CRANTOR OF SOLI - HIS BEQUEST AND FUNERAL
IN PHILODEMUS’ INDEX ACADEMICORUM
(PHERC. 1021, COL. 16.37 — COL. S.10)"

Abstract: This article provides a new edition of a passage from
Philodemus’ Index Academicorum which deals with the bequest and
funeral of the Academic Crantor of Soli and depends on Antigonus of
Carystus (PHerc. 1021, col. 16.37 — col. S.10). From the new readings
it emerges that, like Diogenes Laertius, Philodemus too mentioned the
bequest of 12 talents. Furthermore, the new readings help us to better
understand the meaning of a verse related to Crantor’s funeral.
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Crantor of Soli was an outstanding figure in the early
history of the Academy at a time when it had not turned to
Scepticism yet under the influence of his darling
Arcesilaus.! His death (276/75) was premature to some
extent and he would have most probably become
scholarch of the Academy, had he outlived Polemo.2
Crantor was famous for his ethics and in particular his
treatise mept mévidouvg enjoyed great popularity with
ancient readers.

Diogenes Laertius devotes a few passages (D.L. 4.24—
27) to Crantor’s life which often bear a striking
resemblance to his description in Philodemus’ Index
Academicorum (PHerc. 1021). Gomperz (1870) and later
Wilamowitz (1881) have demonstrated that both authors
(indirectly) depend on Antigonus of Carystus.? Gaiser
(1988) goes even further and argues that Antigonus was
the direct source for Philodemus.4

In this contribution several new readings made in the
Index Academicorum (PHerc. 1021, col. 16 and col. S)
shall be presented. Here, in addition to an autopsy,
multispectral images (MSI) of the papyrus have been
exploited for the first time.> The new readings provide a
better understanding of the meaning of a verse referring to
Crantor’s funeral which is quoted by both Philodemus and
Diogenes; they reveal that Crantor’s bequest to Arcesilaus
was mentioned not only by Diogenes, but also by
Philodemus. So far, the relevant passage in Philodemus’
Index Academicorum (Dorandi 1991) and in Diogenes
Laertius (Dorandi 2013) read as follow:©

Phld. Ind. Acad. col. 16.37-S.10 D. L. 4.25.14-19:
(PHerc. 1021)

Col. 16
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Arnim : dvt[éotn Biicheler 9 vo[v.” kol Gaiser vu[v .
Gomperz 10 0L<pnyncocue[vog Gaiser : 0L<pnyncocué[vm1
Mekler

Let us first focus our attention on the mysterious NAm (=
e0lw — allokouon) in line 40, a combination of letters
which is very rare indeed and hardly allows for an
alternative word division in this context. The reading was
first suggested by Mekler and followed by Dorandi in his
edition; Gaiser offers a very daring reconstruction of the
entire passage which he thinks should be interpreted to the
effect that Arcesilaus was won over by Crantor’s
philosophy.”

Yet, a closer look at the papyrus shows that it is
possible, maybe even necessary, to read the letter o
instead of A. Traces at the feet of both oblique strokes of &
hint at a lost “horizontal” base (a connection between the
feet). The angle and the shape of the oblique strokes are
compatible with 8. After the o the left part of a d can be
identified; the following letter is compatible with ¢ and



again the next might represent the lower stroke of k. After
this, the left foot and the top of an o are visible, then
traces suggesting T can be identified. Next we have the
right part of an o, one letter missing, then the middle
triangle of an o. After a gap of 3 letters the final letter of
the line is v.8

The reading / supplement 1 d®dexo to[Ala[vio]v
seems inevitable, especially if we compare it with the
corresponding passage in Diogenes: Aéyeton 8& kol v
ovGloy  katoMmelv  ApkeciAdm, TOAAVIOV 0DGOV
dvoxotdexo. I suppose that a word meaning “property”
was written right after the tnv in line 38 and the faded and
scanty traces allow for [o]Uclav, a noun which is also
used by Diogenes. The subsequent traces are difficult to
make out, but at the end of the line ev is rather certain.
Therefore, one should consider reading the verb
KOC‘C£7\,[1]TC£V which would parallel the word order in
Diogenes.? In any case, a verb with the meaning “leave /
bequeath”19 and a dative referring to Arcesilaus must have
occurred in lines 37-38, as the remaining letters and the
supposed syntax do not favour the assumption that eylet
in line 42 represents this very verb. The noun Biov in line
38, along with information to be found in Diogenes,!! may
suggest the following reconstruction of the sense of the
clause: “Crantor spent his life together with Arcesilaus (in
a shared accommodation) and (later) bequeathed his
property to him, worth no less than 12 talents.”

At the beginning of line 41 I transcribe gaoct, what
seems to be the beginning of a new sentence (cf. Aéyeton
in Diogenes). The traces after ¢ do not allow for 1A and
what remains looks very much like a broad o. Then follow
a o and ink at bottom which belongs to a tiny letter. The
subsequent traces at bottom would fit a horizontal (J is
possible). The traces coming next would fit avtod. The
following letters, which might be estimated to be eight, are
hard to discern and only faded and scattered traces
survive. The vertical at the end of the line seems to be a 1
at first glance, but this would imply a hiatus which is not
very likely. It cannot be entirely excluded that the traces
represent the right part of a v, which would allow for tov
Blov. However, this reading would require the plaus1b1e
supplementing of a short word (2-3 letters) after oc0t00. In
line 42 éylein[ovtolg Ndn obviously means “when he
(Crantor) was already dying”.12

In lines 44—45 Dorandi approves of Gaiser’s conjecture
ev tailc [klo[wolc]l Yaywowy N [&v adhoig Inkouc.
Gaiser believes that Arcesilaus asked Crantor whether he
would like to be buried in a tomb together with his fellow
Academics or in other tombs, whatever this might mean.
Yet, given Crantor’s answering verse, such a question



seems slightly awkward and the rest of the episode does
not go well with this supplement.!3 Praechter (1902) has
correctly outlined the meaning of the verse: “Auf Dringen
Polemons aber willigt er ein. Dann muf3 das Verszitat eine
Weigerung enthalten, das kann es aber nur, wenn @1Ang
auf ein Begribnis an anderem Orte, nimlich in der Heimat
des Philosophen hindeutet.”14 Although Gaiser shares this
view, his reconstruction does not express the alternatives
of being buried either in Athens or in Soli in a way which
would naturally lead to the quotation of this particular
verse.

In line 44 the traces after toig represent an o, whose left
part and right foot are well preserved. The following
curved letter hint at a ¢ and the supplement Adn[voug fits
the space well. In line 45 the MSI enables us to read
kovoovt[eg (“after burning him”), some letters of which
cannot be detected by the naked eye in the original. The
space at the end of the line suggests another two letters; ev
is perfectly possible. The sentence was continued on the
back of the papyrus (the Oxford disegno is our only source
for col. S).15 The alternative v talg A¥[Nvaug, as well as
the answering verse, virtually require a contrasting
location “in Soli / in his homeland”. The second
possibility obviously implies cremation,!® because it
would have been difficult (without some special effort) to
bring Crantor’s corpse from Athens to Soli. Nonetheless,
the first alternative (Athens) might have gone along with
cremation as well and the position of the participle may
only emphasize the fact that burning was absolutely
inevitable if Crantor had chosen to be buried in his
hometown. It does not seem probable to me that the
alternatives and the answering verse somehow allude to
the choice between cremation and inhumation. Both
practices coexisted in Ancient Athens, while inhumation
seems to have been predominant during the Hellenistic
period, and it seems unlikely that Crantor or Arcesilaus
were concerned about this aspect of the funeral.l”
Accordingly, the most natural supplement for the
beginning col. S line 1 would be Zoloig or toig ZoAotg,
but also Tt motpidt or any other expression indicating
Crantor’s homeland is possible.

The infinitive xpvedijvar strongly suggests that the
tragic verse of unknown provenance quoted by Diogenes
has also been copied by Philodemus.!8 However, I find it
hard to believe that Philodemus changed the word order of
the verse by ignoring the rules of iambic metre, and
inserted £¢n immediately before the last word of the verse.
The 1 of the Oxford disegno could be a miswriting for 1
and the & following the verb might in fact have been a x.19
If one accepts these not too far-fetched corrections of the



disegno, it is quite possible that the verse has been quoted
in full, in correct metric word order and without any
insertion. This would leave space for supplementing four
or five letters before the expected participle ending ]gévou
in line 3. In addition to a possible present (perfect)
participle indicating refusal, the aorist participles
nudo]yévov and aicdo]yévov might be considered.?”
Since the funeral-episode represents a rather coherent
narrative marked with a paragraphus at the end (col. S.10),
it is quite likely that the verb in line 7 still depends on
paot. Therefore, I prefer to change the eunep[ Joo of the
Oxford disegno to einajg and not to the finite verb eirev,
as previous editors have done. This would also imply an
infinitive in line 1 for which the verb einelv would have a
parallel in Diogenes Laertius. If the verse was quoted in
full and without interruption, as I assume, it started most
probably with €v at the end of line 1.2! This would for
instance allow for the following reconstruction of col. S.1:
(tolg) ZoAolg, owtov &’ elmelv: “év. In any case, it is
probable that line 1 contained the name of Crantor’s
hometown (whatever the wording) and a verbum dicendi

referring to Crantor.22

In line 8 the assumption of direct speech (indicated by
quotation marks in the text above) does not seem
absolutely necessary to me.23 The traces in the disegno fit
better the supplement avtei[ne]v than avt[€]t[el]v .2
Before some conclusive remarks are made, let me provide
a new transcript and translation of the passage.

Phld. Ind. Acad. col. 16.37-S.10 (PHerc. 1021) —
Fleischer



Col. 16
37 Blov Lo [(c L 10.1.0) ... life ... (and to him,
mv [oJvoiov katéA[tnev sc. Arcesilaos) he

bequeathed his
property, worth no less
than twelve talents.

ovk éhattévev [o]Voalv] &-
40 Elav N dddeko TaA]A[vTo]v.

.............. Arcesilaus is said to

éYA'S.{TF[OVTO]S ﬂsﬂ TV do- have inquired from
veodfot] tov Apk[esi]hav, note- him, when he was
pov avTov &v Todg Ad[voug already dying (....),

whether they should

45 Yayoo[i]v i kavcovteg [€v -
’ o bury him in Athens or

in Soli after his

Col. S cremation. (He replied)

1 [Zolotg. avtov & elmeiv: “gv] “Please it would be
Yiic iAng oxdotloy, kpveIi- covered in the hills of
vor K[ohoy.” ¢ luévov this beloved soil.“

When Polemo (... and)

3¢ 109 Io[A]éuwv[o]¢ kod vo- i
5 wiCovroc abtby Selv & continued to express
H 5 : the view that he (sc.

Vv 0l o0Tol HEAAOVGY Te- Crantor) should be

iivon dnkoug, einely, g 0v- buried in the same
e TpoTEpoV avel[nelv of- tomb(s) in which they
O TOnote 0UT[€] v, will one day be buried,

he (sc. Crantor) said
that he had never
contradicted him and

KTA.

would not do so now.
He has not led the
school....

col. 16: 37 in hac linea Arcesilai mentionem factam esse
conicias 38 legi et supplevi 39 [o]fgcoc[v] Mekler 40 1
dodexa tafAla[vio]v legi et supplevi : NAw drotalEdpevog
Mekler 41 ¢aot 8’ avtod legi wov Blov Ranocchia fine
lineae coniecit 42 eyAein[ovtolg Gaiser  44-45 év toig
Ad[voug] ... N kovoavteg [ev legi et supplevi : év toig
[xlo[wvodc] ... | [&v dAhoug Oxong Gaiser col. S: 1-3
Tololc. avtov & einelv supplevi (possis etiam toig TOAolC.
Tov 8’ elnelv) : Tohoig. anokpivacitor 8 Schroder per litteras
»&vl yiig e1Ang oyxdot]or kpvedilvor k[adov.” supplevi e D.L.
4,25 et Stob. 3.40.8, qui kol pro v habet (versu dissoluto ,,&v
Yiig @iAng oxldoior kaAdv” Epln ,,kpuediilvar. scripserat
Mekler) 2-3  Inkpveinivoud[ O 3 mudo]uévou vel
aicdoluévov ? : Avmov]uévov Schroder per litteras:
S[1aBePorov]uévon Mekler 7 einely, g legi et correxi :
ewep[ Joo O : sfnsv* ¢ Mekler 8 dvrsft[ns]v supplevi :
avt[é]tfellv’ Gomperz : avt[ut[el]lva[t ov]ltdr Amim
avt[éot Biicheler 9 vd[v.” ka1 Gaiser : vO[v 81.” Gomperz
10 apnynodpe[vog Gaiser : onynoopé[vor Mekler

My new reading making Philodemus mention the bequest
of twelve talents in col. 16 shows once again how
similarly many passage in Diogenes and Philodemus were
phrased (v [o]vctlav katéA[tnevl ovk EAaTTOVOV



[o]bcalv] afliov 1 dmdexa to[Ald[vimlv  vs. v
oVvGloy  KotoMmely  ApkeciAde® TOAGVIOV  0DGOV
dvokotdeka). It is noteworthy that even the word order is
almost the same. Philodemus’ phrasing underlines that the
bequeathed amount was a rather substantial one.
Diogenes’ ovoov and the position of ToaAdvtov odooy
dvokoidexo, hint at an original and more elaborate
wording which Diogenes shortened or already found in
condensed form, whereas Philodemus transmits a version
which seems to be closer to Antigonus’ original, maybe
even more or less adopting the biographer’s own words.
Crantor’s deeply felt desire to be buried in his faraway
Cilician hometown of Soli, which the tragic verse
expresses so emotionally, gives us a touching picture of
Crantor and his mild character. He had been held in high
esteem in his hometown before migrating to Athens and
may still have had ties to Soli.2> It was obviously Athens
which had first allowed Crantor to fully develop his talent
and to suitably pursue his philosophical interests, and he
had very good friends there (Polemo, Crates, and of course
his darling Arcesilaus). But for all his ‘Academic’
satisfaction in Athens, Crantor may well have occasionally
remembered his beloved homeland and felt a touch of
nostalgia. With regard to Crantor’s treatise mepi mévoug
which is so different from the rigid Stoic view on the
subject and accepts human emotions to a certain extent, it
should not surprise us to find that the philosopher was
open to deeply human feelings such as nostalgia. It seems
that Arcesilaus, who shared a house with Crantor, was
basically willing to fulfil his last will and it was maybe
more by chance that Polemo was informed about his
desire to be buried in Soli. The scholarch seems to have
almost insisted (present participle — vouilovtoc) that
Crantor should lie in the same tomb “they”26 will one day
be buried in. For sure, if Polemo had suggested to Crantor
that he be buried in any other tomb in Athens, he would
have possibly rejected this suggestion in favour of his
beloved Soli, but the prospect of sharing a tomb?27 with his
teacher Polemo and his friend Crates (as well as
Arcesilaus), with whom he had enjoyed many communal
meals,28 may have changed his original intentions.
Crantor’s reply may be interpreted to mean that he
struggled somewhat with the decision, but finally agreed
with Polemo’s generous and possibly unexpected offer.
His answer shows his affection for Polemo: he has never
contradicted Polemo (concerning his philosophical views)
and does not do so now (concerning a question, which is
in fact non-philosophical, but here too, Crantor is
convinced, Polemo surely knows what the best thing to do
is). May it be that Crantor simply did not wish to



disappoint Polemo by rejecting his offer, or that he liked
the idea of remaining united with his closest Academic
companions even post mortem Crantor chose friendship
over homeland in his last decision. It is remarkable that
Diogenes shortens the episode so drastically that the
wrong conclusion, that Crantor was buried in his native
town and not in Athens, could easily be drawn from his
account. Fortunately, the ashes of Mount Vesuvius have
preserved the whole story, which the new readings allow
us to understand and appreciate now better than ever.

Oxford Kilian Fleischer

*) This project has received funding from the European Union’s
Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under Marie
Sklodowska-Curie grant agreement No. 703798 — AcadHist. This
article reflects only the author’s view. I am currently working on a
new comprehensive edition of Philodemus’ Index Academicorum
(PHerc. 1691/1021/164). 1 would like to thank Graziano Ranocchia
and Nigel Wilson for their advice.
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2) On Crantor’s death under the archon Philocrates, see C.W.
Miiller, Das Archontat des Philokrates und die Chronologie der
Hellenistischen Akademie, RhM 146 (2003) 1-9 with the note of C.
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alternative of Arcesilaus’ question in a very unnatural way Gaiser
[note 4]: “Als aber Polemon die (andere) Auffassung verstirkte”;
Dorandi [note 6]: “Poiché perd Polemone aveva rafforzato il proposito
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4.22 (bpovowg cuuProvvimy Tovutmy Te kou Apkecsilaov) confirms
that all four philosophers were very close to each other.

27) One may think of a kind of crypt where the (cremated) bodies
were deposited in sarcophagi or in urns. It might even be possible that
the tomb in question was located in the area of the Academy.

28) D.L. 4.22: cvocitiov 8¢ enotv avtd O Avtiyovog eival
nopo Kpavtopt, opovomg cuprouviev 1o0tov e Kol ApkestAdov.



