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However the fact that both omissions and
additions are much more frequent in MSS.
than in literary sources, and that omissions
are commoner than additions, suggests that
omissions are due to a graphical cause.
That so many lines are strictly dispensable
(they impair the poetical value of a pas-
sage but do not absolutely ruin the con-
struction), is due to the natural diffuseness
of epos and to the circumstance that addi-
tions to and expansions of a statement
tend to fall within a single line.

These considerations should provide an
explanation of the greatest omission in the
Iliad, namely the Catalogue. They do not
do so, however, and we have to fall back on
general probabilities (Leaf, [liad, i.—xii. p.
46).

)Another question may be asked. Are the
additions, whether in MSS., quotations, or
scholia, new or old matter? do they give us
new lines or are they repetitions of material
actually in Homer? The answer is given
by the following table:—

MSS. Scholia. Quotations.
Total of Additions...65...... 10......... 14
New Lines

As was to be expected, the additions in
MSS. are nearly all of lines extant in Homer
or other epic literature (e.g. A 265 from

7w gamplay pijas uv bs axpnariav,

ypdyas 8 éxawobpynoa thy edxpnoriav.

éyreifer of ypdpovres odx éoparuévws
< panridow &s Eowe pavbdvew.

Cometas’ metaphors do not leave it quite clear how
far his critical activity proceeded, but he evidently
‘used the knife’ in one sense or another, and may
have justified Timon’s warning to Aratus.

Hesiod), sometimes with slight variations.
On the other hand the additions made by
scholiasts and found in quotations contribute
new matter in rather more than half the
cases.

Later MSS., that is minuscules and late
Papyri, taken together yield a very small
percentage of novelties. In the oldest
papyri (not included in this caleulation) the
proportion is different. The four fragments
of second or third century B.c. papyrus
yield 26 extra lines, of which 5 are doubtful,
13 old, and 8 new. Omnitting the doubtful
restorations, about £ of the additions are
old, 4 new.

Since the mediaeval MSS. which exist in
such great numbers make comparatively
few additions to the text, and these almost
exclusively lines already Homeric, it may
seem probable that the addition of new
lines in scholia and quotations are not
vulgate but equivalent to the much more
numerous additions introduced by the de-
signations Twés, &ror. These, mainly pre-
served by the catholic interest of the Townley
scholiast, would gain in value if age and
source were ascribed to them; they have
not survived in MSS., and the generous
endeavour of this scholiast to save the stray
and the eccentric bhas had as little effect
upon the immovable Vulgate as in the other
sense the Alexandrian obelus.!

T. W. ALLEN.

1 There is little distinction to be drawn between
MS. and MS. in the matter of additions and omis-
sions. The Townley MS. appears to come first with
eight omissions, and Ge, Mc, and O35 to follow with
five ; among late papyri the Syriac palimpsest adds
most lines.

THE OPENING OF SOPHOCLES 4NTIGONE.

My conjecture as to the probable original
form of v. 4 3¢q. has already appeared in this
Review (xiii, 386), and I still believe it to be
right. At the same place I have also ex-
pressed my belief in the correctness of
Paley’s treatment of v. 3. In what follows
here I wish to deal with some other matters
pertaining to the correction and interpreta-
tion of this speech of Antigone’s.

In the first place I can no longer believe
that the words rdv dn’ Oidimov kaxdv in v. 2
are sound. Professor Semitélos was right
in objecting, as others had dome, to the
position of the word Zes and to the un-

natural meaning that must be given to the
phrase dén’ Oidiwov. We find the phrase
used in the natural sense and in the same
position in the verse Ant. 193 (doroiot
maldov 1OV &’ Oidlwov wépt). A simple
remedy for the words, which has not, how-
ever, to my knowledge been applied by
anyone, consists in changing rdv to 7ois.
The collocation and contrast of Zeds and 7ois
é&x’ Oib{wov are excellent, and the xaxdv at
the end of the verse would readily lead a
careless copier to change rois to 7édv. V. 2
8q. will thus be =dp’ olo§’ drv Zeds Tois dn’
Oidimov (=rois Oldéwov Téxvors) kaxd wdvra
B 2
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vow {doaw (gen. absol. = & & vd &ijy)
TeAel (=Tehelv péle) ;

Secondly, in v. 6 I cannot believe that
obx émuw’ can be what Sophocles wrote. I
venture to think that only if the words
Tov odv re xdudv belonged rather to the
antecedent than to the relative clause (and
that they do not) could the repeated nega-
tive be tolerated. But dmwr’ is too little
separated from the o¥ after éwoiov to justify
the resumption of the negation by a second
ob (odx). That Todt was right in suggesting
(Philologus 31 [1872), p. 215) eiodron’ as
the original text can, I think, be made still
more plausible by a passage in the Electra,
where Sophocles writes (417 s8g.) elowdeiv
warpds | Tob oob Te xduod Odevrépav Spliav.
Here the similarity of the first half of v.
418 to the first half of Ant. 6 is at once
apparent ; and the fact that with the half
verse in the Elecira eiocideiv is associated is
certainly a fair argument to urge in support
of Todt’s conjecture. I may add that there
i, on the other hand, an argument against
Morstadt’s conjecture (Beitrige zur Exegese
und XKritik der Sophokleischen Tragtdien
Elektra, Aias und Antigone, Schaffhausen,
1864, p. 48) pidwv for kaxdv at the end of vs.
6 in Eléctra 763, where we read pépora
mivtov &v dreor éyd kaxdv. This verse
seems ~ clearly reminiscent of Ant. 6 : the
fact that elgémorn’ could not be fitted in
makes it invalid as a defence of odx dren’.

It has not, I think, been duly noted that
the words +&v odv 7e rdpdv are emphatic
where they stand. That means that the
evils—the xaxd—of Ismene and Antigone
are to be contrasted by the latter with the
evils of somebody else. That somebody
olse is Polynices ; and after the «ai viv, in
which the »ir is contrasted with the 73y
implied in elodwer’ (to accept that conjec-
ture, though the sense is here the main
point), we should expect, if we had thus far
seen what Antigone were driving at—mod
yvduns elyp-—, adistinet reference to Polynices,
and we should expect the tone of statement,
not that of interrogation. Theaccepting of
Reiske’s Towdr’ for i rovr’ (which correction,
I may be permitted to add, had occurred to
me a good while ago before I knew that
Reiske had also made itl) preserves that
tone of statement. But the accepting of
Towdr" carries us farther. 'We must read to
the end of v. 8 in the tone of statement
and then suddenly appears a question, the
statement not being completed. What has
happened? Antigone has interrupted her-

The correction would seem (see Mr. Blaydes’s
Adversaria) to have been made also by Naber,

gelf. She wants to be quite sure that she is
not telling Ismene something that the latter
already knows. ("H8y kalés in v. 18 is, of
course, equivalent to our ‘I thought not,’
‘I was pretty sure you hadn’t) if my
reasoning is sound thus far.) If we look
on a little further, we get just what Antigone
was going on to say when she interrupted
herself to question Ismene ; for if in v. 21
we should substitute for ol yap vddov vaww
the words rddov yip Huw, the tale which
Antigone tells in v. 21 sgg. could be placed
in immediate sequence to vv. 1-8. &s Aéyovot
in v. 23 recalls the ¢aci of v. 7. Indeed, I
venture to think that Sophocles at first
composed the opening of the Antigone in
the form I have just indicated and then,
thanks to a happy Sevrépa $ppovris, improved
it by inserting vv. 9-20 and chaunging
slightly the beginning of v. 21, which had
been at firss v. 9.2

Before writing out vv. 1-10 ag I think

"we should read and point them I would

note the meaning that must be given to
Reiske’s—xat SogpoxAéovs xdv o py Oéhmps—
rowovr’, namely dhyewdv odd drys drep xal
aioxpov odd’ &rypov. It may also be added
that Hermann Schiitz in his Sophokleische
Studien p. 206 has strongly supported that
interpretation of v. 10 which makes 7ods
pidovs = Tlohvvelkn and =ov éxOpdv = vav
’Apyelwv. Furthermore, Professor Gilder-
sleeve has shewn that, by a peculiar form
of ellipsis (akin perhaps in the case of
individual words to such a phrase as 7 s
Pacikelas véoov dxph=14 s Tijs B.v.d.), the
words arelyovra Tov éxfpbv xaxd may very
well be taken as = orelyovra Ta v éxBpov
xaxd. But to this interesting matter of
style I shall recur. The following is the
form that I believe vv. 1-10 should have :—

¥ 4 7
*Q kowdv adrddeddov Topivys kdpa,
-
&p’ olod &ru Zeds Tols ' Oidimov kakdv
<otk &l > omotov olxi vadw {boaw Te\el ;
Oddev yap obr' dhyewov ovd’ drqs drep
¥y t b ’8, ¥ z 0, e ~ 3>
obr’ aloxpdv 0d8’ &riuov &5’ Smotov ob
TOV oGV Te xdpdv elodmon’ éyd Kaxdy,
\ A A ® \ 7 ,
xai vdv Towdr ad daol wardjuee wéle
o ,
xijpvypa Geivac ov oTperyyov dprivs—
éxets 1 kdgijxovaas 4 o€ Aavédve
7 .
7pds Tovs pidovs arelyovra Ty éxBpdv xaxd ;

2 [ may add that it may farther be noted as an
interesting coincidence and perhaps a confirmation
of what I have just written, that vv. 1-8 4 vv. 21-30
(omitting, of course, 24 and making the consequent .
corrections) amount to 17, the same number that
Antigone’s opening speech and Ismene’s answer
make up together, as the play now stands. Verses
seem to tend markedly to fall into groups of 17 in
the Antigone.
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, Before resuming the discussion of the
peculiar form of ellipsis represented in v.
10, T wish to deal with another of Mor-
stadt’s conjectures because it can be very
prettily and conclusively proved wrong.
Morstadt repeats (l.c.) his conjecture that
vv. 15-17 should be shared by Antigone and
Ismene in this way :

ANT. &rel 8¢ ¢poddds éorww "Apyelwv orpards
& vukTi 19 viv, o0dev ol tméprepov ;
IS, of7’ ebruyolioa pndAlov odr’ drwpéry.
This involves a change of the traditional
text that could be readily accounted for,
were there not a very good reason for main-
taining that no such change is necessary-—
to say nothing of the fact that there is no
obvious urgent reason for redistributing the
traditional text. This good reason is the
presence of a very elegant chiasmus,—a
figure that has not, I venture to think, been
sufficiently attended to in Sophocles—or
other Greek stylists. In Ismene’s speech
as customarily read the arrangement is this :
(A) 'Epol pév...iker(o), (B} & drov...xepi, (B)
émel St...miu viv, (A) obdev old...drwpér.
Here it should furthermore be observed (1)

that & drov is parallel with érel, (2) that

U0’ 70Ys oV7’ dlyewds is parallel with o¥’
ebruyoloa obr dropém, and (3) that i
Hpépae is parallel with & vukri 7t viv. The
case for the defence is thus very plain.

To return now to the ellipsis. Professor
J. H. Wright in the Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology, xii. pp. 137 segq., has
brought together a number of examples, all
of which I cannot accept, of this very
interesting phaenomenon, which we might
call in deference to Sophoclean diction the
dmhotv émos (implying @AAa duwdodv Epyov).
Professor Wright calls it ¢ euphonic ellipsis.’
The matter is worthy of more attention
than it has received, albeit such investiga-
tions should be pursued with the extremest
caution. I venture to think that we can
explain in this way a troublesome place in
the Electra, where (v. 316) we read ‘Qs viw
dmdvros iordper 7( ool Pidov. May we not
understand this as for ‘Q.v.d. iordpet € 7{ got
¢pidov and write it (perhaps) ‘Q.v.d. iorépel 7{
go. ¢idov? But sat paginae biberunt
atramenti,

MorTivER LaMsoNn EarLE.

ON TWO PASSAGES OF SOPHOCLES ELECTRA.

1.—153-163.

IF we try to construe this passage accord-
ing to the traditional text, vv. 153-155 can
only mean: ‘Not to you alone, my child,
has a grief come in respect of which you
surpass those that are within.” But such a
remark does not square with the evident
intention of the Chorus nor with the follow-
ing words. Prof. Kaibel has seen the
difficulty and bhas evaded it. His words
-should be quoted here. He writes (ad loc.) :
‘ Hier ist mpds éme “in Bezug auf welches
Leid ” (dxos) freilich etwas prosaisch, zudem
sollte man mpos 6 erwarten. [The italics are
‘mine.~M. L. E] Aber die Prosa wird
man hinnehmen miissen, und in ér¢ scheint
die unbestimmte Allgemeinheit des regier-
enden Satzes nachzuwirken (““ alle Menschen
haben Leid ”); keinesfalls darf man deter-
minative Relativsitze vergleichen, in denen
doris mit Recht steht (G. Hermann praef.
OT p. viii.): der Satz ist selbstindig und
lautet nicht 7pos § T Sikalws dv o wepirry
elys. Die fiir den Chor undenkbare Brutali-
tit wpos 7 8¢ oV 7oy Hdov €l wepiood ; hitte

niemandem’einfallen sollen.” I can not but
think that it is rather the ‘unbestimmte
Allgemeinheit ' of Prof. Kaibel's theory of
Greek relative clauses than that quality in
the antecedent clause here that we should
recognise. Yet who has thought to question
éoris in Eur. Med. 220, a reading that I
believe to be demonstrably wrong in the
context 9 The fact is that a simple relative
is demanded in v. 155. Such simple relative
may be obtained without the change of a
single letter by merely setting the proper
diacritical marks, That I shall now do, as
I think ; and besides I will set down the
whole context, as I would read it.

0% 7oL ol podvar, Téxvor,

. 2 2 -
dxos épdvy Bpordv,
wpds & 7i oV TOV év yéver weplood

* e 7 k-3 \ ~ /.
ols 6pdlev €l kai yovar Elvaipos;

v Ié ’ N4 ’,
ola. Xpuadlepus {oew xal 'Ipdvacoa
kpumra T dyéov & 7fa—
SABios—bv @ xAewd
v& more Muxnvaiwy
Oéferar edbmaTpldav Aws eldpove

L ’

Bripart polévra rdvde yiv— Opéorav.



