Tautologies and Transpositions:
Aristarchus’ Less Known Critical Signs

Francesca Schiromt

RITICAL SIGNS (onueta)! are a staple of Alexandrian

criticism. Even though they probably first started to be

used on Homer, ancient scholars used them for other
authors as well, as papyrological evidence and some ancient
and medieval sources demonstrate.? I focus here only on the
onueta used by Aristarchus to study Homer. Aside from being
present in important Iliadic manuscripts, especially the Venetus
A Marc.gr. 2. 454 = 822, tenth century), they can be found in
ancient editions and commentaries on papyrus. In addition, a
description of their function is preserved in later compendia of

! For an overview on critical signs see A. Gudeman, “Kritische Zei-
chen,” RE 11 (1922) 1916-1927, and M. Stein, “Kritische Zeichen,” RAC
22 (2007) 133—163. On signs in papyri and manuscripts see the recent
collection by G. Nocchi Macedo and M. C. Scappaticcio (eds.), Signes dans
les textes, textes sur les signes (Liege 2017).

2 Diogenes Laertius (3.65-66) and a second-century papyrus (PSI XV
1488 = CPF Plato 142 T) list critical signs used on the text of Plato; see V.
Bartoletti, “Diogene Laerzio III 65—66 e un papiro della raccolta fioren-
tina,” in Mélanges Eugéne Tissérant 1 (Vatican City 1964) 25-30, and M.
Gigante, “Un papiro attribuibile ad Antigono di Caristo? PSI 1488, Vite dei
Filosofi,” in Papiri Filosofici. Miscellanea di studi 11 (Florence 1998) 111-114. In
the short treatise ITeptl onpetwv the grammarian Hephaestion (274 cent. CE)
discusses critical signs used for lyric poetry, comedy, and tragedy.
Alexandrian critical signs were famously adapted by Origen for his work on
the Hexapla; see F. Schironi, “The Ambiguity of Signs: Critical Znueto from
Zenodotus to Origen,” in M. R. Niehoff (ed.), Homer and the Bible in the Eyes of
Anctent Interpreters (Leiden/Boston 2012) 87-112, and “P.Grenf. 1.5, Origen,
and the Scriptorium of Caesarea,” BASP 52 (2015) 181-223.
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608 TAUTOLOGIES AND TRANSPOSITIONS

critical signs such as the so-called Anecdotum Romanum,® the Anec-
dotum Venetum,* and the Anecdotum Harleianum.

Aristarchus used these critical signs: the obelos (‘spit’), a dash
(—) placed next to the lines that he considered suspect but did
not want to delete completely from the text, an operation
called athetesis.5 The asteriskos (%) indicated a line repeated else-
where,” and combined with an obelos (*—) it marked repeated
lines which were athetized because they were unsuitable in that
specific passage.? While these signs had been used by Zenodo-

3 Rome, Bibl.Nat.gr. 6 (10t cent.), in F. Montanari, Studi di filologia omerica
antica 1 (Pisa 1979) 43—49 and 54-55; cf. A. Nauck, Lexicon Vindobonense (St.
Petersburg 1867) 271-273; W. Dindorf, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Ihadem 1
(Oxford 1875) xlii—=xliv; M. L. West, Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha, Lives
of Homer (Cambridge [Mass.] 2003) 450—455. The Anecdotum Romanum is the
most important among the lists of Homeric critical signs. Very close to this
list is the one preserved in Mairit. 4629, copied by Constantine Lascaris and
edited by Montanari 65-71, esp. 69-70.

+ Venice, Marc.gr. 483 (14" cent.) in Nauck, Lexicon Vindobonense 274—276,
and Dindorf, Scholia Graeca 1 xliv—xlv.

5 London, Harl. 5693 (15% cent.) in Nauck, Lexicon Vindobonense 277, and
Dindorf, Scholia Graeca 1 xlvi. Latin sources, such as the Anecdotum Parisinum
(Par.lat. 7530, of 780 CE, in Gram.Lat. VII 533-536; Nauck, Lexicon Vindo-
bonense 278-282; Dindorf, Scholia Graeca 1 xlvi—xlix) and Isidore of Seville
(Etym. 1.21), incorporate the old material on Homer with some other critical
signs of various meaning.

6 Anec.Rom. 54.19-20 Montanari: — 6 8¢ 6Pehoc npdg 10 dbetodpeva émi
70D mom109, Hyovv vevoBevpéva §i drmoPefAnuéva, “the obelos [is used] with
reference to athetized [lines] in the poet, that is, [lines] which are spurious
or interpolated.”

7 Anec.Rom. 54.21-22 Montanari: * 6 8¢ dotepickog ko’ Eovtov O¢
koAdg elpnuévov 1@V éndv év ovtd 10 tore FvBa dotiv dotepiorog wovog,
“the asteriskos by itself [is used] because [in the scholar’s mind] the lines are
well said in that place where the asteriskos is alone.” On the asteriskos in
papyri of Homer and other authors see G. Nocchi Macedo, “Formes et
fonctions de l'astérisque dans les papyrus littéraires grecs et latines,” S&7T 9
(2011) 3—33.

8 Anec.Rom. 54.23-24 Montanari: x— 0 8¢ dotepiokog puetd 0Pferod og
dvta pev to €nn tod montod, un KoAdg 8¢ kelpevo &v oTd 1@ TOT®, GAL’
&v Ao, “the asteriskos with the obelos [is used] because [in the scholar’s
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FRANCESCA SCHIRONI 609

tus and Aristophanes of Byzantium before him, Aristarchus
introduced the diple (>) to mark lines which were interesting
and in need of exegesis of various kinds (regarding language,
content, myth, style, etc.);’ the explanations for the diplai were
to be found in the commentary that Aristarchus prepared in
connection with his edition. He also introduced the so-called
diple periestigmene, the ‘dotted diple’ (>:), to mark passages where
he argued against his predecessor Zenodotus and perhaps
against his Pergamene contemporary Crates of Mallos.!?

These were the most common signs used by Aristarchus, and
their description in the compendia match their use in the
Venetus A and in the Aristarchean scholia transmitted by Aristo-
nicus.!! The compendia and the scholia mention other signs as
well, but their function is not clear. On the one hand, they are
very rarely used and, on the other, their function and meaning,
as reported in the compendia, in the scholia, and in manu-
scripts, are inconsistent. In particular, with the exception of the
Anecdotum Harlewanum, all the other compendia list two other

mind] the lines are by the poet but they are not well placed in that passage,
but elsewhere.”

9 Anec.Rom. 54.11-15 Montanari: > N uév odv OumAf dmepiotiktog
nopotiBeton mpdg Tov¢ YAwocoypdeovg i EtepoddEme éxdelopévoug To Tod
o700 Kol uN KoA®dG: 1 Tpoc tag dmad elpnuévag AéEeig | Tpodg To Evovtio:
Kol poyopevo, kol €repo oxnuoto mdumoAdo kol Cnthuoto, “the diple
without dots is used with reference to the glossographers or those who main-
tain odd and unsound views regarding the poet’s work; or with reference to
words occurring only once, or to what is inconsistent and contradictory, and
to many other figures and questions.”

10 Anec. Rom. 54.16—18 Montanari: >: 1| 8¢ mepleotiypuévn SmAfj npog Tog
Ypopog TG Znvodotetovg kol Kpdntog kol adhtod Apiotdpyov kol Tog
Sropbdoeig abtod, “the dotted diple [is used] with reference to the readings
of Zenodotus and of Crates, as well as to those of Aristarchus himself and to
his emendations.” It is however doubtful whether the diple periestigmene was
indeed used for Crates; see F. Schironi, The Best of the Grammarians: Aristarchus
of Samothrace on the Iliad (Ann Arbor forthcoming) ch. 4 §4.1.

' On Aristarchus’ use of these critical signs see Schironi, The Best of the
Grammarians ch. 2.1.
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610 TAUTOLOGIES AND TRANSPOSITIONS

signs used by Aristarchus: the antisigma (J), to indicate lines
whose order was transposed and did not fit the context,!> and
the antisigma periestigmenon, the ‘dotted’ antisigma (-O-), for pas-
sages which contained tautologies.!3 The scholia, on the other
hand, also mention another sign: the stigme, the ‘dot’ (-). These
signs or variations of them are also preserved in the Venetus A:1*
three antisigma'> at 1l. 8.535-537 and three stigmar at 8.538-540
(folio 1117); two antisigma periestigmenon at Il. 2.188, 192; and
three sigma periestigmenon at 2.203-205 (folio 28"). As is clear, all
these signs concern only two passages, I 2.188-205 and
8.535-540, where they are variously combined.!®

12 Anec. Rom. 54.25-26 Montanari: O 16 8¢ dvtictyno ko’ onvtd mpog
T0Vg évnAlaylévoug TOmovg kol dmddovtog, “the antisigma by itself [is used]
with reference to passages which have been transposed and are at variance
[with the context].” See also Anec. Ven. 276.3—4 Nauck; Anec. Par. 280.20—21
Nauck; Isid. Etym. 1.21.11.

13- Anec. Rom. 54.27-28 Montanari: ‘O 10 0& GVIIGIYUO TEPLECTIYUEVOV
nopotibeton Srov tovtohoyf kol v adthv Sidvotay dedrepov Aéyn, “the
dotted antisigma is used when [the poet] repeats himself and says the same
concept twice.” A similar note occurs also in the second set of critical signs
listed in Anec. Rom. 55.41—44 Montanari. See also Anec. Ven. 276.5—6 Nauck;
Anec. Par. 280.22-281.2 Nauck; Isid. Etym. 1.21.12

4 Images of all of the Venetus A are now available through the Homer
Multitext Project, Center for Hellenic Studies: www.homermultitext.org/
manuscripts-papyri/venetusA.html.

15 The letter names such as sigma are indeclinable, as clarified by Aelius
Dionysius in his Atticist Lexicon (H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zu den attizistischen
Lexika [Berlin 1950] 95-151): ¢ 15, t& olypo 8el Aéyetv, GAL’ oyl 10 oly-
poto, Kol yop GkAita 1dv otoyelov to ovopata; thus I will use antisigma as
an indeclinable word.

16 There are only three other antisigma in the Venetus A: at Il. 17.219 (folio
227v), 20.447 (268v), 24.558 (322r). An inspection of the images of the Venetus
A shows that these three lines are indeed marked with a similar sign, which
may be a very small and rather triangular antisigma. These antisigma, how-
ever, are very different from the rounded antisigma of 8.535-537 (111*) and
cannot be by the same hand. The triangular antisigma at 17.219, 20.447, and
24.558 are thus probably a later addition and have nothing to do with
Aristarchus. Indeed, no Aristarchean scholia are preserved at these lines (see
H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera) 1-VII [Berlin 1969—

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 57 (2017) 607-630



FRANCESCA SCHIRONI 611

The analysis of these passages and their signs unveils a rather
complex question about the meaning and function of those
signs, for which only hypothetical solutions are possible. In this
article I propose one such possible solution for the meaning of
these signs by combining the testimony of the compendia with
the signs found in the Venetus A as well as with the scholia
reporting Aristarchus’ comments on those lines.

Tautologies in Thad 8

It 1s best to begin with the second passage, which is easier to
analyze. The Venetus A has three antisigma at 1l. 8.535-537 and
three stigmar at 8.538-540 (folio 1117). These signs coincide
with the explanation given by the Aristonicus scholium:

Schol. Il. 8.535-537 (Ariston) omptov nv apa‘mv <—8’|:0(lp0l>
hiat n tomoug del tovg rpsu; anoug pévewv, oig 1o ocvncwuot
nocpoucsu:ou M Tovg S(an tpstg, oig ol Gtwum nozpomewtou 81g
YOP TV 0TIV ysypocuusvm glol diavolow. €ykpivel 8¢ uoc?»?»ov 0
Aplotopyog Tovg devTépoug 1t TO KOLYMUOTIKOTEPOVG ElVOLL
TOVg AOYOLC. 0 8¢ Znvdd0Tog TOVE TPMTOVG TPETG 0VOE EYPOLpEy.
“Tomorrow his valor — companions”: because either these three
lines to which the antisigma is apposed must remain, or the
following three [sc. 8.538-540] to which the stigmai are apposed
[must remain]. For they are written to express the same content.
Aristarchus approves more of the second [three] ones because
the words are more boastful.!” And Zenodotus did not even
write the first three.

1988], apparatus ad locc.); these three lines are formulaic and in fact miss-
ing in some manuscripts (so M. L. West, Homer: Ilias 11 [Stuttgart/Munich
2000], omits them). My data about sigma, antisigma, and stigmaz in the Venetus
A correspond to those of G. Bird, “Critical Signs — Drawing Attention to
‘Special’ Lines of Homer’s [liad in the Manuscript Venetus A,” in G. Dué
(ed.), Recapturing a Homeric Legacy (Washington 2009) 93-94, with the ex-
ception of the antisigma at Il. 20.447, as Bird follows T. W. Allen, Homer: Ilias
(Oxford 1931); the latter, who reports all these signs in the margins of his
edition, omits the antisigma at 20.447, but mentions it in the apparatus.

17 On the need for boastfulness in these words, which are spoken by
Hector, see also schol. 7/ 8.526a and discussion in Schironi, The Best of the
Grammarians ch. 5.4 §5.
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612 TAUTOLOGIES AND TRANSPOSITIONS

Both the Venetus A and the scholium associate the signs with
two sets of lines: /. 8.535-537 (with antisigma) and 538-540
(with stigme), which are taken from Hector’s address to the
assembly of the Trojans. The scholium claims that they are
repetitive, but it 1s difficult to see how 535-537 could be a
duplication of 538-540.18 Many suggestions have been made,'”
but the most persuasive is, in my view, that of Wecklein,?®
according to whom the lines at stake are actually 532-534 and
535-537, which are indeed repetitive. In this case, the signs
would be applied as follows:
etcouou el K8 wo Tuﬁetﬁng KpOL‘CEpO(._‘, Atounﬁng
TP VAV TPOG TET0G anooetol, i kev €ym oV
xoc?ucm Snmcocg Evopa Bporosvroc (pspcouou

omptov nv (xpemv Slaelosrou 81 K’ euov £yx0g
. uswn EMEPYOUEVOV: GAN" €v npcoroww olo

«  xeloeton o0 Oeic, moAéeg &’ due’ oOTOV ETOTPOL

*c VOO

535

I will know whether the son of Tydeus, strong Diomedes

Will drive me away from the ships to the wall or whether I will

slay him with my bronze and carry away his bloody spoils.

Tomorrow he will know his valor, if he can stand still

while my spear approaches him; but I think among the men
in the first ranks

he will lie wounded, and around him there will be many of his

companions

18 JI. 8.535—537, obpiov fv dpetnv droeloetal, el k* Euov Eyyog / pelvn
énepydpevov: GAL v mphrotoly Ot / keloetanl ovnBeic, mohéec & g’
odtov etoipol, “Tomorrow he [Diomedes] will know his valor, if he can
stand still while my spear approaches him; but I think among the men in the
first ranks he will lie wounded, and around him there will be many of his
companions,” and 538-540, neAlov Gvidvtog €¢ aplov: el yop éyav &g /
einv &0dvaroc kol dyfipag fuota mévo, / Toiuny 8 o¢ tiet” ABnvain kol
AndAdav, “at tomorrow’s sunrise. For I wish I could be immortal and age-
less forever, and that I were honored as are Athena and Apollo.”

19 For surveys of the various solutions proposed see G. M. Bolling, 7#%e
External Evidence for Interpolation in Homer (Oxford 1925) 112-114; Erbse,
Scholia Graeca, apparatus ad schol. Il 8.535-841; G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: A
Commentary (Gambridge 1985—1990) II 338—-339.

20 N. Wecklein, Uber Zusitze und Auslassung von Versen im Homerischen Text
(Munich 1918) 52-53.
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FRANCESCA SCHIRONI 613

According to this evidence, antisigma and stigmar mark repe-
titions or tautologies. In the compendia there is only one sign
for tautologies: the antisigma periestigmenon, the ‘dotted’ antisigma
(*O- or -O).2! This sign can be interpreted as a combination of
the individual signs mentioned by the scholia and present in
the Venetus A: the antisigma (J) and the stigme (). One possible
solution to this inconsistency is to assume a corruption in the
compendia, where these two different onueto, which originally
were separated and used to mark the two sets of lines that
made up a tautology, were combined. In fact, one compen-
dium, the Anecdotum Harleianum, confirms the use of the signs as
shown in the Venetus A and in the scholia (277.14-16 Nauck):

10 8¢ dvticiypa kol ai §9o otiypod Srav kot 1o /g dig N 1O

o0T0 vémuo keipevov. kol énl pév tod mpotépov tibeton 1o

avtictypa, €nl 8¢ 100 devtépov ol 800 oIy,

The antisigma and the two stigmai [are used] when in the phrase

the same idea is presented twice; and in the first occurrence [of

that idea] the antisigma is placed; in the second, the two stigmai.?2

21 For example, Anec. Rom. 54.27 Montanari has -O- but Anec. Rom. 55.41
Montanari has -O with only one dot (so also Anec. Ven. 275.15 Nauck and
Isid. Etym. 1.21.12). A different solution is offered by Anec.Par. 280.22
Nauck, which has the dot on top of the antisigma.

22 That this might be the original note seems to be suggested also by the
second set of critical signs listed in the Anecdotum Romanum, which does not
speak of antisigma alone but has only this note (55.41-44 Montanari): t® 8¢
dvtictyno kol tff otiypfi Stav §bo dot Sidvoron 10 adTd onuaivovsal, T0d
ToNToD YEYPaPITOg GLUEOTEPOG, OTMG TNV £TEPOV EANTAL. TO OE Ypdve Kol ol
Yo ebpébnoav ovx dpBdc #xovoal, “[one uses| the antisigma and the dot
when there are two thoughts expressed in the text and they mean the same,
the poet having written them both to then choose one of the two. However,
then both were found [in the text], not correctly.” The note is less clear
than the one of the Anecdotum Harleianum cited above; yet antisigma and dot
are still kept separate in it (even if the sign added to the same note combines
them: -0), since the note does not speak of antisigma periestigmenon as do Anec.
Rom. 54.27-28 Montanari and Anec. Ven. 276.5-6 Nauck; on the other hand,
Anec. Par. 280.22-281.2 Nauck and Isid. Etym. 1.21.12 speak of antisigma cum
puncto.
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614 TAUTOLOGIES AND TRANSPOSITIONS

The question how Aristarchus marked tautologies seems
settled: he used two separate signs, the antisigma and the stigme
(or two stigmaz, as 1s suggested by the Anecdotum Harlewanum?); the
antisigma marked the first part of the tautology and the stigme/
stigmai marked the second, which was the real repetition. In
fact, the combination of two different signs is a better indicator
than having a dotted anfisigma in both parts of the tautology, as
two different signs more clearly indicate where the repetition
occurs.

Transpositions i Iliad 2

The evidence for the uncommon onueto in Book 2 is more
difficult to assess. The passage includes the two speeches that
Odysseus addresses to the Greek lords and soldiers after
Agamemnon has told them to go home to test their loyalty
(2.110—141). As the Greeks obey Agamemnon’s command and
are preparing to leave (142—-154), at Hera’s invitation Athena
orders Odysseus to restrain them (155—181); Odysseus obeys
(182—187) and speaks to them, addressing first the lords (188—
197) and then the common soldiers (198-205). This is how the
two speeches appear in the Venetus A (folio 287) and according to
the indications in the relevant scholia derived from Aristonicus:

Ven. Ariston.
’ \ ~ \ 4 b4 ’
D D ovrtwo pev Bacidio kot £Eoxov avdpa kiyein
TOV 8° Ayovolg Eméecoly €pNTUCOOKE TOPOGTAG 23
« ’ s ” \ o\ ’
190 doupdv’ o oe orke Kooy dg derdicoesbon,
GAN adtog e kdBnoo xail GAlovg Bpve Aaovg:
3 ’ ’ o s 7 D o
D D obydp no cdeo 01c0’ olog voog Atpetmvoc:
— — VOV pev melpatol, Toyo 0’ Tyeton viag Ayoidv.
— — év PouAf} &’ 00 ndvteg GkoVOOUEV OlOV EELTE.
195 — — un L xoAwodpuevog PEEN KokoOv viog Ayoidv:
— — Buudg 8¢ péyoc £oti drotpepénv BociAfmv,2

23 Line 189 has a diple in the Venetus A because Aristarchus maintained
that tov 8°(¢) had to be written as two words, and not tovde, as common in
koine (see Aristonicus in schol. 1/ 2.189b!2).

24 Line 196 also has a diple periestigmene in the Venetus A because Aristarchus
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— — 1M & €k A10¢ £oT1, P1Ael 8¢ € untieto Zevg.”
(3 B 5 7 s 7 1 ’ ’ s 2 7
ov &’ av dnupov T’ Gvdpa 8ot fodwvta T° €pevpot,
1OV 6KANTP® EAdcOocKeEV OLOKANGOOKE T LOB®:
200 “Saudvt’ dtpépog Noo kol GAAov udbov dkove,
01 6€0 PEPTEPOL €161, 6V & AnTOAEUOG KOl OVOAKLG
2 7 s 2 , > ’ 2y 2 N ~
oUté mot’ év moAép® évapiBuiog ot évi Bov AR
C oV uév noc ndvtec Baocihevoouev év0aS’ Ayoiol:
C +  ovk dyobov molvkorlpoavin: eic koipavoc £otm,
205 C ¢ ¢gic Baocidete, ® ddke Kpdvou mdic dykvAountem. 25

Whatever king and noble man he met,

Standing close, he would restrain him with gentle words:

“It 1s not fitting to frighten you, sir, as if you were a coward,

but please sit down and make the rest of your men sit down too.

For you do not yet know clearly what the intention of Atreus’
son 1s;

[now he is tempting the sons of the Achaeans but soon he will
oppress them.

Didn’t we all hear what he said in the council?

May he not do anything bad against the sons of the Achaeans
in his anger!

The heart of the kings born from Zeus is proud;

their honor comes from Zeus, and wise Zeus loves them.”]]

But whatever man from the simple ranks he saw and caught
shouting,

he would drive him with his staff and would threaten him saying:

“Sit quiet, man, and listen to the words of others

who are better than you; you are unwarlike and without strength,

and you are not to be taken into account in war or in council;

argued against a reading by Zenodotus (see Aristonicus in schol. 7. 2.196b).
The signs at line 189 and 196 do not concern the issue of the antisigma here,
so I have not reported them here.

25 Most likely, line 206 (oxfintpév ©” 18 Béuictag, (vé ceiot Bovietnot),
sometimes present in modern editions (e.g. Allen), was not read by Aristar-
chus, because it is missing from the vulgate (including the Venetus A) and
from papyri (only some manuscripts and Dio Chrysostom preserve it); see
apparatus of West, who omits the line. H. van Thiel, Homer: Ilias? (Hildes-
heim 2010), on the other hand, keeps the line but encloses it in brackets.
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616 TAUTOLOGIES AND TRANSPOSITIONS

in no way will the Achaeans all be kings here:
the rule of many is not good; let there be one ruler,
one king. to whom the son of Cronus of crooked counsel

gave (it).”

According to Aristonicus, Aristarchus had problems with the
content of these two speeches and signaled his reservations by
placing an antisigma at line 188 at the very beginning of the
passage “because of the ordering of the lines” (schol. /. 2.188a,
npog TV t6&wv tdv £Efig 10 dvtiotyna). In particular, Aristar-
chus took exception to the end of the second speech, when
Odysseus says that it is not good to have many rulers and that
they should let Agamemnon take the lead (203—205): for him,
these lines were unfitting when addressed to soldiers of lower
rank; rather, they would be appropriate when addressed to the
other Greek leaders, who would probably want more power.
For this reason, Aristarchus marked these lines with stigma: and
proposed to transpose them after line 192, where he put
another antisigma (schol. I 2.192a, 10 dvtictypo, 0Tt LTO
tobtov £8e1 tetdyBon tovg £ERC mopesTiypévoug Tpelg otixoug
[sc. 2.203-205]- eiol yap npog Poocihelg dpudlovieg, 0O mpoOg
dnportog).

Aristarchus also athetized lines 193—-197, as they were not
suitable (dreokdteg) to the situation and not conductive to sub-
mission (schol. 7l 2.193a!, dreowkdteg ol Adyol kol o0 Tpo-
Tpentikol elg kataotoAny).26 Indeed, in these lines, Odysseus
might seem rather to urge the other Greek lords to get away
from Agamemnon before it is too late. After the transposition
and the athetesis, Aristarchus’ final text becomes (omitting the
athetized lines and with lines 203—205 transposed and under-
lined):

ov Tvo pev Bacsidfjo kot £Eoxov avdpa kiyein

OV 8° Ayovolg Enéecoty €pNTOCOICKE TOPOGTAC:

“Soudvt’ 0¥ oe foke kokov Mg derdicoecBa,

GAN adtog e kdBnoo xail dAlovg Bpve Aaovg:

26 See also schol. 1. 2.193a?.
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3 ’ ’ o s 7 ) B4
0V Y4p mw oo 0160’ oiog voog Atpeinvoc:
5 ’ ’ ’ 5 7 ’
0V Lév o ndviec Booihevoouev év0&S’ Ayorol:
5 3 \ ’ T ’ °”
ovk &yaBov tolvkorpavin: eig koipavog £o1m,
2 , Kl ~ ’ s ) A 3
eic Baciheve, ® ddxe Kpdvov mdic dryxvlounteo.
(3 ) o / s ” 7 7 s 2 ,
ov &’ av dnuov 1’ Gvdpa 0ot fodwvta T° €pevpot,
\ 4 b ’ e / ’ 4
1OV 6KANTP® EAdcOcKEV OLOKANGOOKE Te LOB®:
113 4 ’ 2 4 < \ ~ ”
Soupdv’ dtpéuag oo kol dAlwv pdbov dxove,
e\ ’ /4 ’ 9 \ b ’ \
01 6£0 QEPTEPOL €101, 6V &’ GrTOAEUOG KOl BVOAKLG
v _ 7 s 2 ’ 5 ’ ORI A s
oUté mot’ év moAépu® évapiButog ot évi BovAq.

Whatever king and noble man he met,
Standing close, he would restrain him with gentle words:
“It is not fitting to frighten you, sir, as if you were a coward,
but please sit down and make the rest of your men sit down too.
For you do not yet know clearly what the intention of Atreus’

son 1s;
in no way will the Achaeans all be kings here;
the rule of many is not good; let there be one ruler,
one king, to whom the son of Cronus of crooked counsel gave (it)”.
But whatever man from the simple ranks he saw and

caught shouting,
he would drive him with his staff and would threaten him saying:
“Sit quiet, man, and listen to the words of others
who are better than you; you are unwarlike and without strength,
and you are not to be taken into account in war or in council.”

Aristarchus’ solution makes sense and fits both types of audi-
ence: the lords are reminded that they cannot be peers with
Agamemnon and that he is the one who should give orders,
while the common soldiers are simply scolded and told to obey
their superiors. Odysseus’ words might not sound very demo-
cratic, but this new version is much more consistent with his
rhetoric and the heroic ethos. Aristarchus had a point here.?’
In this case, however, the Venetus A and the scholia provide
conflicting evidence on the critical signs, aside from the obeloz at
lines 193—-197. As was discussed above, the scholia, all derived
from Aristonicus, report that at 2.188 and 192 there was an

27 Notwithstanding the criticism by Kirk, The fliad 1 135-136.
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antisigma, while for 203205 they mention either “dotted lines”
(schol. 1. 2.192a, toVg £Efic mapesTIyUEVOLG TPETG GTIXOVGE) OT a
stigme, i.e. a ‘dot’ (schol. 1. 2.203a, 1 otryun nopdxertor). Thus,
if we follow Aristonicus, there was an antisigma to mark the
starting point of the passage in which there were problems of
transposition (at 188) and another antisigma to signal the exact
point where the transposed lines should be inserted (at 192).
Correspondingly, the lines that needed to be moved were
marked with stgma: (at 203—205). In contrast, the Venetus A
(folio 28") shows a dotted antisigma (9J) at 188 and 192, and a
dotted sigma (€) at 203—205, and no stigmaz at all.

The Anecdotum Romanum, Anecdotum Venetum, Anecdotum Parisi-
num, and Isidore do not record the stigme alone, but list the anti-
sigma (J) alone for lines whose order 1s transposed and that are
unfitting for the context.?® This evidence in part confirms the
scholia mentioning the antisigma at 2.188 and 192. The Venetus
A’s ‘dotted’ antisigma (J) at 188 and 192 is probably due to a
mistake. As was discussed above in reference to the dotted
antisigma for tautologies as transmitted in the compendia, this
sign may have been born out of a confusion of two separate
signs, the antisigma and the stigmas.

The dotted sigma (€) at 2.203-205 in the Venetus A is also
suspect. Aside from these three lines, it is not attested elsewhere
in the Venetus A.?° Furthermore, the compendia never mention
the sigma (alone or with stgma)) among the Aristarchean
onueta, and the scholia only once mention the sigma as a sign
used by Aristophanes to mark tautologies in combination with
the antisigma.3°

28 See n.12 above.

29 Cf. Bird, in Recapturing a Homeric Legacy 94.

30 Schol. Od. 5.247a Pontani: tétpnvev &’ Gpo mévto — kol GpHOVIfioy
Gpoooev (248): Apiotoedvng 10 a0TO DeTo TEPLEYElV GUE®. 010 TH UEV
otyuo, 1@ 8¢ dvticwypa émitiBnowv, ‘he pierced all [the pieces] ... and
fitted them with joints™: Aristophanes thought that both lines [Od. 5.247—
248] had the same content; therefore he adds a sigma to one and an antisigma
to the other.”
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In conclusion, the Aristonicus scholia seem to find partial
confirmation in the compendia (for the antisigma at lines 2.188
and 192), while the signs in the Venetus A seem questionable.!
Thus, the sigma (alone or with stigmai) should be excluded, and
at lines 188 and 192 the antisigma is probably correct. The
question to discuss 1s which sign was placed at lines 203—205:
whether it was another antisigma (as the compendia suggest) or a
stigme (as the scholia testify).

I would tentatively accept the latter solution, and not only
because the Aristonicus scholia have an older and more re-
spectable pedigree than the anonymous compendia.’? In fact,
one possible hypothesis about the onueto for transpositions is
that Aristarchus used antisigma (J) and stigme (-) for tautologies
and for transposed lines. The fact that these signs were used for
two types of issues should not be regarded as a problem. After
all, Aristarchus used the diple for a variety of purposes. Com-
pared to the diple, the paired antisigma and stigme were much less
ambiguous, since they had only two possible meanings, which
could easily be clarified in the commentary. Moreover, this set
of two signs was particularly appropriate for the issues it was
supposed to indicate, because, in the case both of transposed
lines and of tautologies, Aristarchus needed to highlight two
different portions of the text: (1) in the case of tautologies, the
two sets of lines (‘passage A’ and ‘passage B’) having the same
content; (2) in the case of transpositions, the lines that should
be transposed and the place where they should be inserted.

Using only one sign for both tautologies and transpositions,
as all but one of the compendia seem to suggest,?* would be

31 A. Ludwich, Aristarchs homerische Textkritik nach den Fragmenten des Didymos
I (Leipzig 1884) 209 (following Pluygers, quoted ad loc.), reached the same
conclusion about the signs in the Venetus A.

32 On the value of Aristonicus scholia for reconstructing Aristarchus’
activity see Schironi, The Best of the Grammarians ch. 1.1, with further bibli-
ography.

33 As seen above, the Anecdotum Harleianum lists two signs (antisigma and
stigmaz) for tautologies.
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confusing. The fact that even Aristophanes used a set of two
signs for tautologies (sigma and antisigma, in his case) confirms
that, for this type of textual issue, the Alexandrians adopted a
two-fold marking system. The same combination could also be
employed for transpositions, as Aristonicus confirms. Accord-
ing to him, the original marking of 7/ 2.188-205 would be:
antisigma at 188 and 192 and stgmar at 203-205. The stigma
would mark the lines to be moved and the antisigma would mark
the exact place where they should be inserted (at 192), as well
as the beginning of the problematic passage (at 188). This re-
construction is in fact confirmed by another mention of stigma:
in schol. 71 10.397-9b:
<N #On yeipecowv — adnxdteg oivd:> ... Appdviog 8¢ 6
Aplotapyelog mp®dTOV UEV  oTiyuodc onol 10V Apictopyov
napoonuerdsoshor avtove, eita 8¢ kol tedéng Eehely, Ty
S0 10 €mi Sevtépov mpocwdnov 1O cpiot tetdybon, Kol Evwbev
uetevnvéyBa.
“Or whether, [destroyed] at our hands — oppressed by terrible
[toil]”: ... Ammonius, the pupil of Aristarchus, says that first
Aristarchus marked them with stigmaz, but then completely elim-
inated them, probably because ooiot [398] was used for the

second person and because they were transposed here from
above [sc. 10.310-312].

Without discussing the specific issue at the core of this
scholium,3* we see that Ammonius deals with Aristarchus’
change of mind: he first marked the lines with stigmaz, and then
completely removed them from his text. Here the stigme seems
to indicate lines which were for some reason problematic; yet
the scholium explicitly says that lines 397-399 were “trans-
posed from above,” as these formulaic lines recur identically at
10.310-312. The function of the stigme 1s indeed marking the
transposition of 2.203—205. Hence the tesimony of schol. /.

34 This is a very famous and debated scholium; I have discussed it else-
where, “Aristarchus’ Work in Progress: What Did Aristonicus and Didymus
Read of Aristarchus?” €'Q 65 (2015) 617-621, with further bibliography.
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10.397-9b further proves the reconstruction proposed above
about the use of critical signs at 2.188-205.

Confusing sigla in Homeric manuscripts

The information of the compendia thus seems to be wrong,
because they assume only one sign for both operations, tau-
tologies (dotted anfisigma) and transpositions (simple antisigma).
Rather, their entries on the antisigma alone (J) for transposed
lines and the dotted antisigma (9) for tautologies could be the re-
sult of scribal confusion for what was originally ‘antisigma + dot
(stigme)’ for transposed lines and tautologies. This confusion is
also reflected in the Venetus A, at least at I[. 2.188-205 with the
dotted antisigma (9) and the dotted sigma (C), while at 8.535-540
the combination ‘antisigma + stigme’ 1s preserved correctly. Such
a false duplication of signs may have been favored by the cir-
cumstance that sigma and antisigma can be easily confused. As
for the stigme, it was a very tiny sign, a dot, and easy to miss.
More importantly, Aristarchus also used the stigme in com-
bination with the diple, in the diple periestigmene, the ‘dotted’ diple;
it 1s not unlikely, then, that the new antisigma periestigmenon could
easily have been ‘created’ by later scholars and scribes on the
model of the diple periestigmene: just as Aristarchus used the diple
and the ‘dotted’ diple, so too could he have used the antisigma
and the ‘dotted’ antisigma. A further element of confusion,
which probably generated the ‘dotted’ sigma in the Venetus A, 1s
the fact that Aristophanes of Byzantium used the sigma (C) and
the antisigma (J3) to mark two consecutive lines of identical
content. This set of two signs for tautologies is never attested in
manuscripts but only in a scholium.®> Yet the scribe of the
Venetus A, who used the set ‘dotted’ sigma and ‘dotted’ antisigma
in the passage in Book 2, might have recalled Aristophanes’
signs when he added them.

Indeed, the Venetus A is not the only manuscript showing an

35 See 618 and n.30 above.
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erratic use of these signs. As McNamee observed,?® the use of
antisigma in papyri does not conform to the Aristarchean prac-
tice. She lists only six Homeric papyri with antisigma: P.Pisalat.
2, P.Oxy. 111 445, P.Oxy. XV 1818, P.Tebt. 1 4 among the papyri
with ‘Aristarchean sigla’®” and the Hawara Homer and the
Morgan Homer among papyri with ‘utilitarian sigla’, of un-
clear meaning.?® These examples, in fact, offer a quite diverse
picture, so it is necessary to review them individually. I will
start with the manuscripts with ‘utilitarian sigla’ and then pass
to those with ‘Aristarchean sigla’; I will review them in reverse
chronological order, from the most recent to the most ancient.
In their detailed description of the manuscript, the editors of
the Morgan Homer (Morgan Library G 202, third-fourth cent.
CE) do not mention any antisigma but only a chi (X), which is
used to mark omission of lines;*? however, in the list of new
readings offered by the manuscript they report the presence of
the following combined signs: X), which can be interpreted as a
c¢hi followed by antisigma, in the margin to mark omission of /.
11.535 (p.16 of the codex) and 11.560 (p.17).*% A direct check
of the manuscript at the Morgan Library has shown that at
p.16 the two signs appear on the left margin in the interlinear
space between 11.534 and 536, to alert the reader that line 535
has been omitted (and later added in the upper margin
between the page number, 1¢’ = 16, and the first line of the
page, 11.513). The supposed antisigma, however, is a very small
half-circle (), much shallower than a ‘real’ fully-rounded
antisigma (J). The set of signs on p.17 is more difficult to detect.

36 K. McNamee, Sigla and Select Marginalia in Greek Literary Papyri (Brussels
1992) 14-15.

37 McNamee, Sigla and Select Marginalia Table 1.

38 McNamee, Sigla and Select Marginalia Table 2.B; cf. 15 with nn.32 and
33 (where however she does not mention the Morgan Homer).

39 See U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff and G. Plaumann, “Iliaspapyrus
P. Morgan,” SBBerl 53 (1912) 1205.

40 See Wilamowitz-Moellendorff and Plaumann, SBBerl 53 (1912) 1212
and 1213.
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They are still placed in the interlinear space between 11.559
and 561 to mark the omission of 560 (then added in the upper
margin, above the first line of the page, which is 11.552). Yet
the papyrus 1s very dark; while the c¢h-shape (slanting on the
right, just like the one on p.16) is quite clear, the antisigma-shape
1s difficult to discern because the area where it is supposed to be
1s particularly dark. What can be detected with the naked eye
and the light available at the Morgan Library seems to suggest
a more rounded sign, and so something more similar to a ‘real’
antisigma. Still, even though the signs in the Morgan Homer
might have indeed originally been conceived as the union of a
chi-sign (X) and an antisigma (J), their combined use to alert the
reader of a missing line added in another place in the page has
little to do with the Aristarchean use of antisigma. Yet the
antisigma in the Morgan Homer (if it 1s indeed an antisigma) can
recall the function of the Aristarchean antisigma at 2.192, where
the sign was used to signal the exact place where one or more
lines had to be inserted.

P.Hawara (Bodleian Library Gr.class. a. 1 (P)), on the other
hand, is a luxury edition of Book 2 of the /liad, dated to the
second half of the second century CE, and with quite a few
Aristarchean critical signs.*! According to Sayce*? antisigma and
stigmai were present in this manuscript and used in a non-
Aristarchean fashion to introduce textual variants and scholia
in the margins. Study of the digital image of the papyrus, now
available online,*® suggests that what Sayce considered stigma:

41 As reported by K. McNamee, Annotations in Greek and Latin Texts from
Egypt (New Haven 2007) 269: obelos at 1. 2.737, 794, 860-861, 875-876;
diple at 2.481, 659, 701, 722, 727, 730, 741 (followed by a single dot), 742,
802, 807, 809, 827, 830, 838, 839, 856, 858, 863, 872; diple periestigmene at
2.484, 634, 658, 674675, 697, 724, 746, 801.

2 A. H. Sayce, “The Greek Papyri,” in W. M. Flinders Petrie, Hawara,
Biahmu, and Arsinoe (London 1889) 24, who listed stigmaz placed at the end of
lines 763, 767, 775, 803, 807, 815, 819, 848, 856, 860, 864.

At http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/4DLink4/4DACTION/IPAPwebquery?
vPub=Pack&vVol=&vNum=616
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are simply specks of ink or raised dots at the end of a line, with
no obvious function—certainly none of them is clearly con-
nected with marginal annotations. On the other hand, there
are indeed antisigma placed to the left of variant readings which
are added in the margin on the right of the lines they refer to
(and concerning lines 397, 665, 682, 694, 707, 769, 865).** Yet
introducing marginal variants is not the function of the Aristar-
chean antisigma.*> In addition, the onpetov is placed next to the
variant readings in the intercolumnium but is not repeated next
to the line to which the variant reading belongs (as is clear from
the cases where the line beginning is preserved: lines 682, 707,
and 769). So even the way the antisigma 1s positioned in this
manuscript is different from the Aristarchean practice, accord-
ing to which critical signs are placed in the left margin of the
line they refer to (incidentally, this is what happens in this pa-
pyrus for the other Aristarchean signs, the obelos, the diple, and
the diple periestigmene, which are all correctly placed to the left of
the line they refer to). In fact, in the only place of Book 2 where
Aristarchus had probably used the pair antisigma + stgma
(2.188-205, as we concluded above), and which is partly pre-
served by the papyrus (2.200-205; the rest of the episode is
lost), the margins are missing, and so it is impossible to know
whether antisigma or stigmar were present. P.Hawara thus does
not offer any evidence that antisigma and stigmai were recopied
in this luxury edition, at least with the Aristarchean function
and in their physical placement in the text.

Even the papyri with ‘Aristarchean signs’ are quite disap-
pointing. The most recent is P.Oxy. XV 1818, a codex dating to
the fifth-sixth centuries CE and with fragments of lliad 22 and
23.46 At fol. 2 the scribe had copied lines 283-294 of Book 22
just after line 202, omitting 81 lines. The following pages, fol.

4 See McNamee, Annotations 269-271.

# Cf. McNamee, Annotations 269. In Sigla and Select Marginalia 14 she notes
how often antisigma introduces variants in other non-Homeric papyri.

4 See W. Lameere, Apercus de paléographie homérique (Paris/Brussels/
Anvers/Amsterdam 1960) 148—-174.
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2v with the remainder of 22.217-242, and 3" with the remain-
der of 22.255-278, show that he recopied the lines which he
had omitted; additionally he marked all the lines between 283
and 294 in fol. 2r with a small comma-shaped mark, one at the
end of each line. Yet fol. 3r, which follows after 2v and 3V and
contains 22.291-314 with no gaps, proves that the scribe
simply rewrote the rest of lliad 22, starting from line 203, all
over again. Thus in fol. 2r lines 283—294 are simply canceled,
not transposed,*” and so the comma-shaped marks at the end
of those lines do not have the meaning of an Aristarchean ant:-
sigma. This conclusion is further supported by the fact that the
mark 1s placed at the end of the line, not before it, as always
happens with Aristarchus’ sigla. In addition, the small comma-
shaped mark does not look like an anfisigma, as it is much
smaller than the latter. In this case too, then, we are not deal-
ing with antisigma, at least as defined and used by Aristarchus.
The only cases which show what looks like a ‘real” antisigma in
shape and position are P.Pisalat. 2 and P.Oxy. 111 445. P.Pisalat.
2 (Geneva, Bibliotheque P. Gr. 249, first-second cent. CE) con-
tains portions of Odyssey 2 (127-140, 152-166) and has only
one critical sign: an anfisigma at 2.156. Indeed we have a
scholium by Aristonicus to that line (schol. Od. 2.156e! Pon-
tani): it discusses the Homeric usage of the plural €ueAlov in
agreement with a neuter plural subject (the relative pronoun @
in this case)*—so the Aristarchean note implies a diple, which is
absent in the papyrus. The meaning of the anfisigma is myster-
lous, even more so because this text is probably a writing
exercise in which a non-professional hand has recopied some
lines of Homer. Thus, whatever the anfisigma might mean, it is

47 This was also the opinion of the first editors, Grenfell and Hunt, who
stated that the mark at the end of lines 283—293 (sic—indeed line 294 is
barely visible) implied “that the verses, which were rewritten in the proper
place (cf. Fol. 3), were to be cancelled” (P.Oxy. XV [London 1922] p.223).

# On this usage and Aristarchus’ analysis of it see S. Matthaios, Unter-
suchungen zur Grammatik Aristarchs (Gottingen 1999) 382—-384 (fr.81); Schironi,
The Best of the Grammarians ch. 3.2.B §4.2.
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probably not used in the technical manner of an Aristarchean
sign.®

P.Oxy. 111 445 (= P.Lond.Lit. 14, second-early third cent. CE),
with portions of [liad 6, on the other hand, seems to have a
better scholarly pedigree: it has marginal variants and several
Aristarchean critical signs, which correspond to the same signs
in the Venetus A, also discussed in the Aristonicus scholia. At /1.
6.174, together with a diple, which definitely goes back to Ari-
starchus, there is also what looks like an antisigma.>® Aristonicus
says only that there was a diple to explain the adverb évvijpop,
‘for nine days’, as due to Homer’s fondness for the number
nine (schol. 7. 6.174a, 1| dwtAR}, 0Tl €nlPOpPOG €0TL TPOG TOV
évvéo ap1Budv). The antisigma in this papyrus has no support
either in the Aristarchean sources or in the Venetus A (folio 83v)
and it probably does not originate with Aristarchus. No doubt,
this is not a tautology; it is also hard to understand how this
could be a line to transpose.

Much more interesting is the case of P.7ebt. 1 4 which dates
back to the second century BCE and is thus almost con-
temporary with Aristarchus. According to the first editors,!
this papyrus included fragments of five columns covering /L.
2.95-210 and had many Aristarchean signs: obelo: at 2.124,
133, and 197, a diple periestigmene at 156, an asteriskos with an
obelos on the right of 141 (probably referring to 164),°? and an

49 Cf. F. Montanari, “P. Genav. Inv. 249: Homerus B 127-40; 152-66,”
SCO 22 (1973) 41-42.

50 See the image in Erbse, Scholia Graeca 11, Pap. IV. Cf. McNamee, An-
notations 272—273.

51 B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and J. G. Smyly, P.7e¢bt. 1 (London 1902)
pp-12—17. On this papyrus see also E. G. Turner and P. J. Parsons, Greek
Manuscripts of the Ancient World 2 (London 1987) 38-39, no. 12; I. Bonati,
“Note testuali a P.Tebt. 1 4 (Hom. B 95-201),” ZPE 176 (2011) 1-6.

52 Cf. P.Tebt. 1 p.16. This seems confirmed by schol. I/, 2.164a! (Ariston.):
60ig & dryavolc: ... dBeteiton 8¢ kol dotepiokoc mapdkertol, 3Tt kol 00Tog
npoc ABnvac oixeing mpdc ‘Odvocéa Aéyetor, kol yweddog mepiéyel viv: o
yop 1 ABnva mapiotator éxdote, dAL 6 'O8vooeie, “ ‘with your gentle
[words restrain every man]’: ... the line is athetized and there is an asterisk
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antisigma at 204. When I inspected the papyrus in Berkeley in
September 2015, I was able to see only the obelo: at lines 124
and 197 and indeed the antisigma at line 204, while the other
signs are lost together with fragments of the original manu-
script.’3 However, if we follow the original edition, all the signs
mentioned by the editors correspond to the same critical signs
used by Aristarchus and they match the Aristonicus scholia re-
porting Aristarchus’ choices and comments on these lines. This
suggests that this text might have indeed been an (abridged)
copy of Aristarchus’ ekdosis.>* As for the antisigma at 2.204, it
does look like a ‘real’ antisigma, even though this is not the sign
we would expect following the Aristonicus scholium (and our
reconstruction above), as there should be a stigme here (as at
lines 203 and 205), while the antisigma should be at 188 and
192. Unfortunately, lines 188, 192, and 203 were not preserved
even at the time of the first edition, so we cannot tell whether
there were sigla and which ones they were; as for 203, it is
partly preserved but its beginning with its margin is mostly lost;
perhaps a speck of ink might indicate the presence of an
antisigma, but this is far from secure.’® Hence, the evidence of

because this very line is suitably said for Athena [speaking] to Odysseus [sc.
2.180] and now it contains something false: for it is not Athena but Odys-
seus who urges each [of the soldiers].”

5 The poor state of the manuscript was already noted by Bonati, JPE
176 (2011) 1.

5% See discussion in F. Schironi, “Saving the Ivory Tower from Oblivion:
The Role of Scribes in Preserving Alexandrian Scholarship,” in M. Choat
et al. (eds.), Observing the Scribe at Work: Scribal Practice in the Ancient World (Lou-
vain forthcoming).

% Todd Hickey, who kindly rechecked the papyrus for me, does not think
this is an antisigma; yet he agrees that the trace is definitely in the margin of
the papyrus (that is, it does not belong to the beginning of line 205, which is
almost entirely lost except for some bottom traces). A further check with a
microscope image of this portion does not reveal much more, except to
confirm the presence, in the margin, of a slightly curving horizontal stroke.
It might be the upper arc of a round letter/sign which also seems to be open
on the right; this is hardly compatible with an antisigma (but, if anything,
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P.Tebt. 1 4 1s quite slim. The use of the antisigma in the papyrus
corresponds to what the compendia say when they claim that
the antisigma alone is used to indicate lines whose order was
transposed and did not fit the context. Yet at 203—205 Aristo-
nicus explicitly says that stigma: were used, while the antisigma
was placed above, at 188 and 192. The erratic use of the
antisigma (placed instead of the stigme at 204) in P.7Tebt. 1 4 is in
striking contrast to the agreement that the rest of the signs in
the same papyrus exhibit with Aristonicus scholia commenting
on the same lines. This circumstance could perhaps be seen as
additional proof that, from the very beginning, the use and
function of antisigma (and the stigme) were not fixed, and that the
antisigma was used in lieu of the stgme for transpositions very
soon after Aristarchus. This probably facilitated the confusion
in the compendia and in the Venetus A, which here shows an
antisigma periestigmenon.

Conclusions

The antisigma and the stigme used by Aristarchus to signal sets
of lines which were either tautological or needed to be trans-
posed does not seem to have enjoyed great success in antiquity.
One wonders whether this happened because these signs were
quite complicated to use in tandem and also were created for
textual problems that were less pressing than others in Homeric
scholarship. Tautologies, in the end, are quite typical of oral
poetry and so they might have been seen as unproblematic to
many scholars; transpositions, on the other hand, might have
been simply signaled with obelo: for the lines to be eliminated,
while at the place where they had to be (re-)inserted a diple
could have been placed. Both signs would have referred the
reader to the commentary, where the transposition would have
been discussed. Furthermore, these were probably not such
common problems that they needed to be marked with

with a sigma). There might also be traces of ink underneath the tape on the
left, next to this trace. To conclude, there is something in the margin of line
205, but it is hard to see what it might be.
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dedicated signs, unlike athetesers (marked with obelor) or generic
exegetical issues (marked with diplar), which were at the core of
Homeric scholarship throughout the Hellenistic and Imperial
periods. In addition, whereas the antisigma was quite a specific
sign that could be used unambiguously, the stgme was definitely
not specific enough; stigma: were typical punctuation marks,
which became increasingly common in scribal practice;*® hence
using ‘dots’ as critical sigla would have been quite impractical
once punctuation became widespread.

All these issues would explain why, unlike the other critical
signs, antisigma and stigme did not survive very long and why,
already early on, their use was inconsistent (P.7ebt. 1 4). Later
on, Aristarchus-inspired editions use the anfisigma but not in the
Aristarchean manner. They employ it to introduce variants in
the intercolumnium, but in this case there is no sign placed in
the left margin, next to the ‘affected’ text (P.Hawara). Other-
wise, when the onuetov is recognizable as an antisigma in the left
margin of the Homeric text, its meaning is obscure, since it
refers to lines which are neither transposed nor tautological (7.
Oxy. 111 445, P.Pisalat. 2). In neither of these two cases is there
any correspondence between the sign in the manuscripts and
the Aristonicus scholia discussing those lines. In addition, in the
case of P.Pisalit. 2, we are not even dealing with a ‘real’
Homeric edition but rather with a scribal exercise, where an
Aristarchean critical sign would be out of place. The late P.Oxy.
XV 1818, on the contrary, uses what most likely is not even an
antisigma but a small comma-like sign and places it at the end,
rather than in front, of lines to indicate that they must be de-
leted. Only the Morgan Homer seems to use a sign that might
recall the original antisigma in that it alerts the reader that a line
must be inserted at a specific point in the manuscript; yet in
this manuscript it is paired with a chi-shaped sign, in a com-
bination of onueto which is foreign to the Aristarchean use.
Finally, the scribes of the Venetus A might have tried to re-

56 See Turner and Parsons, Greek Manuscripts 9—10.
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produce the original signs used by Aristarchus. Perhaps they
followed lists and explanations of signs available at their time,
which, however, might have been unreliable, as suggested by
the compendia that have reached us.

The manuscript evidence for these signs thus is rather
disappointing. In fact, perhaps it is valuable exactly because it
1s disappointing. Unlike the situation with the other critical
signs, which were popular enough to be used and reused by
scribes in different times, the anfisigma + stigmar system never
really took off. Perhaps this was so because the system felt cum-
bersome (the signs had to be used in tandem) and confusing
(one of them, the ‘dot’, was very common as well as tiny and
hard to recognize). So scribes, who are the ones who trans-
mitted Alexandrian scholarship, never bought into them.

To conclude, while many Aristarchean sigla became a staple
in Homeric scholarship and then were used for other authors
(even for the Bible by Origen), the use of antisigma + stigma: for
transpositions and tautologies never enjoyed much success. In
the end, the signs introduced by Aristarchus, the most famous
Alexandrian grammarian, had to stand the test of the market:
the approval of the consumers of Homer, the readers and
scribes, who saved most of Aristarchus’ scholarship—but not all
of it.>7
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