” as a rhetorical address to the reader. Thus the Midrah often uses expressions such as אל תתמה and מתמיה; the bT scholia οὐ θαυμαστόν and similar expressions (see Nünlist 2009, pp. 144–145); and Philo uses μὴ θαυμάσῃς (Mig. 4; Mut. 256; Somn. 1, 73; 2, 183; Quaest. Gen. 2, 47. See Niehoff 2011, p. 134). Novick concludes his comparison as follows: “It is of course possible, indeed probable, that rabbis, scholiasts, and Philo came independently to use the same term and technique, but the possibility that these similarities are a product of their common exegetical milieu cannot be excluded.”] 

As in the above case of the goat horns we saw above in the Homeric scholarship, the Midrash also uses external and extra-sScriptural e-free sources of information in order to demonstrate that the suggested interpretation is not impossible. It is interesting to note that both the Homeric and rabbinic commentator make use of sources taken from the genre of paradoxography in order to convey grant credibility to fabulous sizes of various objects in their canonical texts. 

[bookmark: _Toc398133958]In conclusion, the problems of verisimilitude in the canonical texts troubled both the Greek and rabbinic scholars. Both addressed these problems using similar terms related to possibility and impossibly, such as: ἀδύνατα and היאך אפשר. Aristotle (followed by Aristarchus) wished to separate realia and fiction and acknowledged that a literary work might use impossible elements for poetic reasons. However, many of the Homeric scholars (and especially the later ones) did not accept this assumption and strived to reconcile settle the Homer with reality by demonstrating that in fact the Homeric descriptions are were not impossible. The rabbis acted in a similar way. As we have seen, there is also much similarity in the concrete ways the problems of verisimilitude were resolved: Mainly in assuming metaphoric language and references to fantastic examples gleaned from reality. 

Part VI: Contradictions
One of the most basic expectations from a work of literature in general, and from a canonical text in particular, is consistency. The existence presence of contradictions in the text may be regarded might point to as a major flaw and is even liable lead to undermine ing the work’s integrity by implying suggesting that it is compiled of from different sources, or even worse –worse,  by an incompetent author. Idnentifying contradictions therefore serves as one of the main weapons used by critics who wish to harm undermine the status and authority of the canonical text. In light of this, one of the most significant challenges the Homeric and Biblical commentators faced was resolving settling the supposed contradictions in order to preserve the integrity and unity of their canonical text. 
In the following this section I would like to examine some of the ways by which the commentators addressed contradictions, in particular numerical contradictions, that is, verses which present different numbers concerning the same event or object. As we shall see, the rabbis and the Homeric scholars shared at times not only presuppositions concerning the text, but also solution methods.
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One of the more discussed Homeric contradictions in antiquity concerned the number of cities in Crete. As Since many Homeric scholars over several centuries offered various solutions to this problem, a close analysis of these solutions will expose provide us with a wide range of exegetical strategies for dealing with contradictions. 
In Iliad 2.649-645, as part of the ship catalogue narrated by Homer, we read: 

Κρητῶν δ’ Ἰδομενεὺς δουρὶ κλυτὸς ἡγεμόνευεν, 
οἳ Κνωσόν τ’ εἶχον Γόρτυνά τε τειχιόεσσαν,
Λύκτον Μίλητόν τε καὶ ἀργινόεντα Λύκαστον 
Φαιστόν τε Ῥύτιόν τε, πόλεις εὖ ναιετοώσας, 
ἄλλοι θ’ οἳ Κρήτην ἑκατόμπολιν ἀμφενέμοντο. 
And the Cretans had as leader Idomeneus, famed for his spear,/even they that held Cnosus and Gortys, famed for its walls,/ Lyctus and Miletus and Lycastus, white with chalk,/   and Phaestus and Rhytium, well-peopled cities;/ and all they beside that dwelt in Crete of the hundred cities.

On the other hand, in Odyssey 19, in one of his false accounts, the disguised Odysseus describes Crete to Penelope (172-174): 

Κρήτη τις γαῖ’ ἔστι μέσῳ ἐνὶ οἴνοπι πόντῳ, 
καλὴ καὶ πίειρα, περίρρυτος· ἐν δ’ ἄνθρωποι
πολλοὶ ἀπειρέσιοι, καὶ ἐννήκοντα πόληες·
There is a land called Crete, in the midst of the wine-dark sea, / a fair, rich land, begirt with water, and therein/ are many men, past counting, and ninety cities.

Porphyry raises the following question concerning On these verses the following question is cited by Porphyry:[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 2.649, pp. 68–69.] 


διὰ τί ἐνταῦθα μὲν πεποίηκεν ἄλλοι θ’ οἳ Κρήτην ἑκατόμπολιν ἀμφενέμοντο(Il. 2.649), ἐν δὲ Ὀδυσσείᾳ (Od. 19.174) εἰπὼν ὅτι ἔστιν ἡ Κρήτη καλὴ καὶ πίειρα καὶ περίρρυτος ἐπάγει· ἐν δ’ ἄνθρωποι πολλοὶ ἀπειρέσιοι καὶ ἐννήκοντα πόληες; τὸ γὰρ ποτὲ μὲν ἐνενήκοντα ποτὲ δὲ ἑκατὸν λέγειν δοκεῖ ἐναντίον εἶναι.
Why has he written here “and others who were dwelling around Crete of a hundred cities” (Il. 2.649), but while in the Odyssey, after saying that Crete is beautiful, rich and surrounded with water, he adds “in it are many countless men and ninety cities” (Od. 19.174)? For the fact that he at one time says ninety but at another one hundred seems to be contradictory (δοκεῖ ἐναντίον εἶναι).

This contradiction troubled commentators already by as early as the 4th fourth century BCE, and the examination of the various answers offered would well illustrates a range of the various literary and historical approaches to the the Homeric text. 
According to Porphyry. Heraclides of Pontus (390–-310 BCE), followed by other commentators, offered , according to Porphyry, the following historical solution:[footnoteRef:100] [100:  For a comprehensive survey of Heraclides, see Fortenbaugh and Pender 2009 and Ippolito 2009. For a discussion of Heraclides’ commentary on Homer, see Heath 2009.] 


Ἡρακλείδης μὲν οὖν καὶ ἄλλοι λύειν ἐπεχείρουν οὕτως· ἐπεὶ γὰρ μυθεύεται τοὺς μετ’ Ἰδομενέως ἀπὸ Τροίας ἀποπλεύσαντας πορθῆσαι Λύκτον καὶ τὰς ἐγγὺς πόλεις, ἃς ἔχων Λεύκων ὁ Τάλω πόλεμον ἐξήνεγκε τοῖς ἐκ Τροίας ἐλθοῦσιν, εἰκότως ἂν φαίνοιτο μᾶλλον τοῦ ποιητοῦ ἡ ἀκρίβεια ἢ ἐναντιολογία τις. οἱ μὲν γὰρ εἰς Τροίαν ἐλθόντες ἐξ ἑκατὸν ἦσαν πόλεων, τοῦ δὲ Ὀδυσσέως εἰς οἶκον ἥκοντος ἔτει δεκάτῳ μετὰ Τροίας ἅλωσιν καὶ φήμης διηκούσης, ὅτι πεπόρθηνται δέκα πόλεις ἐν Κρήτῃ καὶ οὔκ εἰσί πως συνῳκισμέναι, μετὰ λόγου φαίνοιτ’ ἂν Ὀδυσσεὺς λέγων ἐνενηκοντάπολιν τὴν Κρήτην, ὥστε, εἰ καὶ μὴ τὰ αὐτὰ περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν λέγει, οὐ μέντοι διὰ τοῦτο καὶ ψεύδεται. 
Now then, Heraclides and others attempted to resolve it in this way: Ssince it is said that, after sailing away from Troy, Idomeneus and his men sacked Lyctus and the nearby cities which had been in the possession of Leucon, the son of Talos, who brought war on them as they came from Troy, [this] would reasonably appear [to be] the accuracy of the poet rather than a contradictory statement. [For those who had gone to Troy had come from a hundred cities, but while Odysseus was coming home in the tenth year after the capture of Troy and a rumor was circulating that ten cities in Crete had been sacked and were not inhabited in any way, Odysseus could obviously call Crete “of ninety cities” with reason. 
Consequently, although [the poet] does not say the same thing about the same thing, he is certainly not making a false statement on this account.

According to this explanation, Idomeneus, the leader of the Cretans, upon returning from Troy fought against Leucon who had conquered several cities in Crete. As a result of this battle ten cities were destroyed. Thus Odysseus’ report concerning ninety cities in Crete is true and does not contradict what is said in the Iliad. Heraclides creates his solution by linking the discrepancy of between the number of cities in the Iliad and the Odyssey with a known tradition concerning Idomeneus and his battle with Leucon, in which, most likely, the destruction of ten cities were not explicitly mentioned. According to Heraclides, the gap in the number of cities in Crete enables us to better reconstruct a historical event.[footnoteRef:101]    [101:  Heraclides’ solution was accepted by several authors. Pseudo-Apolodorus (Library, 5.6.10) recounts that Leucon was the adopted son of Idomeneus, who appointed him ruler of his kingdom while he was at Troy. Neoplius incited Meda, the wife of Idomeneus, to fornicate with Leucon. The latter killed her and her daughter and took over ten Cretan cities, declared himself Tyrant and expelled Idomeneus upon his return from Troy. According to the scholia to the Odyssey (Sch. Od. 19.174), Leucon expelled Idomeneus, and in revenge the latter destroyed ten cities in Crete. Strabo (Geographica 10.4.15) reports that there are those who believe that the ten cities were destroyed by Idomeneus’ enemies while he was away. For a discussion of the various versions of this story. see Heath 2009, pp. 255–257 and Niehoff 2011, p. 43 note 18. ] 

Following Heraclides’ solution, Porphyry adduces three solutions by Aristotle:[footnoteRef:102] [102:  Aristotle, Fragments (Rose), fr. 146; (Gigon), fr. 370. As Heath notes (2009, p. 255 note 8) Rose erroneously cut off the quotation from Aristotle after the first solution. See also Hinterlang 1961, p. 67 note 1. In Gigon’s edition all three answers are attributed to Aristotle. ] 


Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ οὐκ ἄτοπόν φησιν, εἰ μὴ πάντες τὰ αὐτὰ λέγοντες πεποίηνται αὐτῷ· οὕτως γὰρ καὶ ἀλλήλοις τὰ αὐτὰ παντελῶς λέγειν ὤφειλον. 
μήποτε δὲ καὶ μεταφορά ἐστι τὰ ἑκατόν, ὡς ἐκ τῆς ἑκατὸν θύσανοι (Β 448)· οὐ γὰρ ἑκατὸν ἦσαν ἀριθμῷ· καὶ ἑκατὸν δέ τε δούρατ’ ἀμάξης (Hes. Op. 456). 
ἔπειτα οὐδαμοῦ λέγει ὡς ἐνενήκοντα μόναι εἰσίν· ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἑκατόν εἰσι καὶ ἐνενήκοντα.
Aristotle says it is not odd unless he depicts them all saying the same things. For in this way they ought to have said the same things as one another altogether. 
But perhaps a hundred is a metaphor. A hundred means something multitudinous, as in “a hundred tassels [were suspended] from it [i.e. the aegis]” (Il. 2.448). For they were not a hundred in number and “a hundred are the beams of a wagon” (Hesiod Op. 456). 
Next, he nowhere says that there are only ninety; among a hundred there are also ninety.

According to Aristotle, one of the most important goals of the poet is to avoid contraditions (τὰ ἐναντία) and inconsistencies in his work (Poet. 1455a).[footnoteRef:103] In light of this assumptsion, Aristotle addressed supposed contraditions in the Homeric poems which that had been were exposed by critics, and usually tried to demonstrate that were only apparent these only appear to be contradictions and could actually , since they can be solved by a better understanding of the role of poetry and the epic genre. [103:  See Schironi 2009, pp. 288–289.] 

In his first answer, Aristotle notes that each of the descriptions of Crete is given by a different speaker: w. While in the Iliad Homer himself is the speaker, in the Odyssey it is the description forms part of Odysseus’ address to Penelope. According to Aristotle, what might seem like a contradiction and a literary deficiency, is in fact evidence of Homer’s poetic skills; , who he varies his narrative by having different characters know and say different things. There is therefore no need to try and to explain the difference in the number of cities historically, as Heraclides had done.[footnoteRef:104]     [104:  For a detailed discussion of Aristotle’s first answer, see Niehoff 2011, pp. 42–43; Heath 2009, p. 257; Hinterlang 1961, pp. 67–69.] 

Heath has convincingly argued that Porphyry’s presentation of Heraclides’ response before that of Aristotle also reflects the chronological order of the answers, and, furthermoremoreover, that Aristotle’s solution is in fact a direct response to that of Heraclides. This is clear from the verbal correspondence between the two solutions: While Heraclides believes Homer is not lying even though he says the same things about the same thing (εἰ καὶ μὴ τὰ αὐτὰ περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν λέγει, οὐ μέντοι διὰ τοῦτο καὶ ψεύδεται), Aristotle argues that it is not odd (οὐκ ἄτοπόν) that different speakers would say different things (ἀλλήλοις τὰ αὐτὰ παντελῶς λέγειν ὤφειλον), thus formulating an important literary and methodological principle. 	Comment by Shaul: Is this correct? Somehow "says different things about the same thing" would seem to fit here but maybe I'm missing something
Alongside this solution, Aristotle offers another two additional literary and linguistic solutions. According to the onefirst, ‘one hundred’ stands for many, and does not have to be taken as an exact number, as can be seen from elsewhere in Homer and also in Hesiod. FinallySecondly, one can argue that the number one hundred includes also ninety, so that it is possible that Odysseus did not refer to all the cities, but only to part some of them. 
In his discussion on Crete in his Geography, Strabo (64 BCE – 24 CE) presents the solution of the historian Ephorus (400–-330 BCE):[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Strabo, Geog. 10, 4, 5. (trans. Jones LCL)] 


 Τοῦ δὲ ποιητοῦ τὸ μὲν ἑκατόμπολιν λέγοντος τὴν Κρήτην τὸ δὲ ἐνενηκοντάπολιν, Ἔφορος μὲν ὕστερον ἐπικτισθῆναι τὰς δέκα φησὶ μετὰ τὰ Τρωικὰ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἀλθαιμένει τῷ Ἀργείῳ συνακολουθησάντων Δωριέων· τὸν μὲν οὖν Ὀδυσσέα λέγει ἐνενηκοντάπολιν ὀνομάσαι· 
Since the poet speaks of Crete at one time as “possessing a hundred cities,” and also at another as “possessing ninety cities,” Ephorus says that the ten were founded later than the others, after the Trojan War, by the Dorians who accompanied Althaemenes the Argive; he adds that it was Odysseus, however, who called it “Crete of the ninety cities.”

According to Ephorus, Althaemenes founded ten cities in Crete, after the Trojan War. This solution is also based on a distinction between the speakers and the times they lived in: Homer, who lived after the Trojan War describes contemporary Crete which by then had one hundred cities, whereas Odysseus describes the historical reality of his time.[footnoteRef:106] As Strabo notes, according to Ephorus Homer “is speaking in his own person” (ἐκ γὰρ τοῦ ἰδίου προσώπου λέγει), that is, from his own personal perspective. While Heraclides believed the description of Crete in the Iliad predates that in the Odyssey, Ephorus reverses the chronological order. Yet, like Heraclides, Ephorus uses a known myth concerning Althaemenes (which probably did not originally contain references to the number of cities) in order to explain the contradiction. [106:  As Strabo himself notes (ibid.): “The poet does not say that Crete had one hundred cities at the time of the Trojan War, but rather in his own time” (ἀλλ’ οὔτε κατὰ τὰ Τρωικά φησιν ὁ ποιητὴς ἑκατοντάπολιν ὑπάρξαι τὴν Κρήτην, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον κατ’αὐτόν.)] 

At first blush it might seem that Ephorus’ solution is similar to that of Aristotle, in that  – since both their solutions are based on distinguishing a distinction between the speakers. Yet there is Iin fact, however, there is a deep methodological rift in the way each understands the role of literature. Ephorus, like his contemporary Heraclides, searches the text for historical truths, and accordingly for him it is thus necessary vital that both descriptions of Crete would should reflect a historical reality. Ephorus’ distinction between the speakers is also historical: Both Homer and Odysseus are historical figures who are part of the same reality, only albeit separated by several centuries. For Aristotle, on the other hand, the difference between the speakers is literary. He distinguishes between the narrator and the character. According to Aristotle, the pPoet can place in his character’s mouth descriptions which are different that differ from what he himself describeshis own descriptions. This is part forms part of the literary diversity. 
On Against the backdrop of the historically-minded interpretations of Heraclides and Ephorus, the innovative literary approach of Aristotle, their younger contemporary, stands out: Homer’s poems are first and foremost literary products, and therefore apparent contradictions should be resolved based on the basis of internal literary and stylistic criteria. 

Unlike the 4th fourth-century commentators, who mainly faced critics who sought to undermine Homer’s poetic skills, Aristarchus faced a different brand of critics:[footnoteRef:107] [107:  On this source, see Schironi 2018, p. 632.] 


Sch. A Il. 2.649 Ariston.: ἄλλοι θ’ οἳ Κρήτην <ἑκατόμπολιν ἀμφενέμοντο>: πρὸς τοὺς Χωρίζοντας, ὅτι νῦν μὲν ἑκατόμπολιν τὴν Κρήτην, ἐν Ὀδυσσείᾳ (cf. 19.174) δὲ ἐνενηκοντάπολιν. ἤτοι οὖν ἑκατόμπολιν ἀντὶ τοῦ πολύπολιν, ἢ ἐπὶ τὸν σύνεγγυς καὶ ἀπαρτίζοντα ἀριθμὸν κατενήνεκται νῦν, ἐν Ὀδυσσείᾳ δὲ τὸ ἀκριβὲς ἐξενήνοχεν. 
“And all they beside that dwelt in Crete of the hundred cities:”: against the Chorizontes, for here it (says) “Crete of the hundred cities,”, whereas in the Odyssey – “of ninety cities.”. It is possible that “of the hundred cities” stand for “‘of many cities.”’. Or that here he referes to the approximate and rounded number, whereas in the Odyssey he presents the exact (number).

In his answer, Aristotle seeks to reject the approach of the Chorizontes, that is, the Separatists. Probably active in 3-2 the third to second century BCE, the Chorizontes argued that in light of various contradictions, as well as stylistic and linguistic differences, between the Iliad and the Odyssey – the two poems could not have been written by the same author.[footnoteRef:108] While the Iliad was composed by Homer, the Odyssey is was the product of another poet. These critics systematically collected examples for differences between the poems, and the discrepancy in the number of cities in Crete in between the Iliad and the Odyssey further underscored strengthened their argument. Aristarchus, on the other hand, assumed, as Schironi has highlighted, that Homer was the sole author of the Iliad and of the Odyssey as well as a flawless and internally self-consistent poet and internally self-consistent.[footnoteRef:109] It is therefore up to the commentator to explain away the contradictions and to prove that the text is in fact harmonious. This approach seems to have been shared by the majority of the Homeric scholars of aAntiquity. [108:  For a collection of the fragments of the Chorizontes, see Kohl 1917. For an updated and comprehensive discussion of the Chorizontes, see Schironi 2018, pp. 627–639. See further Cohen 1899; Montanari 2006d; Pagani 2006b; 2006c (on Xenon and a Hellanicus, who might have been part of the Chorizontes, but see Schironi 2018, 627–628); Niehoff 2001, p. 43 n. 17.]  [109:  Schironi 2018, p. 736] 

As to the contradiction concerning the number of cities, Aristarchus seems to follow Aristotle:  one solution is that “‘one hundred’” simply means a lot; according to the second solution, in the Iliad Homer rounded up the number of cities, whereas in the Odyssey he gave the exact number. 
 
Let us examine another example concerning numerical contradictions. In Iliad 11, Nestor recounts to Patroclus about the battle against the Epeans in which he took part in his youth, noting that (692): “Twelve were we that were sons of peerless Neleus, and of these I alone was left, and all the rest had perished.”. The scholia comments oOn this statement the scholia comments:
 
Sch. A Il. 11.692a. Ariston.: δώδεκα γὰρ Νηλῆος <ἀμύμονος υἱέες ἦμεν>: πρὸς τοὺς Χωρίζοντας, ὅτι ἐν μὲν Ἰλιάδι δώδεκα Νηλῆος παῖδας λέγει, ἐν δὲ τῇ Ὀδυσσείᾳ τρεῖς γεγονέναι, ὡς γενεαλογεῖ· „καὶ Χλῶριν εἶδον περικαλλέα“ (Od. 11.281) καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἑξῆς „Νέστορά τε Χρομίον τε Περικλύμενόν τ’ ἀγέρωχον“ (Od. 11.286). ἐνδέχεται δὲ προγεγονότων αὐτῷ ἐξ ἑτέρας γυναικὸς παίδων ὕστερον ἐκ Χλώριδος τοὺς τρεῖς γεγονέναι· καὶ γὰρ ὁ Πρίαμός φησι· „πεντήκοντά μοι ἦσαν, ὅτ’ ἤλυθον υἷες Ἀχαιῶν· / ἐννεακαίδεκα μέν μοι ἰῆς ἐκ νηδύος ἦσαν, / τοὺς δ’ ἄλλους μοι ἔτικτον ἐνὶ μεγάροισι{ν} <γυναῖκες>“ (24.495–49-7). 
“Twelve were we that were sons of peerless Neleus:”:   against the Chorizontes, because he says in the Iliad that Neleus had twelvce sons, whereas in the Odyssey – three, as he genealogizes: “And I saw beauteous Chloris, (whom once Neleus wedded)” (Od. 11.281)   and in the following verses: “(and bore to her husband glorious children,) Nestor, and Chromius, and lordly Periclymenus” (Od. 11.286). It is possible that after children had been born to him from other women, he later had those three from Chloris.   For Priam also says: “Fifty I had, when the sons of the Achaeans came;/ nineteen were born to me of the self-same womb,/ and the others women of the palace bare” (24.495–49-7).[footnoteRef:110] [110:  Cf. sch. D Il. 11.692; sch. HQV Od. 11.286.] 


Nestor’s statement in the Iliad that his father had twelve sons would seem to contradict what Odysseus’ statement says, after meeting Chloris in Hades, that she bore Neleus three sons. 
Aristarchus, wishing to refute the Chorizontes, solved the apparent contradiction by suggesting that Neleus might have had sons from other women. Thus in the Iliad Nestors refer to all of Neleus’ sons, whereas in the Odyssey it is only the sons of Chloris who are referred to. Homer, however, never mentions that Neleus had other women. In order to support his argument, Aristarchus cites the lines in which Priam tells Achilles of his fifty sons, only nineteen of whom were born from his wife, and the rest by other women. In light of this precedentce, Aristarchus concludes that it is possible that Neleus too acted in a similar way.

At times, though, the Alexandrian scholars, unlike Aristotle, were not content with harmonizing the text, but sought to solve the problem by marking the contradicting verses as spurious, asserting that t. The contradiction was therefore, according to them, a the result of a corrupted text and not of any fault of on Homer’s part. 
A good example for of this is the famous question regarding the number of times Achilles and Hector circled Troy, while the former was chasing the latter. In Iliad 22.208 it says: “but when for the fourth time they came to the springs” (ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὸ τέταρτον ἐπὶ κρουνοὺς ἀφίκοντο). Yet , while a little later (22.251) Hector says he shall flee no more, after   “I ran three times around the great city of Priam” (τρὶς περὶ ἄστυ μέγα Πριάμου δίον). The following is the solution of some scholars to this contradiction: [footnoteRef:111] [111:  The translation of this and the following scholia follow Schironi 2009, p. 290. See discussion, ibid., pp. 289–290.] 


Sch. T Il 22.208a2.: σημειοῦνται δέ τινες διὰ τὸ δοκοῦν ἐναντίον εἶναι „τρὶς περὶ ἄστυ μέγα Πριάμου δίον“ καὶ „ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ τὸ τέταρτον“.
Some mark this line because of the apparent contradiction between “I ran three times around the great city of Priam” and “but when for the fourth time.”

According to these commentators, verse 208 should be marked as spurious so as to avoid the direct contradiction. 
Aristarchus, on the other hand, sought to demonstrate that there is actually no contradiction:

Sch. A Il. 22.251a2 Ariston.: τρὶς περὶ ἄστυ <μέγα Πριάμου δίον>: […] οὐ μάχεται δὲ τῷ „ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ τὸ τέταρτον“ (22.208)· τρεῖς μὲν γὰρ τελείους κύκλους περιέδραμον, τὸ δὲ τέταρτον ἕως τῶν κρουνῶν ἐλθόντες οὐκέτι περιῆλθον τὴν πόλιν. 
“I ran three times around the great city of Priam:”: […] it does not contradict (οὐ μάχεται) “but when for the fourth time” (Il. 22.208): for they ran in three full circles and in the fourth they arrived at the fountains and did not go around the city.

Aristarchus often uses the term μάχεται (oppose) to refers to a contradiction between verses, and the term οὐ μάχεται when there is none.[footnoteRef:112] In the present example, Aristarchus argues that there is in fact no contradiction, since one verse describes the full three circles completed whereas while the other includes an verse refers to the uncompleted fourth circle. Aristarchus’ solution in founded on Aristotelian hermeneutical principles.  [112:  For further examples of Aristarchus’ use of the term οὐ μάχεται, see e.g. Sch. A Il. 9.571a. Ariston.; A Il. 11.559b. Ariston.; A Il. 13. 365a. Ariston.; A Il. 22. 318a. Ariston. For the use of μάχεται by Philo and his colleagues, see Niehoff 2011, pp. 119–120. For Aristarchus’ approach to contradictions, see Schironi 2018, ???; 2009, pp. 288–290. As Schironi notes Aristarchus often uses such terms as συμφώνος and ἀσυμφώνος in order to indicate whether or not an idea or a verse accord with the rest of the plot. For the use of these terms by Demetrius, see Niehoff 2011, pp. 53–54. ] 

In this example it is Aristarchus who rejects the marking of a verse as spurious by his predecessors. Yet in other cases he himself marks verses in order to avoid a potential contradiction. However, later commentators, whose commentaries are found in the bT scholia, as well as Porphyry, rejected completely rejected the textual criticism of the Alexandrian scholars as a means for solving problems. They accepted the received text as canonical, and assumed assuming both that it contains no mistake or corruption and that Homer does did not contradict himself.
Porphyry, in line with the Aristotelian tradition, classified four types of solutions (λύσεις) as can be seen in the following exegetical tour de force:[footnoteRef:113] [113:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 20.232–235, pp. 242–243.] 


κατηγοροῦσι τοῦ ποιητοῦ ὡς μαχόμενα λέγοντος, ὅταν ποτὲ μὲν τὸν Γανυμήδην οἰνοχόον εἶναι τῶν θεῶν (Il. 20.232-235) λέγῃ, ποτὲ δὲ τὴν Ἥβην (Il. 4.2). οὐκοῦν λύσομεν ὀνόματι καὶ λέξει, ὅτι οὐχὶ τῶν θεῶν ἀλλὰ τοῦ Διὸς αὐτὸν οἰνοχόον ἀποφαίνει· ἔχει γὰρ ἡ λέξις οὕτως· "τὸν καὶ ἀνηρείψαντο θεοὶ Διὶ οἰνοχοεύειν" (20.234), ἡ δὲ Ἥβη τοῖς θεοῖς οἰνοχοεῖ· προσώπῳ δέ, ὅτι τὸ μὲν ἐκ τοῦ ποιητοῦ λέγεται, τὸ δὲ ἐξ Αἰνείου, ὃν εἰκὸς μεγαλύνειν τὸ αὑτοῦ γένος (Il. 20.213-43). καιρῷ δὲ καὶ χρόνῳ, ὡς ἐγχωρεῖ πάλαι ποτὲ αὐτὸν ἁρπασθέντα πρὸς τὴν διακονίαν ταύτην ὑπὲρ τοῦ καλὸν εἶναι μηκέτι παραμένειν ἕως τῶν Ἰλιακῶν· ἔθει δέ, ὡς πολλοῖς νενομισμένον ἐστὶν οἰνοχόοις χρῆσθαι ἄρρεσι καὶ θηλείαις, ὥστε οὐδ’ ἐν θεοῖς ἄτοπον τοῦτο. τὸ μὲν οὖν ἐναντίον οὕτως ἐλέγχεται, τὸ δ’ ἀδύνατον ἐγκαλεῖται οὕτως.
They accuse the poet on the grounds that he says conflicting things (μαχόμενα), when at one time he says that Ganymede is the wine-pourer of the gods (Il. 20.232-35,), but at another time Hebe (Il. 4.2). So we shall solve (1) by name and diction, , since he shows that he is not the wine-pourer of the gods but of Zeus, for the diction is thus: “the gods seized him up to pour wine for Zeus” (Il. 20.234), but Hebe pours wine for the gods; (2) and by character, since the one is said from the poet, but the other from Aeneas, for whom it plausible to extol his lineage. (3) And by occasion and time, since it is possible that he was seized once long ago for this service because he was beautiful and did not remain until the Trojan War. (4) And by custom, since for many it is customary to use male and female wine-pourers, so that this is not out of place among the gods either. So what is contrary is questioned in this way, and what is impossible is charged in this way.

To the apparent contradiction concerning whether Ganymede or Hebe is the wine-pourer of the gods, Porphyry offers four solutions (λύσεις):   
The first solution is based on a careful examination of the language used (λύσις ἐκ τῆς λέξεως). In this case, sSuch an examination in this case reveals that Ganymede was kidnapped in order to “to pour wine for Zeus,”, and not for all the other gods. Hebe, on the other hand, is the wine-pourer of the gods. As we shall see, this type of solution is also common in rabbinic exegesis. 
The second solution is based on the point of view of a character (λύσις έκ τοῦ προσώπου). A given Some verse might represent a focalization of a character and thus present a different perspective.[footnoteRef:114] Therefore the contradiction is in fact reflect the opinion of two speakers. As we have seen above, Aristotle used such a solution concerning the number of cities in Crete. The assertion that Hebe is the wine-pourer of the gods is said by the Poet himself, and therefore reflects the objective truth. On the other hand, it is Aeneas who states that Ganymede is the wine-pourer. Yet since Ganymede is from Aeneas’ tribe, it is likely that this statement reflects Aeneas’ prejudiced opinion. [114:  For a comprehensive discussion of the use of focalization by the scholia, see Nünlist 2009, pp. 116–134, as well as the monography by Dachs 1913 on this subject. For Philo’s use of this technique, see Novick 2009.] 

The third solution offered is based on occasion and time (λύσις ἐκ τοῦ καιροῦ). Such a solution reveals that each of the contradicting statements actually refers to a different time. Ganymede was indeed the wine-pourer of the gods, but that was long before Hebe became the wine-pourer. This Such solution, too, s too are is common among the rRabbis.   
The fourth and final solution is based on custom (λύσις ἀπὸ τοῦ ἔθους), assuming that there are differences between our current customs and those described in the text. Since it is known that there used to be a custom of having wine-pourer of both sexes, it is likely that the gods too followed such a custom. It is therefore possible that Ganymede and Hebe were wine-pourers at the same time.
Porphyry believes that every apparent contradiction in Homer could can be reconciled solved by means of at least one of the above four solutions. At times, as we have just seen, it is possible to use all four, even although the different solutions are not at all compatible. It would seem that for Porphyry, the more solutions suggested the stronger the case is that there is in fact no contradictions. Porphyry is not interested in finding a single correct solution representing an objective truth, but rather prefers to use the contradiction as a way of implementing various exegetical methods. As we shall presently see, the rabbis share similar hermeneutical assumption when addressing apparent contradictions in the Torah.    

Two Verses
In his introduction to his critical edition of Seder Olam, Hayim Milikowsky writes: [footnoteRef:115] [115:  Milikowsky 2013, 1: pp. 68–69 (my translation).] 


Two important hermeneutical assumptions could be derived from Seder Olam’s approach to the Bible: (1) It is not possible that there are any errors in the Bible and (2) it not possible that the Bible contains any contradictions. According to the first assumption, even if prima facie it would appear to the commentator that a certain biblical text is corrupt, he still has to accept the biblical text as authoritative and to explain as best he can what seems to him to be corrupt. [….] The second exegetical rule: There is no place for a situation in which one verse contradicts another verse. All the verses of the Bible are prophecies inspired by the Holy Spirit. They are all true, and it is therefore impossible that one verse opposes another or collides with it. Every contradiction is only apparent, and the commentator must solve it. 

This description is apt not only for Seder Olam, but more generally for the rabbis’ approach to addressing contradictions throughout rabbinic literature.
Such assumptions, however, were not self-evident. As to the first one, already in the Bible itself (especially in Chronicles) we find examples for harmonization. In the Second Temple period, various authors and translators “‘improved’” the biblical text in order to prevent contradictions. Even the second assumption, according to which there are no contradictions in the entire Bible (in all 24 books), was not accepted by all, since many commentators were aware that the Bible was compiled from works of by different authors of during different periods. Indeed, sSome commentators (like such as Marcion and his student Apelles, ; Ptolemy, and Julius Africanus) sought, like the Chorizontes, to use the contradictions in the Bible in order to prove that it was composed by different authors.[footnoteRef:116] [116:  On the textual criticism of Marcion, Apelles, and Ptolemy in light of the Homeric scholarship, see Grant 1945, pp. 187–188. In a famous letter addressed to Origen, Julius Africanus doubted the authenticity of the story of Susan, arguing that it was not part of the original book of Daniel; see Buzasi 2009. I shall address the similarities between the Chorizontes and Marcion in a future study.] 


The most best-known rule in rabbinic literature referring to regarding contradictorying verses is found in the list of R. Yishmael’s 13 middot: “Two verses which refute one another, until the third verse comes and adjudicates between them” (שני כתובין המכחישים זה את זה עד שיבא הכתוב השלישי ויכריע ביניהם).[footnoteRef:117] Yet in practice only very few discussions of “two verses” in the Halakhic Midrashim actually use a third verse.[footnoteRef:118] In fact, as pointed out by Kahana, the adjudication through a third verse is an additional limitation grafted onto an earlier middah, which appears in the list of the seven middot of Hillel, where it is simply called “two verses” (שני כתובים), that is, ‘two verses that contradict one another’.[footnoteRef:119] It would seem that the emphasis in the original rule was on the presentation of contradictory verses without spelling out explicitly how to reconcile them.  [117:  Cf. Mekh. R. Yishmael, Pisha 4, p. 13; BaHodesh 9, p. 238; Sifre Numbers 58, p. 146.]  [118:  Kahana 2006, p. 14 and note 55; Yadin 2004, p. 109. In addition this rule is used mainly in order to present a theological notion or to serve as a methodological introduction, rather than to solve an exegetical problem. See Kahana 2006, p. 14 note 55; Yadin 2002; 2004, pp. 109–120. For more on this middah, see Henshke 1994a; 1994b; Weiss 1993; Kahana 2011, pp. 2:393–395 and note ד 13 and 16; Epstein 1957, pp. 201–205; Strack and Stemberger 1996, pp. 17–22.]  [119:  Kahana 2006, p. 13 and note 49; p. 14 and note 55.] 

A large majority of the derashot in the Halakhic Midrashim which deal with contradictions are introduced by the formula: כתוב אחד אומר א' וכתוב אחד אומר ב' כיצד יתקיימו שני הכתובים הללו? (“One verse says A and one verse say B, How could the two verses be maintained?”). This is followed by a solution, which is not based on a third verse. In the present discussion we shall focus on contradictions presented with this formula, although it is important to note that at times other formulae are also used.[footnoteRef:120]  [120:  An example for another formula introducing a contradiction is: והלא כבר נאמר (“but did it not already say”). For a prilimnary discussion of this formula and a distinction between its use in halakhic and aggadic contexts see now Rosen-Zvi and Rosen-Zvi 2019.] 

There are several cases in the Midrash where the contradictions presented are somewhat forced and are used in order to introduce a didactic, theological or homiletical solution.[footnoteRef:121] Nonetheless, in most cases the rabbis did address real contradictions. [121:  See e.g. discussion in Henshke 1994a, p. 48. For ‘artificial’ contradiction see e.g. the collection of ten derashot triggered by “two verse” in Sifre Numbers 42 (pp. 112-115) and discussion in Kahana 2011, 2:348. See also derashot solving apparent contradictions with the formula: כשישראל עושין רצונו/וכשאין ישראל עושין רצונו (‘when Israel does/does not follow His will): Mekh. R. Yishmael, Shira 2, p. 124; 5, p. 134; Tisah 1, p. 343; Sifre Deut. 4, p. 81, and more.] 

 In the following we shall focus mainly on numerical contradictions.
Tosefta Sotah (1:17) addresses a direct contradiction which appears in the Bbook of Samuel:

כת' אחד אומ' "ואת חמשת בני מיכל [בת שאול אשר ילדה לעדריאל בן ברזילי המחולתי]" (שמ"ב כא 8) וכת' אחד או' "ולמיכל בת שאול לא היה לה ולד עד יום מותה" (שמ"ב ו 23). כיצד יתקיימו שני פסוקין הללו? 
אמור מעתה בניה של מירב היו. ילדה מירב וגידלה אותן מיכל ונקראו על שמה. 
שנ': "ותקראנה לו השכנות שם לאמר יולד בן לנעמי" (רו' ד 17) 
ואומ': "אלה תולדות אהרן ומשה" (במד' ג 1)"
One verse says: “and the five sons that Michal [daughter of Saul bore to Adriel son of Barzillai the Meholathite]” (2 Sam. 21:8), while another verse says: “So to her dying day Michal daughter of Saul had no children” (2 Sam. 6:23). How should these two verses be maintained?
You should say from now on that they were the sons of Merab. Merab gave birth to them, yet Michal raised them, and they were named after her (i.e. Michal).[footnoteRef:122]  [122:  Cf. Ps.-Jon. on 2Sam. 21:8.] 

For it is said: “and the women neighbors gave him a name, saying, ‘A son is born to Naomi!’” (Ruth 4:17). And it says: “This is the line of Aaron and Moses” (Num. 3:1).

How can the verse which enumerates Michal’s five sons be settled with another verse, from the very same book, which explicitly states that she had no children? According to the Tosefta, the five sons were actually Merab’s sons, but since Michal was the one who had raised them they were referred to in the text as her sons. As there is no direct evidence to back this suggestion, the commentator seeks to support it by citing two similar cases found elsewhere in the Bible. A detailed explanation for such cases could be found in b.Sanhedrin 19b:

רבי חנינא אומר: מהכא "ותקראנה לו השכנות שם לאמר יולד בן לנעמי" (רות ד 17). וכי נעמי ילדה? והלא רות ילדה, אלא: רות ילדה ונעמי גידלה, לפיכך נקרא על שמה. [...]. 
אמר רבי שמואל בר נחמני אמר רבי יונתן: כל המלמד בן חבירו תורה - מעלה עליו הכתוב כאילו ילדו, שנאמר "ואלה תולדת אהרן ומשה" (במ' ג 1), וכתיב "ואלה שמות בני אהרן" (שם 2), לומר לך: אהרן ילד ומשה לימד, לפיכך נקראו על שמו.
R. Hanina says: from here: “and the women neighbors gave him a name, saying, ‘A son is born to Naomi!’” (Ruth 4:17), but did Naomi give birth? Ruth gave birth! Rather, Ruth gave birth and Naomi raised, therefore he was named after her. […]
R. Samuel bar Nachmani said in the name of R. Yonatan: Everyone who teaches his friend’s son Torah, Scripture regards him as if he fathered him (the son of his friend). For it is said: “This is the line of Aaron and Moses” (Num. 3:1) and it is written: “These were the names of Aaron’s sons: [Nadab, the first-born, and Abihu, Eleazar and Ithamar]” (ibid 2). To instruct you: Aaron fathered and Moses taught, therefore they were named after him.

Thus there are biblical precedents for naming children after someone other a person, who is not than their biological parent, if this person even if he or she only raised or taught them. This would support the current solution concerning whether Michal had children or not. There is much similarity between Tthis solution is very similar to and the one that offered above by Aristarchus concerning the number of Neleus’ sons (three or twelve). Aristarchus suggested that possibly Neleus had children from other women. As proof Aristarchus turned to a possible precedent in Priam’s declaration that out of fifty sons, only nineteen were from the same woman.
Let us examine turn to another example. In Numbers 4:3 we read:[footnoteRef:123]  [123:  Similarly elsewhere in the same chapter (vv. 23, 30, 35, 39, 43, 47).] 


מִבֶּן שְׁלֹשִׁים שָׁנָה וָמַעְלָה וְעַד בֶּן חֲמִשִּׁים שָׁנָה כָּל בָּא לַצָּבָא לַעֲשׂוֹת מְלָאכָה בְּאֹהֶל מוֹעֵד.
From the age of thirty years up to the age of fifty, all who are subject to service, to perform tasks for the Tent of Meeting.

Yet a few chapters later (8:24) it is stated: 

זֹאת אֲשֶׁר לַלְוִיִּם מִבֶּן חָמֵשׁ וְעֶשְׂרִים שָׁנָה וָמַעְלָה יָבוֹא לִצְבֹא צָבָא בַּעֲבֹדַת אֹהֶל מוֹעֵד
This is the rule for the Levites. From twenty-five years of age up they shall participate in the work force in the service of the Tent of Meeting

Did the Levites commence their service at the age of twenty- five or at age of thrirty? The Septuagint solved the problem by through harmonization: all occurrences of “fFrom the age of thirty years” in Ex. 4 are rendered as ἀπὸ εἴκοσι καὶ πέντε ἐτῶν (“from the age of twenty- five years.”).[footnoteRef:124] Emending the text to solve problems is similar to the practice among some of the Alexandrian Homeric scholars. In contradistinction, in Sifre Numbers (63, p. 155) R. Nathan offers the following solution: [124:  Cf. Kahana 2011, p. 3:425, note 3 and the references there. ] 


ר' נתן אומר כתוב אחד אומר "מבן חמש ועשרים שנה" וכתוב אחר אומר "מבן שלשים שנה ומעלה" (במד' ד 23) כיצד נתקיימו שני כתובין? 
מבן חמש ועשרים שנה <לתלמוד> מבן שלשים שנה לעבודה.
R. Nathan says: One verse says: “from the age of twenty- five years” and another verse says “from the age of thirty years.”. How can these two verses be maintained?
From twenty- five years – for studying; from thirty years – for service.

According to R. Nathan, one has to read each verse in a different context. Twenty- five years refers to the age the Levites commenced their training for the service, whereas thirty is was the age in at which they actually started serving.

The examples discussed above addressed contradictions found in the same book (Numbers, Samuel). Yet the rabbis also dealt with apparent contradictions between different books. So, for example in Sifre Numbers 42 (p. 121), as part of a large collection of derashot on contradictions, we read:

כתוב אחד אומר "עושה שלום במרומיו {וכתוב אחד אומר}[footnoteRef:125] היש מספר לגדודיו" (איו' כה 3-2) וכתוב אחד אומר "אלף אלפין ישמשוניה ורבוא רבבן קדמוהי" (דנ' ז 10) כיצד יתקיימו הפסוקים הללו?  [125:  These words are probably a scribal error. See Kahana ad loc.] 

עד שלא גלו מארצם "היש מספר לגדודיו", משגלו מארצם "אלף אלפין ישמשוניה" כביכול נתמעטה פמליא של מעלה. 
רבי אומר משום אבא יוסי בן דוסתאי: [...]   "אלף אלפין ישמשוניה" זה גדוד אחד. וכמה הן גדודיו? "היש מספר לגדודיו". 
One verse says: “He imposes peace in His heights. Can His troops be numbered?” (Job 25:2-3), and one verse says: “Thousands upon thousands served Him. Myriads upon myriads attended Him” (Dan. 7:10). How should these verses be maintained? 
While they were still not exiled from their land: “Can His troops be numbered?” Once they were exiled from their land: “Thousands upon thousands served Him.”. As if the entourage on high was diminished.
Rabbi says in the name of Abba Yossi son of Dosthai: […] “Thousands upon thousands served Him” – this is one troop. And how many troops does He have? “Can His troops be numbered?”   

The contradiction arises here for a very literal reading of the verse in Daniel, so that it is understood as indicating that there is an upper limit to the number of angels. The first solution is that each of these verses refers to a different period: the verse from Job refers to the period prior to the exile, whereas the verse from Daniel – to concerns the period after the exile. This solution seeks to anchor the differences in a historical context (λύσις ἐκ τοῦ καιροῦ), similar to the solutions of Eporus and Heraclides concerning the number of cities in Crete, as discussed above. The second solution is based on close examination of the language (λύσις ἐκ τῆς λέξεως): Job refers to the amount of troops which cannot be numbered; whereas Daniel refers to the number of angels in each troop, which has a limit.

As is well known, Ssome of the best known and most severe serious contradictions found in the Bible are those between the Bbooks of Samuel and Kings, one the one hand,  and those of Chronicles, on the other. Even Although these books deal with the same historical events, there are many incongruencies, especially concerning numbers. The rabbis avoided solving these problems as like the Chorizontesd did, by assuming that the contradictions are the result of different authors. Rather, they dedicated much effort to maintaining the unity of the Biblical text. 
The first example to be examined appears in Seder Olam concerning the age Jehoiachin began his reign:[footnoteRef:126] [126:  Seder Olam 25, p. 304. For other cases in which Seder Olam address contradictions in calculations of years between different biblical books, see ibid., 17, p. 273; 25, p. 302. Cf. Mekh. R. Yishmael, Pascha 14, p. 50. Milikowsky has argued that Seder Olam’s hemeneutical approach is closer to that of the Jewish-Hellenistic literature than to the early Palestinian one. He concludes that Seder Olam was composed “in the first generations of the Rabbis, close to the end of the first century of the beginning of the second century, while Jewish circles which formed around the Rabbis were still open to receive ways of thought and expressions that were derived from the Hellenistic cultural world” (Milikowsky 2013, p. 1:129, my translation; cf. ibid. pp. 1:144–146 note 123). According to Milikowsky, the way in which Seder Olam addresses contradiction is one of the prime examples of its Hellenistic-influenced hermeneutical approach. However, it would seem that such a stark distinction between Seder Olam and the rest of rabbinic literature is unwarranted, in particular in the context of contradictions, as can be clearly seen from the examples in this section. Thus it would seem that a larger circle of rabbis were impacted by Hellenistic hermenutical culture. For further discussion, see the introduction here, as well as Paz 2015, pp. ???.] 

"בן שמנה שנים יהויכין במלכו ושלשה חדשים ועשרת ימים מלך בירושלים" (דה"ב לו 9) 
ובמקום אחר הוא אומ': 'בן שמנה עשרה שנה יהויכין במלכו ושלשה חדשים ועשרת ימים מלך בירושלים' (מל"ב כד 8). 
מה ת"ל שמנה ומה ת"ל שמנה עשרה? 
שמנה עשרה שנה שמלך ושמנה משנתחתם גזר הדין לגלות. 
“Jehoiachin was eight years old when he became king, and he reigned three months and ten days in Jerusalem” (2 Chr. 36:9). And in another place it says: “Jehoiachin was eighteen years old when he became king, and he reigned three months and ten days in Jerusalem” (2 Kings 24:8).
What does “‘eight’” refer to? And what does “‘eighteen’” refer to?
From the age of eighteen he reigned, and at the age of eight the decree for exile was sealed.

As the two verses in 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles are all but identical, the most obvious solution would be to assume that the word עשרה (ten) was accidently omitted in Chronicles. This is indeed the solution found adopted by the Spetuaguint and the Peshitta to Chronicles, both of whom which have “‘eighteen’” (ὀκτωκαίδεκα; ܬܡܢܥܣܪܐ). Yet since the author of Seder Olam assumes that there is no corruption in the canonical version, even in such an oabvious case, he needs to must find an alterantive alternative solution. Accordingly, he argues that According to him, each verse refers to a different count: Eighteen years was indeed the age Jehoiachin began his reign, as stated in 2 Kings. On the other hand, “eight years old” in Chronicles refers to the number of years which that passed from the sealing of the verdinct of exile until the time Jehoiachin began his reign.[footnoteRef:127] [127:  See Milikowsky 2013, p. 2:407.] 


In a collection of seven derashot concerning contraditions found in Sifre Number 42, three deal with contradictions between the books of Samuel and Kings and those of Chronicles, indicating that this is part of an earlier collection which that dealt systematically with such contradictions.
Let us examine one representative example. In 2 Samuel 24:24 we read: “And David bought the threshing floor and the oxen for fifty shekels of silver” (וַיִּקֶן דָּוִד אֶת-הַגֹּרֶן וְאֶת-הַבָּקָר בְּכֶסֶף שְׁקָלִים חֲמִשִּׁים), whereas in 1 Chronicles 21:25: “And David gave Ornan for the site 600 shekels’ worth of gold” (וַיִּתֵּן דָּוִיד לְאָרְנָן בַּמָּקוֹם שִׁקְלֵי זָהָב מִשְׁקָל שֵׁשׁ מֵאוֹת). Did David pay fifty silver shekels or six hundred shekels of gold? This contradiction is elimanted in the Peshitta to Chronicles through harmonization:[footnoteRef:128]  [128:  Cf. Kahana 2011, p. 2:341 note 146.] 

ܘܙܒܢ ܕܘܝܕ ܡܢ ܐܪܢ ܕܘܟܬܐ ܗܿܝ ܕܐܕܪܐ ܒܚܡܫܝܢ ܐܣܬܪ̈ܝܢ
And David bought the site of the threshing floor from Oranan from for fifty shekels.

According to such a rendering, in both Samuel and Chrinicles David bought the threshing floor for fifty shekels. In Sifre Numbers 42 (pp. 123–-124), on the other hand, three solutions are offered:

כתוב אחד אומר "ויקן דוד את הגרן בכסף שקלים חמשים" (שמ"ב כד 24) וכתוב אחד אומר "ויתן דוד לארנן במקום [שקלי זהב משקל שש מאות] (דה"א כא 25). 
כיצד נתקיימו שני כתובים? 
מקום הגורן בשש מאות, מקום המזבח בחמשים.
<ר'> אומר משום אבא יוסף בן דוסתאי: [...]   י'ב' שבטים היו ונטל חמשים שקל מכל שבט ושבט ונמצאו שש מאות שקלים מכל ישראל.
ר' אלעזר בן שמוע אומר: "ויקן דוד את הגרן ואת הבקר" (שמ"ב כד 24) כמפורש בעיניין. ומהו מפורש בעיניין? "ויתן דוד לארנן" (דה"א כא 25) אבל "הבקר לעולה והמוריגים וכלי הבקר לעצים" (שמ"ב כד 22) בכסף שקלים חמשים. 
One verse says: “And David bought the threshing floor and the oxen for fifty shekels of silver,”, whereas another verse says: “And David gave Ornan for the site 600 shekels’ worth of gold.”. How can these two verses be maintained?
The site of the threshing floor for six hundred; the site of the altar for fifty.
Rabbi in the name of R. Joseph son of Dosthai says: […] There were twelve tribes and he (David) took fifty shekels from each tribe, thus there were six hundred shekels from all of Israel.
R. Elazar son of Shamoa says: “And David bought the threshing floor and the oxen,”, as is expounded in the matter. And what is expounded in the matter?   “And David gave Ornan,”, but “the oxen for a burnt offering, and the threshing boards and the gear of the oxen for wood” (2 Sam. 24:22) – for the price of fifty shekels. 

According to the first solution the two sums do not refer to the same site: six hundred shekels were paid for the site of the threshing floor, whereas the fifty shekels mentioned in 2 Samuel were the price of the site of the altar. This solution is based on the fact that the following verse in 2 Samuel explicitly referes to the altar (“and David built there an altar to the Lord.”). It should be noted, though, that the same reference to the altar also appears in the following verse in Chronicles.[footnoteRef:129]  According to the second solution, both sums refer to the site of the threshing floor; however, while . But whereas 2 Samuel referes to the sum paid by each tribe individually, Chronicles records the entire sum paid. [129:  For various solutions to this problem, see ibid. and note 147.] 

The final solution is based on tweeking the punctuation:[footnoteRef:130] [130:  Ibid., pp. 342–343. On the term כמפורש בעיניין, which appears only here, see ibid., p. 342, note 156.] 


וַיִּקֶן דָּוִד אֶת-הַגֹּרֶן. וְאֶת-הַבָּקָר בְּכֶסֶף שְׁקָלִים חֲמִשִּׁים
And David bought the threshing floor. And the oxen for fifty shekels of silver.

According to such a reading, 2 Samuel just tells us that David bought the threshing floor, but does not inform us of the price, which is given only in Chronicle.   The fifty shekels in 2 Samuel refer only to the price of the oxen and gear (2 Sam. 24:22; 1 Chr. 21:23). This is a solution from diction (λύσις ἐκ τῆς λέξεως).[footnoteRef:131] [131:  For a further example of solving contradictions in the Sifre, see Paz 2015, ??? ] 


In conclusion, the basic assumption of the Greek and Jewish scholars was that the canonical text should not contain any contradictions. One possibility for addressing possible contradictions was that of the Chorizontes, who argued that the Iliad and the Odyssey were not composed by the same author. Another approach common among the Alexandrian Homeric scholars was the use of textual emendations or the marking of verses as spurious. This was also an approach used was also applied by several the translations and re-writings of the Bible, who which added, changeds or omitted certain words or verses in order to create a harmonious text.
Yet the Homeric commentators mostly strove to solve the contradictions without textual emendations. Heraclides and Ephorus, from the 4th fourth century BCE, followed a historical reading, whereas Aristotle, their younger contemporary, developed a literary method. Aristarchus, Aalthough Aristarchus he at times suggested some certain emendations, he generally usually preferred the literary approach from the school of Aristotle. This approach reaches its apex with Porphyry, who consistently makes use of implemented four types of solutions. Similarly, the rabbis’ basic assumption is that the bBiblical text is not corrupted and that it does not contain contradictions. Therefore the question they faced was not whether one can maintain contradictory verses, but rather how.   
One of the common solutions for contradictions used by both the rabbis and the Homeric scholars was placing each of the contradictory verses in a different context.[footnoteRef:132] Thus the apparent contradiction concerning the number of times Hector and Achilles circled Troy (three or four), was resolved by the assumption that one verse refers to the number of rounds completed, and the other – to those started. Similarly, the apparent contradiction concerning the age of the Levites (25 or 30) was explained by reading one verse as referring to training, and the other to service. [132:  Concerning the the use of this solution by the Rabbis, cf. Kahana 2006, p. 14 n. 55. ] 

At times Iin their efforts order to solve contradictions, commentators were sometimes forced to supply additional information, not mentioned in the text. Thus Aristarchus suggested that Neleus might have had other wives; and the rRabbis suggested that Michal raised the sons of Merab. In both cases, the commentators tried sought to bolster their suggestion by citing precedents from elsewhere in the text.
Finally, out of the four solutions formulated by Porphyry, it would seem that the rabbis preferred mainly solutions from diction (λύσις ἐκ τῆς λέξεως) and from occasion (λύσις ἐκ τοῦ καιροῦ).   

Conclusion
Lieberman concluded his chapter “Rabbinic Iinterpretation of Scripture” as follows:  “Literary problems were solved in a similar way in the schools of Alexandria and those of Palestine.”.[footnoteRef:133] Although Lieberman reached this general conclusion based on a very small number of examples, it would seem that he was indeed correct. However, the similarities in the questions raised and in the solutions offered was much broader and deeper than Lieberman assumed. [133:  Lieberman 1962, pp. 67–68.] 

Beyond the general similarity in terms διὰ τί and מפני מה, which had already been pointed out noted by Lieberman and other scholars, we have seen above also similarities in variations of this term such in the case of the questions of consideration (מפני מה לא/διὰ τί οὐκ) and “why character A and not character B.”. Moreover, the rabbis and the Homeric scholars use other identical terminology for questions, such as “whence does he know” (מנין היה יודע/πόθεν οἶδεν) and “whence does he have” (ומנין היה לו/πόθεν αὐτῷ). Such terms are also used by Demetrius and Philo, as well as later by Christian commentators. It is quite possible that the use of such terms by the rabbis points to an impact of the Alexandrian exegetical tradition— either directly or, more likely, through the mediation Jewish-Hellenistic commentators.   
The similar problems raised by the Greek and rabbinic commentators indicates that they identified similar gaps in the text. Yet the mere assumption that there is a gap is a significant exegetical move. Every text contains gaps that the reader must fill, alongside blanks which can be ignored, as clearly formulated by Joshua Levinson:[footnoteRef:134] [134:  Levinson 2012, p. 360.] 


A gap derives from lack of information concerning the represented world, whether with regard to its events or characters, or the causality of the plot itself. Their purpose is to activate the reader to create a coherent imagined world by filling them in. The blank, likewise, is a result of omission and lack of representation within the text, however it has no artistic motivation. It is very difficult to separate these two concepts because there is no formal distinction between them. Only after the reader posits a certain artistic intentionality or motivation can he attempt to distinguish between a gap and a blank; between that which is missing in order to arouse interest and that which is missing due to lack of interest. In other words, the very choice between gap and blank depends upon the reading formation in which the text is interpreted.

Accordingly, it is by no means not self-evident tThat the Homeric scholars and the rabbis would identify the same kind of gaps in their respective canonical texts the same kind of gaps is thus not self-evident. It would seem that this similarity reflects, Aalongside some instance of actual a few cases of influence, this similarity would seem to reflect a shared hermeneutical horizon and reading formations which are anchored in the cultural context of the period.
Yet the similarities are not only in the identification of the gaps (and hence in the questions), but also in the way these gaps were filled. Sharing the assumption that the narrator had remained silent concerning certain events (κατὰ τὸ σιωπώμενον), the rabbis and the Homeric scholars filled the gaps by referring to other verses, probability or external traditions. 
Although the rRabbis often tried to derive moral and theological lessons through the solutions given, yet in many of the examples discussed the main motivation seems to have been to solve a concrete problem in the text. It would seems likely that the Homeric scholars would have been able to understand many of the rabbinic solutions and vice versa.
Alongside questions dealing with gaps in text, we have also examined more general questions regarding verisimilitude and contradictions. Such questions posed a significant challenge, since they were often used by critics either of the Homeric poems or of the Bible, who sought to undermine the text’s credibility of the text, its perfection, and unity. The Rabbis, Llike some of the Homeric commentators, the rabbis rejected the possibility of textual emendations. At the same time they assumed that the canonical text cannot contain contradictions. $$$On the basis of these assumptions, the solutions given by the rabbis and some of the Homeric scholars were similar: usually the verse was placed in another context, often using a linguistic and lexical approach. In questions of verisimilitude the commentators made use of miracles, metaphors or realia. Thus the rabbis and the Homeric scholars explicitly and reflexively addressed the same problems and sought to solve them in similar ways.
Another similar phenomenona found in both the Homeric commentaries and the Midrash is that often several different solutions are often offered for given to the same question. In some cases the names of the scholars who formulated the solutions are preserved, whereas in other cases the solutions are presented anonymously. In addition, often Tthe scholars giving providing the solutions might be often come from different generations. Such a dynamic of the tradition of questions and answers is presented clearly in Porphyry’s introduction to his collection of   ζητήματα:[footnoteRef:135] [135:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 10.252–253, pp. 170–171.] 


ἡ συναγωγὴ τῶν ζητουμένων γέγονε μὲν ἤδη καὶ παρ’ ἄλλοις· ἡμεῖς δὲ τὰ προβλήματα λαμβάνοντες παρὰ τῶν ἐζητηκότων τὰς λύσεις ἐπικρίνομεν ἃς ἐκεῖνοι ὑπέταξαν τοῖς προβλήμασι, καί τινας μὲν τούτων ἐγκρίνομεν, τινὰς δὲ παραιτούμεθα, τὰς δ’ αὐτοὶ ἐξευρίσκομεν, τὰς δὲ πειρώμεθα διορθοῦν καὶ ἐξεργάζεσθαι, ὥσπερ τοῖς ἐντυγχάνουσιν ἔσται δῆλον. 
The collection of questions (προβλήματα) is already in the works of others. But we, taking the problems from those who have made inquiries, consider the solutions that they proposed for the problems. Some of them we approve, some we deny, others we invent ourselves, and others we attempt to revise and work out, as will be clear to the reader.

According to Porphyry, the questions in his treatise are were not his own, but had inventions but have been previously raised in the past. Indeed, some of these questions were over 600 years old by the time Porphyry composeds his treatise, since, as we have seen, they were already addressed by Aristotle and his contemporaries. These questions were given various solutions over time. The result is that most of the questions have several solutions stemming from different periods, creating a kind of trans-generational dialogue.
Based on Porphyry’s description one might formulate a kind of ‘law of conservation of questions’: Good questions are well conserved among a scholarly community, they are crystalized in their format and handed down unchanged from generation to generation. In every period new solutions are suggested alongside the old ones which continue to be transmitted. 
Similarly, also in the Midrash many of the questions in the Midrash also seem to be relatively ancient, as some could may already be found in the writing of Jewish-Hellenistic commentators. In addition, the same questions, at times identically formulated, could can also be found in Christian commentaries. Other questions , which were first raised in one rabbinic study circle, often became rather popular, as many scholars, for from other circles , tried attempted to solve them. It would also seem that in most cases the one posing the question and the one answering it were not the same person.
Questions and answers thus reflect a scholarly discourse between commentators in both textual communities, Homeric and bBiblical. The dialogue might take place between scholars of the same institution (the Museum or , the study house) or as a scholarly interaction between different scholars from different places and times in a non-hierarchical fashion.   
The interaction between scholars is well illustrated in Porphyry’s description of the custom at the Alexandrian Museum, which also served as the heading to this chapter:[footnoteRef:136]  [136:  Porphyry, Homeric Questions (MacPhail), 9.682–683, p. 156. The citation was also discussed by Kamesar 1993, p. 83.] 


ἐν τῷ μουσείῳ τῷ κατὰ Ἀλεξάνδρειαν νόμος ἦν προβάλλεσθαι ζητήματα καὶ τὰς γινομένας λύσεις ἀναγράφεσθαι. 
In the Museum at Alexandria, it was a custom to propound questions and record the solutions that were being given.

It would seem that this description is also valid for the rabbinic houses of study. As in the Alexandrian Museum, the rRabbis too used to raise questions and record the solutions (whether orally or in writing). The fact that different solutions to the same question were recorded indicates that there was no one authorial teacher who decided which was the correct answer, in strong contrast to the commentaries found in at Qumran. The questions and answers documented in rabbinic commentaries thus represent deep changes in the ways of learning and the social structure of scholarly communities in Palestine.[footnoteRef:137] [137:  On the dialogical aspect of rabbinic literature in comparison with the commentary found in the Dead Sea scrolls see, e.g. Fraade 2007, p. 283. Cf. Goldin’s conclusion concerning the impact of the philosophical discourse on the rabbinic study house (1965, p. 75): “Living in the Hellenistic-Roman world, the Tannaim could not remain unaffected by that world. It is not simply a matter of loan word; it is something much more profound. Not only did the Palestinian sages appropriate the terminology for some hermeneutic rules from the Hellenistic rhetors, but inside the bet-midrash, the rabbinic academy, apparently one did take up from time to time philosophical questions, and one did attempt to answer these questions in the current philosophical idiom.” In light of the evidence presented in this chapter, one can paraphrase Goldin’s conclusion: “The rabbis took up from time to time contemporary exegetical questions and answered them with the current hermeneutical idiom.”] 


As I noted in the Iintroduction, several scholars have pointed to similarities between questions which appear in the Philonic corpus and in rabbinic literature. Yet it would seem that these questions were formulated at an early stage, perhaps ( by Jewish Aristotelian commentators?), and were addressed independently by Philo and the Rabbis.
In fact, unlike rabbinic commentaries, among the hundreds of questions scattered throughout his writings, only seldom does Philo raise questions in the classical vein, such as those typical of Aristoteles’ Homeric Questions and of his Alexandrian followers. Moreover, in light of the cases examined in this chapter, it is safe to conclude that in the genre of questions and answers the similarity between rabbinic and Homeric commentaries is much greater than the similarity between Philo and either the Homeric or rabbinic commentaries!    
Philo was obviously aware of such types of questions, but chose not to use them, as his main interest was lay elsewhere, —in allegorical interpretation. This fact indicates that it is not at all self-evident that commentators would use the types of questions discussed in this chapter, even though they might may prima facie seem to be simple and “‘natural.”’. It would thus seem that the striking similarity between the questions and answers in the Homeric and rabbinic commentaries points to cultural connections and a common scholarly discourse. 
The most likely explanation for such a similarity is that this genre of questions and answers with its fixed formulae is forms part of a hermeneutical tradition the rabbis inherited from Jewish-Hellenistic commentators, who interpreted the Bible using exegetical methods common among their contemporary Homeric colleagues, including the method of among them – questions and answers.
Peter van der Horst entitled To his article on questions and answers in Philo and the rabbinic literature Peter van der Horst gave the following title: “Philo and the Rabbis on Genesis: Similar Questions, Different Answers.”.[footnoteRef:138] Paraphrasing this title, we may  one can sum up the conclusion of this chapter as – ‘”The Homeric Sscholars and the Rabbis:  - Similar Questions, Similar Answers.”’. [138:  Van der Horst 2006.] 


Appendix: Hyperboles
In the section dealing with verisimilitude we have seen how the Homeric and rabbinic scholars addressed problems arising from apparent impossibilities in the text. Yet at times the commentators did not try to solve such problems, but rather assumed that text was employing uses hyperboles. So, for example, Aristotle writes in his Rhetoric (3.11.15–-16, 1413a):
εἰσὶν δὲ καὶ <αἱ> εὐδοκιμοῦσαι ὑπερβολαὶ μεταφοραί, […] εἰσὶ δ’ αἱ ὑπερβολαὶ μειρακιώδεις· σφοδρότητα γὰρ δηλοῦσιν. διὸ ὀργιζόμενοι λέγουσιν μάλιστα· 
      οὐδ’ εἴ μοι τόσα δοίη ὅσα ψάμαθός τε κόνις τε.   
      κούρην δ’ οὐ γαμέω Ἀγαμέμνονος Ἀτρεΐδαο,
      οὐδ’ εἰ χρυσείῃ Ἀφροδίτῃ κάλλος ἐρίζοι,
      ἔργα δ’ Ἀθηναίῃ·
Approved hyperboles are also metaphors. […] There is something youthful about hyperboles; For they show vehemence. Wherefore those who are in a passion most frequently make use of them: “Not even were he to offer me gifts as many in number as the sand and dust. . . but a daughter of Agamemnon, son of Atreus, I will not wed, not even if she rivalled golden Aphrodite in beauty, or Athene in accomplishments” (Il. 9.385-390).[footnoteRef:139] [139:  LCL trans. J. H. Freese] 


Aristotle uses as one his main examples the words spoken by the raging Achilles.
In dozens of comments in the scholia, the commentators note that various statements were said ὑπερβολικῶς (hyperbolically).[footnoteRef:140] On Homer’s use of the hyperbole, Ps.-Plutarch notes in his Essay on the Life and Poetry of Homer:[footnoteRef:141] [140:  For references, see Erbse 1969–1999, p. 7:171 (index V), s.v. Superlatio.]  [141:  Ps.-Plutarch, Life of Homer, 71, pp. 136–137. For further discussion, see Hillgruber 1994–1999, pp. 1:183–184.] 


Κέχρηται πολλάκις καὶ τῇ ὑπερβολῇ, ἥτις ὑπεραίρουσα τὴν ἀλήθειαν πολλὴν ἐπίτασιν ἐμφαίνει, οἷον
      λευκότεροι χιόνος, θείειν δ’ ἀνέμοισιν ὁμοῖοι. (Il. 10.437)
He often uses hyperbole as well, which goes beyond the truth and exaggerates, to give force to the discourse, as “whiter than snow and as fast as the winds” (Il. 10.437).

According to Pseudo-Plutarch, Homer often uses hyperbolic language in order to create emphasis. Thus he compared the galloping of the horses to the wind and their whiteness to snow, since there is nothing swifter than wind and or whiter than snow.
In rabbinic literature, albeit rather rarely, we also sometimes Similarly, one find s, rather seldom, in rabbinic literature the claim that the verses use לשון הביי, that is, hyperboles.,[footnoteRef:142] An example of this appears as for example in Sifre Deuteronomy (25, p. 35): [142:  The similarity between לשון הביי and ὑπερβολαὶ was first noted by Halevi 1979, pp. 182–183.] 


"ערים גדולות ובצורות בשמים" (דב' א 28), רבן שמעון בן גמליאל אומר: דברו כתובים לשון הביי שנאמר "שמע ישראל אתה עבר היום את הירדן" (דב' ט 1). 
אבל מה שאמר המקום לאבינו "והרביתי את זרעך ככוכבי השמים" (בר' כו 4), "ושמתי את זרעך כעפר הארץ" (בר' יג 16), אינן דברי הביי.
“The cities are great and fortified up to heaven” (Deut. 1:28): R. Shimon ben Gamliel says: the verses speak hyperbolically here, as it is said: “Hear, O Israel! Thou art to pass the Jordan this day [to go in to dispossess nations greater and mightier than thyself, cities great and fortified up to heaven]” (Deut. 9:1).
But God’s words to Abraham – “And I will multiply thy seed as the stars in heaven” (Gen. 26:4), “and I will make thy seed as the dust of the earth” (Gen. 13:16) – —are not hyperbole.[footnoteRef:143]  [143:  Trans??? p. 46] 


The first verse (Deut. 1:28) addressed is part of Moses’ recounting of the Israelites’ complaints after receiving the spies’ report on the Land given by the spies. According to R. Shimon ben Gamliel, the description is hyperbolic. It is not plausible that the spies really saw huge cities which reached heaven. Rather, they wish to emphatically stress the force of the people living there. R. Shimon points to yet another verse from Deuteronomy 9:1, which is part of Moses’ address to the people. It would thus seem that, according to R. Shimon, not only did the spies speak hyperbolically, but so did also Moses himself! 
Yet the commentator (or the editor) is well aware of the dangerous implications of the assertion that “the verses speak hyperbolically.”. That is This explains why he is quick to qualify it by stating that the verses in which God promises to increase Abraham’s progeny like the stars in heaven and like the dust of the earth are not hyperbolic, even although it would have been was possible to suggest (and maybe there were some who had indeed interpreted in this way) that God was employing uses a hyperbolic metaphor to highlight the vast number of descendants (and perhaps there were those who had indeed interpreted the verse in this way), just as Aristotle considered Achilles’ the expression “gifts as many in number as the sand and dust”, said by Achilles as to be hyperbolic.[footnoteRef:144] Various commentators, both Greek and Rabbinic, were thus fully aware that their canonical texts contained hyperbolic language used for rhetorical and literary purposes. One does not always have to adapt the canonical text to reality.  [144:  For another example of the use of לשון הביי in reference to the Pentateuch, Prophets, and even the Mishna, see b.Tamid 29a. (and cf. the detailed discussion in b.Hulin 90b and y.Shekalim 8:2 51b). ] 



