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ON THE MANUSCRIPTS AND TEXT OF
EURIPIDES, MEDEA!

I. THE MANUSCRIPTS

Murray’s edition of Medea (1902) made use of five manuscripts: BAVLP. Page (1938)
added a sixth, the Jerusalem palimpsest, H. But Medea is preserved in six more
manuscripts (I do not count apographs), which Murray and Page cite rarely or never.
I investigate here the value and affiliations of these six and of a fragmentary seventh
(F), which they do cite. The seven manuscripts are:

O (Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, 31. 10), late twelfth century?

C (Vatican, Vaticano greco 910), fourteenth century; lacks 8804, 1050 to the
end?®

D (Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, 31. 15), fourteenth century*

E (Athos, Movy ’IBfpwv 209, formerly 161), early fourteenth century; lacks
731-825, 1029-1133, 1339 to the end?®

F (Venice, Bibl. Nazionale Marciana, gr. 468), c. 1300? Only the hypothesis and
lines 1428

1 I refer to the following books by their author’s name only: Page = D. L. Page, Euripides:
Medea (Oxford, 1938), Turyn = A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies
of Euripides (Urbana, 1957), Barrett = W. S. Barrett, Euripides. Hippolytos (Oxford, 1964). Note
also Dawe, Studies = R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles (Leiden, vols i-ii 1973, vol.
iii 1978), Diggle, Studies = J. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides (Oxford, 1981). A list of
editions of Medea which I have used will be given in Part II. — I am indebted to Dr K. Matthiessen
for the loan of photographs of CHnNv, to Mr P. J. Parsons for furnishing transcriptions of
unpublished papyri, to Prof. H. Maehler for furnishing information about II'? in advance of
publication, to Dr R. D. Dawe for many valuable observations, and to the Wolfson Foundation
for a generous grant which enabled me to acquire microfilms and visit libraries in Paris and
Florence.

% See Turyn, 333-5; for the date, N. G. Wilson, Scrittura e Civilta 7 (1983). Fairly full but
unreliable reports in Elmsley, Matthiae, and Kirchhoff (on whom see next note); thereafter only
very occasional readings reported by editors. Collated by me from microfilm; doubtful readings
checked by autopsy.

3 See Turyn, 358. Collated (negligently and incompletely, as he admits) by Elmsley; reported
by Matthiae and by Kirchhoff in his separate edition of Medea (Berlin, 1852) but not in his later
edition of Eur. (Berlin, 1855). (My knowledge of the 1852 ed. is derived from V. Di Benedetto,
La Tradizione Manoscritta Euripidea (1965), 14-16; cf. also K. Matthiessen, Studien zur
Textiiberlierferung der Hekabe des Euripides (1974), 47.) Thereafter ignored by editors. Collated
in Hi. by Barrett (from whom I have adopted the siglum C). Collated by me from photographs.

4 See Turyn, 335-7. Fairly full but unreliable reports in Elmsley, Matthiae and Kirchhoff;
thereafter only very occasional readings reported by editors. Collated by me from microfilm;
doubtful readings checked by autopsy.

5 See Turyn, 325-9. Not previously collated, except in Hi. by Barrett (from whom I have
adopted the siglum E). Collated by me from a microfilm loaned by the Institut de Recherche
et d’Histoire des Textes (Paris).

¢ Dated “early 14'" cent.’ by Turyn, 360; but see G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission
of the Plays of Euripides (1965), 162 n. {, K. Matthiessen, GRBS 10 (1969), 299 and Studien (n.
3 above), 47. Reported by Prinz and Wecklein; but no inferences should be drawn from their
silence, which has led Murray and Page into one serious misstatement (F has véov not xaxév
at 37). Collated by me from photographs.
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Hn (Copenhagen, Gamle Kongelig Samling 417), c. 14757
Nv (Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, Vindobonense greco 17), c. 15008

The other manuscripts which I cite are HBAVL(Tr)P.® There is a clear division
between HBAV and LP. Three gnomologies are sometimes available:
gV (Athos, Movy) Baromediov 36), twelfth century'®
gB  (Vatican, Vaticano Barberini greco 4), c. 1300
gE  (Escorial, X. 1. 13), early fourteenth century!?
I cite also the following papyri, which may be identified by the reference which I
give to the numbering in Pack’s collection:!?
IT' Pack 401 IT* Pack 404 IT" Pack 426'°
IT* Pack 402 IT> Pack 405'*  II® Pack 407
IT? Pack 403 IT® Pack 406 IT® Pack 408
With the generous permission of the Egypt Exploration Society I am able to add
to this list three further unpublished papyri, transcribed by Dr D. Hughes and
Mr P. J. Parsons:
IT° P. Oxy. inv. 36 4B. 110/D (1-2) a, third-fourth century A.D.; lines 139-47
IT' P. Oxy. inv. 36 4B. 110/H (1-3) ¢, third century A.D.; lines 718-37
The third is P. Oxy. inv. 23 3B. 1/Q (1-3) b (lines 748-52, 1007-9, 1345-6), which
is identified by Dr Hughes as being further fragments of /1°. I add finally two papyri,
one recently published, the other to be published shortly:
I1®  P. Berol. 21218 fr. 9-12+ 13231 E fr. 10, 12, fifth century A.D. (to be
published by H. Maehler, Arch. f. Pap.); lines 410-27, 501-10, 545-54,
83640, 884-7, 1054-6, 1059-64, 1098-1103)
IT*  P.Heid. 1385, first century B.C. (ed. R. Seider, ZPE 46 (1982), 33-6); lines
547-50, 591-5

7 See Turyn, 329-31, R. Prinz, RAM 30 (1975), 129-33. Fairly full but unreliable reports in
Elmsley, Matthiae, and Kirchhoff; thereafter only very occasional readings reported by editors.
Collated by me from photographs.

8 See Turyn, 348-51, Matthiessen, Studien, 129. Not previously collated. Collated by me from
photographs.

® | report these manuscripts from my own collations, made either from published facsimiles
(HBLP) or from photographs (AV). Doubtful readings in B and L have been checked by
autopsy. — By the symbol Tr I refer to Triclinius, corrector of L. That P is a copy of a copy of
L in Medea (and the other annotated plays), first argued by Vitelli (Museo Italiano di Antichita
Classica 3 (1890), 287-300) and accepted by e.g. Barrett, 73, seems to me far more probable than
the alternative hypothesis (of e.g. Turyn, 264 fI.) that P is a twin of L. Zuntz (Inquiry, 35-8)
offers evidence from Medea which strongly supports the former hypothesis, but afterwards
(175-80) argues in favour of the latter (positing an intermediate copy between P and the source
of L), on grounds which I find inadequate. Like Matthiessen (Studien, 32-3), but unlike Barrett,
I do not regard acceptance of the former hypothesis as justifying the exclusion of P from the
apparatus criticus.

10 See G. A. Longman, CQ n.s. 9 (1959), 129-41.

11 See K. Matthiessen, Hermes 93 (1965), 148-58.

2 See Matthiessen, Hermes 94 (1966), 398—410.

13 R, A. Pack, The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egypt (ed. 2, 1967).

14 Pack says that this papyrus is in the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge. Only part of it is
there (lines 1156-60, 1165-77, 1191-9). The rest is still in the Central Library of the Selly Oak
Colleges, Birmingham (see J. E. Powell, The Rendel Harris Papyri (1936), v).

15 Tam indebted to the Institut de Papyrologie, Université des Sciences Humaines, Strasbourg,
for sending me a microfilm of this papyrus, from which I was able to have made a photograph
of excellent quality. Some of the comparatively little that has emerged from an inspection of this
photograph is reported in Part I1. Very much more has recently been achieved in the parts of
the papyrus which preserve Phoenissae by D. J. Mastronarde, ZPE 38 (1980), 1-42. The papyrus
is dated c. 250 B.c. by E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (1971), 60.
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I use the following symbols:1®

[A] A is illegible or unavailable
(A A’s reading is based on inference (usually inference from the nature of
the correction which obscures it)
A? A’s reading is probable or possible but not certain
A A ut videtur
(A A with some inessential variation
As A supra lineam, by the first hand
Ac A after correction by an unspecified hand
A? A after correction by the second hand
(~ A°)  Ac agrees with the other mss. against A
Ar a reading written by the rubricator of A
Ael a gloss in A
AYP a variant in A accompanied by the sign yp(dderar)
2» scholium in A
iZa a reading implied by the scholium in A
128 lemma to the scholium in A
§I: OCDEFY
1 OC

That OC share a common ancestor is proved by the following readings, where they
conspire (or nearly conspire) against the other manuscripts.'®

107 rax’] raxwcr’ OC 242 Bia() dépwv Luvydv] dépwv ante Bia(t) DE, post
Luyév OC 245 xapdiav dcnc fere HBDEAVPL®: kapdiav dcnv HS et (postmodo
deletum) Ls: xapdiac acyv OCgE 254 cvvovcia HBDEAVLPOE!: kowwvia
OCHE!B#!ArYPgE 385 adrodic] adroic OC 416 ¢apar BDELP: daupar AV:
dijuar OC 433 kpadia(t)] xapdia() OC 543 kdAdwov DEAVLPgV: BéATiov
OCgE: BéAtictov B 555 wviln(v)] kvicy O, kvigay C 562 8opwv éuaw] éuav
86uwv OC 680 Spdcn(t)c] Spdceic O; -ewc in -5c aut -nc in -e«c mut. C 683
yic avag] dva¢é yijc OC 704 v’ om. OCgE (~ 0?) 705 ad Aéyewc xaxdv
BDEVLP: ad kaxov Aéyewc OCEE: ayyélewc kaxév A 812 véuowc Bpotiww]
Bpordwv véuoic O: Blpordw vépowc C: [E] 896 Siadraxfnd’ EAVLPB2: Siadéy-
076’ B: Siarexfnd’ D: Suadraynf’ O: aArdyncd’ C 1044 yapérw] éppérw
OCgE: [E]

But OC are not copied directly from the same ancestor, for there are numerous
disagreements between them. In the first half of the play (1-700), whenever the
manuscripts are divided (isolated errors of O or C aside), OC agree 157 times, disagree
43 (I count the original reading and disregard corrections). While most of the
disagreements are trivial, some are not. Here are the most significant disagreements:

106 apyiic CHBDEAVTr: é¢ dpyijc O(LYPVsSZEY 234 107’ CHDEAVgE:
7008’ é7’ fere LP: Tod76 y’ OB 267 8pdcw CPV3: 8pdcwv E: Spdcov OBDAES:
Spacov VL 307 éxet por OBLP: éxouus CDEAVEE 698 mictoc CBALPDC:
mecroc 8 ODEV 752 Aaumpov fAiov 1€ pdc CALP: Aaumpéy 6’ HAiov ddoc
OBDYV (6’ om. B): Aap]mpov [ IT? (8°[ uel $[ pot. qu. 9[): [E] 926 Tawd’ éyw Ocw

18 They roughly correspond with those adopted by Barrett, 92-3.

17 In this section no inferences about the readings of Hn and Nv should be drawn from my
silence. Nor do I report testimonia.

'8 In Hi. (the only other play which C preserves) there is no such relationship between O and
C.
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EAVL (67copar V3, Ofjcw V3YP): tvde Ovjcopar D: Tdwvde viv Bfcopar OB: viv
T8 ¢y Pjcw P: éyaw Tawde[ C

The manuscript which is most often found in agreement with OC is B. In lines 1-700,
when the manuscripts are divided, B and OC agree 122 times. The next commonest
agreements are with: D 102, V 101, A 101, E 97. Agreements with LP are
comparatively uncommon: with L 37, P 43. Since H is present for only lines 1-255
in this part of the play, I give the numbers of agreements in these lines: with B 51,
D 48, A 44, E 43, H 40, V 39, L 17, P 16. Against the 122 agreements of B and OC
are to be set 27 disagreements.

2 O alone

I list the most significant agreements of O (when it disagrees with C) and one other
manuscript.

(i) OB

234 Toité 9’ OB (see the preceding list) 287 amekeiv ¢’ LV et Tr: -eiv
AVP: -eic OB: -ei ¢’ DEB?: -jic C 685 kowdcar] rkowwvicar O(B) (~ B?)
725 mpocyuaivw DEAVLP: -uavd OB: mpoccyu[ C*® 926 Tawde viv Bfcopar
OB (see the preceding list) 1039 éc DAVLPBS: €ic Of! B%!: om. OB: [CE]
1269 cuvw(c)da uel -8a(c) fere codd.: civoda OB2: Edvoda V3YP: [C]

(ii) OL(P)

106 apyijjc CHBDEAVTTr: é¢ dpyfic O(LYPVsZY 367 cpikpoi OLP: pixpot
CBDEAVgE 1367 kpéiwcac OLP: y’ 7#¢- HBDAV: [CE] 1399 &(u)por
BDAV: ai ai uel al al OLPV3*YP: [CE] 1404 émoc BDEE: 8’ émoc AV: Aéyoc
OLPV:: [CE] 1411 7éxkva kreivac’ OLP: 7éxv’ amokreivac’ BDAV: [CE]

(iii) OH

1303 éxcawcwv] éxcwcar OHP?: [C)

‘A curious variant’ said Page, unaware of O, whose agreement with H makes it
yet curiouser. The infinitive with a verb of motion is acceptable: to Page’s examples
add IT 938, A. Eum. 488.

3 C alone

The most significant agreements of C (when it disagrees with O) and one other
manuscript are with gE:

16 mwavr1] Ta mdvra CgE 23 kupei] kvpoi C'gE 34 §° %) 8¢ CgE 78
ap’] av CgE: @ < D 99 kpadiav] xpadiny CgE 264 cidnpov] kivduvov
CgEgB 298 kawa mpocépwv] mpocdépwv wkawa CgE 372 ééov] é¢qv CgE
411 crpéderar] crpépovrar CgE 414 odxér. om. CgE 470 évavriov]
&vavria CgE 495 civoicba] covi(t)cBa CgE 580 adikoc awv] awv ad- CgE
739 wév om. CgE: [E] 798 {iw LP: {fv ér. OBDAV: (i écri CgE: [E] 913
yuvaukoc] yvvaixoc yap CgE

C and gE are clearly derived from the same source (gE is not derived from C, since
it contains verses omitted by C). There are very few places where C and gE agree with
other manuscripts against each other:

76 kndevpdtwv] Bovdevpdrwy EGE 235 AaBeiv ELPV3YPgE: AdBe H: Adfn(1)
OCBDAV 470 dpdcavt’ OBDEAVLPgE: pdcavrec CgV 535 wviln(1)
BDEAVLPGE: xvicy O: kvicey C

1o [T omits 725-6 and continues with 729, 727, 728 in that order. This is surely the right
solution to this problematic passage.
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C and gE have the same close relationship in Hi.:?°

238 & mai om. CgGE 424 ()] el D: eip CgE 501 éxcdicer yé ce QVHDE:
-cev cé ye CgE: -ceté ce LP 541 ceBilopev] cefalopev CgE 610 To] Te
OCgE 616 67 om. CEgE 699 aBovAduny] -doiuny CgE 701 yap] 8¢ CgE
936 ded] ped ded CEE 987 HAwcac] HAwca C: HAwca gE 1016 pev kpateiv]
kpareiv uév CgE 1018 edTuxeiv dei] del evTuyeiv CgE

There appears to be no place in Hi. where gE cannot have used the same source
as C.

4 DE

That DE share a common ancestor is proved by the following readings, where they
conspire (or nearly conspire) against the other manuscripts.?!

140 éxer. . .Tvpdvwawv] 787...Tupdwwy éxer DE: [[1'] 242 Bia(1) dépwv
{uyév] dépwv ante Bia(c) DE, post {uyév OC 287 amedeiv ¢’ LUV et Tr: -eiv AVP:
-eic BO: -ei ¢’ DEB?: -fc C 349 &5 BCAVLPgE: 8¢ O: om. DE 367
kndebdcacw] kndeduacy DE 408 éc pev om. E, éc ueév écOX’ om. D 411 8ika]
dikar gE: 8ixaia DE 478 mupmvéwv] mupumvéwy DE 559 pev om. DE
604 devéoipar] pedéopar DE 607 Tvpavvoic] -ovc C: -wv DE 616 ob7’] 67
DE toict coic] coic C: coict DE

But DE are not copied directly from the same ancestor, for there are numerous
disagreements between them. In 1-700, whenever the manuscripts are divided (isolated
errors of D or E aside), DE agree 166 times, disagree 44. While most of these
disagreements are trivial, some are not. Here are the most significant disagreements:

143 ¢péva EBOCVLPH?ATGE: om. DHA: [I1*] 235 XaPeiv ELPV3YP gE:
AdBer H: Xdfn(:) DBOCAV 257 ovxi DBOCAVGE: od8¢ ELP 306 odv
EALP: a0 DBOCV 926 Tawd’ éyw Oncw EAVL (Bcopar V3, Ofcw V3VP):
Twvde Oncopar D: T@wvde viv Bjcopar BO: viv 1awd’ éyw Ocw P: éyar Tawde[ C
937 ducpevijc elvar EOCAVLP: elvar ducpevyic DB

In 1-700, when the manuscripts are divided, DE show the following number of
agreements with the other manuscripts: with A 124, B 118, O 106, C 95 (but C is
defective in six places where it might have been expected to agree with O: so say 101),
V 101, L 54, P 58. Since H is present for only lines 1-255 in this part of the play, I
give the numbers of agreements in these lines: with A 48, B 46, O 44, C 43, H 38,
V 32, L 24, P 23. Thus it appears that the manuscript most commonly agreeing with
DEis A: against 124 agreements are to be set 37 disagreements. Not far behind comes
B: against 118 agreements are to be set 41 disagreements. Then come OCVH. LP have
the lowest frequency of agreements.

5 D alone

I list the most significant agreements of D (when it disagrees with E) and one other
manuscript.

(i) DB

737 dvaporoc (L?>DB? et iZ®v ad 735: é&vayporoc BOCAVPLE® et 2P ad 737:
[[T"* E] 746 Suvv OVLP: duvve DBVS: duvvut A: [C] 894 Xeimere] Aimete
DB 937 Sucpevnc elvai] elvar 8- DB 1118 r7&v DBV3: 7ov OAVLPEE:

20 The evidence of gE was not available to Barrett. The most telling evidence from C was not
available to Matthiessen when he published the readings of gE, since it consists of the agreement
between gE and C in unique errors, and Barrett (reasonably enough) does not record C’s unique
errors. I cite C from my own collation, made from photographs.

21 DE are also closely related in Hi.: see Barrett, 69-72, Turyn, 336.
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[CE] 1134 dAovro] 8dovro DB: [C] 1139 v moddc EAVLP: fv DB: fuav fv O:
[C] 1259 kardmavcov] kardmavc’ DB: [C] 1311 tékvwv] maidwv DB: [C]
1377 xAaicai] kaicar DB: [CE] 1395 apopoc DPTr: dupopoc DSBP?: duotpoc
OAV: du**poc L: [CE] 1395 réxvwv] maidwv DB: [CE] 1404 émoc DBgE:
8 émoc AV: Aéyoc OLPV3: [CE] 1410 pod wov DB: [CE] note also
896 81aAAdxbnd’ EAVLPB2: 81aAXéxn8’ B: Siadexfnb’D: Siadddyn8’O: aArdyncd’C

(i) DL(P)

130 amédwrev] amédwxav DL (~ DSTr) 323 peveic D'LPV3YP: pévn(i)c
BOCEAVD® 357 om. DLP 502 wérepa] mérepov DP 588 odv wot DLP:
odv c OAV:odvcotC:obvBE 687 ye] 3¢ DLP 802 ricet BOAV: 8cicet DLP:
[CE] 875 koipdvouc] Tupdwwowc DP 985 mdpa vuudo- fere DLV? et iXpV):
mapavuugo- BOCEAVP 1179 cvudopdv DLP: -4c BOEAV: [C] 1208 ric ¢’
BOELV?: 7ic 8° A: 7ic DP: 7{ ¢’ V: [C] 1289 1¢] 8¢ DP: &7 L: [CE] 1395
apopoc DPTr: auuopoc DSBP2: duowpoc OAV: au**poc L: [CE]

D has several unique agreements with LP; with the other manuscripts, apart from
B, few or none. In the second half of the play it has numerous unique agreements with
B. That at some point in the play D abandons its original model and follows a different
one (either B or a manuscript derived from or closely related to B) was observed by
Turyn and is suggested by the following facts:

(a) In 1-700, when the manuscripts are divided, the proportion of agreements to
disagreements between B and D is 160:60, i.e. 2:65:1. In 701-1449 the proportion
is 190:34, i.e. 5-5: 1.

(b) In 1-700 there are at least ten firm instances of D’s adherence to a tradition
different from B: 37 véov DEFALPV3YP: xaxév BOCVEGE 234 roi7’ DHCEAVGEE:
7008’ é7° L(P): 1076 9’ BO 307 éxer pot BOLP: éxoiut DCEAVEE 357 om.
DLP 440 pévet BCVO?: pipves DEALP: om. O 501 8> BOCLP: om. DEAV
509 éMmidwy LPV3YP: kaf’® éArdda ([T'P)DEAV: &’ élddada BOC 543
xkaAov DEAVLPgV: BéAriov OCGE: BéAricTov B 588 odv wou DLP: odv cv
OAV: odv cou C: odv BE 633 uwypmor’ BOCV et A in ras.: undé mor’ fere DELP
2P,

In 701-1449 there are four: 710 r@v I1* DEAL: om. BOCVP 751 Laov
BOC(LYPV3YP TrYP: yqic (II°) DAVTr: [E] 802 7icet BOAV: 8acet DLP: [CE]
982 adra uel adry DEAVLP et fort. IT7: om. BOCgE

(¢) In 1-700 the proportion of agreements to disagreements between D and E is
166:44, i.e. about 4:1. In the parts of 701-1449 where E is available ((i) 701-30,
8261028, (ii) 1134-1338) the proportion is (i) 52:22, (i) 52:23, i.e. about 2:5:1 in
each case.

At what point does D change to its B-source? The first of the unique agreements
is inconclusive (894 Aeimere] Aimere BD).22 But the next is striking (937 Svcuevic
elvad] elvar Sucpevnc BD). After 894 disagreements between B and D (isolated errors
in either manuscript aside) are mostly trivial (and several of them are nullified by a
correction in B):

908 008’ BCOCDEVZE: otk (B?YALP 926 rawde Ofcopar D: Twvde viv
Ofcopar BO (see above, pp. 341-2) 968 yuyxic BOCEALPV3YP: yuyaic DVIZPY
969 eiceA@évre BOLP: -rec CDEAV 979 8icravoc D: a 8idcravoc LP: dcrnvoc
BOEAVZgE: 8ldcryvoc C: duct[ IT 982 adra uel adTy) DEAVLP et fort. [T7: om.
BOCgE 985 mdpa vupdo- fere DLV? et 120 rapavvupo- BOCEAVP 993
Biora BV?: -74y BEDOEAVLP: -mv C 1008 al bis (/I*)BOCLPgE: ter A: quater

22 cf. Alc. 23 (V), Hi. 907.
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DEV 1009 ayyéAlwv BAP*gE: -éAwv DOEV: -é\w LPV®: [[I°C] 1012 dat
BOEAL: 6¢ CVP: 67 D 1029 ap’] 7’ ap’ DgE: [CE] 1039 éc Bs DAVLP: om.
BO: eic B*!08!: [CE] 1070 dcmacacfar BALP: -cacfe DOV: [CE] 1118 kai
87n BOAVEE: kaitot LP: kai viv D: [CE] 1144 8écmowa &) décmowav 8’ D:
Sécmowav V (~ V?):[C] 1172 rwoc Beav] Bewv Tvoc D (~ D) et ut uid. I1° (fecwv
Two]c): [C] 1179 cvpgopdv DLP: -4c BOEAV: [C] 1194 76cwe LP’O?: rocix
O: récwe 7’ A: Tococ 7° BV: 70c6vd’ DE: 7écov 7° BEV3YP: récov P27 [C] 1208
tic  BOELV?: 7ic 8’ A: 7ic DP: 7i ¢’ V: [C] 1289 7¢ BHOAVII®: 8¢ DP: &y
L: [CE] 1314 kA7j8ac BOEVLP: xAeidac DAHC: [CH] 1365 otirot viv BA®:
odTot vuv uel od Toivuy BEDH"YO(A)YVLP: [CE] 1395 dpopoc DPTr: dupopoc
BDSP2: duowpoc OAV: au**poc L: [CE]

It is tempting to suppose that the change in D’s affiliation may be connected with
the dislocation of its text after 795: lines 796-903 are written not in their proper place
but at the end of the play. We might imagine that the scribe abandoned his original
model at 795, then took up a different one but started copying at the wrong place
(904), and then, realising his omission, added the omitted lines at the end. But, for
all its economy, this hypothesis will not work: for as late as 982 D has a reading not
derived from B (see the above list).22 And this reading undermines Turyn’s claim
(which he offers no evidence to support) that the change occurred ‘ca. 923” (p. 336).
From 982 onwards, at any rate, the evidence is compatible with the assumption that
D is derived from B.

6 E alone

I list the most significant agreements of E (when it disagrees with D) and one other
manuscript.

(i) EL(P)

30 8épny] wdpa (EL (~ E?) 80 drap] avrap EP 171 pukpdd(t)] cp-
E<L>P 173 auerépav] nu- EP 235 XaBeiv ELPV®YPgE: XdBer H: AdfBn(c)
BOCDAV 257 odyt] odd¢ ELP 439 008’ ér’ EL: o0dé 7 BOCDAVPTr
445 émécta ELP: -ty BDA: ¢ C: perécry O: dvécty V 457 aviewc] avipc EL
et L (~L°) 610 7« ELPV%: 7¢ BOCDAV 635 crépyor] crépyer EP: [C]
867 audproic] -mc ELP? 7008¢ y’ ELP: 7008¢é 7’ uel 1008’ é” BOCDAV 871
< BOCDAVgE: y’ ELP 893 rd8e ELPV?: 768¢ BOCDAVgE 1256 alua
ELPV2: aipare BODV: alpa 7t A: [C] 1332 mpodérw] -rmv EL(P): [C]

(i) EH

140 rov EH, sicut coni. Musgrave: 6 HSBOCDAVLP: oc I1'°

E (like D) shows clear traces of the LP-tradition. Its agreement in the truth with
H at 140 is striking.

7F

No clear picture of F’s affiliations emerges from lines 1-45. So I begin with the
hypothesis, where the picture is clear. Here F is regularly associated with DE and
always agrees (isolated errors aside) with E. The line numbers are Murray’s.

2 v FDE?BOATT: 79w 700 CV: 700 P: 7#* E: [L] 4 mpdc BOCVPTr: coc FDE:
om. A: [L] 6 xpncapévn BOCATTr: Siaxp- FDEVP: [L}] 8¢ om. FETr: [L]

# Note also that with this hypothesis we should have to accept that D went back to its original
model in order to copy 769-903. For these lines cannot have been copied from the B-model:
see 802 (ricet BOAV: 8dicet DLP: [CE]) and possibly 875 (xotpdvoic BOCEAVL: Tvpdwvoic DP).
The latter corruption is not necessarily evidence of affiliation, since it is so frequent (1299, IT
1080 (P), Ph. 1643, fr. 337, A. Ag. 549, [A.] PV 958, Ar. Ach. 472).
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10 4 pndewa om. FDE: [L]  aveyricaca BOCVPTr: éfijcaca fere FDEA: [L]
13 nBdwvra BATIC: 7Béwvra FDEVPTr: [OCL] 14 €ldvin(i)c. fere FDEVTr:
eldeimct A: dvinc B: i8in()c PTrAs: [OCL] 16 kai BDAVLP: om. FE: [OCL]
18 7ov ldcova BAVLP: om. FDE: [OCL] 19 adryv BAVPTr: -75) D: -74 FE:
[OCL] 4 (25) 7a(:) ante idcove FE: om. DAP: [BOCVLTr]

The same affiliation with DE is maintained in 1-45:

24 aAynd6c(v) FDEAVLPIZP: -§6ve BOCGE et 2P ad 97 31 amoipurén BCLP:
-fet O: -{n FE%: -{e« DEAV 33 3¢ FCECOPB?: 6 FEDBAVL: wc C 37 véov
FDEALPV3YP: xaxév BOCVGE 39 7é FDBOCAV: 8¢ LP: ye E 42 7év 1€
FDBOCAPV2LE: 76vde V: 7év ye E: Tév ** L

The close relationship between E and F is observed by Turyn, p. 326.

8 The nature of OCDE summarised

OCDE belong to the side of the tradition which is represented by (H)BAYV, as
opposed to the side represented by LP (see p. 340). In general Turyn’s assessment of
each of OCDE individually is correct. O, as he says, is ‘closely related to B’ and is
a ‘valuable witness’ of the B-tradition (p. 334); though he fails to observe the traces
of its connection with the LP-tradition. C he describes as ‘ closely related to the B-like
tradition’ (p. 358). This is true, though its closest relative is O not B. Traces of a
connection between C and a non-B tradition are slight. D, as he observes, is ‘closely
related’ to E in the first half of the play and to B in the second half (p. 336). That
it is a ‘direct copy’ of B in the second half is possible but not provable. E he describes
as a ‘gemellus’ of D (p. 326) in the first half of Medea and in Hippolytus. This is not
strictly correct. That its ‘eclectic and mixed’ text is ‘deprived of any essential value’
in both plays (p. 328) is a misjudgement.

9 Isolated preservation of the truth in OCDE

Three of these four manuscripts conspire to preserve the truth at 261: 8iknw
CDE, sicut coni. Elmsley:2¢ 8txn(t) BOAVLP. In two places one of the four supports
a reading hitherto known only from H: 140 rév HE, sicut coni. Musgrave: 6
BOCDAVLP et Hs: oc IT'°; 1303 éxcacwv] éxcdcar OH (etiam P?). The former is
certainly right, the latter is possible (see p. 342). Once D alone has the truth (unless
L also had it), though the reading was known to the scholia (from which it may have
been taken, as happens elsewhere, by B?): 737 dvdporoc (L">DB? et 1.ZP ad 735:
&vadporoc BOCAVPLE et PV ad 737: [[IME]. And D deserves some credit for
preserving the truth at 979: 8dcravoc D, sicut coni. Aldina: d 8bcravoc LP: 8crnvoc
BOEAVEE: 8]dcryroc C: Sucr[ IT7. O has the correct accentuation at 1195: mirvec
O: murvei BDEAVO?gE: winrer LP: mei IT°: [C]. One of the infrequent scholia in
C reflects the truth at 290: drexfécha: Elmsley et 12¢ (dmex07 pavivar): dmexéchar
D: 4méxf- OEVLPB2: 4méy- BCAgVgE. And E alone preserves the truth at 189:
Sppn07(e) E, sicut coni. Brunck: 6ppaf(e) cett. et gE.

There are, in addition, several places where one of OCDE has a claim to unique
(or virtually unique) preservation of the truth. These require longer exposition.

(@) 159 ...7TdKkov Supouéva cov edvérav.
edvarav O'ES, sicut coni. Tyrwhitt: -vérav O°: -vérny E
For the sake of exact responsion with 183 (wévfoc yap peydAwc t68° 6ppdrar) Brunck

proposed edvijrav, and Tyrwhitt? changed this to edvdrav, which is now found to

24 In his ‘ Annotatio’ (for which see Part II, n. 1), p. 14.
2 Coniecturae in Euripidem (1822), 28-30.
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have manuscript support. The word edvdrnc (-77c) is not elsewhere attested, except
by Hesychius (ebvfryc: avip, Latte ii. 230),2¢ but may be compared with edvdrwp
(-rwp) Andr. 1041, Herc. 27, 97, [Tr. 831],%" Ion 912, A. Su. 665, edvarip A. Pe.
137, ebvarewpa (-frewpa) A. Pe. 157, S. OT 1101 (cj.),®® [A.] PV 895, edvijrpia S. Tr.
922. The transmitted edvérmc on the other hand, is common: El. 803, 1171, Or. 1392,
Hyps. 64.ii. 78, (Suevvérnc) Med. 953, Ion 894, ((vvevvérnc) Med. 240, Hi. 416, Andr.
208, IT 524, Hel. 1292. Elmsley and Hermann protested against the unattested form,
bui their efforts to show that edvérav is metrically acceptable were ineffectual, and
editors nowadays print edvarav without qualm.

Whether metre really does require acceptance of elvarav has recently been
questioned by T. C. W. Stinton, JHS 97 (1977), 129, 132 (cf. BICS 22 (1975), 99 with
n. 39). He observes that ‘- v — in the close of glyconics is well attested. . ., also as the
close of enoplians of various lengths’. It is true that v — is commonly found in the
close of aeolo-choriambics, but only when it follows immediately after the choriamb
(= x |-vo—|w—Hi. 741 ~ 751, El. 144 ~ 162 (?),?° Ion 206 ~ 220,*° Ba. 867 ~ 887,
14 1056 ~ 1078, S. OT 1187 ~ 1197, Ph. 1128 ~ 1151, —|- v v -|v - - EL 730 ~ 740,
—vu-—|u—u—- Alc. 216 ~ 229, A. Su. 101 ~ 109). To the second part of Stinton’s
statement the following passages are relevant: Andr. 480 ~ 487 vo-vo-vu-vu-
o—, A. ScT 222 ~ 229 - oo -vu-v-21If we extend the net more widely, so as to
catch instances of a cretic corresponding with a molossus at the end of a colon of
whatever metrical form, we may add these: (i) in the second metron of an iambic
dimeter (vcovoo|v-v-): El 1149 ~ 1157, Or. 171 ~ 192;32 (ii) after two molossi
(---|---]-<-): S. OC 1559 ~ 1571; (iii) after a dochmiac (v-c>v—-|-<-): Ion
676 ~ 695, (iv) after an apparent run of dactyls: Andr. 834-5 ~ 838-9 — v oo -
vv-vu-v-v-. This last passage, however it is interpreted in metrical terms, and
however its beginning is emended,? does offer at the end the same sequence and
correspondence as Med. 159 ~ 183 (- v - -v-). An instance of v -« - following
the choriamb in aeolo-choriambics has been introduced by conjecture at S. Ph. 209
-8a Tpucdvwp: Sidcnpa yap Bpoei ~ 218 -ydlwv Sppov mpoPoar T yap (Wunder: ydp
Tecodd.) Sewdv. Stinton3® advocates acceptance of Wunder’s conjecture (denying that
we also need Dindorf’s @pnvei for Opoei to restore exact correspondence),’® and he
believes that this conjecture and the transmitted edvérav at Med. 159 offer each other

26 But although not attested, this (and not edvérnc) is the form which we should expect: see
E. Fraenkel, Geschichte der griechischen Nomina agentis auf —t1p, Twp, -tnc ii (1912), 126, G.
Redard, Les noms grecs en -tnc, -tic (1949), 6. On the variations in the mss. between the forms
evva- and edvn-see G. Bjorck, Das Alpha Impurum und die tragische Kunstsprache (1950), 139—40.

" edvdaropac VP unmetrically: edvdc Seidler (rightly, I think), dv8pac Beyer.

28 See p. 353.

29 162 is corrupt: see Diggle, Studies 32. I exclude El. 700 ~ 714, where the traditional division
is objectionable: see Dawe, Studies 1. 256.

30 See Diggle, Studies 97.

31 See A. M. Dale, The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama (ed. 2, 1968), 168.On S. OC 1564 ~ 1575
(adduced by Dale) see H. A. Pohlsander, Metrical Studies in the Lyrics of Sophocles (1964), 86.
On Alc. 252 ~ 259 (adduced by Stinton) see Dale, 164.

32 cf. Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst (1921), 412, J. D. Denniston in Greek Poetry and
Life: Essays presented to Gilbert Murray (1936), 141, L. P. E. Parker, CQ n.s. 18 (1968), 246
n. 1

33 See Dale, 102. This might be interpreted as « - o | - - » - (bacchiac +dochmiac): see Part
IT (on 1255-7 ~ 1265-7). For resolution of the second long of the bacchiac see Dale, 74.

34 See my note on the passage in ICS 6. 1 (1981), 95-8, Stinton, JHS 97 (1977), 143.

3 loc. cit. 132.

3 fpmvet (with Wunder’s conjecture) is accepted by R. D. Dawe (Teubner, 1979). Dr Dawe
reminds me that fpoeiv is a well attested variant for fpnveiv at S. Ai. 582.
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mutual support. The question is incapable of final decision. The irregular responsion
entailed by edvérav may be permissible, in the light of the passages quoted above. The
claim of edvarav may be thought to be higher now that it is attested as a manuscript
reading; but it could just as well be a scribal slip.

) 1812
... ¢ida kai 748’ adéa,
cmedcacd 1L Tplv Kakdcal TovC Ecw.

182 cmedcacd Schone: cmredcar HBOCDA: cmetcov VLP: cmetde E: cmedcov de
Hermann 7. wpiv C: mpiv 7o cett. écw Brunck: eicw codd.

Arguments in favour of this restoration of the text are given by Page. I find them
convincing. If thisis the right answer, then either C has made a most abnormal mistake
or it has uniquely preserved the truth. The placing of 7. outside the clause to which
it belongs (as at Herc. 1388 Admnu 7v maildwv uy malw povodpevoc) is in accord with
the tendency of enclitics to move towards the front of the sentence, which I have
illustrated (in relation to ric) in CQ n.s. 27 (1977), 236. For the corruption see S. Ph.
218 (quoted in the note on 159 above), 861 adla 7ic wc (Wunder: dc 7ic codd.).

Editors impute 7« mpiv to Hermann as a conjecture. In fact Elmsley had reported
C’s reading and Hermann merely accepted it.

() 31920
yovi) yap 6€dfupoc, wce 8’ abrwce avip,
péiwv duAdccew 7 ctwmnAoc coddc.

320 pa(c)wv BODEAVLPEE et Hn®Nvs et Sud. i. 254. 4 Adler et Anecd. Bekker i.
412: paov C: paov gV et (Hn"YNv

C’s pdov may be an idiosyncratic error, since C is derived from the same source as
gE (see p. 342), which has pdwv. But more probably the divergence is an indication
that the source had paov, which is precisely what we find in Nv (on which see p. 355).
The neuter is also found in gV and should be taken seriously, for a neuter predicate
is commonly used in gnomic statements: see Kithner—Gerth i. 58-9, Schwyzer ii. 605,
Barrett on Hi. 443. Its use is particularly common when ‘woman’ is the subject: 928
yovs) 8¢ Badv (B7Avc AV?) kémi Saxpboic Epv, EL 1035 papov pév odv yuvairec, Hel.
830 yuvawxi mpdcopov yuvi, fr. 4 méduxe ydp mwc maici moAéuov yuvi | Toic
mpbclev, fr. 544 EAAwc 8¢ mavTwy SucuaywraTov yuvi), fr. 822 yuvr yap év kakoict
Kkai vécoic mécer | §0ucTév écte, S. Ai. 580 xdpTa Tou pidoixTicTov yuva, Verg. Aen.
4. 569-70 uarium et mutabile semper | femina. For the attachment of an infinitive to
the neuter predicate see [E.] fr. 953. 11 € 7dAXa kpivew éctiv avémrov yuvn.3?

But the lines still harbour a problem, clearly formulated by Housman: ‘What. ..
perplexes me is the gender of ctwmnAdc and cogéc: I do not understand why the
parenthetic wc 8’ adTwc avnp exerts this influence, considering especially that the
speaker’s whole practical concern is with a woman.’*® Nor do I understand it: avip,
placed in a parenthesis, may not affect the gender of an adjective outside the
parenthesis.?® Wecklein’s ‘ciwmAoc copéc nach yvvn 6€60upoc, weil nach dem
Zusatz ac 8’ adrwc avijp das allgemeine avfpwmoc 6€dfupoc vorschwebt’ is just the
sort of fanciful pleading (much the same, at greater length, may be found in Hermann)

37 The fragment is not Euripidean: see Diggle, Studies 85, 104.

3% CR 4 (1890), 10 = Classical Papers 116.

3 Even a second subject added non-parenthetically need not affect the gender: Herc. 774-6
6 xpucoc d 7’ edruxia. . .80vacw adikov épéAkwy.
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which Housman was trying to combat. Dawes*® tackled the problem with a simple
bold expedient (which, since Wecklein omits to record it, is unknown to modern
editors), avip yap 6£00uvpoc, ac 8’ adrwc yuvy, invoking ZP on 320 pdiwv écri
dvAarreca, prciv, 6¢fvpoc avip, wecadrTwce 8¢ kai yuvi (ZP on 319 has maca yap,
dnciv, d&0fvpoc yurt), Suoiwc 8¢ kai dvip). But since, in Housman’s words, the
speaker’s whole practical concern is with a woman’, syntactical purity is gained at
some loss to the sense.

Other proposals are thoroughly bad: codoic Bothe, chodpéc F. W. Schmidt, !
cwmnAécropoc Housman (on which see Page), ccwmmAy copdc Wecklein olim,
ctwmAdc y6doc Gomperz.4? G. Miiller®® deletes 319-20, passing a harsh verdict on
the language (‘319-20 sind sehr unschdn gebaut, mehr gestammelt als geredet. coc 8’
adTwc Gvip hinkt schauderhaft nach. Das masculinum ciwmnAoc copdc ist sehr
argerlich’). E. Christmann?** has rightly contested the deletion, but he fails to face
Miiller’s very proper objection to the masculines.

Write cod) for copéc. Then ccwmnAdc becomes a feminine form (like 6¢60upoc
before). The adjective, not attested again in tragedy, is just the kind of adjective to
which Euripides would deny a separate feminine termination: for illustration of this
practice see Kiithner-Blass i. 535-7, Wecklein, SBAM 1898, 385-409, Wackernagel,
Vorlesungen iiber Syntax ii. 49-50, Dodds on Ba. 991-6, Kannicht on Hel. 335, W.
Kastner, Die griechische Adjektive zweier Endungen auf -OX (1967). At 839 IT® gives
werpiJouc for perpliac, perhaps rightly (cf. Pl. Tim. 59d).%* Pindar has ciynléc as a
feminine at Pyth. 9. 92.

For the reverse corruption (of codoi to copai) see 385, where I regard the conjecture
codol as inescapable. My only uncertainty (which I see no means of resolving) is
whether its proposer was Tate or Dalzel: see Museum Criticum 1 (1826), 326-37.

d) 925-6 M. 0ddév: Téxvwv VS’ évvoouuévy mépe.
Ia. Bépcew vov: €d yap Tawd’ éyw Bycw mépe.

926 78’ éyw Ojcw EAVL (Brjcopar V3, 81cw V3YP) et Chr. Pat. 926: 7dwde Oncopar
D et Nv: 7awde viv Ocopar BO: viv 70wd’ éyaw Oicw P: éyw Tawde[ C: 1@vde viv
04cw Hn

D’s reading (which appears also in Nv: see p. 355) used to be reported by editors.
It was accepted by Brunck, Porson, Elmsley, Bothe, Kirchhoff, and C. E. S. Headlam.
But it is ignored by Murray, Méridier, Page, and Valgiglio.

The variations in the manuscripts suggest that different attempts have been made
by the scribes to amend a metrically defective verse. The readings can be accounted
for if we suppose that the ancestor of our manuscripts gave the verse in the form 8apce:
vuv: €D yap T@vde Ocw mépe. Then viv, éyw, and Bfcopar will have been introduced
(first, perhaps, above the line) in order to repair the metre: EAVL adopted éyw, D
adopted Ovcopar, BO adopted both viv and 67copar (for there is no reason why
alternatives should not have been superscribed), P adopted both viv and éyw. A

40 Miscellanea Critica (1745), 97 (= ed. Kidd [1827], 188-9).
1 Kritische Studien zu den griechischen Dramatikern ii (1886), 333—4.
2 SBAW 143 (1901), 8-9; cf. Weil, REG 13 (1900), 417, E. Pistelli, SIFC 11 (1903), 446.
3 SIFC 25 (1951), 80.

44 Bemerkungen zum Text der Medea des Euripides (diss. Heidelberg, 1962), 53-7; an excellent
dissertation, which deserves to be better known.

45 Roberts believed that a second hand may have written a over ovc. Dr R. A.Coles, who
kindly inspected the papyrus for me under the microscope, believes that the trace is more likely
to be the accent above «.

B oa oa
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superscribed reading is likely to be incorporated in the wrong place:*® hence C, we
may surmise, finding éyd above T@vde, copied it before instead of after that word.*

This suggestion about the origin of the variants, even if it is right, does not help
us to decide between éyw O7cw and Brcouar. For either (a) ravd’ éyw Ofcw may
be right (éyw omitted by accident, then written above the line, like the false alternatives
viv and Bcopar); or (b) T@vde Bfcopar may be right (fycopar corrupted to Fjcw,
then written above the line, like the false alternatives viv and éyd ; the same corruption
has occurred at Hi. 709 rapa Ofcopar kaddc] Taud ye fjcw xaddc Hn et Pal. gr.
343 et Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10,8 Andr. 1210 émBycopar] -6fcw V). viv, at any rate, I think
may be dismissed as a stop-gap. It has no special fitness here, and the single
arrangement in which it suits the metre is presented only by Hn.

There is a further possibility worth considering: that the variants are amendments
of an original T@&vde Ocopev mépt, where the use of the plural for the singular may
have provoked the change. This is precisely what has happened at Hi. 1079 macyopuev]
macyopar Hn, macyw Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10; similarly 1382 mpocdopev BDACV:
-dfopar ALPV3, Hi. 660 éfopev] ééopar BEHnNv et Pal. gr. 343, Bodl. Auct. T. 4.
10, Neap. I1. F. 41, Andr. 760 dpxopev] apyopar B, Hec. 1236 ¢rjcoperv] pficopar FRS
al., Tr. 361 Suviicopev V: duvicopar PQ, Or. 111 méupopev] méupopar ALP, A. Pe.
229 O#copev] Ocopwar GFPS; cf. El. 871 (Lenting).

The choice between the active verb (61cw, couev) and the middle (7copar) is
very difficult. The relevant facts are these:

(i) €0 7ifecBar is well attested: Herc. 605 768° €b BécOar, 938 €d BécOar Tdde, IT
1003 70 cavrob Géuevoc €b, Ba. 49 TavBévie Béuevoc €d, 14 672 Béuevoc €d Takel,
S. El. 1434 1a mpiv €b Oépevor, OT 633 veixoc €d Oécfar; similarly Andr. 378-9 el
w1 Bcopar | Tdp’ drc dpicTa. Some non-tragic instances are quoted by LSJ s.u. 7ifnu.
A. VII and by Fraenkel, Agamemnon, pp. 20 n. 3, 414, 801 n. 2.

(ii) xaAdc rifecharis also attested: Hi. 709 rapa Ofcopar kaddc, S. fr. 350 P fécha.
kaddc. . . v BAdByy, LSJ loc. cit.4®

(ili) kaddc Tihévaris well attested: Hi. 521 radr’ éyw Ojcw kaddc, Hec. 875 mavr’
&yw Oncw kaddc, El. 648 kal unv éxeiva y’ 1) Toxm Ojcer kaddc, Or. 1664 Ta mpoc
moAw 8¢ 78’ éyw Ofcw raddc, 14 401 Tap’ éyw Oicw kaddc, Ant. 34 Page (fr.
xlviii. 37 Kambitsis) fuleic kal cv Ojcoper xaddc, S. Tr. 26 Tédoc 8’ ébnke Zedc
aydwioc kaddc.

(iv) €b Tifévar, however, is rare: the only instances cited by LSJ (and I can find
no others) are Theogn. 845-6 €J pev weipevov avdpa (avdpi Hermann) xaxac Oépev
ebpapéc écw, | b 8¢ Oépev 76 Kardc keipevov dpyadéov, Ar. Lys. 243 ta map’ dudw
b Tiler.

(v) Tfévac is occasionally found with similar adverbs or adverbial phrases: Andr.
737 Srav 8¢ Tdkei 0L kaTd yvouny éuiv, Hel. 346-7 éc 70 dpéprepov Tlfer | 76 pwéAdov,
fr. 287. 3 7a mpaypat’ dpbdc v 707, A. Pe. 282-3 mavra [lépcaic mayrdrwc |
{feot) *Becav, Ag. 912-13 14 &’ dA)a. . . Ofcer Sikalwc.

46 See p. 352.

47 For similar attempts in our manuscripts to remedy an accidental omission see 588 xaldc
y’ dv oluar (Nauck: odv por DLP: odv cv OAV: odv cot C: odv BE) 78’ dmnpéreic
(OCDALPV?: -érnc V: -érycac E: éévmmpéreic B) Adyw:, where the variants appear to be
different attempts to amend xaddc v’ dv odv 78’ vmmpéreic; 1139 Sudec 8 drwv 8 edfic
fv moAdc (v moddc EAVLP: Jv BD: fjudv v O) Aéyoc.

4 On these manuscripts (and Neap. II. F. 41, mentioned below) see Barrett, 76. I have
discussed their relationship with the other manuscripts of Hi. in CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 34-43.

4 Or. 512 is rather different (see Fraenkel, 414 n. 1).
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Now, éya is very apt®® and is commended by the parallels quoted in (iii) above;
and éya entails §jcw. On the other hand, the active verb is much less common than
the middle when combined with € (only two examples quoted in (iv) above, neither
from tragedy).

There is another fact which must be taken into consideration. In each of the
instances quoted above, 7i0évar / Tifecfa: has a direct object.’! Ours is the only
instance in which the object is suppressed — unless at A. 4g. 1672-3 we accept {éyw)
| kai cd Bfcopev kparotvre Twvde Swpdrwy {xaddc) (supplemented by Canter and
Auratus on the strength of the scholium éyd, énci, kai cv kpaTodvrec T@Vde TOV
Swpdtwv Suabncopelda 76 xal’ adTodc wxaddc). This restoration is accepted by
Denniston and Page (with some hesitation) and by Page (OCT) but is rejected by
Fraenkel on the ground that a direct object is indispensable.*?

If a direct object is indeed indispensable with e / kaia@c Tilévar / TifecBar, by
far the most attractive solution is to write Biov for wép: with Leo and Wecklein.?? Siov,
spoken by a father who does not know that his children are condemned to die, is grim
irony (compare Jason’s words at 1303 éudv 8¢ maidwv HAfov éxcarcwv Biov).’t mépt
may have intruded from the end of the preceding line: cf. Hi. 1067 fecv | . . . xpeav
(Bedov VaC), A. ScT 3934 -paivwv péved | . . . paiver kAbwv (-paivawv péver uel -paiver
pévwy codd.), Ag. 1216-17 ¢powpiowc Tépnuévouct | ...édnuévovc, Ch. 772-3
yabfodene dpevi | ...0pBodTar Aéyoc (dpfodem ppevi M), S. OT 1280-1 FTrawdt |
.. .xaxa (see, further, Fraenkel on 4g. 1216-17).

The question whether we should prefer 67cw or 8copar (or even B7couev) remains
unanswered and unanswerable.

(e) 1201 yvabuoic BODAVLP et '2%Y: yvafoic E

The manuscripts are divided between yvaBuoic and yvafouwc at Hi. 1223. yvafoc
is the usual tragic form, and Barrett rejects yvafuoic as due to ‘epicizing copyists’.
I think that for the same reason we should write yvdfo.c here, as Blaydes suggested.>®
E has preserved (or unconsciously restored) the right form but with the wrong accent.

(f) 1 end this section with a passage where D offers not a unique reading but an
agreement with LP.

357-9 Sdcrave yivar,
beb Peb, peréa TV caw ayéwv,
ol moTe Tpéer. . .;

357 8bcrave yivar om. DLP et Hn (~ Hn?), del. Matthiae

30 ‘The éyw is here clearly emphatic: ‘‘fear not for your children; 7 will take care of them™’
(Paley). But to claim that the pronoun is indispensable (Matthiae) is to go too far.

51 Reiske first drew attention to the anomaly: ‘non placet 7wépt, non quidem ideo, quod versum
proxime superiorem pariter claudat, sed magis, quod incongrua dictio sit ffcw mepi T@vde €D
pro Ofcw Ta T@vde €b’. At Ant. 34 (in (iii) above) supply Ta 8 évbov fuleic (Arnim) or the
like.

52 Editors of 4g. do not mention Med. 926. But Wilamowitz (Hermes 15 [1880], 497) quotes
the restoration of Ag. 1672-3 in support of T@v8’ éyw Ofcw mépe.

53 Leo (Hermes 15 [1880], 315 n. 1) proposed tévd’ éyw Ofcw PBiov. This was listed by
Wecklein (Bursian 1881, 49) as one of Leo’s ‘wenig probable und zum Theil unmethodische
Vermuthungen’. In his 1891 edition Wecklein misreported Leo’s conjecture as 8couar Biov. In
his 1899 edition he reported ‘7@v8’ éyw Oijcw Biov... coniciebam’.

54 Blaydes’s méruov (Adversaria Critica in Euripidem (1901), 34) is a less choice word. Other
emendations may be found in Wecklein.

% Adv. Crit. 41; wrongly attributed to Wecklein by Diehl.
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The words 8icrave ydvar are bracketed by Matthiae, Hartung, Wecklein,
C. E. S. Headlam, Murray, Earle and Méridier. If they were omitted by LP alone or
by D alone, we might attribute the omission to the carelessness of the immediate
copyist. We have seen that D elsewhere has unique agreements with LP (p. 344); and
here that agreement indicates that the omission occurred at some earlier stage in the
tradition.>® The omission may be of no significance. On the other hand, we should
be better off without ddcrave yivar at the head of this sentence, which begins rather
more naturally with ¢ed ¢ed. And yet why should S8dcrave yidvar have been
interpolated? Since 8icrave yiva. need not stand at the head of the sentence (cf. 442,
Tr. 573), perhaps we should read

e deb, pedéa TV cav ayéwv,

815(7'7]1/6 'yﬁvaL,

moi moTe Tpéper. . .;

This transposition was proposed by Barthold.>” And I suggest that DLP’s omission
is a pointer to this order of words. On numerous occasions, when words have been
transposed from their proper place in some of the manuscripts, those words are
omitted by others of the manuscripts. The reason is not far to seek. When the fact
of omission was recognised by the copyist, he added the omitted words above the line
or in the margin, and they were then in danger of being either overlooked or inserted
in the wrong place by the copyist who came next.

We can see the process at work in Med. 840, where ndumvéouc is written before
atpac by IT® IT'* LP, omitted by the other manuscripts, and added after névmvéouc
by V2. Since I have not seen this phenomenon systematically documented, I give a
good many of the examples which I have found: A4/c. 401 éy (prius) ante c(e) LP:
post parep BV: om. O; Med. hyp. 3 Tob ante Kpéovroc A: post Kp- V: om. cett.;
hyp. 10 ¢aciv post Zipwvidnc plerique: post avedicaca C: om. OV; Med. 328 viv
post non ante uvelav Hn: om. C (see p. 354); 368 av post yap BOCDEVGE: post
mot(e) LP: om. A; 539 odcav post non ante "EAAyvec Nv: om. D (~ Ds) (see p. 355);
645-6 €xouca post non ante dvcmépa(v)rov O: om. Nv (see p. 355); 785-6 inuerso
ordine A (~ AT): 785 om. Hn (~ Hn®) (see p. 357); 8534 mdvrec mavrwc {(L)P:
mavrwe mavrec BDEAVTr: mdvrwce mdvrwe O: mavrec C;*® 1262 apa post udrav
Musgrave (cf. IT7): ante parav BODEAV: om. LP; 1282 wlav (alterum) aut ante aut
post 81 non post xAdw ut uid. I77: om. A (see Part II); Hi. hyp. 1 vidc post Onceic
DEP (bis E): om. plerique: post Aiflpac B?: post [Tocetddvoc HnNv et Bodl. Auct.
T. 4. 10;°° Hi. 63 xaipe bis A: semel cett., sed alterum yaipe post képa CLP; 99 cv
post non ante ceuvyyv L: om. P (cf. Turyn, p. 284); 132 xoira(t) om. M: post éxew
O: post 8ecmowa (sic) C; 233 §v post non ante uev VC et 12mV: om. O (cf. Turyn,
p. 318); 269 écriv ante non post f7ec L: om. Neap. II. F. 41,;%0 281 yap ante non post
&v OP: om. C; 312 adf.c ante non post avdpéc A: om. Neap. II. F. 41; 1041 rad7a
kapta L: kapra Tabra plerique: mdvra ravra P: kdpra C; Hec. hyp. 10 adrov ante
non post cknvdc Pa: om. RwZc;® Hec. 247-8 post 250 RS al.: om. AVa (~ Ar); 393

%6 For the agreement of Hn with D and LP see pp. 354-5. Editors, misled by Matthiae’s
note, wrongly ascribe the deletion to Seidler. See Seidler’s Epistola Critica appended to Lobeck’s
Ajax (1809), 433.

5" In his 1886 edition, known to me only from Bursian 1886, 296. I have written 8dcryve for
Svcrave, since these cannot be lyric anapaests.

* Herwerden’s mavrn mavrwc (Mnem. n.s. 5 [1877], 25) should be accepted; but instead of
mdvrne we need mdvrar or mavra: cf. Schwyzer i. 550, Barrett on Hi. 563.

# On this manuscript see n. 48. 60 On this manuscript see n. 48.

5t ] owe my information about the mss of Hecuba to the generosity of Dr Matthiessen. For
explanation of the sigla see his Studien (above, n. 3).
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7€ ante non post vexpd L al.: om. PS; 435 yap cov] cov yap FPr: cov A: yap Rw
al.; 464-5 feac ypvcéav 7’ FL al.: 7€ 6- x- plerique: te 6- x- 7° Pa al.: 6- x- O;%2
477 kamvan post non ante xatepeimerar S al.: om. V (~ V5); 666 8¢ ante xawpov pars
codd.: post - pars: om. pars; 877 ypaia post non ante pwra GKS: om. H; 909 dopt
87 Sopi] 87 post dopi alterum S al.: om. AL2PPa al.; 1145 mai86c post non ante
yvodca Pa al.: om. M3¢Va¢; 1179 7.c ante non post écrw A: om. S al.; Tr. 1033
7’ déilwc Seidler: déiwc Te P: afiwc V; A. Pe. 446 8¢ ante non post uépwe 10: om.
VNNADXP2¢; ScT 517 post 516 plurimi et M®: post 519 M: post 518 I°O°PQ3°: om.
AL® S. OT 906 malawa post Aaiov AXrXsZc: ante A- HVDZr(NO): om.
LCFPGR;® Ant. 623 ¢pévac post non ante feoc S: om. V; Hes. Theog. 19 ante 18
IT*S: ante 15 K: om. IT'®L; Pl. Leg. 903d mpocnrodcnc ante non post 7ic Eus.: om.
AO (add. in marg. A?); [Verg.] Aetna 276-8 post 257 recte G: om. L: post 272 uel
275 cett. For further examples from Latin texts see L. Havet, Manuel de critique verbale
(1911), 352-3, J. Willis, Latin Textual Criticism (1972), 149.

The phenomenon which I have illustrated may be adduced in support of the
following emendations: Alc. 130 Biov 7iv’ é7° Hartung: tiv’ ér¢ Blov V: 1iv’ émi Blov
BO: riva Biov LP; Hi. 670 t{v’ 4 viv Page, Conomis (Hermes 92 (1964), 36): riva
vov ) A: riva viv 2V et Tr; Andr. 215 v yiéve Blaydes (dubitanter iam Hermann):
xw6ve Ty MBVLP: yiéve A ;%5 833 7i 8¢ crépva Sei (1{ 8¢ pe 8el c- MAVLP: 7( 8é
pe c- B) (I offer this as a possible alternative to the emendation which I proposed in
ICS 6. 1 (1981), 95-8); 909 bicc’ év’ avdp’ Grotius: év’ avdpa dicc’ HMBVP: avdp’
éva 8icc’ L: dvdpa dicc’ A: alvdpa ducca IT; 1254 post 1235 Jackson (Marg. Scaen.
51): post 1253 codd. qui exstant: om. codd. plerique sec. X';S. OT 1101 cé y’ edvareipd
Tic Arndt et Bergk: cé ye Quydrnp LHNOPaV: cé yé tic Quydrnp cett.®®

§II: HnNv

These are hybrid manuscripts, with constantly shifting allegiances. Their text results

from the collation of the readings of the older manuscripts. I leave open for the moment
the question whether they have access to any independent tradition (see pp. 356-7).

To show something of their nature, I begin by listing their unique agreements with
other manuscripts individually and with pairs like OC and DE.*"

1 (a) Hn
(i) BHn
345 ¢’ om. 1.ZPHnNv 752 Aapmpov nAiov pdoc BHn (see p. 341)
(i) OHn
84 GAicketar] ebpickerar O8'Hn (~ Hn?) 646 Sucméparov] -actov B: -avrov

2 This is an interesting case. All mss except O have 7e¢ in one place or another, a few have
itin both places. The majority have it before feac: highly abnormal word-order, though accepted
by most editors (the scholia show disquiet: Z™ 6 7€ mAeovale, Z¥¢¢ TodT0 76 T€ TpoOC 70 ypucéav
aumuka chvamre). Few mss have it after ypucéav, which (if it is to be accepted) is its proper
place. If we do not accept it there, we must omit it altogether, as Murray does (with O). But
if Oisright, it is hard to see why it got into the text. It is more plausible to assume that it originally
stood after ypucéav, was accidentally omitted, was placed above the line, and was then replaced
in the wrong position.

83 Page’s report of the reading of ‘plurimi’ in his OCT is mistaken, as G. Zuntz points out
(PCPS n.s. 27 [1981], 93).

8 See Dawe, Studies i. 245-6.

8 For the rhythm (third foot monosyllable followed by tribrach) see Diggle, Studies 112.

86 See Dawe, Studies i. 253.

67 In order to avoid repetition I have sometimes not transcribed the readings of the other mss
in full but instead have referred to an earlier page where this information may be found.
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OHn (~Hn®) 1139 fuév #v OHn (~ Hn®P) (see n. 47) 1181 Spépov] 8épov
OHn (~ 0?)

(iii) CHn

313 8¢ uel 87] om. C°Hn (totum uersum scr. C¢, om. C) 320 paov (Hn”) NvgV
(~ HnNvs): g@ov C (see p. 348) 607 rupdwwovc CHn (see p. 343) 648
dapeinv] SpapeinyCHn 769 mépavrar] -actac V: -arae CHnNv  note also 328
viv uvelav] uvelav C: uvelav viv Hn (see p. 352)

(iv) (B)OCHn

433 kpadia(t)] xaps- OCHnNv 504 y’ av odv LPV3Hn?: 7’ dv odv EAV: 7a
vov BOCHn: om. D 543 BéAriov OCgEHNNYV (see p. 341)

(v) DHn

979 8dcravoc DHn, recte (see p. 346)

(vi) BDHn

1134 $Xovro BDHn (see p. 344)

(vii) EHn

311 &dpac] é8pacac EHnNv note also 651 mpiv ante auépav EVE'Hn?

(viii) DEHn

349 §7)] 8¢ O: om. DEHn

(ix) AHn

1017 cawv] T@vd” AHn 1251 7e om. AHn 1315 8emhodv kadv] Semdar kard)
H?: 8umAé xaxd AHn note also 785-6 inuerso ordine A (~ Ar): 785 om. Hn
(~ Hn®) (see pp. 352, 357); 1083 7 AgE: % Hn: €l cett. et AS

(x) VHn
33 viv] v V2. ww Hn 88 Tovcde y’ edviic] Todcd’ €y’ edvijc VC: 100c8’
eby**x*c V: 100c8’ edryeveic Hn: 700c8’ edyevijc Nv 120 moAa] moAA&v VHn?

(~ V9) 138 pod] un V2TrHn? 245 dcnc] armc VHnENvS (see p. 341) 281
yic 17cde] THcde yic VHn? 365 mw] mwc VHn 573 xpnv OCDLPgVgBgE:
xpnv B: xpn EAV: éxpiv V*Hn 1058 ce] pe VHn? 1092 mpog-] mpoce-
vac?$vHn 1186 mAdroc] kécuoc VHn? 1248 Aafot BDALPV3YP: Adfov OE:
AaBod VHn?: AdBov Nv  note also 651 mpiv ante auépav EVE'Hn?

(xi) L(P)Hn

178 whrot BOVLC: u# woe HCDEAPTT: pu# 7o LHn 246 ¢idov] ¢pidwv L’Hn
(~ L¢) (see p. 356) 650 favarw() Bavarw()] favdrw LHnNv see also 138
(under (x) above)

(xii) Other shared readings of interest

102 pndé] xai wyp HAHn: uy D¢ (om. D) 357 8dcrave yivar om. DLPHn
(~ Hn?) (see p. 351) 588 odv BEHnNv (odv cv Hn?) (see n. 47) 1303 éx-
cdcwv] ékcdvcar HOP?Hn (see p. 342)

(xiii)) HnNv

88 -0¢é y’ edviic] -8’ edyeveic Hn: -8’ edyevnc Nv (see under (x) above) 638
arbpectd T€] drxopécTaTa Nv: -ratn Hn 871 ¢ BOCDAVgEHNS: v’ ELP: om.
HnNv 1116 7o AVLP: 8% BOD: 7« Hn*: om. HnNv 1132 toic ye] Toict
HnNv (~ Hn?) (see p. 357) 1182 dvOimrero] dvimero HnNv (~ Hn®) 1267
¢évoc] 6Boc HnNv

1 (b) The nature of Hn summarised

Turyn’s estimate that Hn is ‘manifestly related to the B tradition, though it is not
derived directly from B’ (p. 330) does not do justice to the composite nature of Hn’s
text. While Hn shares several unique readings with BOC either individually or
collectively (these three being the manuscripts which I should allow to be representatives
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of what Turyn calls the ‘B tradition’), it also shares unique readings with D, E, A, and
possibly LP. With Turyn’s verdict that Hn is ‘a secondary product and can be
disregarded by future editors’ I fully agree.®® I cite a few of its unique aberrations:
490 yeywrwv] ér’ Svrwv Hn; 1152 madene. . .crpéperc] maicar. . .crpépov Hn;
1164 Baivovca maredxwr modi] kwodca (~ Hn?) mdAlevkov méda (see p. 357);
1286 aAunv] cadapiva Hn.

2 (a) Nv

(i) BNv

345 ¢’ om. 1ZPNvHN 585 éxtevei  DEAL(P)Hn et X' et EPYP et i1XV: krevei
¢’ V: ce krevel BEENV: ce Texvei C: dv krevei ¢’ O 752 HAiov 6’ ayvov cédac Nv:

cf. ZPYP (et TrYP) ad 746 HAiov 6 dyvov céBac (see above p. 341, below pp. 356-7)
1300 dedéeclar] pebéerar ZPNv (see p. 356)

(i) ONv

361 éfevpriceic] edpicerc ONv 393 xel] kdv ONv 664 xaAhwov] kdAAicTov
ONv 816 cov cméppa LP: cw maide fere AVB2Hn: cov maida BDC: covc
maidac ONv 835 poaic] podw B2: poac A2: poac ONv (~ O°) 963 mpobijcel]
mpocf- ONv note also 645-6 (cited above p. 352)

(iii) CNv

287 ameldic CNv (see p. 342) 320 paov Nv<{Hn?)gV (~ NvsHn?): paov C (see
p. 348) 559 oikoipev] otkodpuev CNv 736 yalac] yainc CNv 769 médarar
CNvHn (see p. 354) 1035 6AwAe] bAwAe CNv et fort. V (~ CEVENYS)

(iv) (B)OCNv

24 aAyndéci(v)] -86v BOCEENvV 107 rax’] Tdyxwcr® OCNv 242 Bia(v)
fuyov dépwv OCNV (see p. 341) 433 xpadia(i)] kapd- OCNvHn 543 Bértiov
OCgENVHn (see p. 341) 562 86uwv éuaw] éudv 8épuwv OCNV

(v) DNv

362 ce om. DNv 926 7@wvde O9copar DNV (see p. 349) 1355 éyyeraw]
ayyeAlov DNv note also 539 odcav "EX\yvec] éXAyvec D (~ DS): éNnrec odcav
Nv (see p. 352)

(vi) BDNVv (see pp. 343-5)

937 Sucpevic elvar] elvar ducpevyyc BDNv 1139 4w BDNV (see n. 47) 1395
Téxkvwv] maidwv BDNv 1410 pot] wov BDNv

(vii) ENv

49 madawv] -dv ENv 311 &pac] épacac ENVHn 400 «7doc] kddoc
ENv 484 {wAkov] loAkov ENv 505 oikouc] oikovc ENv 870 cuyyvaruov’]
-uwv’ Nv (~ NvS), wv super ov E (sed postea deletum ut uid.) note also 29
vovferovuévn] -nuévn EVNv (~ V2)

(viii) DENv

411 8ixa] dixar gE: dixaia DENv 604 devéoduai] pedéouar DENv 607
Tupavwwv DENV (see p. 343)

(ix) VNv

88 see p. 354 245 dcyc] drmec VNvSHR? (see p. 341) 317 BovAeden(v)c] -nu
Vi -n Nv 332 Led] Ledc VNV (~ V?) 1248 Xafod] AdOov OE: AaBod VHn?:
AdBov Nv (see p. 354) note also 29 (under (vii) above)

(x) L(P)Nv

313 mpdccoire] mpdccere (LYPEENv 650 Oavitw(i) Bavitw(il)] Oavirw
LNvHn 1012 karneeic] -nc LSNv see also 752 (under (i) above)

% He was not the first to pronounce this verdict. See, for example, Wilamowitz, Analecta
Euripidea (1875), 254.
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(xi) Other shared readings of interest
588 odv BENvHn (see n. 47)

(xii) NvHn

See p. 354.

2 (b) The nature of Nv summarised

Turyn’s statement that Nv is ‘a direct apograph of B. .. The scribe made occasional
modifications in the text’ (p. 350) is quite mistaken. He supports it by quoting four
readings common to B and Nv; each of them is shared by at least one other
manuscript. The text of Nv, like that of Hn, is a composite text, showing more unique
agreements with each of OCDE severally than with B. No less mistaken is the
statement, for which no evidence is offered, that ‘The arguments to Medea. ..seem
to have been copied from D’. Two readings of D which are reported by Schwartz
(Scholia in Euripidem ii. 137-9) probably account for this mistake: 19 adrv] adry
D (and Nv), 1 [22] mapa veddpovoc DS (and Nv). Neither reading is unique to DNv
(19 ad74 (sic) EF, 22 mapa v- E). That Nv is not copied from D is proven by: 13 adrixa
8’ BFAVLPNYv: 6rov D; 17 [38] é8:8ayfny FAPNv: é8:8axfy 8¢ D. Perhaps the most
interesting feature of Nv is that it presents two readings hitherto known only from
the scholia in B (752,% 13007°). I cite a few of its unique aberrations: 289 8pdcew 7v-
Tad7’ odv] Stdcew Te oA, Tovc Nv; 318 wémoifd) mpdechal Nv; 608 dpaia y’ odcal
apac didoica Nv; 1209 ric Tov yépovra TouBov] Tic éue Tov yépovra.

3 Isolated preservation of the truth in HnNv

While it is not inconceivable that two such late manuscripts as Hn and Nv should
have access to a genuine tradition independent of our other manuscripts, the chances
are against it. Their text appears to be a conflation, debased by idiosyncratic errors,
of readings already known from other manuscripts. I list the passages where one or
both of Hn and Nv may be thought to have a reading preferable to that of the others.

(i) 17 adrod Hn: adrod cett.

Right, but scribal conjecture.

(ii) 246 7 mpoc didov Tw’ ) mpdc NAwka Tpameic.
didwv La<Hn MAtkac Hn
@idwv is possible, and fAikac (conjectured by Porson; fAikwv W. Headlam) mends
the metre. Both presumably conjectural. Wilamowitz rightly deleted the verse.”

(iii) 512 ye HnNv et cod. Haun. Herodiani (Walz viii. 590): 7¢e BOCDEAV: ¢ LP:
ce uel om. Herod. codd. cett.
Since neither Te nor 8¢ makes sense, ye was an easy conjecture.

(iv) 721 émerta maibwv dv émayyéAn yovdc.
&v Hn: &**L: dv u” BOCDEAVPTrHn?: [IP 11TV
Since w’, interpreted as ue, makes no sense, it may be that the scribes tolerated it
because they took it for elided wot. If the scribe of Hn thought about the matter at
all, he may have realised that the elision was impermissible. Or the omission may be
a lucky slip.

(v) 752 Aaumpov fAiov e pddc CALP: Aaumpdv 8” HAiov ¢doc BODVHN (6” om.
BHn): Aau]mpov [ IT° (6’ [ uel ¢[ pot. qu. n[): pAlov 6’ dyvov cédac Nv: cf. 746
NAiov 0’ ayvov céBac TrYP et ZPYP (pro marépa 6° "HAwov matpéc), quam lectionem
ad 752 rettulit Musgrave, qui etiam céAac coni.

% See pp. 355, 356-7.
7 On this passage see most recently M. W. Haslam, Arktouros: Hellenic Studies presented to

Bernard M. W. Knox (1979), 95-6.
71 ] am not convinced by the elaborate attempt of Christmann, op. cit. (n. 44), 47-53, to show
that the verse (with fAwxcac) is indispensable.
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This is very interesting. Musgrave had seen that the variant reported by Z°YP (and
Tr”P) on 746 must relate not to 746 but to 752.7> Nv not only confirms that he was
right; it also anticipates his change of céBac to céAac. The latter change, at least, is
to be resisted: for, while jAlov céAac is regular enough (EI 866, Tr. 860; cf. Su. 469,
Rh. 331), the presence of dayvov commends céBac (see Cycl. 580, A. Eum. 885, S.
OT 830, Ph. 1289); note also fr. 582 P "Hwe, ¢tdimmoic Opnuél mpécPictov céBac
(Bothe: céAac codd.)). Slight though its credentials are, §Aiov 6 ayvov céBac could
be right. If we do not accept it, Page’s ¢drc Te Aaumpov Aiov remains the best solution.

(vi) 785 om. Hn (~ Hn®), del. Valckenaer
The line is spurious; but the hand which corrected the omission was probably the
original hand, and this suggests that the omission was accidental. For a possible
explanation of the accident see p. 352.

(vii) 926: see pp. 349-51.

(viii) 984 ypucérevikTor Hn2Y, ypucérevrov Nv: ypucedtevkrov cett. (Jevkrov C)
A lucky slip, rather than conjecture.

(ix) 1094 oi peév arexvor 8° dmepocihvnyy
wev Nv, sicut coni. Porson: uév y’ IT? (ueyye), sicut coni. Reiske: uév 7> BODAVPTT:
mevx L o

The deletion of a meanlingless 7 was not Porson’s greatest feat of ayyivowa. But
the scribe of Nv (or of an ancestor) deserves credit for anticipating Porson rather than
Reiske.

(x) 1132-3 éxw 7L kKdyw Toic ye coic évavtiov

Abyoicw elmeiv.

1132 7oic ye] Toice HnNv (~ Hn?)

The ye is most unwelcome. I believe that Toic: is right: cf. Herc. 204-5 Aéyou pév oide
Toict coic évavtiav | yvaunv éxovct. It was accepted by Nauck,” Weil, Wecklein (1891
ed.), von Arnim, C. E. S. Headlam, and Blaydes,’* and it is very much better than
Lascaris’ Toicde, which was accepted by Porson, Wecklein (1899 and 1909 edd.), Earle,
and Méridier. Toict coic became Toic coic and ye was then added to restore metre:
cf. Alc. 1024 coicd] cor VVa: coic ye Vac; Hec. 292 7oict dodloic] Toic SovAorc MF
al.: Toic ye 8- P: Toic 8ovAoice nonnulli. If 7oic is conjectural, it deserves applause;
but it is as likely to be the lucky result of miscopying.

(xil) 1159 numécyero] numicxero gEHn (~ Hn¢), sicut coni. Portus
A conjecture (or slip), and not certainly right: cf. Page (to the passages which he cites
add Ar. Equ. 893), Kiihner-Blass ii. 35, 435, Schwyzer i. 656.

(xiii) 1164 ctéyac, aBpov Baivovca marlebkwe modi
kwotca (~ Hn?) mdAAevkov w68a Hn
I mention this here because editors commonly report it. It is a trivialisation, and has
no place in the apparatus criticus.

(To be continued)

Queens’ College, Cambridge JAMES DIGGLE

2 For another trace of a connection between Nv and 2P see p. 355.

" Euripideische Studien i (Mém. Ak. Imp. Sc. St. Pétersbourg, ser. vii. 1 [1859], 106-39), 133.
" Adversaria Critica, 39.
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