THE MEDIEVAL MANUSCRIPTS OF THE
WORKS AND DAYS

Tue Works and Days is contained in far more manuscripts than the other
Hesiodic poems. Altogether there are something over 260, as against seventy-
odd for the Theogony and sixty-odd for the Shield. Over a hundred of them are
later than 1480, the approximate date of the earliest printed edition of the
poem; but even when these are subtracted, a formidable number remains,
many of which have never been investigated. The present century has seen
more done in the way of cataloguing them than the nineteenth, but less in the
way of collating them. Since N. A. Livadaras published his list of Hesiod
manuscripts in 1963,! the disparity between what has been done and what
might be done has become more apparent than ever before.

The first edition to contain an extensive critical apparatus was that of Lanzi
(Florence, 1808), who presented in an appendix in tabular form the readings of
no less than fifty manuscripts. They are, to be sure, not all clearly identified,
the collations (mainly the work of other people) are inaccurate, and of course at
that date there was no attempt to sort the manuscripts into families ; but it was
a heroic effort. Further manuscripts were made known by the editions of
Gaisford (Oxford, 1814 ; Leipzig, 1823), Goettling (Leipzig, 1831, 1843), van
Lennep (Amsterdam, 1847), Paley (London, 1861, 1883), and Koechly and
Kinkel (Leipzig, 1870). Given the fact that these editors regarded manuscripts
simply as mines from which variant readings could be accumulated, and not as
documents to be used discriminatingly for the reconstruction of the history of
the transmission, it is curious that most of them failed to make full use of each
other’s materials. Only Koechly and Kinkel drew up a register of all the manu-
scripts used by their predecessors.

Rzach’s early edition of 1884 did not give promise of any departure from
these methods. He used a number of the manuscripts that had been used
before, and one or two that had not, judging some to be of more value than
others, but without further classification. Later, however, he embarked on a
detailed investigation of manuscript relationships.z He does not say how many
manuscripts he has taken into account, and the number certainly falls far
short of the total extant. Nevertheless, he succeeded in establishing a classi-
fication into families which is in essentials correct and complete. His editions of
19o2—13 were based on these conclusions.

Only five further manuscripts have been collated by subsequent editors:
three by Sinclair (who found nothing of value in them), and two by Colonna.
A larger number have been investigated by Livadaras,3 raising to sixty-two the
total of manuscripts assigned to classes. Livadaras’ classifications are correct as
far as they go, but there is much imprecision, and he often fails to quote a
manuscript’s most interesting readings, while the readings he does quote are
frequently misreported.* His catalogue of the manuscripts, although it too

! In his ‘feropla tHs mapaddoews Tob 23; Wien. St. xx (1898), 91-118.
kewuévov Tod “Houddov. 3 Op. cit.

2 Symbolae Pragenses (Vienna, 1893), 165- 4 Cf. Gnomon xxxvii (1965), 650-5.
04 ; Serta Harteliana (Vienna, 1896), 209—
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contains inaccuracies and is not quite complete,! saves the inquirer much
labour; but the discussion of their quality and relationships unfortunately does
not.

I must now explain the scope of the present study. A complete survey of the
extant manuscripts, even down to 1480, is more than I could contemplate.
What I have done is to collate, or at least get enough information to classify,
all the manuscripts down to the end of the fourteenth century. I have found
that after about 1340 they contribute nothing new either in transmitted
readings or in knowledge of the families. The chance that any of the fifteenth-
century copies would do so seems small. I do in fact know something about a
fair number of them, and I have seen nothing to suggest that further research
among them might be rewarding. Most of them give the Triclinian recension,
the rest are representatives of one or other of the main families, though never
in a very pure form.

Hesiop IN THE ETYyMOoLOGICA

The Byzantine Etymologica contain many quotations from Hesiod, some of
them extensive (up to ten lines in the case of the Works and Days), though
drastic abbreviation occurs within the tradition: it is usually cod. A of the
Genuinum that gives the fullest version.2 Some of these quotations are inherited
from ancient grammatical sources. Many, however, and especially the longer
ones, have been taken directly from a manuscript of Hesiod equipped with
scholia, and interpreted with excerpts copied from these scholia.? In the Works
and Days they amount to no less than 150 verses. There is seldom any difficulty
in distinguishing quotations of this kind. Typically the verses come at the
beginning of the entry, introduced only by ‘Hoio8os or ‘Hoiodos év "Epyois kai
‘Huépais, and are followed by the scholia (often headed oydAwv), copied
indiscriminately so that several scholiastic comments of unrelated character
succeed one another. In an inherited quotation, on the other hand, a statement
of the meaning or etymology of the lemma-word precedes and is backed up by
the quotation, &s map’ ‘Hotddw-—or the like.

It would be nice if we could assume that the excerpts were all made by the
compiler of the Etymologicum Genuinum. Then we would have in effect, for
150 lines of the poem, direct witnesses to the text of 2 manuscript written not
later than the second half of the ninth century, perhaps a hundred years before
the oldest of the extant manuscripts. We have papyri of greater antiquity, of
course, but this Etymologist’s copy would be of particular interest for the
medieval tradition, because, even if it should have been written in late anti-
quity, it was actually extant in the ninth century, and its scholia are essentially
the same as those of the surviving manuscripts, only better preserved, and
notable for the absence of Proclus’ commentary (more on this presently).

The truth is not quite as nice as that, though it is nearly as nice. Firstly, the
excerpts in Gen. A and B and the Magnum sometimes appear in the later,

1 Add: Lond. Harl. 6323 (WD); Har- disposal, but otherwise I am dependent on
vard Coll. Ms. Gr. 20 (WD, Sc., Th., all with  published sources, which are far from giving
scholia, s. xv/xvi); Marc. App. gr. IX 23 complete coverage.

(numero di collocazione: 1041) (WD, Th., 3 See Reitzenstein, Geschichte der griechischen
Sc., s. xv); Bonon. Univ. cod. 4238 (WD, Etymologika, p. 50 n. 1, who gives examples
Th., s. XV ex.). that make the procedure clear.

2 T have photocopies of Gen. A at my
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interpolated manuscripts of the Gudianum, but never (so far as can be judged
from de Stefani’s uncompleted edition) in the archetype d. The Gudianum
draws on the original version of the Genuinum, while the archetype of A, B,
and the Magnum was a slightly later, expanded version. If the original Genu-
inum had contained the Hesiod excerpts, their total absence from 4 of the
Gudianum would be inexplicable; casual omission would account for some,
but there are far too many excerpts involved for this to be acceptable as an
explanation of all; nor is a policy of systematic omission conceivable. The
Hesiod excerpts, therefore, are a secondary accretion to the Genuinum, and
the manuscript from which they were taken need not have been much older
than A and B, that is to say, than the tenth century.

Secondly, the lexicon of ‘Zonaras’ contains sixteen excerpts from the Works
and Days (not longer than 14 lines) which do not occur in the other lexica, and
which evidently represent a new contribution by this compiler.” They come
from WD 11, 14, 29, 37; 104; 181; 283; 404, 406; 505, 509, 533; 729; 772,
778, 781. (Note the tendency to bunching.) They offer no distinctive readings
which would allow the manuscript used to be classified, and it is a prior: un-
likely to have been the same one used by the diasceuast of the Et. Gen. So we
must leave these excerpts out of account.2

We are still left with an early manuscript, not later than the tenth century,
reflected in excerpts in Gen. AB, the Magnum, Symeon, the interpolated
Gudianum, and sometimes ‘Zonaras’. I shall call it e. Its quality may be judged
from the following good readings which in the rest of the medieval tradition are
either absent or scantily attested :

213 die for drove. Here only. Surely an ancient variant; cf. vv. 1. at II. 2.
486, 15. 506, Od. 1. 352-3.

293 ad7os. The superior reading, attested in papyri and testimonia, but in
only one of the later manuscripts so far as I know. There is only slightly better
support at 296, where again ¢ gives the nominative.

304 dpyrv. A variant for épusjy in C and D, and known as such to Tzetzes;
otherwise dpurjy prevails.

476 aipeduevor. Nearly all later manuscripts have épedpevov.

496—7 om. It is among the older and better sources that this omission recurs.
The lines are missing in a papyrus, ignored by the Scholia Vetera and by
Tzetzes, and were originally absent from C and its relative Vat. gr. go4.
Plutarch and Proclus knew them, but may have read them in a different place.
All the later manuscripts have them in the text.

THE THREE MANUSCRIPT CLASSES

Rzach divided the manuscripts known to him into three families which he
called 2, ¥, and @. Each family was represented by one relatively early manu-

I See K. Alpers, R.E. xa 749 f.

2 Alpers, Gnomon xlii (1970), 122, con-
tends that some of the excerpts in the Et.
Sym. are also independent of the Et. Gen.
But there is no case, as far as I know, where
the Et. Sym. has an excerpt and the Et.
Gen. has not; and where Et. Sym. gives
more, it is almost always the case that the
relevant part of Gen. A is lost. Alpers’s
claim that the agreement of B with Et.

Magn. establishes the text of Gen. is certain-
ly not valid in respect of the extent of the
quotation. His claim that the author
(expander) of the Et. Gen. could not have
been so geistlos as to interpolate Hes.-sch.
before the words odrws *Qplwv (Et. Sym.
s.v. aiuvdos) is weakened by Gen. s.v.
8aAipov, where much the same thing
happens, only with Orion’s etymology after
the scholia instead of before.
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script (C, D, E respectively) and three or more later ones which constituted
sub-groups called £b, ¥b, ®b. Wilamowitz, desiring to reduce things to
essentials, discarded the sub-groups and quoted only CDE ; any other readings
that he wished to mention were disparagingly labelled ‘Byz’. Sinclair did
similarly. More recently, the siglum @ has reappeared. Colonna discovered
two Vatican manuscripts which clearly belonged to the same family as E and
were independent of it.! He admitted two of Rzach’s @b manuscripts as
representatives of the same archetype (while simply ignoring the other two).
In his two editions of the poem, however, he is content to reconstruct @ from E
and one of his Vaticani (Vat. gr. 2383), or, where E is damaged, from the two
Vaticani, without regard to the other manuscripts. Solmsen follows closely in
Colonna’s footsteps. He has recollated E and Vat. gr. 2383, and takes these as
the only pure representatives of @. As for the other families, he too follows
Wilamowitz and is content with C and D.

My researches vindicate Rzach. The larger number of manuscripts investi-
gated naturally means that details must be modified, and it will appear that
2 and ¥ are entities more elusive than @. But it may be stated by way of a
start that there are a few manuscripts (‘2b’) from which it is sometimes possible
to get back to an earlier copy than C; that there is a large group of manu-
scripts (I prefer to call them i rather than ¥b) representing a tradition cog-
nate with D, and sometimes preserving the truth against D as well as against
Q¢; and that P is represented by more manuscripts than those used by
Rzach and Colonna, and cannot be reliably reconstructed without using at
least five of them.

Tue Q FamILy
It is natural to begin with

C = Paris. gr. 27771, dated to the middle or second half of the tenth century,?
and thus the oldest extant manuscript by a couple of hundred years. Three
leaves, containing verses 1-16, 320-36, and 435-53, have been lost. Besides the
text of the poem, C has the Scholia Vetera and the commentary of Proclus. In
the manuscript tradition generally, the Scholia Vetera and Proclus are not
distinguished from each other: already in the time of Tzetzes it was all
ascribed to Proclus, and it was not until the latter part of the nineteenth
century that scholars (Usener, Flach, Dimitrijevi¢) realized the difference. But
Pertusi discovered that in C they are still distinguished. Proclan excerpts are
numbered with Greek letters on each page, while other scholia are marked
by various non-numeral symbols.3 Evidently, the conjunction of the two com-
mentaries was recent, and this agrees with the fact that ¢ apparently contained
the Scholia Vetera alone.

The scholarly character of C is evidenced not only by the careful layout of
Proclus and the Scholia Vetera but also by the high standard of orthography.
Iotasareregularlywritten (adscript) in thelong-vowel diphthongs. Accentuations
prescribed by ancient grammarians are preserved in many cases where ordin-
ary medieval practice was different: 87 dAAd 7e, 48 ér7( ww, 80 T7vde, 554 and
673 olkov 8¢, 562 vikrda e, 606 Sdpd o1, 649 odiré Tu bis, 656 and 659 évld ue,

T Bollettino del Comitato per la preparazione 2 A. Pertusi, devum xxiv (1950), 531-3.
dell’ Edizione Nazionale dei Classici Greci ¢ A photograph in Livadaras, plate 2. Col-
Latini (hereafter abbreviated as Boll. Com.) lated by me.

vi (1958), 19 ff. 3 Aevum xxv (1951), 147-59, 267-78.
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660 7000V To1, 665 0UTé Ke, 672 PSprov 7°, 757 dAa 8¢.1 The margin of the text
contains a variety of unusual critical symbols, whose significance is often un-
clear.2

Cwasknown and used in the later Middle Ages. A number of different hands
have made corrections, restored missing verses, and inserted additional scholia.
In the text of the poem I distinguish seven hands. Besides the original hand, I
recognize :

m?, an early hand, using ink of a greenish appearance, which has restored
the word éyew in 44.

m3, a fairly small hand, using light brown ink; corrections in 243, 2487?,
3697, 550, 594, 740.

m?, a small, upright hand of the early fourteenth century; greenish ink. This
hand has added 370-2, and perhaps the word ypot in 76.

m?, a more sprawling hand of similar age; dark brown ink. This hand has
added g10 and 496—7, and the word moAAd in 655, and introduced the reading
Twwupévas in 804. An alteration in 309 may also be due to it.

m®, a large hand of late appearance ; brown ink. Alterations in 62, 102, 148.

m’, another large hand; greyish ink. An alteration in 645 and perhaps in
696.

These do not correspond to the seven hands distinguished by Pertusi in the
scholia. I have not myself investigated the different hands at work in the
scholia, but I am suspicious of Pertusi’s conclusions, because the restoration of
1-16 on f. 1, the addition of 370—2, and the marginal duplication of 602, which
in my opinion are all clearly by different hands, are all ascribed by him to his
seventh hand. The hand (my C*) which added 370-2 is perhaps the same as
the one which added a scholium on 315 (p. 106. 21 Pertusi, attributed by him
to his sixth hand).

The other manuscripts of the £ group are as follows. (The sigla are new.)

w, = Vat. gr. go4, fourteenth century.3 It has Proclus and the Scholia
Vetera, distinguished as in C only somewhat less accurately, and the com-
mentary of Moschopulus.

wg = Vat. gr. 38 (Rzach’s F), dated 1322 (not 1323 as sometimes stated).
See A. Turyn, Codices Graeci Vaticani saeculis XIII et XIV scripti annorumque notis
instructt (1964), p. 130 and pl. 9. I rather think the hand is the same as the
fourth hand in C. My knowledge of its readings is from Rzach.

wy = Laur. 31. 37 (Rzach’s H), fourteenth century. Verses 1-42, 374—419,
655-828 have been lost from the original book and replaced by a later scribe
whose text is influenced by the Triclinian recension ; I shall ignore these parts.
My knowledge of the manuscript’s readings is again from Rzach.

The relationship of these manuscripts to one another is somewhat obscured
by contamination, but appears from some basic shared errors. w, is linked to C
by the following agreements:

! On this subject see T. W. Allen, Homeri significance (‘fifty’).
Ilias (1931), 1. 216 ff. 3 Cf. A. Turyn, Studies in the Manuscript
2 They are listed by Pertusi, devum xxiv  Tradition of the Tragedies of Sophocles, p. 159;
(1950), 543. The commonest is O marking Pertusi, devum xxv (1951), 20-8. Collated
a memorable passage. I presume that N at by me from microfilm.
vv. 50, 101, 203 and 253 has stichometric
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62 dfavdrno. 8¢ (8¢ above the line in C, ov above the line in w,) 71
kpovidao (also wyw, D) 116 Gvijorov 6” (also w,) 398 Oeol
Texprpavto (also wg: w, is missing) 402 dyopevers (also wy: w, is missing)
477 i€eie 490 mponpdTyT 496—7 om. m! 511 7d71e Pod (also D)
559 émi 8 avépt 76 mAdov 655 moAda om.

It also has some of the same ancient accentuations as C (37, 554, 649, 656,
659, 660, 757); and it is the only manuscript besides C which differentiates
between Proclus and the Scholia Vetera. On the other hand there are many
places where it diverges from C in ways that cannot be explained from spon-
taneous error on either side. Here is a selection :

wy C
21 yarilwy xatilec+wgy (deest wy)
216  maperleiv pereletv+wqw,
235 Tokebot yoveliol+wgwy
279 Tepmirépavvoy unTderTat waw,
362 Tdya peilov Tdya Kev péya-+ wgw,
507 6s ds+w, p.c., D a.c.
534 @ ol +wgw,
781 omépuaros dpfaclar omépuara ddocacfau+w, (deest wy)
793  yelvaclar yiveolar+w, (deest wy)
TETUKATUEVOS memvupévos+wg (deest wy)
804 Tuwvvuévas+twg yewdpevov (deest w,)
806 dmmrevovra dmmevovtas—+wg (dmar-) (deest wy)
812 yap Thde yap 10e+wy (deest w,)
820 péoon ... 8 adre pecanny . . . 8é+wy (deest wy).

Now it is characteristic of these and other such readings in w, that they are also
found among manuscripts of the ¥ group. Evidently contamination from a ¥
manuscript has occurred. As the scribe of w, shows no awareness of alternative
readings himself, he was probably using a single exemplar in which the ¥
variants had already been incorporated.

The f-text upon which they were grafted might have been directly descended
from C, so far as the evidence of the text goes, for in the circumstances the
absence of errors that are in C does not prove otherwise. However, the scholia
in w,, in so far as they correspond to those in C,! are not derived from C itself
but from a common archetype. It is natural to assume that the £2-element in
its text came down by the same route.

Admittedly, text and scholia are not always taken from the same exemplar.
wg is a case in point. Its scholia seem to be taken from C itself; they incorporate
some of the additions made to C at different dates between the tenth and early
fourteenth centuries.? Its text, though related to that of C, is not taken from it.
Certain errors shared with w, and w, indicate that these three fourteenth-
century copies have a common ancestor (£2b), although none of them depends

I Mixed in with them are other scholia of  clus/sch. vet.
Pertusi’s class ¢. Possibly these came from 2 Pertusi, Scholia Vetera in Hesiodi Opera et
the ¥ source. Scholia of this class appear in  Dies, p. xvi. But the scribe of w; seems to
Athous Iviron 209, one of the more note- have made some of these additions in C
worthy ¥ manuscripts ; though mostly the ¥  himself.
manuscripts contain Tzetzes without Pro-
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on it constantly. If 2b were derived from C, then the 2-element in w, would be
derived from C, and I have given a reason for doubting that. Errors peculiar
to 2b are:

83 éferédecav wy, ~eooav wyw, 95 Kképdea wy?, wg 239 kpovidns
om. wywawy 462 veoupuérn wgw,

It can be seen from the list given above of ¥-readings in w, that these read-
ings are regularly absent from w, and w,, whose agreement with C implies that
their readings stood in £2b—at least in places like 21, 216, 507, 820, where the
readings in question are virtually confined to the  family. &b, then, was free
from the ¥-contamination characteristic of w,. This element entered at a later
point.

It can be seen from the earlier list of agreements between w, and C that a
number of old readings which must have come down to w, through £b are not
preserved in wy; and w,. These two manuscripts diverge from the £2 tradition
independently of w,, and independently of each other. In the case of wg the
divergences are in the direction of @; for example, mpocapijoerar In 431 is
peculiar to @, and émos 9’ in 710 appears related to @’s émos 7°.1 In the case of
w, some readings are distinctly of @ origin (477 rjées, 488 uir’, 520 piuvy wapa
unrépe kedvfj, 640 Béper 1), while others perhaps point to ¥ (490 mpwrapdry,
594 mpdowmov, but these are found in one or two @ manuscripts too).

The stemma of the £2 manuscripts is therefore

Q
<
\ Qb
L “(Scholia } __¥
‘F?\\‘\:\\\\:\%
—=x_ W,
\(U,,

C and its brother 2b must have stayed in the same place down to 1322, if w,
copied from both.2

The practical consequences are (i) that agreement of C with any of the
younger manuscripts, where their readings cannot be accounted for from their
other sources, takes us back to the earlier exemplar £; (ii) that in the passages
where C is missing, agreements among the younger manuscripts (with the same
proviso as above) take us back to £b, and perhaps to £2, while even a single
member of the group may preserve the reading of £2 when its brethren have
taken their readings from another family.

It was 2 that played the primary role in transmitting the commentary of
Proclus; and apart from that it shows its worth in the following places:

21 yariler (C wy) 1 yarilwy sch. vet.?, Tz ¥® (and ws).

54 tameriovidn (C) : lamereovidny PO (wy), lamereiovidn wywy.

66 pededdvas (C) : pededavas ceteri.

248 Baoirfjs (C): Baocideis ceteri (the verse is erased in D and cannot be
read).

I Often the same reading is found in both 2 Its relationship to C is repeated in the
¥ and @ manuscripts. But I believe that @  relationship of the fifteenth-century manu-

is the common factor in the non-Q readings script Paris. gr. 2708 to it. This copy has its
of wg, as ¥ is in those of w,. scholia from wg but its text from Triclinius.
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309 épyalduevor modd ¢idrepor (C wywy) : épyalduevos moAd diltepos ceteri.

410 émuge (C; évpée Et. Gen. cod. A, from ¢; &mée Planudes, Moschopulus) :
éw- ceteri.

456 76 088’ (C wyw,, also €) : 76y’ 0f8” fere ¥': 768° oi8’ P.

496—7 om. (C w,, also pap., sch. vet., ¢) : habent ceteri. The lines are genuine
but probably out of place. Plutarch and Proclus knew them, but perhaps not
after 495. Their position there in the majority of manuscripts has therefore
to be regarded as secondary.

716 vewkearijpa (C wows) : veukntipa ¢ ¥O.

730 ,u:qb" (C w2w3) : /.w;‘r’ Tz V.

764 ¢nuiéwat (C, also Et. Gen. A): -fovor wywg (also Et. Sym., Tz, and one
or two ¥ manuscripts) : -fovot fere ¥P.

The following isolated readings in w, are of interest:

153 nepdevra (cj. Nauck) before or after correction 206 ™ 6 9’
(¢j. Peppmiiller, but probably the absence of 8” is due to accidental omission)
224 éfeddwor (Triclinius has éfeAdovar) 276 Siédwre 434 the y’
before dfas, present in the rest of the tradition (apart from one or two
apographa), was at first omitted 783 avdpoydvos 7°, which suits udAa
avpgdopos (Proclus, C a.c.) in 782.

THE ¥ FAMILY

This family comprises a much larger number of manuscripts. Here is the list
down to the end of the fourteenth century. (The sigla are new, except for D.)

D = Laur. g1. 39. Twelfth century. Collated by me. There are many
corrections and retouchings, perhaps made by the original scribe though not at
the same time.

¥y = Vat. gr. 121. ¢. 1260-80 according to J. Irigoin, Hist. du texte de
Pindare, p. 216, who is followed by J. Martin, Hist. du texte des Phénoménes d’ Aratos,
p- 262, and Livadaras, p. 148.1 Collated from microfilm.

3 = Vat. Barb. gr. 4. Second half of the thirteenth century. Contains only
selected lines and passages, amounting to a little over three hundred verses in
all. See Irigoin, p. 247 n. 5; Livadaras, pp. 152 f.

¥, = Laur. 32. 16 (Rzach’s I, Solmsen’s S, also mine in the Theogony).
A.D. 1280. See C.Q .xiv (1964), 175, and works there cited, adding Livadaras,
pp- 160-3.

s = Ambr. G 32 sup. (Rzach’s L). Late thirteenth century.? I havechecked
some of its readings.

s = Ambr. C 222 inf. (Solmsen’s J in the Shield). Late thirteenth or early
fourteenth century. Cf. Gallavotti, Riv. Fil. N.s. xii (1934), 555 f.; Turyn, De
codicibus Pindaricis, p. 9, and The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Aeschylus,
pp- 37 f.; Irigoin, pp. 239—41. Collated by me.

Y, = Vat. gr. 915 (my Q in the Theogony). Before 1311. Cf. C.Q.. xiv (1964),
177, and works there cited, adding Livadaras, pp. 151 f. Collated from micro-
film.

1 Colonna, Boll. Com. ii (1953), 28, dates palaeographical grounds.
it to the early thirteenth century; Turyn, 2 So C. Gallavotti, Theocritus quique

De codicibus Pindaricis, p. 39, to the early feruntur Bucolici Graeci, p. 245.
fourteenth, but on stemmatic rather than
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g = Vat. gr. 1910. Late thirteenth century (Livadaras, p. 156 ; thirteenth/
fourteenth, J. Martin, op. cit., p. 241). Contains only vv. 140201 and 641-
828. Collated from microfilm.

iy = Athous Iviron 209 (olim 161). ¢. 1300 (Irigoin, p. 297; Livadaras,
p. 153; early fourteenth century according to Turyn, De cod. Pind., pp. 24 f.;
.. . Aeschylus, p. 120; The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of
Euripides, pp. 325 f.). Collated from microfilm.

;o = Paris. gr. 2707. Dated to 1301 and signed by Michael ¢ Zvvadyvés.
Livadaras, pp. 185 f. Collated by me.

i, = Paris. gr. 2%774. Watermark of ¢. 1300; signed by Michael Tribides.
Cf. O. Schroeder, Philol. liv (1895), 280 f. ; H. Schultz, Abk. Gitt. 1910 (4), 21
Irigoin, pp. 262 f.; Livadaras, pp. 155 f. Collated by me.

P, = Laur. 32. 2 (Rzach’s K). ¢. 1310. See Turyn, . . . Aeschylus, p. 74;
Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Sophocles, p. 41 ; . . . Euripides,
pp. 222 fI.; G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides,
pp. 126 ff. My knowledge of its readings is from Rzach.

P53 = Vat. gr. 57. Watermarks of ¢. 1320-40. See Turyn, . . . deschylus,
p- 76; . . . Sophocles, p. 42; Colonna, Boll. Com. ii (1953), 29; Livadaras,
pp- 186 f. Collated from microfilm.

P4 = Vat. gr. 1825. First half of the fourteenth century. The last page of
text (vv. 815—28) is lost. Collated from microfilm.

Laur. conv. soppr. 15 (watermarks of the mid-fourteenth century ; partially
collated by me) is an apograph of i;,, corrected from a Triclinian copy.

5 = Laur. conv. soppr. 158. Fourteenth century. Cf. C.Q. xiv (1964),
172 f. Partially collated by me.

g = Vat. gr. 216. Dated to 1342. Contains only vv. 770-828, with the
commentary of Iohannes Protospatharios. Cf. Livadaras, p. 187.

i, = Vat. gr. 51. Dated to the fourteenth century by Mercati and de’
Cavalieri, but to the fifteenth by H. Schultz. I have taken notice of its readings
from Lanzi and from Livadaras, p. 185.

Yyg = Vat. gr. 44 fI. 2297—2317. Fourteenth/fifteenth century. Contains
only vv. 1-43 and 305-64. Livadaras, p. 191.

For some fifteenth-century manuscripts of this class cf. below, p. 183.

The unity of the family is loose. It consists in the propensity of its members to
agree with each other in shifting combinations rather than in any tendency for
them all to agree against 2. I am unable to find an example of a specific
corruption which sets ¥ apart from the rest of the tradition and is reproduced
in all the ¥ manuscripts. The nearest approach is dyeipew for dyweiv in 576.
It is in all the ¥ manuscripts, but it also appeared as a variant or correction in
®, and it is just the sort of reading—a lectio facilio—which was liable to be
diffused horizontally. The fact that it appears in all ¥ manuscripts, therefore,
does not prove that they descend from a common ancestor. There must have
been one particular manuscript in which it first appeared—perhaps already in
antiquity—and from which it has found its way to each of our ¥ manuscripts;
but there is no guarantee that other readings from the same exemplar have
come down by the same route and appear in the same places. It looks as if
there was no ¥ archetype in the sense of a manuscript all of whose errors were
handed on to the later copies. Some of the errors in such a manuscript must
have been omissions or voces nikili, and we find no such errors spread over the
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whole family. So perhaps we are dealing not with a family in the true sense but
with a kind of Byzantine vulgate fed by several springs—with the confused
remainder that is left when we have set aside the real family groups.

The clearest division within ¥ is between D and the rest. The rest are
collectively in error against D in the following places:

29 dmmredovr’ (Smuredovr’ D) 116 s Fmve 141 émyfdvior
304 ikelos 319 dvoABiny . . . 8ABov 324 dvaibeiny 325 7¢ pw
338 & 490 mpwTnpdTy OF mpwTapdty (mponpdrn D, with the first 5 in
ras.) 594 edkpados 783 dovudopos.

But the division is not consistently maintained, for in other places we find D
in error with some of the others. For example:

132 6rav Dibyy (p.c.?) ¢y Py (p-C.?) ¥y 141 feol (for Bvyrol)
Dir., ;5 146 éuelde Difyg 196 orvyepdms D p.c.? gy
297 ob Dipothgbsihabohyobrnbns 362 7008° Difyy 405 7" om. D
a.c. Yghothiofir, Pra a.c.? 477 ©nar Difs 512 pdle’ D, ¢y, a.c.
611 dmodpémew D p.c., 695 émt Difgbgbobisthia 708 mpdrepov

Digipripis 749 Aoveabor Difibthyy, 14 P-C.

That the division between D and the rest nevertheless has a historical basis
is suggested by a consideration of the connections that sometimes appear
between ¥ manuscripts and £2. The most notable agreements are:

71 kpovidao £2D 98 éméA(N)aBe (ancient variant? cf. sch.) Dgp;
/T 106 ékkopuprjow CD 186 Budlovr(es) C a.c. D a.c.
263 Sikas QDb by, 392 0éAnofa 2Dy, 436 (deest C)
yomy Qb¥ 490 mponporyT’ R, mponpdry D (first 7 in ras.), & mpoapdry
/s 507 ds C, D a.c. w, p.c. (also a v.L. in the @ family) 511
7ére Pod C (corr. m?) w,D 535 dAevduevor C wy (1) hotfy s in oy
apparently changed to -duevou currente calamo 559 (émi 8 avépt) 16 mAé-
ov £2, 70 mAeiov YPigify 597 lepav 2D 666 dmogbioee 2, D a.c. or
p-C. 687 kara 2D, v.l. in ';'8‘/’14 788 Ke'p3ea Q2 (Ke'pfol,ca C m.al.)

o (vp- xépropa).

It will be observed, firstly, that D is the manuscript which figures most
constantly in the list, and secondly, that in a number of cases (71, 106, 511,
597, 666) these readings of D are corruptions of a kind that one would not
expect to travel horizontally. This suggests that D, and D alone, goes back
lineally to the same exemplar as 2 (I assume not £ itself because of 490). This
common archetype of 2D it will be convenient to call X. It must then be
supposed that the non-£2 readings which link D with ¥ are due to contamina-
tion with a precursor of the later group. Most of them can easily be understood
in this way ; though a few, such as &uelXe in 146, 7098’ in 362, do not look likely
horizontal travellers.

Setting D aside, can we assume an archetype for the rest (which I shall call
) ? I have given a list of the places where an error is common to them all. But
all these readings occur also in manuscripts of other families, and so are evi-
dently of the sort which can be transmitted horizontally, or else of the sort that
can develop spontaneously. Hence I am inclined to regard them as the readings
which happen to have occupied the whole of the group instead of just part of it,
and not as a set of readings which had to appear in the whole group because
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they appeared in a particular copy from which the group was directly de-
scended. One of them, mpds dvodBinv . . . wpos ABov for mpos dvoABiy . . . wpds
6MBw in 319 (also in @), has an identifiable, datable origin. It is a conjecture of
Tzetzes, as appears from his note: aldws Tou mpds avoABiny éyw uév ypddw pera
10D v, kafd kal éénynoduny: of 8¢ Aourol ywpis Tod v ypdpovaw. A reading found
in all the y manuscripts, then, is not necessarily older than the twelfth century.

Within i, a tendency is observable for certain copies to agree with one
another.

(1) oyt 111 kpovew (altered by a second hand in ¢,) 535 dAevd-
pevor 667 ye om. 741 Ofkay (+;3) 774 1€ om.—D agrees
with these two manuscripts singly more than with any others of the family :
435 6> om. D a.c. i, (4 a.c.) 476 éévra D a.c. f; m? 500 Koui-
lew D (a.c.?) ¢, a.c.? 556 8 D, (sscr. i) 611 dmodpémew D
p-c. ¥, 650 y’ ir. D: 8 ¢, 714 véos D a.c. ¢, (+¢5 p.c.). This
perhaps means that these two manuscripts had a closer relationship than
most to D’s non-£2 source.

(i) ¢shrp (Pra): 329 edvis om. (rest. m? in both; in ¢, the word is
transposed before xpvmradins) 403 dxpieos (sscr. m? in i) 598
mpdTov (SSCT. 3,) 606 &’ 622 émi (+i,) 633 7€ Kai ods
TaTP 640 0éper 8 (Hif4) 650 ¥’ om. 652 &ov (sscr. iy,).—
These are all errors except 606 (an easy change) and possibly 652.

(i) Pbatho: 132 40n 7e o ( = 2, D p.c.) 220 Swopdms
pdos b 456 788” Pghyo (413, sscr. y, and D) 528 mavéAinat
Yeiby (14 a.c., D) 559 76 mAelov Pgby (70 mAéov §2) 611 dmo-

dpémev gihq 623 6” om. iy 647 dvyeiv by (Pedyew i) 760
dmadevao Pgh,.—Sometimes these manuscripts are free from corruptions
which have spread through the rest of the i group: 476 aipedpevov i,
aip- Py (ép- ceteri) 647 Apodv drepméa Pgby (7. A. the rest except i
14, which have Apov drepmiy like CD®) 656 peyaliropos Peibgihe
(-pes ceteri) 672 éo mdvra (e . ceteri)

(iv) Prgifra: 237 vioovrar (i sscr. g, € sscr. y,) 244 8¢ 7° 451
SuBpwot (SuBpyvod i, ml, i, a.c.) 610 émidn (-ou Py, a.c. or p.c.;
yp. €0l P4, o SSCT. Pyy) 709 o’ 8y’ (a.c. in iy,) 721 dkovans (at
sscr. i,4).—These are mostly errors. o’ 8y’ in 709 is attractive, but against
two papyri.

None of these liaisons is constant, and I cannot compose anything in the nature
of a stemma.

Many good readings are found in ¥ manuscripts and not in C/Q or @. Here
they are.

29 omaredovr’ D (8[mmi]omevovr’ C, Smmarmedwy Et. Gen. A, dmarredovr’ D).
Perhaps inherited by D from X.

64 (8i8aok)epevar 1y, m2. So Origen’s quotation. Cross-contamination is a
possibility.

66 yuofdpovs Py m?: yu(1)ordpovs the rest with Origen, sch. vet., Proclus.
I believe -Bdpovs to be right (argued at length in Philol. cviii [1964], 158 £.),
but its appearance in i, is probably due to conjecture or accident, not to
tradition. This manuscript contains a number of conjectures. I deal with them
separately below.
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132 7Wprjoar e D a.c. (-op 7e p-c. with Q b2 p-C.; -oee ceteri).

196 orvyepdimns hobgabyghe.—D p.c.?, gy, have the phonetically equi-
valent -&ms, while Jgibgbgl, 3 have -wmis or -wm)s with CP.

235 Tokebor D oifyihgily by, and m. rec. in ;. Possibly an ancient variant.

273 Tepmicépavvov D b by by, vp. 14 Read by Tzetzes, and a marginal
variant in one of the main @ manuscripts. Perhaps an ancient variant.

280 dyopedoar D. Preferred by most editors.

288 Aein (asread by Plato and Xenophon) sscr. i3 according to Livadaras—
probably by someone who had read the quotation.

293 adros iy, with ¢ and papyri, and similarly D i, in 296.

315 kredtwy Yol s (P, v.1.?). The word is omitted in D. Worth con-
sidering.

325 ofkov g a.c. Pgihys, with Proclus and a papyrus. C is absent here.
Ancient variant.

331 7okfa g with ¢ (roxnés A). Perhaps accidental.

338 8¢ D. Perhaps accidental.

381 ¢peoiv fow Dif. Not accepted by all editors, but difficilior lectio.

389—91 indicatives in Dy (except i, in §89), preferable to the subjunctives
in C® (29 in g91), but not necessarily preserved by tradition.

391 yvuvov omeiperw Dif (yvuvds D p.c. here and in the parallel phrases) : y.
8¢ omr. C®. Not difficult to find by conjecture.

423 Tpimmyv D, with a papyrus.

443 eidv k> Pyhy by 5 with two papyri.

468 Spmke 5 (with Proclus?). Certainly right, and not likely to be a con-
jecture, since scribes and editors have almost all failed to see any difficulty in
dprmnka, and i, 5 is not otherwise characterized by emendatory activity.

490 mpwrnpdry  (and Tzetzes; mpwrapdtn Ppbgly by a.C. gy ; T mpoapdTy
41) 1s nearer the presumed original mpwmpdrne than the mponp- or mpoap- of
the other manuscripts.

500 xopilew D (a.c.?) and perhaps i, a.c. Better sense than xouilec.

549 mupopdpots P, (glossed oiroddpors), as conjectured by Hermann. It
does not look a conjecture; the same considerations apply as in the case of
Spmnke in 468.

568 dpbpoydn ybgbebibebiohiahisfis with sch. vet.; known to Tzetzes.

606 8’ Yisify,. Perhaps accidental.

640 0d8émot’ i except Yoihigihy: odmor’ CDOD.

64.7 Avpuov dTepﬂéa 1/161/19. Cf. above, p- 171

695 mori Yobgbstbibioiibie, Y- Pra, With two papyri, citations, and sch. vet.
lemma.

709 o’ 8y’ thigfyy a.C.

735 Svarivowo i, with Plutarch.

767 Saréeclar gy, (sscr. a).

781 omépparos dpfactor Difghybebgtbhiothrtbrz, vp- ra, with a papyrus.

783 od ovudopos D (perhaps ws). 5 has udX’> od ovjudopos in 782, probably
from a marginal correction of 783.

785 rovpy Te Dipotbuhsiheibs P-C. Potbrithys, ssCr. Phyghrs; -nor 7€ iy, wotpy 7e,
also in a papyrus, is nearer the presumed original kovdpy ye than the xodpyor of
the other manuscripts.

793 yelvacla b except g, g, yivacbar D.

memvkaopévos Difghgbelzbs P.C. Pgihr
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820 péoon Dy (-nv 5 a.c.) and a papyrus.

8’ adre Y except Pggbgy s, with a papyrus; 6¢ 7e D.

In addition there are a number of metrical and syntactical improvements
which appear only, or for the first time, in i,, a manuscript produced in the
circle of Planudes (who copied part of it himself, though not the Hesiod)* and
characterized throughout by emendations of this sort: these readings, like the
one at 66 (above), should probably also be regarded as emendations. They are :

20 dmdAapudv (also ¢y, and E p.c.) for dmdAauvdy 111 éuBaocilever
(also gify;, al., w,) for éBao- 262 maprAiv- (also Tricl., al.) for mapa-
KAly- 391 vaiovew (+Tricl.) for -g¢ in the rest of ¢ 408 dpviiTa
m? (i, Py a.c. or p.c., P, Tricl.) for dpveirac 665 Ovnrois (+ sy,
al.) for -oiot 712 fyR7’ p.c. (+Tricl.) for pyeir’ 723 7€ (+w,)
for 6¢ 756 v 7o (sscr. Tou; also iy and a papyrus) for vv Tou 783
dudopos sscr. v m?, sc. dévudopos, for devudopos.

Of the good readings presumed inherited in the family and not found outside
it, the greatest number are found in D. Of those that are not in D, the greatest
number are in i;,. Of those that are not in D or #,,, four are in i, 5, two others
in i, one in 5 and ¢, one in ¢, and perhaps one in ;4. This method of
analysing a contaminated tradition, as I have explained in my Textual Criticism
and Editorial Technique, pp. 436, serves to reduce to a minimum the number of
manuscripts that need to be cited in an apparatus, and it suggests which manu-
scripts in the group are most independent of each other and go back most
directly to the earliest phase that can be reached.

TzETZES

John Tzetzes composed his commentary about 1135—40. It is actually the text
of his lectures, delivered to an audience to whom he had supplied a text
equipped with interlinear glosses.2 We can often infer what his text read. In
places he shows himself aware of variants: 2 87 and 47, 141 émyfdvior and
vmoyBdviot, 304 Spuifv and JSpyrjv, 568 dpboydn and Spfpoydy ; but he may have
used no more than one manuscript that had a few variants in the margin.

I have mentioned some agreements between his readings and ¢ (273, 490,
568), and in general they are appropriate to an early representative of that
class. Most of the ¢ manuscripts carry his commentary, and we must allow for
the fact that his opinions have sometimes influenced their text. His banalizing
conjectures in §19 (dvoABipy and JABov) and 696 (rpuixovra—eire ‘Houddov
eite peTaypadikov 76 wraiopa Tuyydvel) have affected in the first case all the
manuscripts and in the second case all except g1, 5.3 But even if we explained
all the correspondences in this way, we would still have to postulate a manu-
script resembling i as the source of Tzetzes’ text. The following further readings
of his are found in ¢ manuscripts and not in C/Q:

I It does not contain, and seems to ante-
date, Planudes’ scholia, on which see Per-
tusi, devum xxv (1951), 342-52, and A#ti del
VIII. Congresso Internazionale di Studi Bizantini
i (1951), 177-82. In WD 22 Planudes con-
jectures dpovuevar, but this does not appear
in i, which has dpduevac.

2 p. 132 Gaisford (Oxford, 1820) duiv 8¢

P , Ve s~ e ny -
Tols dxpowpévols dnul 67TL v TH pnbévre viv

xwplw TV éndv odk e molvdoylas, Aéfewv
8¢ PBpaxeidv Twdv: kal yéypada Tavras
dvwlev Tév émdv. Cf. dxpoaréov in his pro-
legomena, line 60 Colonna (Boll. Com. ii
[1953]; 35)-

3 Rzach misreports ¢y = his L. It has
Tpujrovra. I disregard here i,,, which fol-
lows Triclinius in both verses.
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20 éyeipet 21 yarilwv 9o mpdmy? for mpiv 98 émé(u)Bale
106 éxxopvddiow 113 drep movwy 132 7NPrjoete 186 Bdlovr’
261 Bagidjwy 265 of §’ 310 apparently present 357 Kdv
puéya? 410 éwndw 485 dpdoets 507 8s 559 6 duiov
575 «dpén? 646 Tpéiys 714 vdov 730 uipt’ dmoyvuvwlis
804 ywipevo.

Only five prima _facie non-y readings call for mention :

216 perefeiv (?). This is £, but it also appears in ;, m? and i, (sscr.
mapd ?), so it is not unknown to the i family.

304 Tzetzes, like CD, knows both dpyjv and Jpusjv, whereas the younger ¢
manuscripts know only spuafv.

436 yuns (D). Dy and b have the accusative; C is missing.

496—7 omitted, as by £2. Tzetzes is here free from a secondary reading (above,
p. 163) common to DyJ®.

649 oeoodipévos (?): cf. oecodnuévos in C.

Tzetzes has in addition a few idiosyncratic readings, none of them ancient or
good :

153 éBpdevra (his conjecture, supposed to mean offews dvdueorov)
363 daAv€erar (reappears in Moschopulus and Triclinius) 479 dpdoers?

(from 485) 495 évba 8 (?) 783—4 apparently after 793.

MoscHOPULUS AND TRICLINIUS

Manuel Moschopulus wrote his commentary on the poem between about 1290
and 1310. The lower limit is given by the earliest manuscript containing it,
namely ;,; the higher limit by the fact that it is later than Planudes’ scholia,
which are later than 1280 (). This appears from 22, where Planudes does not
consider Moschopulus’ dpdupevar, whereas Moschopulus considers and rejects
Planudes’ dpovuevar. Moschopulus does not show himself aware of variant
readings, but seems to use a single manuscript of the poem. In many places we
can gather its readings from his paraphrase or comment.

Demetrius Triclinius copied the poem with Moschopulus’ commentary,
completing it on 20 August 1316. He subsequently added Protospatharios,
Tzetzes, and Proclus/sch. vet. The manuscript is:

Tr = Ven. Marc. gr. 464 (numero di collocazione: 762). See C.Q. xiv
(1964), 181 . and works there cited, adding Livadaras, pp. 201 ff. with plates
6-4. Partially collated by me.

The following fourteenth-century manuscripts are copies or descendants of
Tr, or at any rate are so heavily infected with Triclinian readings as to appear
to be copies when they have not been collated in detail (as most of them have
not). I briefly indicate editors who have used them.

Paris. Coisl. 169. ¢. 1320. Robinson, Lanzi, van Lennep. Livadaras, p. 213.

Mutin. Est. aU 9. 19. ¢. 1320. Livadaras, p. 211.

Neap. II F g. c. 1325. Contains WD 1-750, with Planudes’ scholia. Pertusi,
Aevum xxv (1951), 342 ff.; Livadaras, p. 212.

Vindob. phil. gr. 200. ¢. 1330. Lanzi, Rzach (1884). Partially collated by me.

Matr. gr. 4617. A.D. 1333 (not 1334 as Livadaras p. 212 or 1344 as p. 232) ;
written by Georgios Kinnamos.
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Ferrar. II 116 and 155, both written by the same hand, the latter dated 1337.
Livadaras, pp. 212, 234, and plates 8—9.

Vindob. phil. gr. 198. WD 1-791. Lanzi, Rzach (1884). Partially collated by
me.

Laur. 31. 5. Lanzi, van Lennep. Partially collated by me.

Laur. conv. soppr. 8. Livadaras, p. 212.

Neap. II F 5. Livadaras, p. 212.

Ravennas gr. 183. Collated by me.

Vat. gr. 50. Lanzi.

Vat. gr. 1421. Lanzi. Livadaras, p. 213.

Vat. Regin. gr. 92. Lanzi. Livadaras, p. 212.

Ven. Marc. gr. 466. Rzach, Wien. St. xx (1898), 114; Livadaras, p. 213.

Matr. gr. 4607. WD 1-550 (the rest supplied by C. Lascaris). Livadaras,
p. 214.

Laur. 32. 36. End of the century. WD 1-788. Lanzi, van Lennep. Partially
collated by me.

Lips. Bibl. Univ. Rep. . 4. 44b (formerly in the Stadtbibliothek). End of the
century. Loesner, Gaisford. Examined in microfilm.

Vat. gr. 946 (fragments). End of the century. Livadaras, p. 215.

Triclinius copied the poem from a single exemplar which closely resembled
the text used by Moschopulus. Out of some 107 Moschopulean readings, only
the following diverge from Tr (Tr’s reading in brackets) :

186 Bdlovr’ (Bdlovres) 248 karaokevdleobe (karadpdlecte)
260 ddukov (ddikwv) 263 Sikas (uvbovs) 279 Tepmiképavvoy
(unridevra) 476 épevyduevov (épeduevor) 747 kpd{n apparently
(kpdbén).

The shared readings include some which are foreign to Q¥ ®:

22 dpdupevar (Moschopulus® conjecture) 48 dyrxvAdunris (Moscho-
pulus’ doctrine) 278 ém’ 363 dAvéera (already read by Tzetzes)
370-2 in the text 376 owlot (Proclus, omitting 377-87) 392

audoba 425 dmo kali.

In general the text has a ¢ character. Such readings as the following appear
in i manuscripts and not in  or @:

273 Tepmrépavvor (Mo., not Tr) 357 kdv péya 490 mpwTNpdTy
495 loxdvy 568 Spbpoydn 583 émyeder’ 647 pvyeiv
656 peyalijropes 781 omépparos dpfactar 785 kovpy 793
yelvacfar . . . memvkaouévos 820 péoon.

—476 épevyduevov (Mo.) resembles the reading of i,, épevvduevor.

Of the remaining eighty Moschopulean readings in my list, only the nine
following (also in Tr) are not found in # manuscripts:

141 UmoxBévior (Proclus, C1D) 199 irov (sch. vet., N; also m. rec. in
wgthyy, probably from Tr) 469 peodBw (sch. vet. v.1.? Proclus v.l., w,
(p-c.?), ¢om?) 594 dxpados (sch. vet., Proclus, QD®) mpdowna (2P)
709 8¢ kev (Et. Gud., N?) 716 vewceoripa (£2) 736a om. (Proclus, w,)
783 0V avpdopos (D, w,?).
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The full text of Tr supplies a few further examples of divergence from all the
manuscripts (I do not here consider his conjectures) :

54 ZaTre‘rLoylS'q (C) 181 ywépevot, (.Q) 224 ééeldovoL (Cf.
ééeddwar w,) 319 dvoABiy . . . 8ABw (£2D) 324 aidd 8¢ 77 dvaidein
(Proclus, w, m?; aidd E p.c.? N p.c., dvaudein DEN; deest C) 651 és

etiBowav (£2D).

All these may have stood in Moschopulus’ text.

The text used by Moschopulus and Triclinius, then, is basically a mixture of
¢ and 2—perhaps a mixture made before Moschopulus, since he displays no
awareness of variants. The exemplar from which Triclinius made his copy was
either a brother of Moschopulus’ manuscript, or that manuscript itself, cor-
rected in a few places from another. He records no variants, though we know
he had possession at some time of ¢, (more famous as L of Euripides).

Triclinius distinguishes himself from the ordinary run of copyists by his
policy in some orthographical and grammatical matters. He has rivupac not
Tivwvpae (247, 711, 804) ; he tends to have -aioi, -ais where others have -not,
-ns (62, 63, 134, 221, 230, 658, but not 82, 375, 479, 685); and to be more
correct in the use of the moods (328, 408, 495, 497, 712, al.). Planudes and
Moschopulus had interested themeselves in such things, and may to some
extent have anticipated Triclinius here. The subjunctive in 408 is also given by
Y, m?, i, g a.c. or p.c., P,; that in 712 by 4, p.c. Triclinius’ personal forte
was metre. Here too he had predecessors (cf. above on conjectures in ), but
a number of emendations may with some probability be ascribed to him:

131 drrdAawv 149 otiBapois pedéesor (he probably found -oicu
peléeoor as in Psig; he was later to make the same alteration in Th. 673)
173 7pis ToD €rovs 222 7€ kal flea 382 épyov 6¢ 7’ én’ 457
8ei éxew (these four readings all spring from ignorance of the effect of
original digamma) 537 pev padaxyy (cf. his elimination of 8¢ peydAny
in Th. 649) 559 ém’ dvépe 8¢ (cf. his postponement of 8¢ in Th. 733,
Toiyos mepixeiTar 8”) 721 kakdy &’ 800 dyecfai és.

It is healthy to remember, however, that we would naturally suppose
Bovdnar 8¢ ypéa e puyeiv in 647 (for Bovdear 8¢ ypéa Te mpoduyeiv) to be a cor-
rection of Triclinius’ if we did not know that the reading ¢uvyeiv existed before
(5 (Pedyew), gy, and apparently Moschopulus). Similarly we should be
cautious about holding Triclinius responsible for half a dozen other peculiar
readings :

20 Spws for ouds 105 mov (cj. for mou (hgihyy) ?) 150 Tois 8’
240 émavpel (+iy5) 265 of adTd 369 dewn (4+C m. rec. (C37))
—seeing that there are others which we might think were his if we did not know
they were older:
250 Aevooovow (P, E? marg. (Spdoi, Aevooovow, as if a gloss), also w,
(m21ir.?), yp. ¢q) 363 dAvéerar (Tz., Mo.) 392 dpdobfar (Mo.).
Tue & FamILy

The third of the major families is again represented by a lot of manuscripts,
eleven before 1400. The sigla in the following list are again new except for E
and N, which I have retained from Rzach.
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E = Messanius (Bibl. Univ.) Fondo Vecchio (or Antico) 11. Late twelfth
century (Mioni). The leaves containing vv. 744-69, 776-90, and 803-28 are
lost ; the verses were supplied on new leaves in the fifteenth century, but that
does not concern us. See Colonna, Boll. Com. vi (1958), 21 ; Livadaras, pp. 139 f.
Collated from microfilm.

N = Ambr. J 15 sup. Fourteenth century. The last eight verses are supplied
by a later hand. Collated by me.

¢ = Vat. gr. 2383 (Colonna’s V, Solmsen’s H). Dated to 1287. Some pas-
sages towards the end, where the original text has faded, have been partly
overwritten by a crude later hand following a different exemplar (6g6-701,
722—7, 738-40). See Colonna, Boll. Com. ii (1953), 31f., and iii (1955), 55
with Tav. I; Turyn, Codices Gr. Vat. . . ., pp. 71-g and pl. 40. Collated from
microfilm.

¢4 = Cantab. Coll. Trin. O.9.27 (Rzach’s P). Late thirteenth century, the
greater part being written in my opinion by the same scribe as ¢5. Vv. 349-75
and 761-828 are lost. The two leaves which carried the former passage went
from the end of the fifth quire, and were replaced in the fourteenth century by
one leaf with the missing text copied from a Triclinian manuscript. Collated
by me.

¢; = Yale (Beinecke Rare Books Library) MS. 254 = Phillipps 3875.
Dated 21 October 1301. Livadaras, pp. 190f. Collated from microfilm.

¢¢ = Laur. 87. 10. Thirteenth/fourteenth century. Contains only a random
selection of lines and short passages. Partially collated by me.

¢, = Heidelberg (Universitats-Bibliothek) Palat. gr. 18. About the first
quarter of the fourteenth century. Collated by me.

¢y = Paris. gr. 2773 (Rzach’s O). Fourteenth century.

¢y = Vat. gr. 44 ff. 1147143V (cf. )15 above). Mid fourteenth century. See
R. Aubreton, Démétrius Triclinius, p. 82. Partially collated from microfilm.

¢10 = Vat. Ottob. gr. 210 (Colonna’s S). Dated to 1363 ; copied by Roberto
Braca of Soleto. See Colonna, Boll. Com. vi (1958), 22; Turyn, op. cit.,
pp- 159-61 and pl. 136. Collated from microfilm.

¢4, = Vat. gr. 1332 (Rzach’s Q). Fourteenth century.

I have already (p. 164) said something of Colonna’s work on @. He was the
first to collate ¢5 and ¢,, and to see that they belong to Rzach’s class ®. More
than that: he realized that these manuscripts go back to an archetype not very
much earlier than E, of definable characteristics. They are laid out in the same
way, with passages of text alternating with passages of Tzetzes’ commentary.
After line 428 they have drawings of agricultural implements, or (in E) a
blank space intended for such drawings. They have a common geographical
origin: south Italy.! Colonna accordingly concluded that the archetype was
written about 115080 (after Tzetzes and before E), and that from an early
date it lay in south Italy, with copies being made from it from then till the
fifteenth century.

The existence of such an archetype is confirmed by a series of shared corrup-
tions which could only have been transmitted by direct copying—something
that we were unable to find in the i family.

238 kaky) om. 403 éoceTau 430 év om. 431 mpocapricera

! Colonna affirms this for E, ¢s, ¢, ¢10- I do not know if it is true of the rest, except that
if it is true of ¢; it will be true of ¢,.

N
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{oToPole 455 ¢ioet 457 T éxéuev 488 &7’ fuar 640
Oéper 7’ 710 émos T’ 754—5 €or’ émel kal @ én mown) (partly
corrected in some copies) 7470 évwy 8o1 ol 7’ én’ 820 pecony.

I shall follow Colonna in applying the designation @ to this manuscript instead
of using it in a collective sense. (This puts it on the same footing as my £, in
contrast to lower-case i.) About its date he is necessarily right, except that
there is no reason why a minimum of ten years must have elapsed between
Tzetzes and P.

Where he goes wrong is in his assumption that the extant manuscripts are all
direct copies of @. In fact they fall into two groups, each with errors of its own.
In neither group is it possible to maintain that one of the manuscripts is the
source of the other(s). It is therefore necessary to assume two lost copies of @
as their sources. I call them ®a and @b. Both must have been in south Italy.

®a is represented only by E and N. Rzach noticed that, of his NOPQ ,N was
the closest to E (ed. maior, p. vii), and the two are linked by the following
errors which are peculiar to them:

29 dyopijs 7’ 74 xpvoiovs 158 émoinoe 202 Bacidedow’ (sic)
211 diyaia 265 Tevyn 275 émdkovoe (corr. m? in each)
425 TeTduoto 430 Suws 509 Uipokdpovs 512 8¢ om. (post rest.
in N) 533 87 om. (rest. N2) 607 juidvoioe émeTavov 642
wpéwv 667 €l 87 in a two-letter erasure E: 8 om. N 711 Tiv-
veafou 742 Balip.

That N is not descended from E is proved by:

93 in the text in E, m. al. in marg. N (it is omitted or marginal in many

manuscripts, and its omission in N cannot be a coincidence) 320
dpelw E: dueivw N (with the rest of the tradition) 482 Bjoovrar E:

Onroovrar N.

@b is represented by the other manuscripts, but with a fidelity which de-
creases from the earlier ones to the later, owing to the progressive importation
of ¢ readings and elimination of some @ errors. The following selection of
readings may serve to illustrate the situation:

115 fadeipor ¢ypy (sscr. © ml) sbibedy (sscr. ©) (but not ¢gdhy;)
243 dmopbwoior $gp, (only) 329 kpvmradiws ¢y (sscr. m?) ¢sp, (sscr.
1) $1ob11 (but not ¢ubeds) 344 dMo T dabsdyy 353 mpooiéva

P absbobro (deest ¢,) 361 kai om. ¢yps (deest ¢,) 506 SvonAeyées
babsby 510 mASVE s mAVA by, but A from a half-formed &

587 dfel dabsdbio 680 mérnA’ pyh, (subscr. a) dsbg 732 edepydos
baps 752 loov yap rai pybspeps.

The oldest of the group, ¢, already shows a few ¢ readings absent from ®a:

208 yp. dodov (for P’s dndov or dnddv’) 230 Bvdikowor 303 dep-
yos (for @’s -&s) 324 dvaudeipy 476 épeduevoy 479 sscr.
(apd)ns 570 Ty (1év D) 803 énow 806 dmurredovra.

Only one of these readings is common to all the @b copies (476; and there ¢,
has ipevpevor with aip- m?), but they all appear, at least as variants, in some of
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them, and each manuscript has at least three of them except for ¢;, which has
none, and ¢, which must be left out of account because of its fragmentary
nature (it has one). This indicates that they were marginal variants in @b
itself, or else in an exemplar from which all except ¢; depend.

In ¢, we find a further sprinkling of non-® readings in the text, and a larger
number recorded as variants. There are about forty in all, and most of them
(though not all) are known from . A couple (649 cecodi[o]|uévos, 698 yapuei-
ofw) show the influence of Tzetzes’ commentary. Two later correctors have
introduced Triclinian readings. Apart from these adventitious elements, ¢, is
so similar to ¢, that it seems very probable that it was copied from the same
immediate exemplar. If I am right that it was copied by the same scribe, that
is nothing surprising. To explain the greatly increased number of non-@
readings in ¢, we can either suppose that they were added to the margins of
the exemplar after 1287 (the year when ¢3 was copied from it), or that the
scribe consulted another manuscript while copying ¢,; or both.

#5 has six of $,’s yp.-variants in the text, two more still as variants ; four of the
non-@ readings which ¢, had in the text; and another forty new departures
from @. Again most of them are known from i, though a couple of agreements
with b manuscripts may be noted: 45 pév om. (wyws), 259 marpi om. (wy).
It is striking that a copyist so interested in recording variants does not present
any of the non-@ readings found in ¢,, and only twelve out of the forty found in
¢4 It looks as though he was not using their exemplar. In accord with this is the
fact that they share certain copying errors from which ¢ (like the rest of the @
manuscripts) is free : 95 8¢ pjoaro, 164 wieow, 243 dmodfwoior, 256 dikn om.,
452 Pots. The stemma of these three manuscripts, then, is

¢b

W) - W
S il
W ////

\\\\ 0, Ps

The other six, ¢¢—¢;;, cannot be fitted into the stemma. Each of them shows
some new departures from @. Each has some of the same non-® readings as ¢,
and this might seem to put them all on the other side from ¢,. On the other
hand several of them (¢¢h,py) have in general a text closer to ¢, than to ¢y,
Thus ¢¢ has one of the non-® readings which first appear in ¢,, but four of
those which first appear in ¢;. The corresponding figures for ¢, are 8:21, and
for ¢4 8:26. In the other copies the balance is noticeably different: ¢g 11:7,
$10 8:6, ¢y; 9: 13. None of the six shows agreements with @a such as to suggest
that it preserves readings of @ which are not preserved in ¢, ¢,, or ¢5, except in
two or three doubtful cases:

467 dpdrpov E N (m?') ¢,dgdy;: apdroio ¢, dpdrov the rest. The corruption
may have occurred independently on the two sides, since it is one that occurs in
other places (616 N ¢, gf.15;,3,4 Mosch. Tr).

751 davfp,.. N m? (dwjvopa m? i.r.), dvripova dg, dvipopa debe: drivopa fere
ceteri (deest E).

793 yivesbar E (I think; it is very faded. Rzach read it as ylvaclai), N, ¢,
SSCT., yo: yevéolar ¢y yeivaclar ¢sbedqby, yivachar ¢g: deest ¢,. Pb probably
had yivesfa:, and it is likely, but not certain, that this is the source of the
reading in ¢,, and the suprascript correction in ¢,.
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To reconstruct the reading of @, therefore, EN¢y¢,é- are normally sufficient,
though it is worth keeping an eye on the others. There is seldom any difficulty
in deciding what @ had. Sometimes it is clear that it contained variants, for
example:

16 Bapeipy EN, but E with a circumflex through the acute and N with sscr.
av, while ¢4, have Bapeiav with sscr. v or 'r.

523 olkov (vir.) N: oikwv ¢shiy: 0ikéD dues.

743 aifwve N ¢sh,b10h11 (aifove ¢y a.c.?) : albwm Edg: alflove abg: alflom dg:

awom, yp- CL;-'OOVL ¢4.

Now for its affinities. Like the ) manuscripts, it not only contained Tzetzes’
commentary, but was influenced by it. It presents his conjectures at 319
(8ABo? in N may preserve a trace of a variant in @) and 696, and in other places
too it shows the effect of his teaching:

22 He reads dpduevar, but says el 8¢ fedprdv Tiow, kal Todro (the o) péya
ypadérwoay Armikds. D had dpduevar with o as a correction above it: dpdpevar
E a.c. N ¢; (sscr. o), dpopevar E p.c. ¢ (sscr. w m?) ¢, (sscr. w ml).

80 dvdunre, o pkpov *lwvikds, says Tzetzes. P seems to have had dv- with o
above. So E ¢gp,,; &v- corrected to dv- ¢y; ov- N dad,.

574 Tov koiTov fyovy Ty koiryy Tz. The gloss intruded in @: xoiryy N2 i.r.
bas-

575 kdpgn: Arrikds Ta Towabra fYraypdperar “lwves 8¢ ody vmordocovew
adrd (‘“do not put them in the subjunctive’). Again @ recorded the alternatives:
kdpdn E, kdpdei Ny, rdper ¢, one altered to the other (I cannot tell which) in

s

Pertusi, Aevum xxvi (1952), 198, suggested that @ represented Tzetzes’
personal recension. This was easily refuted by Colonna, Boll. Com. iii (1955),
49 ff., who pointed out a number of conflicts between Tzetzes’ text and that of
E. I have shown above that Tzetzes’ text is closest to . Many of the readings
which he shares with i (and many other i readings) are also in @, but only in
436 (ydns) does his exemplar resemble @ more than . Some of the readings
which link @ with i may be found from the list of good £ readings on pp.
167-8. I was there treating Dy as a block : many more places could be specified
where @ agrees in false readings with ¢ but not D, or with some among the
manuscripts. Does this amount to saying that it was itself a ¢ manuscript? No.
It only amounts to saying that it contained a lot of the readings most widely
current in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Since these readings were
commonly diffused horizontally (not being easily recognized as erroneous),
their presence does not rule out a more fundamental affinity with 2 (as in the
case of D), or with some other valuable strand of tradition that has otherwise
disappeared.

In fact @ often agrees with £2 against all or most of the ¢ manuscripts ; some
instances may be found from the list of good  readings on pp. 171-3. Three
cases of semi-agreement are particularly significant:

477- The b manuscripts (with D) have {fear, {énar, {lear, ixkear, or lknac;
£ had £ee (by phonetic substitution, eie = nat). D’s 1jes, if not a gloss, seems
to be derived from the latter, eio for ere being a visual error. (¢, has 7ifee.)
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490. There was an early division in the tradition:

rpwmpétm (sch. vet.? ; Kirchhoff)
aponpbnl (X) npwtnpétm (Tz y)

mponpémyr’ (2) D

In some manuscripts -ypdrn became -apdry under the influence of the pre-
ceding word dfapdrys. @ had mpoapnpdéry (modified into -67v in Gadsdbyg),
which evidently goes back to mpodpdry or mporjpéTy.

820. ¢ preserves the truth, or something near it, péson: madpor 8’ adre
(néoony g a.c.). In D, 8 adre is reduced to 8¢ te. In Q@ it is reduced to 3¢,
while péoan develops into a vox nihili : pecorfmy 2, peoorjy @. The first evidently
derives from péoot, the second adapts this to agree with rerpdde in 819.

In all three cases, the reading of @ is a development from a corruption seen
in £, or (in 490) just behind £, in X. It looks as if @, like D, is a lineal descen-
dant from X, disguised by extensive borrowings from . This does not by any
means imply that it cannot offer good ancient readings unknown to £ and i,
for ‘Y’ here means the iy manuscripts that survive, and as it is an open tradition,
any new representative of it (especially a twelfth-century manuscript) may add
to the number of ancient readings preserved. D has a few good readings of its
own, and there are the same chances for @. In fact it offers:

422 dpwa Epya, preferred to the singular by nearly all modern editors.

436 yins, clearly better than the accusative. Also read by Tzetzes, but he
does not say so directly, and there is no likelihood that @ took it over from him.

523 pvxin N ¢, (sscr. v) ¢q, so apparently a v.l. in @. Read by Proclus.

705 kai dud yipat Ofxev. This partly preserves the ancient variant kai év
dpd yipat Oikev (Plut., Stob., perhaps IT;). (Rzach was wrong in saying that
Et. Gen. A agrees with @; it has ddkev.)

733 &dob., superior to édobev of Ci (w88 ambiguously D, Et. Gen. A).
Similarly at 601, only there é&dof also occurs as a suprascript in ¢,.

® is also notable for preserving a number of ancient accentuations. We saw
that this was a characteristic of £2, and in all probability @ owes it to X. The
instances are 37 dAMd 7€, 554 and 673 olkov 8¢, 606 Sppd Tor, 649 od7é ¢ bis
(N¢4; not otré as sz), 656 and 659 &bd pe, 665 oUTé ke (N only), 757 dAa 8é.
Some of @’s readings betray the desire to emend or embellish :

36 Sikpow (with ygthy3), 134 ddpadinow (with D), for -ns or -ais 77

orifead (not usual after &), for -ecor 141 pévror xBovior, for pév
Ymo- or ém-xfdviol 177 kapdroto for -ov, perhaps to suit the scansion
kal olvos 208 anddv’ for dodov 358 1épmed’ éov for Tépmerar v
391 vaiwo’ for -wot, an attempt to restore metre before the corrupt yvuvow
8¢ omelpew 403 éogerau for éota 520 évroclev piuver mapa unTéps
kedvij, for &vroole $idy mapo pnrépr piluver 710 é&mos 7’ elmav: 7’ in-
serted to improve the metre (émos y’ wsy) 754 f. éo7’ émel kal 7o én
mown], for éor’ émi kal T® mow) 8o1 oi 7’ for of: intrusion of the idio-
matic epic generalizing e 820 peooijy: attempt to make sense of X’s

pecaimy.
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SYNTHESIS

There is no good reason to suppose that the whole of the medieval tradition
descended from a single minuscule archetype. No error common to all the
manuscripts is either of minuscule origin or too plainly senseless to have been
current in an ancient text. Many of the variants are proved by papyri or
citations to have been ancient variants, as a glance through Solmsen’s apparatus
will show. Itis theoretically possible for all of these to have been recorded in the
margins of a single archetype, but even if they were, the fact remains that more
than one ancient copy has contributed to the medieval tradition; and on
general grounds it is likely that several copies of an author like Hesiod would
have been available in ninth- or tenth-century Byzantium.

It is sometimes held that the transcription of uncial manuscripts into minus-
cule, accompanied as it was by the introduction of accents and breathings
throughout, was a difficult business, seldom undertaken more than once for the
same text. The difficulties have been exaggerated. Anyone who could read
Greek in the ninth century could read uncial script, which continued to be
used for the scriptures for some time. As for accentuation, there was no diffi-
culty so far as familiar words were concerned. However, an epic text called for
some learning and research into the teachings of ancient grammarians. We
have seen that 2 and @—that is to say, X—try to follow the ancient accentual
system. We can thus identify one influential edition of the late ninth or early
tenth century, behind which lies a considerable scholarly effort.! Now, was
this effort made once and for all, or not? I think not, seeing that in at least one
place the tradition is divided over the accentuation of a rare word. At 196,
C®, with gbebghys, have orvyepwmis (or -7s), while D and most of the ¢
manuscripts have orvyepdimys or the phonetically equivalent srvyepdms. The
scholarly edition represented by X evidently adopted the oxytone accent;
another transcription made somewhere else opted for the paroxytone.

The existence of at least one early medieval fountain-head that was not
only independent of X, but not particularly closely related to it, is confirmed by
the dissimilar readings of the early manuscript ¢ used by the expander of the
Etymologicum Genuinum, and those of the } tradition. Several of the readings
which differentiate e from C/£2 reappear in s and/or @:

216 mapeAfeiv 293 and 296 adros 331 Tokfja 434 8’ émi
491 Xijoy 525 kal év 559 wAeiov (not preceded by 7o) 716
veltknTipa.

Parallel to this is the fact that ¢ had the Scholia Vetera in a form related to that
found in some later manuscripts (including ) and fuller and better than that
given by Q. It is possible that X goes back to one ancient manuscript and ¢ ¢ to
another; but the truth may not be as simple as that.

The stemma opposite exhibits my results.

Tue LATER PRoOSPECT
I will conclude by reporting on what I have seen of the later manuscripts (after
1400).

I We cannot tell whether the conjunction to X or represents further enterprise in the
of the Scholia Vetera with Proclus in £, or  same philological spirit.
the array of critical symbols in C, goes back
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£ produces no further scions, except for Marc. App. gr. IX 6 (numero di
collocazione : 1006) (Rzach’s G), now dated to the end of the fifteenth century.
It is almost certainly an apograph of wg.!

Five manuscripts can be assigned to the i class. One of them is a direct copy
from 4 this is Paris. gr. 1310 (fifteenth century), used by van Lennep and
inspected by me. The other four are:

i, = Flor. Bibl. Riccard. 71 (Rzach’s M). Dated to 1428. It shares some
readings with ,. Its second-hand corrections are mainly Triclinian.

50 = Vindob. phil. gr. 241. Dated to 1445. Closest to . Inspected by me.

5 = Vindob. phil. gr. 242. Dated to 1452. Closest to ;5. Used by Lanzi and
Rzach (1884) ; inspected by me.

5y = Vat. gr. 1384. Dated to 1466. Used by Lanzi.

Five more manuscripts belong to the @ family:

¢12 = Ziirich (Stadtbibliothek) C 136. Used by Koechly-Kinkel. Some

Triclinian readings.
¢,5 = Vindob. phil. gr. 191. Partially collated by me.2

T Pertusi, devum xxiv (1950), 13-17. On 2 This manuscript does not omit 358-82,
the dating cf. L. di Gregorio, Adevum xlv  as H. Hunger states in his catalogue: he has
(1971), 393 f. turned over two pages together.
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#14 = Vindob. phil. gr. 256. WD 1-804. Used by Lanzi and Rzach (1884),
partially collated by me. Some Triclinian readings, not always in the same
places as ¢,,.

15 = a Neapolitanus used by van Lennep, also containing the Theogony
(apparently copied from the Aldine edition), and not now identifiable. At 132
it agreed with ¢ in the corruption %S7coiro (anticipation of {kotro).

16 = ‘Vossianus 1’ in Graevius, Gaisford : perhaps Leidensis Voss. gr. Q 32.

The greatest number of the later manuscripts are Triclinian, that is, either
lineally descended from Tr or showing such a preponderance of Triclinius’
readings that other affinities are largely obscured. Examples of these “Triclinian
by marriage’ copies are five Parisini which I examined recently, nos. 2553,
2758, 2772, 2776, and 2834. In 2772, for instance, one may look for the
distinctive readings of Tr, and they are nearly all there; and yet a true descen-
dant of Tr could not have 7pis éreos in 173, {fvdixoiar in 280, dmrnipa in 240,
Tepmicépavvov in 273, edxpados (sscr. d) in 594. It is really a -text into which
most of Tr’s specious readings have been introduced. The case is similar with
the other four. Paris. gr. 2763 and 2833, by contrast, seem pure Triclinians;
and so do Ambr. B 75 sup., Marc. gr. 480, and Vindob. med. gr. 16 (WD
1-372).

The following are also Triclinian in one sense or the other : Ambr. H 22 sup.
(seen by me) ; three Athoi, Lavra K 51 (WD 17-828) and M 125 and Diony-
siou 334 (Livadaras, pp. 214 f.) ; Cantab. Univ. Nn III 16 (Paley); Laur. 31.
23 and 31. 24 (van Lennep) ; Lond. Arundel 522 and Burney 109 (inspected by
me) ; Olomuc. I. VI. g (Rzach, Wien. St. xx [1898], 114); Oxon. Bodl. Auct.
F 3. 25, Laud gr. 10 and 54 (Livadaras, pp. 213, 214 ; inspected by me), and
Dorvill. 71 and 72 (WD 1-%780) (Paley); Paris. gr. 2678 (WD 160-206, seen
by me), 2708 (Rzach ; Livadaras, p. 214), 2775 (van Lennep), 2786 (Livadaras,
p- 214), and Suppl. gr. 498 (seen by me) ; Perusinus Bibl. Municip. 667 (Liva-
daras, p. 215) ; Rom. Bibl. Casan. 306 (Livadaras, pp. 213 f.) ; Vat. gr. 49 and
53 (Lanzi) and 1363 (Livadaras, p. 213) ; Ven. Marc. App. gr. IX 4 (numero
di collocazione : 1209) (seen by me); Vindob. phil. gr. 289 and 292 (Lanzi) ;
Vratislav. Rehdiger. 35 (Marckscheflel, Hesiodi . . . Fragmenta, pp. xxi ff.).

INDEX OF MANUSCRIPTS DISCUSSED

Ambr. B 75 sup. 184 Laur. 31. 5 175
G 32 sup. 168, 171 3I1. 23 184

H 22 sup. 184 31. 24 184

J 15 sup. 177-8 31. 37 165-7

C 222 inf. 168, 171 3I. 39 168-73

Ath. Dionys. 334 184 32. 2 169, 171
Iviron 209 (161) 166 n. 1, 169, 171 32. 16 168, 173
Lavra K 51 184 32. 36 175

M 125 184 87. 10 177-9

Bodl. Auct. F 3. 25 184 conv. soppr. 8 175
Dorvill. 71 184 15 169

72 184 158 169

Laud gr. 10 184 Lips. Rep. L. 4. 44b 175

54 184 Lond. Arundel 522 184

Cantab. Coll. Trin. O.9.27 177-9 Burney 109 184
Univ. Nn IIT 16 184 Marc. gr. 464 174-6

Ferrar. IT 116 175 466 175

II 155 175 480 184
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App. gr. IX 4
IX 6
Matrit. gr. 4607
4617
Messan. F.V. 11
Mutin. aU 9. 19
Neap. II F 5
IIFg
nescioquis
Olomuc. I. V1. g
Palat. gr. 18
Paris. gr. 1310
2553
2678
2707
2708
2758
2763
2771
2772
2773
2774
2775
2776
2786
2833
2834
Coislin. 169
Suppl. gr. 498
Perus. Bibl. Municip. 667
Phillipps 3875
Ravennas gr. 183
Riccard. 71
Rom. Casan. 306
Turic. C 136

Bedford College, London

184
183
175
174
177-8
174
175
174
184
184
1779
183
184
184
169, 1712
167 n. 2,184
184
184
164-5
184
1779
169
184
184
184
184
184
174
184
184
177-9
175
183
184
183

Vat. gr. 38 165-7
44 fT. 114™-143" 1779

ff. 2297231 169

49 184

50 175

51 169

53 184

57 169, 171-2

121 168, 171

216 169

904 165-8

915 168, 171

946 175

1332 177-9

1363 184

1384 183

1421 175

1825 169, 171

1910 169

2383 177-9
Barb. gr. 4 168, 172
Ottob. gr. 210 177-9
Regin. gr. 92 175
Vindob. med. gr. 16 184
phil. gr. 191 183

198 175

200 174

241 183

242 183

256 184

289 184

292 184

Voss. gr. Q 32 184
Vratislav. Rehdig. 35 184
M. L. WEesT
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