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THE SCHOLIA ON THE ENDING OF THE ODYSSEY 

Both "Ana ly t ic " and "Uni tar ian" discussions of Odyssey Books $ 297 ­ co ­ the so­called 
"Cont inuat ion of the Odyssey" ­ tend to give ful ler treatment to the language and narrative 
structure than to the problems raised by the Scholia. More often than not the diplomatic 
evidence receives only a brief and hurried treatment. Typical of this approach is a recent 
essay by C. M o u l t o n l , in which the author reviews the various diplomatic, linguistic and 
structural arguments on the basis of which scholars, both ancient and modern, customarily 
reject the ending of the Odyssey as spurious. After a rather inconclusive discussion of the 
various modern interpretations of the terminology employed by the ancient grammarians to 
designate the meaning of the athetesis2, the author concludes this section of his essay by re­
marking " I t has been left to more modern critics to supply arguments for and against the 
poem's f inal l ines"3. No doubt the exact considerations upon which the Alexandrian scho­
lars based their verdict wi l l never be known, but the Scholia often th row valuable light on 
points of fact or problems of exegesis, and, as the disiecta membra of lost commentaries, 
they afford a reasonably good idea of the arguments on which the Alexandrian critics rejec­
ted the passage. Moulton's sole contr ibut ion to this side of the problem is to refer the reader 
to the commentary of Stanford for a rather unsympathetic discussion of " the scanty com­
ments of the scholiast"4. Yet wi thout the notice in the Scholia, modern scholars might al­
ways have doubted the authentici ty of the passage in question on linguistic or structural 
grounds, wi thout ever attempting to prove its spuriousness wi th such apparent conviction. 
The present paper aims to supply this Omission by attempting to look at this port ion of the 
Odyssey f rom the view­point of some of the best critics of ant iqui ty5. 

I. The Evidence 

The diplomatic evidence indicating the judgement of the two great Alexandrian critics, 
Aristophanes and Aristarchus, on the last port ion or "Cont inuat ion" of the Odyssey is to be 
found in two brief announcements (possibly to be regarded as one Statement dif ferent ly 
worded in different manuscripts) in the Scholia on verse \jj 296. The notices run as fol lows6: 

Schol. MV Vind. 133 

'ApLOT<xpävrj<; 8e KOL 'Apibrapxoc. n4paq TT?C, 'OSvooeias TOVTO iroißumcu. 

1. C. M o u l t o n , ' T h e E n d o f t h e O d y s s e y " , G R BS 1 5 , 1 9 7 4 , 1 5 3 ­ 1 6 9 ( he rea f t e r : M o u l t o n ) . 
2 . M o u l t o n 1 5 4 f . a n d n . 8 . 
3 . M o u l t o n 1 5 7 . 
4 . M o u l t o n 1 5 5 a n d n . 1 1 . C f . T h e Odyssey o f H o m e r v o l . I I C o m m e n t a r y o n Bks . X I I I ­ X X I V ed . b y W . B . S t a n f o r d , 

( 2 n d e d n . L o n d o n 1 9 6 5 ) 4 0 9 ­ 4 1 0 ( h e r e a f t e r : S t a n f o r d ) . 
5 . I t w i l l be seen t h a t t h e v i e w ­ p o i n t a d o p t e d here d i f f e r s in i m p o r t a n t essent ia ls f r o m t h a t o f M o u l t o n . 
6 . See A . N a u c k , A r i s t o p h a n i s B y z a n t i i G r a m m a t i c i A l e x a n d r i n i F r a g m e n t a , Hal is 1 8 4 8 , 3 2 ; W . D i n d o r f , S c h o l i a Graeca 

i n H o m e r i O d y y s e a m e x c o d i c i b u s auc ta e t e m e n d a t a , O x f o r d 1 8 5 5 , v o l . I I 7 2 2 ( he rea f t e r : D i n d o r f ) ; O t t o C a r n u t h , 
A r i s t o n i c i 7repi or}ß€iu>v 'OSvooeCas r e l i qu iae e m e n d a t i o r e s , L ips iae 1 8 6 9 , 1 6 2 ( he rea f t e r : C a r n u t h ) ; c f . also M o u l ­
t o n (supra n . 1) 1 5 3 . See also G . Petz l , A n t i k e Diskuss i onen über d ie b e i d e n N e k y i a i , M e i s e n h e i m a m G l a n 1 9 6 9 , 4 4 f . 
( h e r e a f t e r : P e t z l ) , c f . M . van der V a l k , Researches o n t h e T e x t o f t h e l l i ad Par t I I , L e i d e n 1 9 6 4 , 2 6 0 ­ 2 6 3 ( he rea f t e r : 
van d e r V a l k ) ; L . E . Ross i , " L a f i n e a lessandr ina d e l l ' Odissea e t c . " , Riv is ta d i F i l o l o g i a 9 6 , 1 9 6 8 , 1 5 1 ­ 1 6 3 ( h e r e a f t e r : 
Ross i ) . 
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Schol. HMQ 

TOVTO riXoq Tfjq '08vooeta<; ^rqoiv "kpiorapxo^ Kai 'ApiOTO<päpri<;. 

To these two Statements may be added the comment of Eustathius7; 

Eust. p. 1948, 498 

Karä TX\V rßv nakauZv ioropiap 'Apiorapxos K a i ' 'ApLOTCupdi^nq ... eiq TO ... " OOTTCLOIOL ikomo 
neparovotp rr)v 'Oövooeiav, rd k<p€%f}<; £ax riXovq TOV ßißXtov vodevovreq. 

The meaning of these three Statements is clear: the Odyssey ended, in the opinion of Aristo-
phanes and Aristarchus9, and perhaps also of their epigoni, at verse \p 296; the rest of the 
poem was considered spurious. It has been suggested more than once in modern t imeslO 
that in making this judgement Aristophanes and Aristarchus were merely fol lowing their 
predecessors, and that indirect conf irmation of their verdict may be inferred f rom the work 
of Apol lonius Rhodius. On this argument Ap. Rhod. — writ ing two generations before 
Aristophanes and a Century or more before Aristarchus — was, perhaps, consciously echoing 
or (much less l ikely) parodying the scholarly view already current in the mid-third Century 
B.C. That is, when he concluded his Argonautica wi th the verse äonaoiojq ä/crde. Uayacmi!-
8aq eioanißriTe ( IV, 1781) he was echoing the Odyssean verse \p 296 ao-ndoioi \4KTPOLO 

•naXaiov deapöv LKOVTO, which he may have considered to be the last line of the Odyssey. 
But this Suggestion remains only a possibility and some scholars reject in 11. In any case the 
resemblance between Ap. Rhod. IV, 1781 and i// 296 is not, perhaps, so close as that 
between the Odyssean verse and Hesiod Scutum 45 äonaoicos re yikux; re köv böpov 
eiocupiKavev, which has not hitherto been pressed into service on this question12. 

Modern investigatorsl 3 have surmised that either some record of this view of the extent of 
the Odyssey had survived into the t ime of Aristophanes and Aristarchus, or these scholars 
must have been acquainted wi th manuscripts of the Odyssey which ended at verse \p 296. 

7. E u s t a t h i u s m a y w e l l have used a w o r k w h i c h he ca l l ed " A p i o n a n d H e r o d o r u s " w h i c h was also t h e source o f t h e Vene-
tus A Scho l i a a n d o f some glosses in Etym. Gen. See L . C o h n , RE V I , 1 ( S t u t t g a r t 1 9 0 7 ) s.v. ' E u s t a t h i o s ' , co ls . 1 4 6 6 f . ; 
c f . H . Erbse , Bei t räge zu r Ü b e r l i e f e r u n g der l l i asscho l i en , M ü n c h e n 1 9 6 0 , 1 2 2 ­ 1 7 3 , e s p . 1 2 6 f . 

8 . S e e n o t e 1 8 . 
9 . F o r a d e t a i l e d a c c o u n t o f t h e c r i t i c a l a n d e d i t o r i a l ac t i v i t i es o f t h e A l e x a n d r i a n c r i t i c s , see R. P f e i f f e r , H i s t o r y o f Clas­

sical S c h o l a r s h i p , O x f o r d 1 9 6 8 , 1 0 5 ­ 2 3 3 , esp. 1 7 5 f . ( he rea f t e r : P f e i f f e r ) . A c c o r d i n g t o Pfe i f f e r 1 7 5 " A r i s t o p h a n e s 
o n l y i nse r ted marg ina l sigla, t h e n A r i s t a r c h u s in his irnoßv^ßara i n t e r p r e t e d his predecessor 's orißeia a n d m a y also 
have p u b l i s h e d c o m m e n t s f r o m his l ec tu re n o t e s " . 

10 . See e.g. R. M e r k e l b a c h , U n t e r s u c h u n g e n z u r Odyssee, 2 . A u f l . M ü n c h e n 1 9 6 9 , 1 4 4 n . 1 (he rea f te r : M e r k e l b a c h ) ; c f . 
M o u l t o n (supra n . 1) 1 5 6 f . w i t h n . 1 6 . 

11 . See M o u l t o n (supra n . 1) 1 5 6 a n d G . M . B ö l l i n g , E x t e r n a l Ev idence f o r I n t e r p o l a t i o n in H o m e r , O x f o r d 1 9 2 5 , 2 5 2 , 
w h e r e t h e a u t h o r leaves t h e q u e s t i o n o p e n . Desp i te t h e f a c t t h a t w e have n o p r e ­ A r i s t a r c h e a n p a p y r i o f t h e e n d o f t h e 
Odyssey, i t can h a r d l y have been t h e general o p i n i o n c u r r e n t in a n t i q u i t y , t h a t t h e Odyssey ended at verse \p 2 9 6 , 
since al l scr ibes, as fa r as w e k n o w , i n c l u d e d w h a t f o l l o w e d . Clea r l y t h e d i v i s i o n o f t h e w h o l e p o e m i n t o t w e n t y ­ f o u r 
b o o k s was so w e l l es tab l i shed a n d genera l l y accep ted t h a t A r i s t o p h a n e s a n d A r i s t a r c h u s c o u l d n o t change i t . C f . 
P f e i f f e r (supra n . 9) 1 7 6 ; R o s s i (supra n . 6) 1 5 5 f . 

12 . N o t e h o w A p . R h o d . I V , 1 7 8 1 c o r r e s p o n d s less c lose ly w i t h \p 2 9 6 : honaoiojq ... eloaneßr)Te\: aanäovoi... ÜKOVTO 
t h a n w i t h Hes. Sc. 4 5 : honaoLLoc; ... eloaireßriTe:: hcrnaoiuis ... eloaipiKavev. C f . Pfe i f f e r (supra n. 9) 1 7 6 ; M o u l t o n 
(supra n . 1) 1 5 7 a n d n . 1 8 ; van der V a l k (supra n . 6) 2 6 3 ; Rossi (supra n . 6) 157 f . 

13 . See A . K i r c h h o f f , Die h o m e r i s c h e Odyssee u n d i h re E n t s t e h u n g , Ber l i n 1 8 7 9 , 5 3 2 f . ; U. v o n W i l a m o w i t z ­ M o e l l e n ­
d o r f f , H o m e r i s c h e U n t e r s u c h u n g e n , Ber l i n 1 8 8 4 , 6 7 f . ; i d e m . Die H e i m k e h r des Odysseus, Ber l i n 1 9 2 7 , 7 2 f . (here­
a f t e r : W i l a m o w i t z , H e i m k e h r ) ; F . Blass, Die I n t e r p o l a t i o n e n i n der Odyssee, Hal le a.S. 1 9 0 4 , 2 1 4 (he rea f te r : Blass); 
T . W . A l l e n , H o m e r : Or ig i ns a n d T r a n s m i s s i o n , O x f o r d 1 9 2 4 , 2 1 7 ­ 2 2 4 (he rea f te r : A l l e n ) ; M e r k e l b a c h (supra n. 10) 
1 4 2 ­ 1 5 5 ; D . L . Page, T h e H o m e r i c O d y s s e y , O x f o r d 1 9 5 5 , 101 ( he rea f t e r : Page); G.S. K i r k , T h e Songs o f H o m e r , 
C a m b r i d g e 1 9 6 2 , 2 0 4 ­ 2 0 8 . 2 4 4 ­ 2 5 2 ; c f . A . L e s k y , RE S u p p l . ­ Bd . X I ( S t u t t g a r t 1 9 6 7 ) s.v. ' H o m e r o s ' co ls . 1 3 0 . f . ; H. 
Eisenberger , S t u d i e n zu r Odyssee, (Pal ingenesia V I I ) Wiesbaden 1 9 7 3 , 3 1 4 f . ; F. S o l m s e n , " T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f t h e 
O d y s s e e " i n : P o e t r y a n d Poet ics f r o m A n c i e n t Greece t o t h e Renaissance: Stud ies i n H o n o r o f James H u t t o n ed. b y 
G. M . K i r k w o o d , I t h a c a / L o n d o n 1 9 7 5 , 13 ­28 . See also t h e b i b l i o g r a p h y c i t e d in M o u l t o n (supra n. 1) 1 5 4 n. 7 (esp. 
H . Erbse , Bei t räge z u m V e r s t ä n d n i s der Odyssee, Ber l i n 1 9 7 2 , 1 6 6 ­ 2 4 4 ) , a n d in S t a n f o r d (supra n. 4) 4 0 5 . 
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As a third possibility one finds the Suggestion "it may be that they drew the natural inferen-
ce from the sudden change for the worse in technique, style and quality"14. 

II. Atheteses within the Athetesis. 
According to the Scholia15, two episodes in the "Continuation" (0 310-343 and co 1-204) 
were further athetised by Aristarchus. The evidence is as follows: 
Schol. QV on 310-343 (about the summary of Odysseus' adventures): 

ob KaXcöq fjdiT-qoev 'ApLOTapxos ro ik rpeis KOU rpiÖKOvra. pr}Topu<riv jap •neTTOiriK.ev avcme^paXaxüo-

ow KaiknLTop.i]v rrje. 'Obvooeiaz, 

i.e. the present adversary of Aristarchus objects to the athetesis of verses i> 310-343. He 
defends the passage by turning Homer into a kind of model rhetorician, teaching later gene-
rations how to makean ävaK^paXaioooiq. Since this argument is unimportant, Aristarchus' 
athetesis of this section certainly deserves serious consideration. 
Schol. MVon co 7 

'ALPÜJTCLPXCK; öß€Tei{Taxrrr]v) rqv Ninvitw KeyxiXaibic roiq OWCKTIKOOTöLTOL^ ToiaSe 16, 
i.e. Aristarchus objected to the second Nekyia in Book co 1-204. For the arguments, see 
section III infra. 

It is not easy to reconcile Aristarchus' rejection of parts of the text with his rejection of the 
whole of it, but this question is not very important for the present inquiry which is concer-
ned with a discussion of the Scholia on co 1-204. As Monro17 has suggested, Aristarchus 
may have distinguished between (1) a "Continuation" of the Odyssey by some later poet 
extending from verse \p 297 to the end of Book co, and (2) two still later additions, \p 310-
343 and co 1-204. On the other hand, he may have feit uneasy about the whole portion of 
the Odyssey from verse \p 297 onwards, but found the chief reasons for the athetesis within 
the two sections which he singled out ( 310-343 and co 1-204), marking these with the 
obelus. Whatever the case may have been, Aristarchus nevertheless thought that Odyssey 
\p 296 - end was recent, i.e. interpolated18. 
1 4 . Page ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 1 0 1 . T h i s v e r d i c t o f t h e a n c i e n t c r i t i c s h a s b e e n a c c e p t e d b y m o s t m o d e r n " A n a l y t i c a l " i n v e s t i g a -

t o r s , i n c l u d i n g P . v o n d e r M ü h l l , R E S u p p l . ­ B d . V I I ( S t u t t g a r t 1 9 4 0 ) s . v . ' O d y s s e e ' c o l s . 7 6 3 f . ; E . S c h w a r t z , D i e 
O d y s s e e , M ü n c h e n 1 9 2 4 , 5 2 ; M e r k e l b a c h ( s u p r a n . 1 0 ) 1 4 4 , w h o a l s o e x a m i n e s i n g r e a t d e t a i l a S u g g e s t i o n o f S c h w a r t z , 
o p . c i t . 5 2 , t h a t t h e " C o n t i n u a t i o n " is a d e l i b e r a t e c o m p o s i t i o n i n t e n d e d t o l i n k t h e e n d o f t h e Odyssey w i t h t h e b e ­
g i n n i n g o f t h e Telegony. See a l s o K i r k ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 2 4 8 ; c f . A l l e n ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 2 2 1 f o r a n o t h e r v i e w . O n t h e o t h e r 
h a n d F . F o c k e , D i e O d y s s e e , S t u t t g a r t ­ B e r l i n 1 9 4 3 , 3 7 3 , is i n c l i n e d t o e x t e n d t h e e n d o f t h e Odyssey t o l i n e \jj 3 4 3 , 
m a k i n g ve rses 3 1 0 ­ 3 4 3 f o r m p a r t o f t h e o r i g i n a l Odyssey p o e m ( w h i c h h e d e s i g n a t e s w i t h t h e l e t t e r O). C f . M o u l t o n 
( s u p r a n . 1) 1 5 5 a n d P f e i f f e r ( s u p r a n . 9 ) 1 7 7 n . 6 . O n t h e Telegony see W . B . S t a n f o r d , T h e U l y s s e s T h e m e , O x f o r d 
2 1 9 6 8 , 8 6 f . ; G . L . H u x l e y , G r e e k E p i c P o e t r y f r o m E u m e l o s t o P a n y a s s i s , L o n d o n 1 9 6 9 , 1 6 8 ­ 1 6 9 . 

1 5 . D i n d o r f ( s u p r a n . 6 ) 7 2 3 ; B lass ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 2 1 4 ­ 2 1 8 . 

1 6 . T e x t as e m e n d e d b y A . R o e m e r , A r i s t a r c h s A t h e t e s e n i n d e r H o m e r k r i t i k , L e i p z i g 1 9 1 2 , 3 6 ( h e r e a f t e r : R o e m e r ) . 

1 7 . H o m e r ' s O d y s s e y v o l . I I B o o k s X I I l ­ X X I V e d . w i t h E n g l i s h N o t e s a n d A p p e n d i c e s b y D . B . M o n r o , O x f o r d 1 9 0 1 , 2 5 7 
a d \p 2 9 6 ( h e r e a f t e r : M o n r o ) . ( I a m i n d e b t e d t o M o n r o ' s t r e a t m e n t t h r o u g h o u t t h e s e c t i o n s w h i c h f o l l o w ) . 
A g a i n s t t h i s v i e w i t c o u l d b e a r g u e d t h a t i t is a n a c h r o n i s t i c t o r e g a r d A r i s t a r c h u s as d i s t i n g u i s h i n g b e t w e e n v a r i o u s 
s t r a t a ( ' S c h i c h t e n ' ) o f s p u r i o u s m a t e r i a l l i k e a m o d e r n a n a l y s t . 

1 8 . S e e W i l a m o w i t z , H e i m k e h r ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 7 2 f . ; c f . P f e i f f e r ( s u p r a n . 9 ) 1 7 5 n . 6 ; v a n d e r V a l k ( s u p r a n . 6 ) 2 6 2 n o t e 
7 8 7 ; W . B . S t a n f o r d , T h e E n d i n g o f t h e O d y s s e y : a n e t h i c a l a p p r o a c h , i n : H e r m a t h e n a 1 0 0 , 1 9 6 5 , 1 7 ( p o s t s c r i p t ) . I f 
E u s t . 1 9 4 8 , 4 9 f o u n d t h e w o r d s r ä t ^ e ^ f j ? ? c u ? reXovq TOV ßißXiov voQevovres i n h i s e x e m p l a r o f t h e s o ­ c a l l e d 
" A p i o n a n d H e r o d o r u s " (see s u p r a n . 7 ) , w e w o u l d h a v e i n \p 3 1 0 ­ 3 4 3 ä n d OJ 1 ­ 2 0 4 s m a l l e r a t h e t e s e s w i t h i n t h e l a r ­
g e r a t h e t e s i s o f \p 2 9 7 f . H o w e v e r , E r b s e ( s u p r a n . 1 3 ) 1 6 7 f . i n t e r p r e t s t h i s passage d i f f e r e n t l y f r o m W i l a m o w i t z ( o p . 
c i t . ) i n t h a t h e i n f e r s f r o m E u s t a t h i u s ' f o l l o w i n g w o r d s ( 1 9 4 9 , 1 f . ) eiWot av ovv ri<; o r t 'ApioTapxos Kai 'Apioro-
<pävr)<; ol pr)d£vTe<; ob TO ßißXibv 777? ' O S u a o e t a ? , a \ \ ä l a w « ; r ä « a i p i a ravrriq ewavOa owreTeXeodai tpaoiv 
t h a t t h e w o r d s r ä e i ^ e ^ q . . . vodeiWrec a r e E u s t a t h i u s ' o w n i n f e r e n c e a n d t h a t h e h a d n o m o r e t e x t b e f o r e h i m t h a n 
is p r e s e r v e d i n t h e e x t a n t S c h o l i a . B u t a g a i n s t t h i s v i e w i t c o u l d b e a r g u e d t h a t A r i s t a r c h u s ' a d v e r s a r y u n d e r s t o o d A r i ­
s t a r c h u s i n a d i f f e r e n t sense ( i . e . t h a t A r i s t a r c h u s r e j e c t e d t h e w h o l e passage ) a n d f o u n d i t n e c e s s a r y t o d e f e n d e s p e ­
c i a l l y ve rses u j 2 0 5 ­ 4 1 1 ( t h e r e c o g n i t i o n s c e n e ) . E u s t . 1 9 4 8 , 5 3 f . E r b s e a r g u e s ( o p . c i t . 1 6 9 ­ 1 7 0 ) t h a t , f o r A r i s t a r c h u s , 
a n a t h e t e s i s w i t h i n a n a t h e t e s i s " s e i n e m S y s t e m w i d e r s p r o c h e n h ä t t e " . F u r t h e r m o r e , t h a t w e h a v e n o e v i d e n c e f o r A r i ­
s t a r c h u s ' t e r m i n o l o g y f o r a n y o t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n t h a n t h a t b e t w e e n t h e g e n u i n e l y H o m e r i c a n d t h e s p u r i o u s , w h e t h e r 
t h i s is c a l l e d veuirepucdv, KVK\LK6JT€POV, t h e w o r k o f a ÖLaoKevaorriq, o r a n y t h i n g e i s e . B u t i t m i g h t s t i l l b e p o s s i b l e 
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I I I . Arguments in the Scholia on co 1-204 

M o r e i n te res t ing , however , are Ar i s ta r chus ' argumen ts f o r t h e thesis t h a t t h e p o r t i o n s men-
t i o n e d were i n t e rpo la ted . 
These argumen ts are summar ised in t h e Scho l ia o n w 1 b y an apo log is t w h o o b j e c t s t o 
t h e athetesis o f Ar i s ta rchus . I t w i l l be conven ien t , f o r t h e sake o f c l a r i t y , f irst t o summar ise 
Ar i s t a r chus ' reasons f o r t h e athetesis and t h e n t o discuss t h e coun te r -a rgumen ts o f Ar is ta r ­
chus ' adversary : 

A . Aristarchus' objections 

Ar i s ta r chus ob jec ted t o t h e second Nekyia f o r t h e f o l l o w i n g reasons: 

(1) ÖTl OVK iöTL Küß ' X)ß7)ßOV ^uxonoßncx; b 'Epßfjq. 

T h e f u n c t i o n o f Hermes as a \pvxoiroß-nö<;, i. e. a c o n d u c t o r o f s o u l s t o Hades, is 
w i t h o u t precedent in H o m e r . T h e si lence o n t h i s special f u n c t i o n o f Hermes is 
indeed surpr is ing , since dea th is so o f t e n descr ibed in t h e Odyssey. T h e argumen t 
is c o n f i r m e d b y Scho l . A o n lliad X 3 6 2 2 0 . 

(2) ä\\' oü5e xdövvoq b Beöq. 

T h i s o b j e c t i o n f o l l o w s f r o m t h e preceding one : Hermes is no t one o f t h e Under­
w o r l d dei t ies in t h e H o m e r i c poems. 

(3) KvXXrjvtoq 8e ovöapov eipr]Tat2-1 

Ar i s t a r chus observes t h a t t h e t e r m KvWrjvioq ( u l ) is a pos t ­Homer i c ep i the t . 
I t occurs f ive t i m e s in some o f t h e H o m e r i c H y m n s w h i c h are p r o b a b l y later t h a n 
" H o m e r " , e. g. Merc. 3 0 4 ( in re ference t o Hermes) , 3 1 8 , 3 4 7 , X V I I I , 1 ; Pan X I X , 
31 . I t is also used at lliad 0 5 1 8 as an adjec t ive der ived f r o m t h e place­name KuX-
XT?I>77 w i t h o u t a n y re ference t o Hermes. 

(4) äXXd 7TUX ol ipvxaiovK cwToparai KOLTICLOW, G X ev 'IXid5i;22 

Ar i s ta r chus ob jec ts t h a t whereas in t h e lliad t h e souls o f t h e dead go d o w n t o 
Hades unchape roned , in t h i s passage t h e y are accompan ied b y Hermes, an occur ­
rence w i t h o u t paral le l elsewhere in H o m e r . Th is repeats essent ia l ly t h e argumen t 
in sec t ion (1) supra. 

(5) hXh' aörai K ai ärcupoi K ariaoiv. 

Ar i s ta r chus p o i n t s o u t t h a t no a t t e n t i o n is paid t o t h e f ac t t h a t t h e slain sui tors 
are st i l l u n b u r i e d at t h e t i m e w h e n t he i r souls are being c o n d u c t e d t o Hades. In 
t h e f irst Nekyia ( B o o k X) E lpeno r , t he c o m p a n i o n l e f t u n b u r i e d in Circe's is land, 
meets and ent reats Odysseus at t h e ent rance o f Hades t o grant h i m f une ra l r ights , 

to argue tha t the athetesis of \p 2 9 7 f f . on the one hand , and of \p 3 1 0 - 3 4 3 and u> 1 - 2 0 4 o n the other , represent t w o 
d i f fe ren t phases of Aristarchus' t r e a t m e n t of the passage, e. g. he might have f o l l o w e d his predecessor's athetesis of 
\jj 2 9 7 f . in the earlier ed i t ion of his VTrößurißa and then conf ined the athetesis to \p 3 1 0 - 3 4 3 and ui 1 - 2 0 4 in r i 
\]Kpiß(jJn4va vTTopvT\ßa.Ta. C f . the plausible suggestions given by M o u l t o n (supra n. 1) 1 5 6 . 

19 . See D i n d o r f (supra n. 6 ) 7 2 4 - 7 2 5 ; C a r n u t h (supra n. 6) 1 6 3 - 1 6 4 . Aristarchus' reasons for rejecting \p 3 1 0 - 3 4 3 are 
not given in the Schol ia . For a recent discussion along similar lines but in greater deta i l , see Petzl (supra n. 6 ) 4 4 - 6 6 . 

2 0 . See K . Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis homeric is , 3 r d edn . Lipsiae 1 8 8 2 , 1 8 4 (hereaf ter : Lehrs); L. Fr iedländer , Aristonici 
nepi oriiietojv ' I \ u i 6 o ? rel iquiae emendat iores , Göt t ingen 1 8 5 3 , 3 2 3 (hereafter: Fr ied länder ) . 

2 1 . See Dindor f (supra n. 6 ) 7 2 4 - 7 2 5 . A r i s t a r c h u s ' o b j e c t i o n ends w i t h the w o r d etpr^rai. Spohn's conjecture etpr^rai el 
(p.r\) ü.na£ (fj &7ra£ codd. ) does not y ie ld satisfactory sense. For Ar is ta rchus 'ob jec t ion and the adversary's reply we 
should perhaps read: KvWrjvux; 5e obSaßov etprirai. el &7ra£. O6K \6-yov ^ a i acÖKoq.. « a t fiüx 'ATTOWOJV. 
See H.J . Polak , A d Odysseam eiusque scholiastas curae secundae, 2 Bde., Leiden 1 8 8 1 - 1 8 8 2 , ad l o c , w h o inserts CJ? 
before Kai OCJKO<;, unnecessari ly. 

2 2 . C f . note 2 0 supra. 
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w i t h o u t w h i c h he w i l l apparen t l y be unable t o pass t h e gates o f Hades (X 51-80) . 
In t he present passage t he sui tors are said t o have entered Hades w i t h o u t bur ia l — 
an occur rence unparal le led in Homer . A simi lar verse in t he lliad (T 73) hasalso 
been athet ised23. 

(6) aXX ' oböe Zoucev ek "Aßov XevKriv ewai nfrpav (co 11 f . ) 

T h e geographica! detai ls ment ioned in verses OJ 11-12 do not agree w i t h o the r 
Homer i c accounts o f Hades, except in t he case o f Oceanus. The Whi te Rock is 
ment ioned o n l y in t h i s passage and t he Gates o f t he Sun are w i t h o u t Homer i c 
precedent . T h e C o m m u n i t y o f Dreams is also a l oca t ion un ique in H o m e r : t he no-
t i o n suggested b y t he phrase is inconsistent w i t h t he accoun t given at Odyssey 
T 562 o f t he t w o gates o u t o f w h i c h dreams issue. 

(7) axcupoq 8e Kai f] 'Ax iAÄäox Kai ' Ay ajie'ßvovo<; öpiKih. 

Ar is ta rchus objects t o t he dia logue between Ach i l les and A g a m e m n o n (verses co 
23-98) as i nappropr ia te or i l l - t imed (dKcupoc). I t is i r re levant t o t he main s to ry , 
and t he newly-ar r ived souls o f t he sui tors have t o wa i t un t i l it is over . I t is also 
stränge t ha t A g a m e m n o n and Ach i l les shou ld be assumed no t t o have met pre-
v ious ly in Hades, and t he w h o l e meet ing i tself is i r re levant t o t h e Odyssey and t o 
t he Situat ion o f t he sui tors. 

(8) rrcSc. öe Kai oQpa 5 tipeve TOü 'AXIXX^GX erri Toaamaq 7?pepa<r; 

I t is stated at verse co 65 t h a t Ach i l les ' corpse was bur ied o n t he e igh teenth day 
af ter his death . Ar is ta rchus inquires how t he corpse cou ld have lain in tact f o r 
eighteen days w i t h o u t decay ing. 

(9) a X X d KOC Tö äpidpew ras Moijaac. ovx 'Opripuiöv. 

Ar is ta rchus observes t h a t , con t ra r y t o Homer i c pract ice, verse co 60 {Movoai 5 ' 
evvka •näoai) is t he o n l y Homer i c con tex t where t he Muses are given a de f i n i t e 
number , and t he o n l y place in t he Odyssey where t h e y are ment i oned in t h e p l u -
ral (compare t he use o f t he Singular at a 1 and 6 63 , 4 8 1 ) . I t is d i f f i c u l t t o accept 
Monro ' s c o m m e n t 2 5 t ha t t he w o r d s " d o no t necessarily mean t h a t the re were 
nine Muses", since t h i s is surely w h a t t h e t e x t says. Moreover t he passage is not 
l i ke ly t o be as early as t h e Theogony, so it is not w o r t h saying t h a t " i t may be 
source o f t he later be l ie f " t h a t t he Muses were nine in number . On t he o the r hand, 
nine Muses are ment ioned in Theogony 76 -79 : 
evvia öiryarepec, peyakov Aiöq eKyeyavCai, 

KXeico T' Eirripirr} je 0 d X e i d re MeXnopivq re 

Tep^ixöprt T' ' E p a r d j r e UoXvpvui T' Ovpavvq re 

KaXkumri 9' .f) de •npoyepeoTärq eoTw änaoicov, 

and t he number nine may have been t aken f r o m t he re .26 

23. Cf. Schol . A ad \p 73 : r} önrXfi 8TI £KTö? TOV noraßov imorideTai ras TCJV hrdupuiv \pvxä<;< Kai ßi] enißioyo-
ß<zva<; ra t? ev,TÜ> kpdßei. TJ 8e avaxpopä np6<; rä adeTOvpeva ev rfi veKvia. See Friedländer (supra n. 20) 327 ; 
Lehrs (supra n. 20) 173; Petzl (supra n. 6) 53 . 

24 . Cf . Schol . ad JT2 7 2 0 ; ü0CTT)T^O? 6e b Movaiov enr' 'AxCWeC 0pr\vo<;. See Lehrs (supra n. 20) 184. 
25. M o n r o (supra n. 17) 265 ; c f . Stan fo rd (supra n . 4) note on CJ 6 0 . 
26. See also i b i d . 56-61: 

evvta yäp ol vvKraq epioyeTo ßririera Ze ik 
vöotpw hn' adavarfjjv lepov \^x°? eloavaßaäxjjv • 
h\\' 6T€ 677 p' >evuwTÖ<; %T\V, nepi 6' Zrpairov Ljpai 
p.r\vü)v ipdw6vTu>v, nepi 8' fißara noW kreXiodr}, 
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(10) aXoyou 8i KCU km TCOV vecov ÖVTGOV ainiov Xiyeip ör i Seiocuneq ras Nrjpri&aq t^prfov eiri 

rdc. vavq. 
T h i s r e m a r k re fe rs t o verse CJ 5 0 w h e r e A r i s t a r c h u s o b j e c t s t h a t t h e Greeks are 
a l r e a d y a t t h e sh ips t o w h i c h t h e y had b r o u g h t t h e b o d y o f A c h i l l e s ( w 4 3 ) . T h i s 
o b j e c t i o n is m e r e l y c o n c e r n e d w i t h an e r r o r i n t h e d e t a i l s o f A g a m e m n o n ' s nar ra­
t i v e a b o u t t h e c o m m o t i o n t h a t arose a f t e r t h e d e a t h o f A c h i l l e s , A r i s t a r c h u s ' 
p o i n t be ing t h a t w h o e v e r i n v e n t e d t h e w h o l e passage in q u e s t i o n (co 1­204 ) d i d 

n o t k n o w his lliad w e l l e n o u g h , i f he c o m m i t t e d such o b v i o u s e r ro r s o f d e t a i l 
as t h i s . 

(11) neos 8e KCUö 'kinpmibcov kmora-TOLL TT)V ev roiq äypotq eirißovXrjv; 

T h i s c r i t i c i s m re fe rs t o co 1 5 0 f . , t o w h i c h A r i s t a r c h u s o b j e c t s o n t h e g r o u n d s 
t h a t A m p h i m e d o n ' s k n o w l e d g e o f t h e m e e t i n g o f Odysseus a n d T e l e m a c h u s in 
t h e house o f E u m a e u s , a n d o f t h e subsequen t p l o t f o r m e d t h e r e against t h e sui­
t o r s , is s u r p r i s i n g 2 7 , 

B. The counter-arguments of Aristarchus' adversary 

T h e c o u n t e r ­ a r g u m e n t s t o A r i s t a r c h u s ' o b j e c t i o n s t o GJ 1­201 are l a c o n i c a l l y expressed a n d , 
in some par t s , o b s c u r e . T h e y m a y be e n u m e r a t e d as f o l l o w s : 

(1) T o A r i s t a r c h u s ' o b j e c t i o n t h a t t h e f u n c t i o n o f H e r m e s a s a \pvxoirofjm6q is u n p a r ­

a l l e led in H o m e r (see 111 A [ 1 ] supra) t h e c o u n t e r ­ a r g u m e n t r u n s t h u s : 

ov8e TöV 'AiröXXojva {pvrtßoveveö ent rfjq TrvKTUirjq, ei pi] äira% ( ^ 6 6 0 ) 28 . 

T h e a p o l o g i s t means t h a t t h e r e are o t h e r u n p a r a l l e l e d passages in H o m e r t o w h i c h 
n o o n e o b j e c t s : A p o l l o is said o n o n e o c c a s i o n (at lliad ^ 6 6 0 ) t o be t h e g o d o f 
p r i z e ­ f i g h t e r s . T h i s r e t o r t does n o t r e f u t e t h e a r g u m e n t o f A r i s t a r c h u s (see t h e 
f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n ) . 

(2) A r i s t a r c h u s ' o b j e c t i o n t h a t H e r m e s is n o t a g o d o f t h e U n d e r w o r l d (xdovioq) is 

answe red as f o l l o w s : 

OVK evde'coq b eiq "Aißov Karekdiov xOövioq, enei Kai 'AOrjvä Öi 'Hpa/cXea ( 0 3 6 6 ­ 3 6 8 , X 
626) Kai ö "AtÖTjc; 'OXüpirux; (E 398)29 . 

T h i s means t h a t i t is a non sequitur t o say t h a t o n c e a g o d has gone t o t h e U n d e r ­
w o r l d , he b e c o m e s o n t h a t a c c o u n t a d e i t y o f t h a t place a n d deserves t h e t i t l e 
xdöuioq; in f a c t A t h e n a t o o o n c e w e n t d o w n t o t h e U n d e r w o r l d o n a c c o u n t o f 
Herac les , b u t she is n o t f o r t h a t reason a n y m o r e a goddess o f t h e U n d e r w o r l d 
t h a n Hades w o u l d c o u n t as a n O l y m p i a n because he o n c e w e n t u p t o M o u n t 

f j 6 ' €T€K' evvea novpac; bn&ppovac;, fjoiv hoLdr) 
ließßXeraL ev öjrßeaaw b.Kr\bea dvßov exovoaLS, 
and 915­917; 
Mvrjnoavvr\<; 6 ' e£aüri<j epäaoaro «aXAtKÖjLioto 
e£ f)<; pl Movaai xPvoä.ßirvKe<; e^ey^vovTo 
evvea, TTIOU> aöov üaXiai KGU T^p^t? hoLöf)<;. 
See 'Hesiod Theogony' ed. with Proleg. and Commentary by M.L. West, Oxford 1966, ad loc. 

27. Actual ly, Amphimedon's narrative may be paralleled by other instances of the violation of consistent adherence to a 
specific narrative point of view in the Odyssey, e.g. ß 377 f . , where Odysseus reports a dialogue in heaven (here lines 
389­390 excuse the violation of the narrative view­point) and o 415 f., Eumaeus' account of how he came to Ithaca: 
a small boy at the t ime, he could not have known about or understood his nurse's amour with the Phoenician and 
other details of the plot. 

28. See Roemer (supra n. 16) 36, who conjectures nvri^ovevei. 
29. See Roemer (supra n. 16) 36 and 'Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum ad Odysseam pertinentium reliquias' ed. 

H. Schräder, Leipzig 1890, 129 f.; for the Supplements, which perhaps seem superfluous and unnecessary, in view of 
the laconic style of Aristarchus' adversary. 
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Olympus (see lliad E 398)30. That may be a fair counter-argument as far as it goes, 
but it ignores Aristarchus' previous object ion that Hermes is never known as a 
\pvxoTTOßiröq and it is in this respect that the counter-argument misses the point 
completely. Aristarchus means that if Hermes is given the funct ion of a \pv\o-
noßiröq here, then whoever inserted this passage in its present context must also 
have thought that he is a god of the Underworld (xdövios). But Aristarchus has 
already pointed out (see IV A [1] supra) tat the funct ion of a \pvxoirop.iröq does 
not belong to Hermes, therefore he could not be a X^öVLO^. Perhaps Aristarchus 
may have said: "Hermes is not a god of the Underworld (xdovios) because he is not 
a \pvxoTTOßirö(;". Whoever wrote the counter-argument seemsto see the individual 
points raised by Aristarchus in his objections only in isolation and not in relation 
to one another. He fails to see the wood for the trees. 

Aristarchus objects (see I I I A [3 ] supra) that the epithet KvWriuioq as applied to 
Hermes is unique in Homer. The apologist counters wi th the fo l lowing remark: 

ei&ira% OVK £%CO \&yov • KCLI OöOKOC; [sc. 'Epßijq &na% naXeiTcu], neu rjüoq 'ATOXXCOP^I. 

Hermes is also once called oojKoq "the Stout One" or "the Strong One" at lliad 
T 72: ATITOL 5 ' ävrtoTT) odonos epiovvioq 'Eppijq, and Apol lo is once ref er red 
to as fjiöq. In fact, Apol lo is called by that epithet twice, at lliad 0 356 and T 
152, to which one may add Hymn. Horn. Ap. 120. Hence, although it may be con-
ceded that C F ö O K O C is as unique in Homer as Kv\\f)vioq, the citat ion of T ? I ö C asan 
addit ional instance of an otherwise unknown epithet (to which no one objects) is 
inaccurate, since the epithet is employed more than once in Homer. It is obvious 
that Aristarchus' adversary is using both a good and a bad analogy in order to help 
his case by confusing the point at issue. 

Aristarchus' object ion that in the lliad the souls of the dead go down to Hades un-
aecompanied (see I I I A [4 ] supra) is countered by his adversary thus: obbev 
KooXvet Kai napa-n^pnovroq a ü r d c rivoq, i.e. nothing prevents them f rom being 
aecompanied by someone on this occasion. This response is characteristic of the 
manner and tone in which the counter-arguments are given: ad hoc, naive, and 
of ten petulant, and no aecount is taken of the religious coneeptions which prevail 
in Homer. 

To Aristarchus' objection that nowhere eise in Homer are the souls of the dead 
presented as going down to Hades whilst their bodies are still unburied, Aristar­
chus' adversary states: fococ, 8id TL naOäpoiov 77 5iä TT}P 'Eppov -npövoiav 
Kr\hop£vov TOV 'OSuaa^ojc 5id rr\v ovyyeveiav. In other words, perhaps it was 
because they may have reeeived some f o rm of puri f icat ion ( f rom whom?) or be­
cause of Hermes' regard for Odysseus,to whom he is related. It is unusual, however, 

On the other hand, the Scholium, without Roemer's conjectures, may be interpreted as follows: 
"Athena went down to the Underworld because of Heracles but she is not on that aecount a goddess of that place. On 
the other hand, Hades, although living in the Underworld, counts in one instance as an Olympian, since he is the bro­
ther of Zeus and Poseidon". 
Cf. lliad O 187­193: 
rpet? ydp T' EK Kpdvov elßev ü6e\i^eot'. ov<; TCKCTO 'P^a. 
Zetk Kai 'eyü>, rptVaro? 6' 'Ai'Srjc, kv£poiou> hvaaau>v_ 
TßLxQa 8e naxna 6^6aarat, %naoTo<; 6' 'iwiope Tißi)<:' 
fyroi ejijv 'iXaxqv -no\ir)v a\a vat£p.ev alei 
•naWoß^vcjv, 'At'Srjc 6' 'iXaxe $&pov ^epöevra 
Zeik 6' 2 \ a x ' obpavdv ebpvv ev alßepL Kai ve<pt\floi-
yaia. 6' 2TI %vvi} irämojv Kai paKpoq 'K)\vßiro<;. 
See Dindorf (supra n.6) 724­725; Roemer (supra n. 16) 36; for the text see note 21 supra. 
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in Homer for a god to chaperon the souls of his protege's victims. The suggestions 
in the counter-argument are again improvisatory and desperate, and fail to stand up 
to scrutiny. 

(6) Aristarchus objects that the localities mentioned at w 11-12 do not agree with 
other accounts of Hades in Homer (IV A [6] supra). To this the apologist's objec-
tion seems to be off-hand: rä -npöq rr\v riptpav eoTpap.p.eva abrf)q Xevuaive-
TCU, which probably means "the parts of it (avTfjq) which are turned towards or 
face the daylight are whitened by it"32. 

(7) The apologist counters Aristarchus' criticism that the dialogue between Achilles 
and Agamemnon is i l l-t imed (ä/coupoO as fol lows: evnaipcoc; • avanXripoL rä 
äXXaxov TTapaXeup64vTa. That is to say, it is not ill-timed or out of place because 
it fills in the details of the Trojan story which have been omitted elsewhere. While 
that may be so,it should be pointed out that such an argument could be used to 
defend any passage inserted out of place. 

(8) Aristarchus objects that it is inconceivable that Achilles' corpse could have lain for 
eighteen days without decaying (see III A [8] supra). To this the apologist objects: 
diä rr}v Qinv, cos Kai Tö UarpÖKXov. This presumably means, Achilles' body 
may have been preserved through the divine agency of Thetis, as happened in the 
case of Patroclus' body. But again this is nothing more than a guess. 

(9) To Aristarchus' objection that the nine Muses are nowhere eise mentioned in Homer 
(see III A [9] supra) the apologist retorts with the question: r i ncoXvei aira%; 
what prevents the definite number from being given once here? It seems as if the 
counter-argument, despite its petulant brevity, has some reason on its side: it may 
be noted that in the fragments of Alcman the Muses are sometimes plural, some-
times singular33/ so the Variation here need not indicate difference in authorship. 
The same is the case in Pindar34 and Bacchylides35. 

(10) Aristarchus' objection to verse GJ 50 on the grounds that the Greeks were already 
at the ships where they had brought the body of Achilles and therefore could not 
be described as having fled, is answered thus: äirö TOV TWV Mvppiöövcov vav-
OT&6povf£ipwyov £ni rdc. GLVTüV vavq. The Greeks fled, then, from the part of 
the beach where Achilles' men, the Myrmidons, were anchored. This counter-
argument is a sensible guess, but nothing more. 

(11) The apologist replies to Aristarchus' criticism that Amphimedon could not have 
known all the details that he gives about the plot to kill the suitors(see III A [11 ]) 
as follows: en TCöV elKÖrojv re /c /za ipera t . That is to say, he inferred from the 
general probabilities of the Situation. What, one might ask, could Amphimedon 
reasonably infer from the Situation? He could, in fact, only infer that he and the 
other suitors were killed by a plot of some kind engineered by Odysseus, and, 
probably, also assume from the scene of the slaughter of the suitors that those who 
aided Odysseus were his confederates in the plot36. But it is unlikely that he would 
know where the plot was planned, unless, perhaps, the suitors happened to have 

3 2 . See Erbse (supra n. 13) 2 3 5 f . 
3 3 . Müoa: 5 f r . 2 i 2 2 ; 14 (a) 1 (bis), 2 7 . 1 , 2 8 , 3 0 . M ü>oav3'\. MCJCTCU 8 . 9 , 4 6 . M c j a ä ^ 5 9 (b) 1. References to 'Poetae 

Melici Graeci ' ed. D . L . Page, O x f o r d 1 9 6 2 . O n the number of the Muses see in general M . M a y e r , RE X V I ( 1 9 3 3 ) s.v. 
'Musai ' ,co ls . 6 8 7 f . 

• 3 4 . See the Index to 'Pindari Carmina cum f ragmentis ' ed. B. Snell vol. I I : Fragmenta (3rd edn. Lipsiae 1 9 6 4 ) , s.v.; see 
also, W.J. Slater, Lexicon to Pindar, Berlin 1 9 6 9 , s.v. 

3 5 . See the Index to 'Bacchylidis Carmina c u m f ragmentis ' ed. B. Snell (8 th edn. Lipsiae 1 9 6 1 ) , s.v. 
3 6 . C f . M o u l t o n (supra n. 1) 1 6 2 : " T o the mind of a suitor , lately dead almost before he knew w h a t hit h i m , collusion 

w o u l d appear the rat ional e x p l a n a t i o n " . 



maintained spies in the f ields to report on the movements and activities of Eumaeus 
and of anyöne eise around. But nothing of the sort was done by the suitors, either 
collectively or as individuals, hence Amphimedon's detailed knowledge of the plot 
agäinst the suitors is indeed surprising, although, as hasbeen argued (see I I I A [T1] 
and n. 27 supra) it f i ts in wi th the absence of consistent adherence to a specific 
narrative point of view in the Homeric epics. 

IV. Conclusion. 

Although the Scholia present the various objections of Aristarchus side by side in a very 
much abbreviated fo rm without indicating whether he thought one more important than 
another, whether he denied the poet any unique expression, or whether he relied on the 
cumulative weight of his arguments, one can f o rm a fair ly good idea of the method of crit i­
cism which Aristarchus applied to the passage under discussion37. Aristarchus has reconstruc­
ted the Homeric world in his imagination and carefully separated it f rom that of his own t ime 
and place, and frequently compares the text of Homer wi th this reconstructed wor ld of his 
imagination, in order to discover discrepancies and inconsistencies between them. He is 
chiefly interested in the detection of all types of inconsistency, and constantly subjects 
every passage in the Homeric text to a rigorous examination in order to discover inconsisten­
cies. The catholicity of his interests and the rigorous application of this method to all details 
are notable. For instance, such narrative details as the State of Achilles' corpse ( I I I A 8), the 
Greeks' f l ight to the ships ( I I I A 10) or the inconsistency in the adherence to a specific narra­
tive view­point at co 150 f . (I I I A 11), such geographica! details as the White Rock of Hades 
( I I I A 6) and such minor inconsistencies asthe Variation in the number of the Muses ( I N A 9), 
the epithets xQövioq and KvWrjvioq as applied to Hermes ( I I I A 2 and 3), do not escape 
his attention. Admi t ted ly , not all of these objections are of equal weight or significance but , 
taken together, they lend weight to Aristarchus' suspicion that the passage is spurious. To the 
modern reader, however, the most convincing of his arguments seem to be his objections to 
the untimeliness of the conversation between Achilles and Agamemnon ( I I I A 7), and, above 
all, to the introduct ion of Hermes as guide of souls ( I I I A 1 and 4) and the descent of the 
souls of the unburied suitors to Hades ( I I I A 5). The discussions of these two latter objections 
reveal that Aristarchus conceived misgivings about the conception of the Underworld and the 
picture of life after death depicted in Odyssey co 1­204: they are inaccurate and at variance 
wi th the orthodox accounts found elsewhere in Homer. His misgivings about these and other 
inconsistencies already mentioned undoubtedly led him to suspect the authentici ty of the 
passage and to reject it and its surroundings38. This was not the only occasion on which Ari­
starchus rejected a passage in the Odyssey on those grounds: verses X 566­640 (King Minos' 
Hades) were similarly rejected (although the reasons were more expl ic i t ly stated) because 
they show inconsistencies in the presentation of the situation39. In contrast, Aristarchus' 
adversary is ready to permit anything in the text (cf. I I I B 7), and, in his desperate efforts 
to save the passage, resorts to retorts, invective and improvisatory arguments. 

3 7 . For a detailed discussion of Aristarchus' critical methods, see my article 'The Scholia on Odyssey X 5 6 6 - 6 4 0 ' forth-
coming in Eranos. 

3 8 . Modern "Ana ly t ica l " criticism seems to conf i rm this explanat ion, see Page (supra n. 13) 101 wi th note 14 supra. 
3 9 . I.e. Odysseus does not enter Hades but merely Stands at the entrance while the shades come to him, yet he Claims to 

describe the inside of Hades f rom autopsy. For further discussion see "Schol ia" note 3 7 supra. 
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In rejecting verses co 1-204 Aristarchus no doubt raised an important question of criticism 
concerning that portion of the Odyssey, and his verdict has had an enormous effect on sub-
sequent Homeric criticism. What the preceding discussion has tried to show is how Aristar­
chus (and ex hypothesi Aristophanes)40 arrived at their verdict — at least, to the extent that 
the surviving evidence permits. The present case illustrates how an Observation of ancient cri­
tics provides a starting­point for modern "Analytical" and "Unitarian" criticism and retains 
its essential validity and importance to the present day41. The commentator should always 
try, as far as the available evidence allows, to look at the Homeric poems through the eyes of 
ancient critics, who were closer in time to the world for which the poems were composed, 
and whose judgements in such matters are important if not decisive42. 

40. See supra n. 9. 
41. Although Aristarchus' arguments may give pause to a "Unitar ian" critic, the latter may also derive some comfort from 

the fact that Aristarchus may not have based his judgement on any manuscript evidence, and consequently had no more 
authority for athetising the passage than any modern scholar, except by virtue of the reputation of his critical activities 
for their wide ränge and high quality. Cf. the remarks of E. Bethe, Der Schluss der Odyssee und Apollonios von Rhodos, 
in: Hermes 53, 1918, 445. 

42. I would like to thank my colleagues, Professors Duncan Fishwick, John Wilson and Andrew Dyck, for kindly reading 
through an earlier draft of this essay and suggesting improvements. My thanks are also due to my teachers, Professors 
R. Merkelbach and M.L. West, for their helpful advice and criticism. I am also grateful to Prof. R. Kassel for some help­
ful suggestions. Needless to say, I am alone responsible for any errors that still remain in this essay. 
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