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SHORTER NOTES

HOMER, ODYSSEY 1.132-3

map 8’ adros kAiouov Béro mowkidov €krofev dAAwY
wvnoTipwy, pi keivos dvinbels dpupaydd
Selmvey ddroetev

‘Apart from the others, the suitors’, as Stephanie West translates, adding, ‘a@A)os, as
often, is followed by an epexegetic noun.’! So too Stanford and other commentators
and translators. Of this usage there are, as far as I know, two certain instances in the
two Homeric epics (Od. 8.368-9, 10.485).2 Might we consider an alternative?
Punctuate with a comma after d\Mwv (rather than after puvnormjpwr) and take
pvnoripwy with dpuuaydp.’ This gives perfectly good sense and removes the
unpleasantness of the two bare datives juxtaposed.* Although to us, the readers of
the Odyssey, the meaning of the sentence is ambiguous, Homer’s audience would
have known immediately from the bard’s oral recitation how the words were to be
connected.’

University of Illinois, Urbana HOWARD JACOBSON

!'S. West (ed.), 4 Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey 1 (Oxford, 1988), 93 ad 1.132-3.

2 A case could also be made at Od. 1.128, 2.412, 9.367, 15.449.

3 Eustathius ad loc. writes Tov yodv Umé Tév wvmoripwy ywduevov Suadov dpupaydov
Aéye.. This may suggest he read pvmoripwv with dpupayde. The fact that the scholion ad loc.
gives the lemma as éktoflev dAAwv (not éktoler dANwv pynmoTipwy) may be significant (cf. e.g.
the scholia at Od. 1.60 and 312, where the lemma overlaps the next line).

4 For the placement of w1, cf. e.g. Il. 5.24, 6.57,9.522, 15.196, Od. 16.133, 18.20, 62, 24.174. A
separation as great as uvnoripwy . . . Spuuaydd is not common in Homer, but extreme examples
can also be seen at /I. 11.242-3, 12.177-8, 23.339—40 and Od. 21.372-3.

5 I am indebted to Prof. David Sansone for a beneficial reading of an earlier version of this
note.

AN EMENDATION TO THE SCHOLIA ON HOMER’S NEKUIA!
The scholium TV at Odyssey 11.385 reads:?

dMa kal 6 Ziovpos képdiaros v dia T koAdlerar;

76 kakéTpomov 6 I'Aadkos Tob mpoydvou els oiveaw
periveykev. mds 8¢ kal 6 “Hpardis évraiba uévwv

Oeds; kai mds oldv Te Tov avTov elvar kal év Adov

kal év obpave; kal 7 “HBn 8¢ kah’ “Ounpov mapbévos,
80ev kal oivoyoei. dmiflavov 8¢ adrov Exewv kai Ty oxeviy.
w1} mwv 8€ mds OpLAel; T uév oxeviy €xel kata
davraciav, Tovs € 8o orixous kal fuels dferodpev,
eidwlov, kai, Tépmerar év Badiys. od mdvres 8¢ odror

' Twould like to thank Richard Martin and the anonymous referee for their helpful comments
on this piece.

? G. Dindorf, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odysseam (Oxford, 1855), 511-12. All subsequent
references to the scholia of the Odyssey are to this edition, which remains the most recent with
the exception of A. Ludwich’s Scholia in Homeri Odysseas A 1-309 Auctoria et Emendatiora
(Hildesheim, 1966), which covers but a small portion of the whole.
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Something is clearly wrong with the scholium. Its first two lines apply to Sisyphus,
while the remaining eight apply to Heracles. There is no close connection between
the two groups of comments. Moreover, there is no connection between the note’s
comments on either Sisyphus or Heracles and the line to which they are attached,
Od. 11.385. This line is at the beginning of the resumption of Odysseus’ tale of
Hades. Neither figure will appear for over 200 lines.

In a footnote to the lines, Dindorf acknowledges that there is a textual problem
here. He cites Buttmann’s analysis of the lines,® which holds that, though attempts have
been made to split the note up and move the lines on Sisyphus to Od. 11.593 and those
on Heracles to 11.623, it is best to keep them where they are, ‘ut judicium de iis
integrum esset’.

There is a compelling reason, however, to split up the note and reassign at the least
that part of it which pertains to Heracles. The scholium HT at Od. 11.568 does not
make complete sense either, and the comments on Heracles in TV at Od. 11.385 would
render HT at Od. 11.568 intelligible if joined to it.

HT at 11.568 lists reasons for the athetization of everything in the Nekuia from
Minos to the tortures of the damned to Heracles’s encounter with Odysseus. Yet the
scholium supplies only one reason, that of a narrative inconsistency in these scenes.
The scenes imply that Odysseus has moved into Hades although there has been no
mention of such a move. For the sake of clarity, I will quote the scholia in full:

/ /. ~ 66 o 3 \ < \ k¥ 13 7’
vofeverar uéypt 100 “ds elmwv 6 uév adbis édv Sdpov
2 -~

Aidos elow.” [11.627] kaiToL ok bvTes dyeveis mepi Ty
dpdow. vmép 8¢ Tis dletrioews adTdv Aéyerar Tordde:

. , .y oy oy .
mds olbe TovTovs 7 Tods Aoimods éow Ty Abov muAdV
dvTas kal TV TOTAUDY;

Now, while modern scholarship has turned away from this criticism,* it seems to the
scholia, at least, a very good point, so much so that they reiterate it regularly
throughout the subsequent lines: HQT at Od. 11.570 (Minos), QT at 11.577 (Tityus),
and QT at 11.593 (Sisyphus). But no scholia ever mention it again in connection with
Heracles, and with good reason, because it is ridiculous from any point of view,
whether ancient or modern, to apply the criticism to Heracles at all. Od. 11.627
concludes Heracles’ appearance with, ‘ds elrwv 6 [Heracles] uév adris éBn 8éuov
Audos eiow’, the same sense as the reading of the scholium. So there is no question as
to whether Odysseus had to go into Hades to see Heracles. The note proposes to
athetize all the lines from Minos’ through Heracles’ scene, yet gives a reason that
cannot conceivably apply to the Heracles scene.

I propose that the scholium HT at 11.568 fails to make sense because it is
truncated. The note abruptly ends just as soon as it begins to list the reasons for
the athetization of Od. 11.568-627. The plural 7Toud8e, in particular, makes one

3 P. Buttmann, Scholia Antiqua in Homeri Odysseam (Berlin, 1821).

* See, for example, Heubeck’s note on Odyssey 11.568—627 for an argument for the text’s
integrity based on structural similarities between it and the Nekuia’s catalogue of women.
Heubeck also lists modern attempts to attack the lines, e.g. Wilamowitz’s contention that they are
an Orphic interpolation in Homerische Untersuchungen (Berlin, 1884), 109-206.
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expect something more than the single s question which follows it. At the very
least, something which would explain the athetization of Heracles’ scene has been
left out.

The scholiastic comments on Heracles in TV at Od. 11.385 easily join the truncated
list which rotd8e introduces in HT at 11.568. They continue to enumerate reasons for
athetization in the form of a series of rhetorical questions beginning with 7s. This
conforms to a pattern in the Homeric scholia in which 7&s questions cluster around
one another. A short example of this is also from the scholia on the Nekuia, HT at Od.
11.573, ‘méds odv wikioTor of mpoetpnuévor maides Alwijos; § mds 6 kelpevos
eéAbev; el Be un éénAfe, mds éwpdro;’ Itis interesting to note that this addresses the
text only five lines after the note we are looking at, and in quite similar fashion.
Further such examples are in the scholium on the other Odyssean Nekuia, MV at 24.1,
in which three mds questions are joined together to support the athetization of that
part of the Odyssey. The Iliadic scholia partake of the pattern also, as can be seen in
the scholium bT at 5.885-7.5 So moving the comments about Heracles from TV at Od.
11.385 to HT at 11.568 would not only make the plural rotd8e more intelligible, but
also give the note a form found elsewhere in the scholia.

More importantly, the comments about Heracles in TV at 11.385 make the
reference of HT at 11.568 to Heracles intelligible. The scholium’s comments can now
be understood as a general introduction to the athetization which begins at Od. 11.568
and continues until the end of Book 11. The note sums up the arguments for
athetization, and so the reference to Heracles and the lists of reasons for athetization
peculiar to his scene should come as no surprise at this point in the scholia.® Such a
change in the text is not insignificant. It dispels the impression otherwise created that
the scholia suggest that the Heracles scene, like the descriptions of Minos and the
damned, can be athetized simply because of a problem in the logic of the narrative. As
such, it sets the Heracles scene apart as a separate, and much more complex, textual
problem for the scholia than that provided by the descriptions of Minos and the
damned.

Princeton University EDWARD GUTTING
egutting@princeton.edu

* H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (Berlin, 1969).
¢ The scholia’s other criticisms of the Heracles scene follow shortly after 11.568, at lines
11.601, 602, 604, 616.

THE SEER TISAMENOS AND THE KLYTIADAI

At the battle of Plataia, ‘EAAyoc pév Tioapevos Avridyov v 6 Guduevos: obros
yap 87 eimeto 7 orparedpart TovTw pdvris' Tov édvra "HAeiov kal yéveos Tod
Topudéwv Kdvriadny Aakedaipdvio émorjoavro dewadérepov (Herodotos 9.33.1).

The Klytiadai, like the ITamidai, were an extended family of seers. They claimed
descent from Melampous, by way of Klytios, grandson of Amphiaraos and son
of Alkmaion.! Scholarly opinion is divided as to whether the name Klvriddnv
should be secluded from the text of Herodotos as an intrusive gloss, or left where it is:
if the Klytiadai and Iamidai were separate gene, then Tisamenos must belong to either

! Pausanias 6.17.6, where the line is given as: Amathaon-Melampous-Mantios-Oikles-
Amphiaraos-Alkmaion-Klytios (by a daughter of Phegeus of Arkadia).
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