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Critical Signs
The Bridge between Edition and Commentary

1. The Critical Signs (onueia) Used by the Alexandrians
2. Ekdosis, Hypomnema, and Critical Signs

3. Homeric Hypomnemata on Papyrus and Critical Signs
4. Homeric Ekdoseis on Papyrus and Critical Signs

5. Conclusions

Before delving into a detailed analysis of Aristarchus’ work on the Iliad, it is
necessary to introduce briefly some of the most important tools that Aris-
tarchus employed throughout his exegetic and critical activity: (1) the critical
signs, which linked the ekdosis to the hypomnema; (2) the manuscript evidence
and the role it played (if any) in Aristarchus’ diorthosis; and (3) the paraphrase,
that is, the rewording of the Homeric text into Koine, a procedure which Aris-
tarchus extensively used to discuss and solve many philological problems,
beyond the simple understanding of the text. The next three chapters will be
dedicated to analyzing each one of these tools.

1. The Critical Signs (onpeia) Used by the Alexandrians

Critical signs (onueia) are a staple of Alexandrian criticism.! Even if they
probably originated from the work on Homer, ancient scholars employed

1. This chapter is partly based on Schironi 2012a. For an overview on critical signs, see Gude-
man 1922 and Stein 2007. On critical signs and signs on papyri, see McNamee 1992 and Nocchi
Macedo and Scappaticcio 2017.
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50 THE BEST OF THE GRAMMARIANS
them for other authors as well, as papyrological evidence and some ancient
and medieval sources demonstrate.> T will focus here only on the semeia
which Aristarchus used to study Homer, which are listed in later compendia
such as the so-called Anecdotum Romanum,® the Anecdotum Venetum," and
the Anecdotum Harleianum.’
Aristarchus was not the inventor of critical signs. As far as we know,
the scholar who introduced them was Zenodotus of Ephesus, who first
used the obelos (‘spit’ in Greek), a short line (—) placed next to lines that
he considered suspect.’ This operation, which is typical of the Alexandrian

scholars, is called athetesis (&B€tnotg; pl: atheteseis, 40T 0ELg) and
e as spurious without deleting it from the
d other signs: the asteriskos

8 and the sigma (C) and

consisted in marking a lin
text” Aristophanes of Byzantium introduce
(%), which indicated a line nmwmmﬁm& elsewhere,

-

2. Diogenes Laertius (3.65-66) and a
list critical signs used on the text of Plato; ¢

papyrus (PSI 1488 = Plato 142T CPF, second century CE)
£ Bartoletti 1964 and Gigante 1998. On the philological
activity on Plato at Alexandria, see Schironi 2005. In the short treatise entitled ITept onpelwv the
grammarian Hephaestion (second century CE) clearly says that critical signs were utilized for com-
edy, tragedy, and lyric poetry. Latin sources, such as the Anecdotum Parisinunt (Par. Lat. 7530,780 CE,
in GL 7, 533-536; Nauck 1867, 278-282, and Dindorf 1875, xlvi-xlix) and Isidore of Seville (Et. T 21),
incorporate the old material on Homer with some other critical signs of various meanings.

3. Rom. Bibl. Naz. Gr. 6 (tenth century), edited by Montanari 1979, 43-49 and 54-55; West
2003a, 450-455; cf. also Nauck 1867, 271-273, and Dindorf 1875, xlii-xliv. The Anecdotum Roma-
um is the most important among the lists of Homeric critical signs. Very close to this list is the
one preserved in the Matrit. B.N. 4629, copied by Constantine Lascaris (1434-1501) and edited by

Montanari 1979, 65-71, esp- 69-70.

4. Marc. Gr. 483 (fourteenth century),
xlv.

5. Brit. Mus. Harl. 5693 (fifteenth century), edited by Nauck
On the so-called [Tepi AptaT&pyov qiied&?&enE.am\&a:a&.
discusses the Aristarchean critical signs, see Erbse 1969, Ixiv-Ixvi.

6. As we know from ITepi ApioTépyov anueiwy ThiéSoc praefationis fragmentum, which intro-
duces the obelos as follows (Erbse 1969, Lxv): TOV 8& OPENOV E\aPev ek TG ZnvodoTou SopOwoewe:
napatiBel 8¢ aOTOV oic &xpariopévols EK TG TIooEWG OTIXOLS @¢ TOIG VEKPOIG TWY avlpwmnwy
[he [i.e., Aristarchus] took the obelos from Zenodotus recension. He puts it next to the lines that
are rejected from the poem like [the obol] for the dead among human beings]. On the connection
between obelos (0pehog) and obol (8BoXdc), see Plut. Lys. 17.5 Ziegler and Poll. 9.77. On Zenodotus
and the invention of athetesis, see Nickau 1977, 6-10; cf. also Lehrs 1882, 332 n. 240.

7. On the operation of athetesis, se¢ Chapter 3.6.B §9 1-3. The scholia also report that Zenodo-
tus not only athetized lines but also ‘did not write’ some lines. In fact, we do not know that Zeno-
dotus, any more than Aristarchus, actually deleted lines from the text. The lines which he ‘did not
write, as the scholia report it, may in all cases have simply been absent from the copy he used. On
Zenodotus' atheteseis and ‘deletions’ of lines, see Chapter 4 § 1.6.

8. Sch. Od. 3.71a @ Eeivou Tiveg £oTe: TOG PET adTOV TPEIS otixovg 6 pev Aploto
anueodTaL Toig aoteptokolg, 8te 68 o Tod Kokhwrog Aéyovtal Kal OPeAlorovg TOIG &otepiokolg
napatifnow, @¢ £vTeDBEV HETEVIVEYHEVQY t@v otiywv [‘strangers, who are you?™ Aristophanes
marks the next three lines after this one here [i.e., 0d. 3.72-74] with asteriskoi but when they are said
by the Cyclops (Od. 9.253-255) he also adds obeloi to the asteriskoi, as in his view the lines are trans-
ferred from here]. On the asteriskos in papyri of Homer and other authors, see Nocchi Macedo 2011.

edited by Nauck 1867, 274-276, and Dindorf 1875, xliv—
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Critical Signs -

still they used semeia. This means that, at least in their original conception,
critical signs were linked only to the ecdotic process and their meaning should
have been clear within the ekdosis of Zenodotus or Aristophanes, without any
additional explanation in a separate commentary. On the other hand, as was
discussed in Chapter 1.2, Aristarchus prepared editions (ekdoseis) of the Iliad
and the Odyssey, and discussed in detail specific points related to textual vari-
ants, suspicious lines, mythological questions, and other exegetical issues in the
commentaries (hypomnemata). The scholia derived from the work of Aristoni-
cus confirm that the explanations of the meaning of critical signs in the ekdosis
were the core of the Aristarchean hypomnema.

The difference between Zenodotus” and Aristophanes’ philological activity,
on the one hand, and that of Aristarchus, on the other, is also reflected in
the particular semeia that they employed. The meaning of the signs used
by the former two scholars (obelos, asteriskos, and sigma-antisigma) was
straightforward and unambiguous in an ekdosis: the obelos simply indicated an
athetesis; the asteriskos meant that a line was repeated elsewhere; the pair sigma
+ antisigma together marked tautologies. No further elucidations were needed
to explain these signs, unless the reader wanted to explore further why the
lines were athetized or where the repeated lines occurred elsewhere in the text.
On the contrary, the new sign invented by Aristarchus, the diple, necessarily
required explanations since it had an intrinsically ambiguous meaning: ‘NB;
While direct students of Aristarchus could hear their teacher expound on the
signs during their scholarly gatherings, the meaning of a specific diple was
impossible to determine for a reader of an ekdosis without the hypomnema
or without the opportunity to attend Aristarchus’ lectures.?* In all probability,
Aristarchus did not write hypomnemata because he had to explain the diple;
still, he could use an ambiguous sign like the diple and be confident that later
generations of scholars could understand its meaning, exactly because he had a
commentary where he could explain what it meant.?

23. As Martin West per litteras wrote to me: “When Aristarchus lectured to a group of stu-
dents, I imagine they had before them a text marked up with his signs, the significance of which
he explained orally. There was probably not an individual copy for each student, but one that they
could all see. It need not have contained all the readings he favoured, as he could explain in each
case what he believed should be read. So the onueia could exist at first without a written hypo-
tmnema, and still serve their purpose”

24. See McNamee 1981, 252; Schironi 2012a, 92 and 98-99. Yet, as McNamee 1992, 8, observes,
the ambiguous diple is the most common Aristarchean sign in Homeric papyri.

25. Admittedly, the same is valid for the equally ambiguous keraunion, whose use is attested
only for Aristophanes. Perhaps this sign was meant to be accompanied by some oral explanation
by Aristophanes himself, which his pupils would have written down in their notes. Yet the thin
evidence we have for the use of the keraunion makes any hypothesis all but speculative. In fact, the
very circumstance that the keraunion was ambiguous and that, as far as we know, Aristophanes did
not write any commentary which could explain the meaning of the keraunion itself with reference
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The ekdosis-hypomnema system thus provided a new exegetical tool through
which a scholar could discuss the interpretative issues in the Homeric texts
and his editorial choices in detail. For modern scholars, however, Aristarchus’
innovation has raised the question of how, in practical terms, he intended
the critical signs in the ekdosis and the hypomnema to be used together and
what these two products looked like. Rudolf Pfeiffer’ explained the function
of the critical signs with his idea of a hypomnema separate from the ekdosis:
Aristarchus would write a critical sign in his ekdosis next to a line where he
had some remarks to make, and then would repeat that critical sign followed
by his comments in another roll, which contained the commentary. The critical
signs were thus the link between the edition (ekdosis) and the commentary
?&ﬁozﬁw:ﬂnv“ they both alerted the reader of the ekdosis that a line was of
special interest and indicated the corresponding comment in the accompanying
hypomnema. The reader could easily find the scholar’s note in the hypomnema
since this was ordered as a running commentary by lemmata (indicating the
lines commented upon) preceded by the same critical signs that were used in the
ekdosis. In fact, critical onpeia were also helpful in finding the right lemmata—
especially in a time when there was no line numbering and, in a commentary,
lemmata were simply indicated by the incipit of the lines from which they came.

Figure 1 visualizes the application of Pfeiffer's hypothesis by comparing a
Homeric ekdosis with remnants of Aristarchus’ hypomnema. For the text, Thave
reproduced Allen's editio maior of the Iliad” and ‘reconstructed’ Aristarchus’
hypomnema from the Aristonicus scholia preserved in the Venetus A. 1
simplified this model by introducing word-divisions rather than maintaining
scriptio continua, as in a real text on papyrus.®® This choice, which goes against
an exact paleographical reconstruction, allows the reader to recognize more
easily the lemmata in the hypomnema, and how they work with the reference
text (II. 2.109-124), as well as with the critical signs.”

to a specific Homeric line might have contributed to its unpopularity and hence to its disappear-
ance from the scholia and the Homeric manuscripts.

26. Pfeiffer 1968, 218-219.

27. Throughout this study, I quote the Homeric text according to Allen 1931 (Iliad) and Allen
1917 (Odyssey), since they often follow Aristarchus’ choices (cf. Janko 1990, 333), rather than, for
example, van Thiel’s editions, which adopt the medieval vulgate. On the other hand, the more
recent edition of the Iliad by West 1998-2000, though very good in many respects, is too idiosyn-
cratic and far from the Hellenistic text to be useful. I have, however, normally referred to the critical
apparatus of West 1998-2000. On Wests Iliad, see Janko 2000b.

28. For example, the first three lines of the facsimile of the ekdosis (1. 2.109-111) would have
looked like this:
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v:_v_Vo:.:EEV?ZY&mEanL\_\EZI:

e COUEIKET SIS NI AHEN T HENEMHCEBAFEIH

29. T have also added the critical signs expected from the content of the scholia; these are not
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3. Homeric Hypomnemata on Papyrus and Critical Signs
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MSnw:m mwmm_u:vmmﬁn There are also entries consisting of a paraphrase of Hom
on Il. 2.787), etc.

n 5 al SLerisKos a a diple periesii, mene ai a aiple periesti, mene at 1 an
d 115 SK0S an p g 116, le pe g
n ast ki d a dipl t t 116. d t e t 119 d

i i due to a mis-
i i loc., these discrepancies are
ding to Erbse, scholia ad loc., pancies are dus (o 8 TS
i ow.mom WM_NM\MHM“MMM mmu: other discrepancies between the M:ocﬂn% signs in the
" : i i WA
ML N Mm :H:m Mﬂmnios_a expect from the Aristonicus’ notes, see Chapter
and wh
30. McNamee 1981 and McNamee 1992, wlww. J02a. 17,
31. This is the new dating proposed by Lundon - )
another edition, see Erbse 1969-1988, Hm»lﬁﬂm Cumﬂn m.<m=n
32. Atlines 11 (referring to I 2. 763, where, 5<<.mm .5 ey
P I ), 82 (referring to II. 2.801), and 106 (referr: gtoll -B16).  fer the othes with the
isina wn:.‘w.u i forming the lemma (IL 2.791-795) are written in full, O g ies
> .._‘_rm wzmm mM_.m the beginning of each line. In the papyrus, line 794 is
obeloi placed be

Jos before line 791 is missing. o022 3137,
%van%s the lemmata included in POxy. 1086, see Lundon 2002a

110, 111, a

his new edition of the text. For

he mention of a onpelov in the entry
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syntax into Koine syntax (e.g., lines 41-42 on Ji. 2.780, lines 51-54 on I1. 2.784,
lines 57-58 on II. 2.788); in none of these cases, however, is there a trace of
any sign before the lemma (which is entirely preserved), nor any mention of a
onpeiov in the entry. This lack of critical signs to indicate linguistic problems
is not what one would expect in an Aristarchean hypomnema because many
Aristonicus scholia explicitly prove that explanations of difficult Homeric
words and paraphrases were marked by the diple> POxy. 1086, therefore,
does use critical signs, but sporadically and not as consistently as the actual
Aristarchean hypomnema would have employed them.

As McNamee* and Lundon® have shown, POxy. 1086 is a text with some
ambition and of superior quality, as it goes beyond the simple paraphrase and
the fundamentals of Homeric scholarship. Yet it is not exclusively an excerpt
of the original hypomnema of Aristarchus.* In fact, even if much of its content
is indeed Aristarchean, there is at least one sign which no source ascribes to
him: the £ sign (to be understood as meaning Xpnotov or xpnoipov, ‘useful’
or XpflotG, ‘usage’), which appears in the margin next to lines 43 (on 1. 2.780),
57 (on IL 2.788), and 112 (on IL 2.816). The overlap with many scholia
from Aristarchus suggests that POxy. 1086 was written by someone who had
philological interests and probably had access both to the original hypomnema

of Aristarchus (or a copy of it) and to other commentaries. The papyrus, the

result of excerpting several different scholarly sources, is important as it is

35. See, for example, Sch. II. 16.142a {méAkew} &AAd pv olog érioraro miAat: f} SR, &t avt
00 £§Vvarto, povog éSvvato XpfioaoBat 1@ 86patt [‘but he alone knew how to wield it’: the diple [is
placed here] because [¢nioTato is used] instead of ¢§Ovato: only he was able to use the spear]. For
an example of paraphrase to clarify syntax, see Sch. II. 18.283a' ov5¢ TOT’ EKTEPOEL: <Mplv v KOveC
dpyol ESovta>: 1) SimAR, 671 To100TOY 20Tt T Aeyopevov, tpotepov avtov of KOveg katéSovrat f)
Ekmépoel. kal ovk EqTiy EANTG 6 Adyoc, WoTEp 0V8’ &M’ éxeivou- ‘v 8 &y® ob Mow- TPV [ Kkai
Yipag &newow’ (1. 1.29) [‘nor will he sack it; sooner will the swift dogs devour him’: the diple [is
placed here] because this is the meaning: ‘the dogs will devour him before he sacks the city’ And
the sentence is not elliptical, as it is not [elliptical] in this line: ‘I will not set her free; sooner will old

age come upon her’ (I1. 1.29)]. On the use of paraphrase in Aristarchus’ criticism, see Chapter 2.3,
36. McNamee 1981, 249-250.

37. Lundon 2002a.

38. As Lundon 2001, 839, seemed to imply; Lundon 2002a, on the other hand, more correctly
does not make such a claim, but simply labels the fragment as ‘Aristarchear’ (for example, in the
title of his monograph: Un commentario aristarcheo al secondo libro dell'Tliade: POxy VIII 1086).

see also McNamee 1992, 20-21, who notes how
(x). The latter is ascribed to Aristarchus once by
Eust. 1921.55 (ad Od. 22.144): onpeiwoat 8¢ kal &t 1o TEepl TOV SwSexa oakéwy kal o egekiig
Apiotapyog aBetroag Kexiaxev, advvarov elval eindv Togabta Paotdoa dvBpwmov [note also that
Aristarchus athetized and marked with a chi the line about the twelve shields and the following one,
saying that it was impossible for a person to carry all these [weapons]]. Even though I translated
the perfect keyiaxev as ‘marked with a chi; McNamee 1992, 19 n. 60, is probably correct when she
claims: “in the single case in which Eustathius uses x1alw in a critical context (on Od. 22.144) he

is actually discussing an Aristarchan athetesis, and clearly gives the verb the general meaning of
‘mark with a critical sign’”
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dated to the first half of the first century BCE; that is, it was written 2.:7.5. nJ
100 years of Aristarchus’ activity. Thus, POxy. 1086 also shows how the origina
signs tended to be omitted or only partially reported even at a very m.wm:.? mu.ﬁm.mm.

There are other minor fragments from hypomnemata preserving critical

signs,* here listed in chronological order:

« PPisa Lit. 8 (first century CE),* a commentary on Odyssey 11. At :H.,mm 3
and 14, the phrase onpeiov &1 is used to introduce two explanations;
for the first, the lemma in unknown; the second sign, on the other hand,
refers to Od. 11.475-476, the only lemma recognizable in ﬁ:.m fragment, at
lines 11-13.% In the papyrus, however, no critical sign is evident (but the

arein is in lacuna at lines 1-8).

° Mﬂbaww inv. 118 (second century CE),* a commentary on Il. 4.164-169

(or 170?). Atline 5,2 diple in the text (> 8¢ mapdxerraly) is followed by the
lanation to Il 4.164.*

. W%E.S JE 60566 (second century CE),* a commentary on Il m.w».ouwﬁu
251-257, and 277-785. It has three diplai placed before meBmﬁ.m” infra,
ii, 10 (on I1. 6.257) and in fr. b, i, 3 and 5 (on II. 6.277 and Nwmvw in the Fm.ﬁ
two cases the explanation is introduced with o onpeio(v) 6(t) (fr. b, i,
4and6)."

« PMich. inv. 1206 (third to fourth century CE),*® a noEB.m:SQ on IL
14.316-348. It shows an obelos before the lemma at line 3 to Eﬂ.no.%.pnm the
athetesis of II. 14.317-327.% At line 9 there is probably a diple (if it is nota
diple obelismene),™ but the explanation (on II. 14.338) is lost.

Compared with POxy. 1086, these hypomnemata on papyrus are later m:.&
much poorer in terms of critical signs. Nevertheless, they agree with the Aris-

40. As listed by Lundon 2011, 174-175 n. 85.
41. Edited by Carlini 1978, 89-93.
42. Abbreviated o &1t at line 3 and fully written out a
subsequently corrected): onpov [67]. o . ) )
NG.@Zo Aristonicus scholium to those lines is preserved, so it is impossible to know if the com
mentary used Aristarchean material.
44. Edited by Daris 1975 and also by Erbse 1969-1988, VII Nm»|mmm ﬁ.vmw.. 1la). .
45. The entry discusses the gender of the noun "I\toc, which is feminine in Homer, and derives
from Aristarchus (Sch. IL 4.164d); see Chapter 4 § 1.5.1.
46. Edited by Waddell 1934, 148-151, and also by Erbse 1969-1988, I1 124-128 QE.@. V). .
47. All the diplai in the papyrus go back to Aristarchus, as proven by the corresponding Ariston-
icus scholia: Sch. IL. 6.257; 6.277; 6.278.
48. Edited by Luppe 1992.
49, The athetesis goes back to Aristarchus; .
50. That s, a diple combined with an obelos on the rig

1988.

t lines 13-14 (with an iotacistic mistake

see Sch. IL 14.317a, discussed in Chapter 3.6.B § 6.
ht: >—. On the diple obelismene, see Barbis

E
i
I
|
i
k
i
b
|
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tonicus scholia’s mention of specific signs and confirm that the Aristarchean
hypomnemata had semeia before the lemmata to introduce the explanations
and to link them with an edition of reference.

4. Homeric Ekdoseis on Papyrus and Critical Signs

Ancient ekdoseis of Homer provide richer evidence than hypomnemata on pa-
pyrus since quite a few of them have critical signs, though they are a minority
compared with all the Homeric papyri found in Egypt. McNamee counted a
total of thirty-one papyri®! that present the critical signs of Aristarchus.® While
obeloi and diplai are fairly frequent, the other signs are far less numerou
five of these papyri, for example, have the other com
(asteriskos and diple periestigmene) in addition to the
and one has an asteriskos but no obelos or diple:

s; only
mon Aristarchean signs
usual obeloi and diplai,

¢ PTebt. 1.4 (second century BCE): diple periestigmene, obelos,
with obelos, antisigma, but no diple.®
» PLond.Lit. 27 (first half of the first century CE): diple and asteriskos.*
. Mmm Hmm (first to second century CE): obelos, asteriskos with obelos, but no
iple.>

e PHawara (second half of the second century CE): diple, obelos.
estigmene.* .

* POxy. 445 = PLond.Lit. 14 (
but no obelos.5

asteriskos

diple peri-

second to third century CE): diple, asteriskos,

51. Originally, McNamee 1981, 247 n. 2, had
1992, 28-29, has a more complete list (among t
60566, as it is a hypomnema, not an ekdosis).

52. Papyri provide a wider array of critical si
impossible to trace most of them back to Alexan
meaning.

a list with only seventeen papyri, but McNamee
he papyri in her table I have excluded PCairo JE

gns but, as McNamee 1992 has demonstrated, it is
drian scholarship, much less to give them a specific

53. Cf. also Turner and Parsons 1987, 38-39 (no. 12); Bonati 2011.

54. McNamee 1992, 28, lists also the obelos in this papyrus, but Kenyon 1891, 101, Kenyon 1893
297, and mm_wmm 1969, xlii, do not mention any obelos. Indeed, from the z.m:mnlﬁﬁmo: :”\ Kenyo! :
1893, all the ‘dashes’ seem paragraphoi rather than obeloi, as they are placed in the interlinear mw_wnM

not in the margin next to the line (I have not, } i
> however, inspected the man i rself
55. Cf. also Manfredi 1979, 47-51 (no. 6). ’ Bl

56. Cf. Sayce 1889, 24-28; Erbse 1969, Xxxiv-xxxv; Tu
McNamee 2007, 269-271.

57. Cf. also Erbse 1969, soocvii-xxxviii; McNamee 2007, 272
antisigma at Il. 6.174, but the sign does not go back to Aristarchus
cus says that there was a diple (which is absent in the papyrus)

rner and Parsons 1987, 38-39 (no. 13);

~273. The papyrus also has an
since in Sch. Il. 6.174a Aristoni-
; see Schironi 2017, 626.
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« PMich. inv. 6653 (second to third century CE): asteriskos, but no obelos
or diple®

Among these six papyri, the most ancient text preserving Aristarchean criti-
cal signs is P.Tebt. 1.4, dating back to the second century BCE. According to
its first editors,” the papyrus included fragments of five columns covering IL
2.95-210 and provided an obelos at IL. 2.124, 133, and 197, a diple periestig-
mene at II. 2.156, and an antisigma at IL. 2.204.% Lastly, there was an asteriskos
with obelos on the right margin of I 2.141; these two signs in all likelihood
referred to the line in the next column, which was lost (probably to IL 2.164).5
When I inspected the papyrus in Berkeley in September 2015, I was only able
to see the obeloi at lines 124 and 197 and the antisigma at line 204, while the
other signs are lost together with fragments of the original manuscript. Yet if we
trust the first edition, most of these lines match the Aristonicus scholia report-

ing Aristarchus’ choices,® suggesting that this text might have indeed been an

(abridged) copy of Aristarchus’ ekdosis.

P Hawara, a luxury edition of Book 2 of the Iliad, dated to the second half
of the second century CE, has quite a few critical signs,® and is certainly the
richest among these siX Homeric papyri. Moreover, P Hawara partly overlaps
with the portion of Jliad 2 discussed by P.Oxy. 1086, and thus it allows for a
on between an ‘ancient’ ckdosis and an ‘ancient’ hypomnema, as well
as for a comparison with the critical signs in the Venetus A. The following
table lists the critical signs reported by the Hawara Homer, the Venetus A, and
P.Oxy. 1086 for I 5.751-827 (the range of lines commented upon by P.Oxy.
1086); blank spaces indicate where the lines (or the lemmata in the case of the

hypomnemata) are fully preserved, but no sign is in evidence:**

comparis

-

5g. Edited by Merkelbach 1974; cf. also Priest 1979.

59, Grenfell, Hunt, and Smyly 1902, 12-17.

60. Other Homeric papyri have an antisigma (see McNamee 1992, 28-29); because of its uncer-
tain meaning I am not counting them in this brief survey, but I have discussed them in Schironi
2017, 621-628.

61. See Aristonicus in Sch. I1. 2.164a".
62. Sch. Il 2.124a (obelos at Il. 2.124); 2.130-3 (obelos at IL. 2.133); 2.156-69 (diple periestigmene

at II. 2.156); 2.193a'* (obelos at IL 2.197); 2.203a (antisigma at IL. 2.204; this should probably be a
stigme as the scholium suggests; see Schironi 2017, 626-628). On this papyrus and its relationship
with Aristarchus’ signs, see Schironi 2019d.

63. As reported by McNamee 2007, 269: obelos at Il 2.737, 794, 860-861, 875-876; diple at 1.
2.481, 659,701,722, 727, 730, 741 (followed by a single dot), 742, 302, 807, 809, 827, 830, 8§38, 839,
856, 858, 863, 872; diple periestigmene at I1. 2.484, 634, 658, 674-675, 697, 724, 746, 801. On the
antisigma in this papyrus, see Schironi 2017, 623-624.

64. The data and the table are taken from Lundon 20023,
only with PHawara, and her data have some discrepancies with those re;

papyrus (see footnote 63 above).

25-26. McNamee 2007, 269, deals
ported by Lundon for this

Critical Signs
61

Critical si ns HmmuOHHOQ by P Oxy. 1086, P Hawara and the Venetus A fo Il.2.762— 7
g 2 Y- > id 2

Iliad 2 ‘b
. P.Oxy. 1086 half oft
(line numbers) = nmm\.ﬁ BC i aminie ¢
- . BCE) 2" cent. CE) Qo_m:m:a .
hmw::E in lacuna; diple restored by Lund =
in the lacuna > e
767 Diple
782 i
zﬂnno: ow a onpeiov in the explanation orle
e . ut no diple in the fully preserved le :
Diple e
791 i .
- No obelos in the fully preserved lemma e
Obelos i
Www Obelos i
94 Line omitted fi
rom the len ol
Mwm o nma (I1. 2.791-795) Obelos O?MMM
01 i
rm_hudw:m partly in lacuna; diple restored Dj ey
y T.Emo: in the lacuna; mention of a v e
w02 onpelov in the explanation
807 o
iple Dipl
w07 it Diple b..wm
816 Lemma partly in | ; di S .
; partly in lacuna; diple restored o
y hm:mo: in the lacuna; mention of a
onueiov in th i
10 . n the explanation
820 Li i y
o ine omitted from the commentary Linein | pl 4
acuna Diple
Diple U%Nn

7 Wi ~ S T m ﬁ .

S a nema X
mh arda na ‘msm " S1PNS T n Tm TNEN:‘nm A anc Tm hypommne PO.
HOMwm Hrmm 1S THO—UN_wa _UOONCMQ it is not a mﬁ—HO~N-< @HCQCWH. :W@ ﬁrm Cﬂ:m~ t M\O
texts. >m w(ﬁﬁHbmm:m@ Tmm Humrﬂv\ @Onuﬁm&. Oﬁﬁu Eum mﬂm:m D\Zmrﬁ Tmcm U@m: NQ&S@Q

mn Nmﬁ.v(h‘& S mﬁiwﬂm,:w _Umﬁmc.mm it was a :‘Unr:v\ OO@V S\:”: :;m:mﬁﬁﬁm& Nm:UT
@

tions. Perhaps, in <3
> S k] 58
5 o:mm:mﬂwm Emcnr display’ editions, a scribe did not recopy every sign f
Yy were not essential to the text itself; he E.v\ ht M y sign from
» ight have limited

himself to copyi
pying enough critical si

In fact, the criti . al signs to make the text |

> ic ; ook :

basic linguistic om_m n@m:m preserved in papyri often are those mmww% . mn,wo_m_ Iy.

TR o.dﬁm:n-nm_mﬁm& explanations, while those add -8 Jz:r very
philologically oriented questions were often o .M d MM Sine more

mitted.

65. McNamee 1981, 253.
66. See McNamee 1981, 248-251.
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5. Conclusions

of evidence, papyri bearing ndﬁn.&
portant conclusions. Even in
omnema and ekdosis

Despite all the problems and the scarcity o
signs (onpeia) allow us to draw at least som A,
the absence of a fully preserved set of a corresponding .
rus, fragments of both ekdoseis and hypomnemata e
Mwmwwww\osmw evidence for the existence of the mﬁﬁmm: <<Enrﬁ.>WM Mg i
i rti . papyrus fragments .
. @3@.@5 am<ma.mo_ MMWMHW“MEMMMMMHHQM%anm an explanation (especially
§.n§ e Mﬁa onueiov &tt) prove that the ekdosis-hypomnema mﬁﬁma.wmm
@9 e mozdcam ﬂ.o_wﬁa the Aristarchean signs, exactly as mCmmmmﬁ.mm by E.JQMH.
g nmw:mnm mﬁrsm like signposts for Aristarchus’ critical activify, mar M
va i d exegesis on Homer. This is why Aristonicus, who moQMm.m
o M%BHMMMMMMMMm a._mmmm signs, is such an important source for understanding
on e

Aristarchus’ work on Homer.

ity, in this book :
67. For the sake of clarity, : o
‘fixed phrases’ found in scholia to express a certain concept. T wi
to indicate the typical phenomenon of oral poetry, ol
[ trical conditions to expr!

loyed under the same me : A

anﬂ nM:Qmm survey of the different theories developed after Parry to exp
0

formulae, see Russo 2011.

those

i the English formula/formulas to mean
ot comecti. the Latin .E*E:E\\SE:N%
that is “a group of words which is regularly
1 essential idea” (Parry 1971, N‘B,u._
lain and define Homeric

2.2

Aristarchus and Manuscript Evidence

1. Evidence from Didymus
2. Evidence from Aristonicus
3. Conclusions

One of the questions concerning Aristarchus’ activity that has worried scholars
most is whether he used manuscript evidence in his diorthosis. While Marchi-
nus van der Valk held the extreme view that all Aristarchus’ readings and phi-
lological solutions were conjectures and that he paid no attention to manu-
script evidence,' most scholars, starting from Friedrich August Wolf up to most
recent studies, tend to think that Aristarchus and his colleagues also selected
readings attested in manuscripts which they had inspected. Yet the same schol-
ars often differ in the relative weight they give to conjectures and attention to
manuscript evidence in Alexandrian practice.? Martin West has partially come
back to van der Vall’s view, however, and suggested: “it is time to challenge this
assumption, inherited from Wolf, that collation of different copies was a nor-
mal and essential part of what Aristarchus and his predecessors did . . . there

is no evidence that they actively sought out a plurality of different manuscripts
for comparative purposes”?

L. Van der Valk 1963-1964, II 84-263 (passim); in particular, 86: “I take the view that Aris-
tarchus’ readings are nearly always subjective and personal conjectures”; or 90: “we can say that he
[Aristarchus] was not less prolific than Zen. in offering conjectures. Since, however, his emenda-
tions are less arbitrary, more scholarly and cautious, they have been less easily unmasked”

2. See Wolf 1795/1985, 158-162, 195-196; La Roche 1866, 21; Lehrs 1882, 353-354; Ludwich
1884-1885, I 3-8; Monro 1901, 430-435; Roemer 1912, 121; Erbse 1959, 280; Pfeiffer 1968, 94;
Janko 1994, 26; Janko 2002, 659; Rengakos 2002a; Montanari 2002, 127-135; Montanari 2004;
Montanari 2015, 660-671; Nagy 2004, 87-109; and Nagy 2009a, 9-21.

3. West 2001, 36. Especially for scholars such as West, Janko, and Nagy, these opposing views are
often connected to their (very different) views about the Homeric Question. Cf. Montanari 2002,
132-133; Montanari 2004, 132-136.
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