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ON THE MANUSCRIPTS AND TEXT OF 
EURIPIDES, MEDEA1 

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: 

0 (Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, 31. 10), late twelfth century2 
C (Vatican, Vaticano greco 910), fourteenth century; lacks 880-4, 1050 to the 

end3 
D (Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, 31. 15), fourteenth century4 
E (Athos, Mov?7 'Ifr7pwv 209, formerly 161), early fourteenth century; lacks 

731-825, 1029-1133, 1339 to the end5 
F (Venice, Bibl. Nazionale Marciana, gr. 468), c. 1300? Only the hypothesis and 

lines 1-426 

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unpublished papyri, to Prof.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 H712 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. 

2 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). 

6 Dated 'early 14th 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 veov not KaKOV 

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.9 There is a clear division 
between HBAV and LP. Three gnomologies are sometimes available: 

gV (Athos, Mov') Ba'ro7reiov 36), twelfth century10 
gB (Vatican, Vaticano Barberini greco 4), c. 13001 
gE (Escorial, X. 1. 13), early fourteenth century'2 

I cite also the following papyri, which may be identified by the reference which I 

give to the numbering in Pack's collection:13 
I1 Pack 401 174 Pack 404 I77 Pack 42615 
H2 Pack 402 H75 Pack 405'4 78 Pack 407 
73 Pack 403 76 Pack 406 I79 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: 

1710 P. Oxy. inv. 36 4B. 110/D (1-2) a, third-fourth century A.D.; lines 139-47 
711 P. Oxy. inv. 36 4B. 110/H (1-3) c, 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 175. I add finally two papyri, 
one recently published, the other to be published shortly: 

'712 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, 
836-40, 884-7, 1054-6, 1059-64, 1098-1103) 

H713 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, RhM 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. 

9 I 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 Antichitd 
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 ff.) 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. 
1 See K. Matthiessen, Hermes 93 (1965), 148-58. 

12 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 I am indebted to the Institut de Papyrologie, Universit6 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 II. 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 
KA> 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 
AUV 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 
A2 A after correction by the second hand 
(- AC) AC agrees with the other mss. against A 
Ar a reading written by the rubricator of A 
Ag' a gloss in A 
AYP a variant in A accompanied by the sign yp(ai,EraL) 
Lia scholium in A 
L-a a reading implied by the scholium in A 
'2& lemma to the scholium in A 

?I: OCDEF17 

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 TaX'] TaXLCT OC 242 lt'a(t) /Cpov 5vy6v] 0,fpwv ante Pla(t) DE, post 

Suy6v OC 245 Kap&lav ac?7c fere HBDEAVPLC: Kap&lav ac?)v HS et (postmodo 
deletum) Ls: Kap&Qac ac'qv 0CgE 254 cvvovcd'a HBDEAVLP091: KoLVwVla 
OCH6lB9lArYPgE 385 aiiroi'c] a'TrokC OC 416 SIpLaL BDELP: qa'pkat AV: 
Ob7iaL OC 433 Kpa&la(L)] Kap&a(t) OC 543 KaAAlOV DEAVLPgV: flhArLOV 
0CgE: g'ATtLCTOv B 555 KVL'7(L)] KVLCq7 0, KVLUacr C 562 836p1wv qpZv] E.6v 
66pLwv OC 680 Spacic(t)c] SpaccLc 0; -Etc in -,qc aut --qc in -ELC mut. C 683 
y-jc avafl avae yi4c OC 704 y' om. 0CgE (- 02) 705 aVi AE'yELC KaKOV 

BDEVLP: ai5 KaKoV A'yELc OCgE: ayyYAAELC KaKoV A 812 v6jtOtC fpoT6JV] 

gpoT(6v Vo'tLC 0: g[POTIwV Vo'tLOLC C: [El 896 StaAAa'Xi6O EAVLPB2: &LaAAEX- 
696O' B: SLaAEXO-qO' D: &taAAi'yq' 0: adAAa&yqcO' C 1044 xaLp&Tw] EppETw 

0CgE: [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 0 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 appX-c CHBDEAVTr: E' pX?c O<L>PVS2v 234 oior' CHDEAVgE: 
ToWS r'T fere LP: ToibT6 y' OB 267 ap4cw CPV3: Spacov E: Spaicov OBDAEs: 
Spocov VL 307 EXEL ILOL OBLP: `XOLtLL CDEAVgE 698 ITLCTO'C CBALPDC: 
~TrLCTOC 8' ODEV 752 Ataliirpi~v 7jAt'ov TE r6ic CALP: Aapitrp6v 6' 'Aiov Oa'oc 
OBDV (6' om. B): Aap472pov. [ 1i5 (6'[ uel 0[ pot. qu. -q[): [E] 926 Tcv8 ' " 6 jcw 

16 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. 
11 In Hi. (the only other play which C preserves) there is no such relationship between 0 and 

C. 
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EAVL (O05co~taL V3, 9 5Cw V3YP): TCV,E 6?Oco/LaL D: Trwv&, vfv O-5copiaL GB: viv 

T(;VE'YC'O OijCW P: Ey'W TCVf3E[ 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, B 43, H 40, V 39, L 17, P 16. Against the 122 agreements of B and OC 
are to be set 27 disagreements. 

2 0 alone 
I list the most significant agreements of 0 (when it disagrees with C) and one other 

manuscript. 
(i) OB 
234 -roiTr y' OB (see the preceding list) 287 a&iTEtAEZv c' LUV et Tr: -Eiv 

AVP: -EEc OB: -Ei c' DEB2: -_C C 685 Kowv(icat] KOtvwvijcat OB> (- B2) 
725 7rpocrcua' vw DEAVLP: -~tavCo OB: 7rpocc-qpL[ C19 926 T6JViE vvv 977co/LaL 
GB (see the preceding list) 1039 k'c DAVLPBs: Elc 01' B2291: om. GB: [CE] 
1269 cuvw(VL)8a uel -di(L) fere codd.: c6 voL8a GB2: :jSvoLSa V3YP: [C] 

(ii) OL(P) 
106 alpX-c CHBDEAVTr: ' 

dap'pXc O<L>PVs2v 367 C/LLKPOL OLP: tLLKpOL 

CBDEAVgE 1367 K7jllwcac OLP: y' 'e- HBDAV: [CE] 1399 ;IO)toLL 

BDAV: at' at' uel at at OLPV3YP: [CE] 1404 brroc BDgE: 8' b'roc AV: Aoyoc 
OLPV3: [CE] 1411 TEKva KTEtvac' OLP: rTYV' a7r0K-rdvac' BDAV: [CE] 

(iii) OH 
1303 EccKcwv] ,KCCdcaL OHP2: [C] 
'A curious variant' said Page, unaware of 0, 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 0) and one other 

manuscript are with gE: 
16 7TT71V T] 7Ta imnv-a CgE 23 KUpIE] KvpoE C?gE 34 8' 7jl] 8 CgE 78 

ap'] &v CgE: a c' D 99 Kpa8lav] KpaSL-17v CgE 264 C&Lpov] KW8UVOV 

CgEgB 298 KaLVa lTpocc/pwv] 7rpocq'4wv Katvca CgE 372 ?50v] E'6iv CgE 
411 crpi~E'7aL] c-rP~ ~ova CgE 414 Oi'KETL om. CgE 470 Evavrtov] 
?vav-rt'a CgE 495 ct$voLcOa] cvvr(t)cOa CgE 580 a8tKOc cov] ov a8- CgE 
739 p?v om. CgE: [E] 798 Sijv LP: S-jv 7rL OBDAV: Siv Cc-rL CgE: [E] 913 

yvvaLKOc] yvvaLK'OC y'ap 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 K78EU/Lda'TWV] fOvAEVpLaLrrWV EgE 235 AagEiv ELPV3YPgE: AaflEL H: Aaip-q(t) 
0CBDAV 470 8pa'cavr' OBDEAVLPgE: 8pacav-rEc CgV 535 KvL'77(L) 

BDEAVLPgE: KVLC?7 G KVLCC77 C 

19 III' omits 725-6 and continues with 729, 727, 728 in that order. This is surely the right 
solution to this problematic passage. 



C and gE have the same close relationship in Hi.:20 
238 J 7Trai om. CgE 424 i(t)] Er D: EL?) CgE 501 EKCWCEL YE CE QVHDE: 

-CEL CE yE CgE: -CEtE cE LP 541 cEf3'4o/Ev] CEg9a'4o/EV CgE 610 -rot] TE 

OCgE 616 &' om. CEgE 699 a1%ovAiuA6v] -Ao4tPqv CgE 701 yap] &' CgE 
936 cEV6] 06E 06El CgE 987 ')ALKac] i'ALKa C: -'ALKa gE 1016 p'EV Kpa-rEiv] 

Kpa-r,Eiv /Ev CgE 1018 ELYrX EV dEL] dEL EUT VXELV 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.2' 
140 .`E.... TvpaLVVWcov] - ... TUpaVVWV EXEIL DE: [Hl0] 242 lia(t) Ob'pwv 

4vyo'v] Opwv ante Wla(t) DE, post 4vyov OC 287 LLTELAELTv c' LUV et Tr: -,Eiv AVP: 

-Eic BO: -,E c' DEB2: -_C C 349 &8 BCAVLPgE: 6' 0: om. DE 367 
K)LSqEVcacLV] K77LSIEaCLtv DE 408 'c /IE' om. E, Lc p.?v ccOA' om. D 411 &iKa] 
6SLKaL gE: &IKaLa DE 478 7Tvp7rv6wv] 7TvpLItrvowv DE 559 juv om. DE 
604 OEv4ovuLaL] OE4O/eLaL DE 607 l-upavvoLc] -ovc C: -wv DE 616 oiT'] &T' 

DE TOLCL COZC] COEC C: COLCL 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 Op'a~ EBOCVLPH 2Ar gE: om. DHA: [Hl'0] 235 Aa/3Eiv ELPV3YP gE: 
AaIg3Et H: Acifl?(t) DBOCAV 257 oi'XJ DBOCAVgE: o'&% ELP 306 oiv' 

EALP: ai5 DBOCV 926 TW;VtS E'YC) G-'cco EAVL (95copiaL V3, O'CwO V3'YP): 
TWOVSE 'qco/JLat D: TWJV8E v~v0 O?co/LaL BO: ViV Tni,veS' E'y W G,7Cw P: k'y 

' 
TW VSE[ C 

937 6vc/LEv'7c ErVaL EOCAVLP: Ervat &vc/.Ev7 c 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, 0 106, C 95 (but C is 
defective in six places where it might have been expected to agree with 0: 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, 0 44, C 43, H 38, 
V 32, L 24, P 23. Thus it appears that the manuscript most commonly agreeing with 
DE is A: against 124 agreements are to be set 37 disagreements. Not far behind comes 
B: against 11 8 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 aI'vc'o0o7ro <L?>DB2 et iDwb ad 735: 'EVC0'x'ooc BOCAVPLc et Lb ad 737: 

[H"1 B] 746 6'ttvv OVLP: O/LvvE DBVs: S'tZVVtLL A: [C] 894 AE&`TEI-E] ALITETE 

DB 937 8vC/LLEV?)C EtVaL] ELVaL &- DB 11 18 -r6w DBV' i-rtv OAVLPgE: 
10 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 6'Aovro] 'AovTo DB: [C] 1139 ,5v 7TroA'c EAVLP: 'iv DB: 'tt&ov 'i3v 0: 
[C] 1259 Ka-rarraVcov] KaXTaL7ravc' DB: [C] 1311 Tr'KVWV] 7rau'swv DB: [C] 
1377 KAavcaL] KaVCaL DB: [CE] 1395 a,popoc DPTr: 6/ptopoc DSBP2: a,iotpoc 
OAV: a&j**poc L: [CE] 1395 TEKVWV] irat'8wv DB: [CE] 1404 &7Toc DBgE: 
8' rroc AV: A6yoc OLPV3: [CE] 1410 pLoL] pou DB: [CE] note also 
896 8taAAa'X6i1' EAVLPB2: taAA4'X0q0'B: tLaAEXOGqO'D: 8taAAaiy'qO'0: daAAayqcG'C 

(ii) DL(P) 
130 17T'8OwKEV] a"rrTEw'Kv DL (- DsTr) 323 LEvEic D?LPV3YP: C 114lqLtC 

BOCEAVDC 357 om. DLP 502 Tro-rEpa] 7ro'Epov DP 588 oi5v tLoL DLP: 
ozv ci OAV: oiv COt C: oiv BE 687 yE] 86 DLP 802 TLCEL BOAV: 8'ccEt DLP: 
[CE] 875 KotpavoLc] TVPcvvotc DP 985 Trrcpa vvp.qo- fere DLV3 et i2b(v): 

7Tapavvyi4o- BOCEAVP 1179 cvii4opaiv DLP: -aic BOEAV: [C] 1208 T'C C 
BOELV3: TLC 8' A: TLC DP: TL' C' V: [C] 1289 rE] &' DP: 8' L: [CE] 1395 
atiopoc DPTr: atiopoc DSBP2: a/LOLpOC OAV: ap**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 vE'ov DEFALPV3YP: KaK6 v BOCVgE 234 ToUT'DHCEAVgE: 
Tot38 E.'L(P): Toi3T6 y' BO 307 EXEt ttot BOLP: E'Xot/Lt DCEAVgE 357 om. 
DLP 440 LE'VIEL BCV 1L VIEt DEALP: om. 0 501 8' BOCLP: om. DEAV 
509 E'AA-qvL`8wv LPV3YP: KaG' EAAa'Sa (17P2)DEAV: aJv' E'AAa'Sa BOC 543 

acLAAtov DEAVLPgV: f3E'ATLOV OCgE:f3AtcvB 58 ivo DPoihci' 
OAV: oiVV COL C: oa5v BE 633 1I-/,7TOT' BOCV et A in ras.: pi-q&8 rOT' fere DELP 
2Eb. 

In 701-1449 there are four: 710 TWOV IP4 DEAL: om. BOCVP 751 ~ccv 
B0C<L>PV3YP TrYP: y~c (I75) DAVTr: [E] 802 Ti~cEt BOAV: SLc'Et DLP: [CE] 
982 avL-Ta uel a'T-q' DEAVLP et fort. H7P: om. B0CgE 

(c) 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, 
826-1028, (ii) 1134-1338) the proportion is (i) 52:22, (ii) 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 AEL'7TreT] AL'7rTE-r BD) .22 But the next is striking (937 8vCPLEvr17C 

ELvat] Jtvat 8vc/LEv7c 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 oi'i8' BcOCDEVgE: 01.1K <B?>ALP 926 TCo.v8 G?,'copat D: TWov8E vijv 

O'5co,ttaL BO (see above, pp. 341-2) 968 OivX~-c BOCEALPV3VP: O,vXaic DVlEbv 

969,E1C1EA00VT,E BOLP: -TEC CDEAV 979 8V'CTav)oc D: a' 8v6CTavoc LP: 8V'CT'1VOC 

BOEAVgE: 8]V'CT7VOC C: 8VCT[ I17 982 aVTa'c uel ai'-q DEAVLP et fort. l77: OM. 
BOCgE 985 ncaipa vvu4o- fere DLV3 et iDb(v): rrapavvp4o- BOCEAVP 993 
/3LOTaL BV3: -Ta'v B2DOEAVLP: -T'V C 1008 at'bis <I15>BOCLPgE: ter A: quater 

22 cf. A/c. 23 (V), Hi. 907. 
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DEV 1009 a&yyE'AAwv BAP2gE: 4EAwv DOEV: 4Acw LPVC: [H7C] 1012 6aL 
BOBAL: 6' CVP: 6S D 1029 ap'] T' ap' DgE: [CE] 1039 Ec BS DAVLP: om. 
BO: Elc B2g91091 [CE] 1070 ac7rakcacOaL BALP: -cacGE DOY: [CE] 1118 Kacc 
6S' BOAVgE: Ka'Trot LP: Ka' viv D: [CE] 1144 SEc'CoTva 6' ScC7roLvav 6' D: 
tSEIcloLvav V (_ V2): [C] 1172 TLVOC OECJV] OOEWV Ttvoc D (-. DC) et Ut uid. I79 (OEWov 

TLVO]C): [C] 1179 cvUt4opav DLP: -acc BOEAV: [C] 1194 TOcwc LP?02: Toc(;x 
0: Tr6cwc T' A: ITOC6C T' BV: TOCOvW' DE: Tr6COV T' B2V3YP: T6COV P2?: [C] 1208 
v'c c' BOELV3: TLC 6' A: TL'c DP: T' C' V: [C] 1289 -r BHOAVH': 6~ DP: 6? 
L: [CE] 1314 KA-iSaC BOEVLP: KAEJ6ac DAHC: [CH] 1365 OV'TOL VLV BAD: 

ou-rot vUV uel o6 ToLvvv B2DHUVO<A>VLP: [CE] 1395 a4topoc DPTr: a54iLopooc 
BDSP2: a4LOLpOc OAV: atL**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).23 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 Uplqv] Kapa <E?>L (- E2) 80 arTap]c aviT'ap EP 171 CLLKpOC4L)] CtL- 

E<L>P 173 aIETrEpav] 'ti- EP 235 Aagfiv ELPV3YPgE: Aa4ElE H: Aaif3q(L) 
BOCDAV 257 o6xX] o66Z ELP 439 ov'6' Er' EL: OV'S 'T' BOCDAVPTr 
445 E'TEc-Ca ELP: -T-q BDA: ~[ C: /LETE'C-r7 0: aVcrC-q V 457 avl'ELc] avL"r7c EL 
et Ls (- Lc) 610 TL ELPV2: TE BOCDAV 635 cT-dpyoL] CTE'pyEt EP: [C] 
867 ACiaPTOLC] -Tq7c ELP? TOi~6 y' ELP: TOi~6 r' uel TOii6' 9T' BOCDAV 871 
c' BOCDAVgE: y' ELP 893 1-i6 ELPV3: 0r66 BOCDAVgE 1256 attLa 
ELPV2: at'laraT BODV: at/ia TL A: [C] 1332 7rpo6OTLv] -Trqv ELKP>: [C] 

(ii) EH 
140 T-6v EH, sicut coni. Musgrave: 6 HSBOCDAVLP: oc H'0 
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 

hiypothesis, 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 T27VFDE2BOATr: T'v TOi, CV: Troi P: 7** E: [L] 4 Trp6c BOCVPTr: Jc FDE: 
om. A: [L] 6 Xp-qcawu4vq BOCATr: &taXp- FDEVP: [L] 6S om. FETr: [L] 

23 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 (TiCEt BOAV: Swcce DLP: (CE]) and possibly 875 (KoLpdavoLc BOCEAVL: TUvpavvoLc 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 7 fL8?Eta om. FDE: [L] ave/'caca BOCVPTr: b'i,caca fere FDEA: [L] 
13 i,,w vTa BATrC: i6woovra FDEVPTr: [OCL] 14 EtlSvUl()ct fere FDEVTr: 

ES6ELtrCl A: lSvfjct B: 8rl(t)ct PTrAs: [OCL] 16 Kat BDAVLP: om. FE: [OCL] 
18 r6v tIcova BAVLP: om. FDE: [OCL] 19 av'rrv BAVPTr: -r7 D: -A7 FE: 

[OCL] 4 (25) Tco(t) ante dacovt FE: om. DAP: [BOCVLTr] 
The same affiliation with DE is maintained in 1-45: 
24 a&Ayr186cL(v) FDEAVLPiZb: -86vl BOCgE et Zb ad 97 31 a&rrolt/Lq BCLP: 

-EtL 0: -57 FE2: -ELt DEAV 33 oc FCEcOPB2: o FEDBAVL: xc C 37 vEov 

FDEALPV3YP: KaKOV BOCVgE 39 Tr FDBOCAV: 4e LP: yE E 42 r6v TE 

FDBOCAPV2LC: TOVSE V: o6 yE E: TO' ** 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)BAV, as 

opposed to the side represented by LP (see p. 340). In general Turyn's assessment of 
each of OCDE individually is correct. 0, 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: 8IKr7V 

CDE, sicut coni. Elmsley:24 &8LKq() BOAVLP. In two places one of the four supports 
a reading hitherto known only from H: 140 rov HE, sicut coni. Musgrave: 6 
BOCDAVLP et HS: oc T71O; 1303 ?KCecwv] EKccacal OH (etiam P2). 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 B2): 737 avcLorToc (L?>DB2 et iZbv ad 735: 
EvcorToc BOCAVPLC et 2bv ad 737: [H71E]. And D deserves some credit for 

preserving the truth at 979: 6crTavoc D, sicut coni. Aldina: a 86cravoc LP: s6crrTvoc 

BOEAVgE: 8]6cTrrvoc C: 8vcT[ H7. 0 has the correct accentuation at 1195: rnrvEt 

O: rTrLTVE BDEAVO2gE: Irt'rTE LP: rrEt[ H75: [C]. One of the infrequent scholia in 

C reflects the truth at 290: a'TX0cOLat Elmsley et 'iZ (artExOi qavrvat): a7rrEXcOat 
D: a7Trr4- OEVLPB2: d7rEtX- BCAgVgE. And E alone preserves the truth at 189: 

o6p,LrOl(t) E, sicut coni. Brunck: 6ppaOp8i(t) 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. 

(a) 159 ...TraKOVU vpojLEva cOv EVVE'raV. 

evvdarav O?ES, sicut coni. Tyrwhitt: -verav Oc: -vadrqv E 

For the sake of exact responsion with 183 (rrevOoc yap cLyadAcwc r68' 6op6ir'Ta) Brunck 

proposed evv7rjav, and Tyrwhitt25 changed this to EYv,arav, which is now found to 
24 In his 'Annotatio' (for which see Part II, n. 1), p. 14. 
25 Coniecturae in Euripidem (1822), 28-30. 



have manuscript support. The word EuvadrTc (-'r1rrc) is not elsewhere attested, except 

by Hesychius (efv-rj7r' avryp, Latte ii. 230),26 but may be compared with EcvaTWop 

(-jrcop) Andr. 1041, Herc. 27, 97, [Tr. 831],27 Ion 912, A. Su. 665, cVarT77p A. Pe. 
137, EvVaTELpa (-r1IEpa) A. Pe. 157, S. OT 1101 (cj.),28 [A.] PV 895, ECvTrpLa S. Tr. 
922. The transmitted EVVETrjC on the other hand, is common: El. 803, 1171, Or. 1392, 
Hyps. 64. ii. 78, (6otEvver7-c) Med. 953, Ion 894, (vvEvvErrlc) Med. 240, Hi. 416, Andr. 

208, IT 524, Hel. 1292. Elmsley and Hermann protested against the unattested form, 
bui their efforts to show that evverav is metrically acceptable were ineffectual, and 
editors nowadays print Evvdrav without qualm. 

Whether metre really does require acceptance of EvVaTav 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 '- _ - 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 I-,-I-Hi. 741 - 751, El. 144 ~ 162 (?),29 Ion 206 - 220,30 Ba. 867 - 887, 
IA 1056 - 1078, S. OT 1187 - 1197, Ph. 1128 - 1151, -- v v - - El. 730 - 740, 
-v.-lv-v- Alc. 216 - 229, A. Su. 101 - 109). To the second part of Stinton's 
statement the following passages are relevant: Andr. 480 - 487 vv- - - -vv- 
o-, A. ScT 222 - 229 - - -.3a If 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 (v^ ,c - - -): El. 1149 - 1157, Or. 171 - 192;32 (ii) after two molossi 
(--- I---I--): S. OC 1559 - 1571; (iii) after a dochmiac (,-cv_- I--): Ion 
676 - 695;33 (iv) after an apparent run of dactyls: Andr. 834-5 - 838-9 - - . - 

...- .. ---. This last passage, however it is interpreted in metrical terms, and 
however its beginning is emended,34 does offer at the end the same sequence and 
correspondence as Med. 159 - 183 (- . - - _ _ -). An instance of , - _ - following 
the choriamb in aeolo-choriambics has been introduced by conjecture at S. Ph. 209 
-8a Tpvcivawp' 8tacrTtJa yap OpoEi - 218 -ya,owv optov rrpooal nrt yap (Wunder: yap 
Tr codd.) 8etvOv. Stinton35 advocates acceptance of Wunder's conjecture (denying that 
we also need Dindorf's Opqrvel for OpoEl to restore exact correspondence),36 and he 
believes that this conjecture and the transmitted EVveTav at Med. 159 offer each other 

26 But although not attested, this (and not evVer7Tc) is the form which we should expect: see 
E. Fraenkel, Geschichte der griechischen Nomina agentis auf -rtp, Top, -rTqc ii (1912), 126, G. 
Redard, Les noms grecs en -T-C, -TLC (1949), 6. On the variations in the mss. between the forms 
evva- and evW77-see G. Bj6rck, Das Alpha Impurum und die tragische Kunstsprache (1950), 139-40. 

27 evvdropac VP unmetrically: eUvdc Seidler (rightly, I think), av8pac 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 i. 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 - - -- - (bacchiac + dochmiac): see Part 
II (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. 
35 loc. cit. 132. 
36 OptyvEi (with Wunder's conjecture) is accepted by R. D. Dawe (Teubner, 1979). Dr Dawe 

reminds me that OpoeZv is a well attested variant for Op-qvelv at S. Ai. 582. 
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mutual support. The question is incapable of final decision. The irregular responsion 
entailed by evcIrav may be permissible, in the light of the passages quoted above. The 
claim of cvvacav 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. 

(b) 181-2 
... .itAa Kal raS' avi'a, 
crrevcaca rt 7rpLV KaKwCcat rovC ECW. 

182 cTe&vcacd Schone: cTrevcaa HBOCDA: cITvcov VLP: c7rev8E E: CT7rTcov 8e 
Hermann rt 7Trpv C: 7rnpv rt cett. &cw Brunck: ELCw codd. 

Arguments in favour of this restoration of the text are given by Page. I find them 

convincing. If this is the right answer, then either C has made a most abnormal mistake 
or it has uniquely preserved the truth. The placing of rt outside the clause to which 
it belongs (as at Here. 1388 AV7TrqtL T 7raL8wv .Lz 7 iraOw Lovovutevoc) is in accord with 
the tendency of enclitics to move towards the front of the sentence, which I have 
illustrated (in relation to 7tc) in CQ n.s. 27 (1977), 236. For the corruption see S. Ph. 
218 (quoted in the note on 159 above), 861 aAAad tc c (Wunder: coc LC codd.). 

Editors impute Tt Trp[v to Hermann as a conjecture. In fact Elmsley had reported 
C's reading and Hermann merely accepted it. 

(c) 319-20 

yvvr ydp 6oOvvuoc, c S' airCrwc av'p, 

patwv vAadCCELiv 
, 

cLW7rAoic co86oc. 

320 pad(l)ov BODEAVLPgE et Hn2NvS et Sud. i. 254. 4 Adler et Anecd. Bekker i. 
412: pcoov C: &pov gV et <Hn?>Nv 

C's pc,ov may be an idiosyncratic error, since C is derived from the same source as 

gE (see p. 342), which has pawv. But more probably the divergence is an indication 
that the source had pao'v, 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 Kiihner-Gerth i. 58-9, Schwyzer ii. 605, 
Barrett on Hi. 443. Its use is particularly common when 'woman' is the subject: 928 

yvvu7 8E Oi,Av (06iAvc AV?) Karrl aKpvotc cuv, El. 1035 trJpov Eriv oiv yvvauKec, Hel. 
830 yvvaLKl 7rp6cbopov yvv7, fr. 4 nTEVKE yap 7Trc Talcc 7roEAcLLov yvv- I TOLC 

7rp6cOev, fr. 544 aAAwc 8' r'avrTwv 8vc,a1 xrarov yvv4j, fr. 822 yvvj7 yap Iv KaKOiCL 

KaL vocolc 7TOCEL CI | 8LCrOV Ec, S. Ai. 580 Kapra TOt 4lAoltKrcroTO yvv', 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 1e raAAa KpLVELV ECTtV avo67Tov yVVr.37 

But the lines still harbour a problem, clearly formulated by Housman: 'What... 

perplexes me is the gender of ctwcoTA6oc and co56c: I do not understand why the 

parenthetic xc 8' avcTwc avr7p exerts this influence, considering especially that the 

speaker's whole practical concern is with a woman.'38 Nor do I understand it: av7p, 
placed in a parenthesis, may not affect the gender of an adjective outside the 

parenthesis.39 Wecklein's 'ctLo7r7Aoc coco6c nach yvvl O6fOv8vioc, weil nach dem 
Zusatz d,c 8' aVrTcoc avrp das allgemeine avOpwrroc o6efvtLoc 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. 
38 CR 4 (1890), 10 = Classical Papers 116. 
39 Even a second subject added non-parenthetically need not affect the gender: Here. 774-6 

6 Xpvcoc a Tr ETUvXta... 8. vactv atSov (V fbAKwv. 
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which Housman was trying to combat. Dawes40 tackled the problem with a simple 
bold expedient (which, since Wecklein omits to record it, is unknown to modern 
editors), avr,p yyap ofvOv,oc, c 8' aV5rcc yvvrj, invoking 2b on 320 paLwv Ecrt 

UVAdaTTEcC6a, ctV, o c v, V av1p, C cacarwc $8 Kal yvvr (2 on 319 has racca yap, 
,rqcjv, O66OvfiOC yvvr', 6O4olWC 8C Kal av-'p). 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: co,oic Bothe, cqoSp6c F. W. Schmidt,41 
cLwc7rrAocTrotoc Housman (on which see Page), CLcowrr,nA coo,)c Wecklein olim, 
cLOTrr/AOc X6Aoc Gomperz.42 G. Miiller43 deletes 319-20, passing a harsh verdict on 
the language ('319-20 sind sehr unschon gebaut, mehr gestammelt als geredet. ctc 8' 
avTcoc avrp hinkt schauderhaft nach. Das masculinum coLrwT-qoc co6oc ist sehr 
argerlich'). E. Christmann44 has rightly contested the deletion, but he fails to face 
Miiller's very proper objection to the masculines. 

Write coo'7 for co6oc. Then CLworr7r oc becomes a feminine form (like O36fiG0voc 
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 Kiihner-Blass i. 535-7, Wecklein, SBAM 1898, 385-409, Wackernagel, 
Vorlesungen fiber Syntax ii. 49-50, Dodds on Ba. 991-6, Kannicht on Hel. 335, W. 
Kastner, Die griechische Adjektive zweier Endungen auf -O (1967). At 839 /76 gives 
CLE7rp]Ovc for iETrpiac, perhaps rightly (cf. P1. Tim. 59d).45 Pindar has cly7Aoc as a 
feminine at Pyth. 9. 92. 

For the reverse corruption (of coot[ to coaL/) see 385, where I regard the conjecture 
cooit 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 M7r. ov'ev T'KVWV TVo)' EvvoovfJv,r rEptL. 
Ia. OapcEL vvv Ev yap Trv8' EcyC Or17C 7TEpL. 

926 TrovS' Eyco 07r'c EAVL (087co,ual V3, 0r)CW V3YP) et Chr. Pat. 926: TrOvS 0G7co/laL 
D et Nv: 7Tr)Vs vViv Oco/LaL BO: vvv Trv8' Eycb OtCUW P: ~yco TrW8ve[ C: TOV8b vivv 

OrcwC 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, Meridier, 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 OdpcEL 
vvv' Ev yap TCvS6 O9cwo 7rrpt. Then vvv, ycu, and O8jcopat will have been introduced 

(first, perhaps, above the line) in order to repair the metre: EAVL adopted cycb, D 
adopted 07couaL, BO adopted both vvv and O07cotLaL (for there is no reason why 
alternatives should not have been superscribed), P adopted both vvv and ~yco. A 

40 Miscellanea Critica (1745), 97 (= ed. Kidd [1827], 188--9). 
41 Kritische Studien zu den griechischen Dramatikern ii (1886), 333-4. 
42 SBAW 143 (1901), 8-9; cf. Weil, REG 13 (1900), 417, E. Pistelli, SIFC 11 (1903), 446. 
43 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 t. 
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superscribed reading is likely to be incorporated in the wrong place:46 hence C, we 
may surmise, finding 7cyc above w-vJE, copied it before instead of after that word.47 

This suggestion about the origin of the variants, even if it is right, does not help 
us to decide between cyco 0'cwc and OrjcoiatL. For either (a) -cruv' ycd 07jcw may 
be right (Tcyc omitted by accident, then written above the line, like the false alternatives 
vvv and Or7cop,at); or (b) Tjrcv& OrncoLat may be right (O6coolal corrupted to O0jcw, 
then written above the line, like the false alternatives vvv and EyTc; the same corruption 
has occurred at Hi. 709 rdadu Orjcotuat KaAhcc] rdaad y7E Or'cw KaAcoc Hn et Pal. gr. 
343 et Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10,48 Andr. 1210 t7rOncottat] -0 rcw V). vvv, 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 TWV86E OjCOtLEV 7rEpl, where the use of the plural for the singular may 
have provoked the change. This is precisely what has happened at Hi. 1079 TracXoLuev] 

7rdcXoatR Hn, 7racXcw Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10; similarly 1382 7rpocad/ooLev BDACV: 

-acdopal ALPV3, Hi. 660 :opLEv] 'otcat BEHnNv et Pal. gr. 343, Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 
10, Neap. II. F. 41, Andr. 760 appXo,Ev] apXot,at B, Hec. 1236 7Oco/uEv] clcoatL FRS 
al., Tr. 361 V'LV7'COLEv V: vtLvrycop,at PQ, Or. 111 r7T4uop,Ev] 7r4tco/zat ALP, A. Pe. 
229 O7'colev] 0rcocuat GFPS; cf. El. 871 (Lenting). 

The choice between the active verb (0'cco, O?coytev) and the middle (O8yco/at) is 

very difficult. The relevant facts are these: 
(i) Ec TLOEcOat is well attested: Herc. 605 TO6' eV OEcOat, 938 ev OecOat TrdE, IT 

1003 rTO cavrov ECLEVOC Ev, Ba. 49 ravOEv8E OelEVOC c E, IA 672 0p,LEVOC Ev TaKEc, 
S. El. 1434 Tra 7Tplv EV 0OECLvoL, OT 633 VEIKOC EL OcOaL; similarly Andr. 378-9 El 

1Lt7 07CcotLaL I Tat' 
' 

C apLcTa. Some non-tragic instances are quoted by LSJ s.u. TrlOtlt 
A. VII and by Fraenkel, Agamemnon, pp. 20 n. 3, 414, 801 n. 2. 

(ii) KaAcoc TrlcOcat is also attested: Hi. 709 ra/dl O-rco/Lat KaAcoc, S. fr. 350P 0ccOat 

KaA(Wc... . Tv flAdfl7v, LSJ loc. cit.49 

(iii) KaAchc rtOeva is well attested: Hi. 521 rTa3r' ?ycJ O5cco KaAcc, Hec. 875 Trdavr' 

cyo U 'cw KaAd)c, El. 648 Kal /L 1v EKEcvda 7Y 71 TVXr 07CEC KaAWoc, Or. 1664 rTa rpoc 
TO6Av ? TrcULt' Cyd O'cco KaAoac, IA 401 T L' CyOJ O0Ccw KaAcoc, Ant. 34 Page (fr. 
xlviii. 37 Kambitsis) jtu]Edc Kalt cBv 07co0EV KaAxCc, S. Tr. 26 TrAoc &' cErKE Zevc 

ayovtLoc KaAWbc. 

(iv) EvL TLOEvaL, however, is rare: the only instances cited by LSJ (and I can find 
no others) are Theogn. 845-6 ev f4ev KEEL?EVOV av8pa (dv8pl Hermann) KaKCJC OJtLEV 

ev/Capec ECTLV, I EV L 8E I?EV TO KaLKWC KEILiEVOv apyaAEov, Ar. Lys. 243 Td arap' vutv 
EV Tl6El. 

(v) TiOevaL is occasionally found with similar adverbs or adverbial phrases: Andr. 
737 oTav SE raKeL OcO Kara yvJu/L7rv w7qvv, Hel. 346-7 ec rTO OEpT?Epov TLOL I TO ieXAAov, 
fr. 287. 3 ra iTpdayzaT' pOcp c 'v TitLt, A. Pe. 282-3 7advTa TIEpcaLc TrayKaKWc 

<(Oeol 'WOcav, Ag. 912-13 -rda ' aAAa... O 7CElt LKatwc. 

46 See p. 352. 
47 For similar attempts in our manuscripts to remedy an accidental omission see 588 KaAcoc 

y' av ol.cat (Nauck: o3v ,tot DLP: oiv cv OAV: oiv cot C : oiv BE) r7u08' V7r7pETELC 
(OCDALPV2: -~4rqc V: -ET7-cac E: evI7TrpETEtc B) A6yLt, where the variants appear to be 
different attempts to amend KaAcJc y' av ovv 7r0s8' V7rnT7pETrC; 1139 S6Ec 8 L' i' CrwV 8' EV0VC 
Tv 7roAbc (7v TroA?vc EAVLP: 'v BD: 7'jc v 7v O) Aoyoc. 

48 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. 

49 Or. 512 is rather different (see Fraenkel, 414 n. 1). 



Now, ey,c is very apt50 and is commended by the parallels quoted in (iii) above; 
and Eyco entails 0'cw. On the other hand, the active verb is much less common than 
the middle when combined with Ev (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, TLOeval / TirEcOaL has a direct object.51 Ours is the only 
instance in which the object is suppressed - unless at A. Ag. 1672-3 we accept (y,C) 
| Kal cv 07)co,LEV KpaTOVVTE Tr v3E 8Sotar'Tov <KaAcoc> (supplemented by Canter and 
Auratus on the strength of the scholium 'yJ), o/7ci, Kal cV KpaTrovrEC Tr)VSE TroV 

8wcoldrov Clara07coLE0a nTo KaO' av-robc KaAWtc). 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.52 

If a direct object is indeed indispensable with Ev / KaAc,c TLOevaL / riTOcOat, by 
far the most attractive solution is to write fov for rr7ep with Leo and Wecklein.53 flov, 
spoken by a father who does not know that his children are condemned to die, is grim 
irony (compare Jason's words at 1303 cyu.iv SE rraL'wv A6Oov A KCJCow V iov).54 rrTpL 

may have intruded from the end of the preceding line: cf. Hi. 106-7 OEdJv I ... Xpecov 
(O8Ev VaC), A. ScT 393-4 -Latvwcv /LeVEL I ... .LaLVEL KAVOV (-LaL'vwv CLEVEL uel -iuaLVEL 

tivwv codd.), Ag. 1216-17 4pottiLOLc t'bnkE'vovct I . .. E,;TVOvc, Ch. 772-3 

yaOovcr7L cpEvI | . . .opOovTra Aoyoc (OpOoVc-qit 4pEVL M), S. OT 1280-1 tKaKat I 
... KaKa (see, further, Fraenkel on Ag. 1216-17). 

The question whether we should prefer O'cco or 05co/uat (or even GOcouev) remains 
unanswered and unanswerable. 

(e) 1201 yva06ioLc BODAVLP et l-bv: yvaOoic E 

The manuscripts are divided between yvaO6toLc and )yvdOoLc at Hi. 1223. yvaOoc 
is the usual tragic form, and Barrett rejects yva6/1oic as due to 'epicizing copyists'. 
I think that for the same reason we should write yvdOoLc here, as Blaydes suggested.55 
E has preserved (or unconsciously restored) the right form but with the wrong accent. 

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

357-9 SvcTavE yvvaL, 
EV 0?V, ?EALEa TcI V C-OV acXvcov, 

7TOL 7TOTE TrpEtJEL...; 

357 SVcrave yvvat om. DLP et Hn (~ Hn2), del. Matthiae 

50 'The 'ydJ is here clearly emphatic: "fear not for your children; I 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 irrpL, non quidem ideo, quod versum 
proxime superiorem pariter claudat, sed magis, quod incongrua dictio sit B07'ccU rEpL rTvSCE EV 

pro O'cCO Tra T(VaE Ci'. At Ant. 34 (in (iii) above) supply Ta 8' Ev8ov '/j]E?c (Arnim) or the 
like. 

52 Editors of Ag. do not mention Med. 926. But Wilamowitz (Hermes 15 [1880], 497) quotes 
the restoration of Ag. 1672-3 in support of TrCv8' EycJ OcC ir 7Ept. 

53 Leo (Hermes 15 [1880], 315 n. 1) proposed rTdvS' Eyco Os0cw f3tov. 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 O'qcocat LtWov. In 
his 1899 edition he reported 'rcov8' Eycb 6Oco fliov... coniciebam'. 

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

55 Adv. Crit. 41; wrongly attributed to Wecklein by Diehl. 
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The words 8vcravE yvvat are bracketed by Matthiae, Hartung, Wecklein, 
C. E. S. Headlam, Murray, Earle and Meridier. 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.56 The omission may be of no significance. On the other hand, we should 
be better off without b6cTavE yvvat at the head of this sentence, which begins rather 
more naturally with f?v cEfv. And yet why should SVcravE yvvat have been 
interpolated? Since SCbcavE yvvat need not stand at the head of the sentence (cf. 442, 
Tr. 573), perhaps we should read 

0(ev (cEv, fJECa rTdV c(wv aXccov, 

VCT7r)VE yvvai, 
rTOi 7rTo TOpTE l .. .; 

This transposition was proposed by Barthold.57 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 MSvTrvoovc is written before 
avpac by H76 712 LP, omitted by the other manuscripts, and added after '8vrVOOVC 

by V3. Since I have not seen this phenomenon systematically documented, I give a 
good many of the examples which I have found: Alc. 401 Cys) (prius) ante c(E) LP: 
post fIaxrEp BV: om. 0; Med. hyp. 3 Tro ante KpEovroc A: post Kp- V: om. cett.; 
hyp. 10 qoaciv post ZttLLoviv8c plerique: post lvEl/rcaca C: om. OV; Med. 328 vvv 
post non ante ivEtav Hn: om. C (see p. 354); 368 av post yap BOCDEVgE: post 
IToT(E) LP: om. A; 539 ovcav post non ante iEAA;qvec Nv: om. D (- Ds) (see p. 355); 
645-6 EXovca post non ante 8vc7repa(v)rov 0: om. Nv (see p. 355); 785-6 inuerso 
ordine A ( Ar): 785 om. Hn (- Hnc) (see p. 357); 853-4 7ravrec 7rdvT'oc <L>P: 

'TTrVTUc TaVTEc BDEAVTr: rTaVTcoc TardVTc 0: 7Tavrec C;58 1262 apa post /LQTav 

Musgrave (cf. TF): ante Jiarav BODEAV: om. LP; 1282 .t'av (alterum) aut ante aut 
post 87 non post KA,Vo ut uid. 177: om. A (see Part II); Hi. hyp. 1 vuoc post -q1cevc 
DEP (bis E): om. plerique: post ALOpac B2: post 1HocEL&8Voc HnNv et Bodl. Auct. 
T. 4. 10;59 Hi. 63 XaipE bis A: semel cett., sed alterum Xalpe post Kopa CLP; 99 cv 
post non ante cevL71v L: om. P (cf. Turyn, p. 284); 132 KoLT-a(t) om. M: post EXEtv 
0: post 8ec7Trova (sic) C; 233 &8 post non ante ,uv VC et lZ1mv: om. 0 (cf. Turyn, 
p. 318); 269 EcrLv ante non post '-tc L: om. Neap. II. F. 41 ;60 281 yap ante non post 
cov OP: om. C; 312 avOic ante non post advp6c A: om. Neap. II. F. 41; 1041 TaTra 

KapTa L: KapTa. TavTa plerique: 7ravTa TavTa P: KapTa C; Hec. hyp. 10 avro-v ante 
non post cK-qvac Pa: om. RwZc;61 Hec. 247-8 post 250 RS al.: om. AVa (~ Ar); 393 

56 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. 

57 In his 1886 edition, known to me only from Bursian 1886, 296. I have written SVCT7-VE for 
86cTavE, since these cannot be lyric anapaests. 

58 Herwerden's rTavTr7 TraVrdcwc (Mnem. n.s. 5 [1877], 25) should be accepted; but instead of 
TvrraVT- we need TravTat or 7TaVTa: cf. Schwyzer i. 550, Barrett on Hi. 563. 

59 On this manuscript see n. 48. 60 On this manuscript see n. 48. 
61 I 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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Tr ante non post VEKpWL L al.: om. PS; 435 yap cov] cov yap FPr: cov A: yap Rw 
al.; 464-5 OEdc Xpvceav 

T' FL al.: TE 0- X- plerique: Tr 0- X- T' Pa al.: 0- X- O;62 
477 KaCTV,Oj post non ante KaTEpELITrETa S al.: om. V (- Vs); 666 8E ante Kalpov pars 
codd.: post K- pars: om. pars; 877 ypaia post non ante 4cTra GKS: om. H; 909 8opl 
81 8opl ] o8 post 8opl alterum S al.: om. ALacPPa al.; 1145 7rat86c post non ante 
yvoica Pa al.: om. MaCVaC; 1179 TLC ante non post ECTLV A: om. S al.; Tr. 1033 
r' a:iwc Seidler: acloc TE P: a&wIc V; A. Pe. 446 be ante non post 6OpwL IO: om. 
VNNdDXPac; ScT 517 post 516 plurimi et MC: post 519 M: post 518 ICOCPQac: om. 
AI;63 S. OT 906 TraAaLa post Aaiov AXrXsZc: ante A- HVDZr(NO): om. 
LCFPGR;64 Ant. 623 bpevac post non ante OEoc S: om. V; Hes. Theog. 19 ante 18 
12S: ante 15 K: om. 118L; PI. Leg. 903d rTpocr)Kovcr/c ante non post Trc Eus.: om. 

AO (add. in marg. A3); [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 fiOov Tlv' r' Hartung: TrV' (ET fov V: T'v' (rTl fiov 
BO: riva flov LP; Hi. 670 T[v' i viv Page, Conomis (Hermes 92 (1964), 36): riva 
vvv i1 A: riva vbv QV et Tr; Andr. 215 rTiv XtO6v Blaydes (dubitanter iam Hermann): 
Xl6OV T7rv MBVLP: XLOVL A;65 833 rT Sc crTpva 8iE (rTt' S ? 8EL c- MAVLP: rt 8[ 

/E c- B) (I offer this as a possible alternative to the emendation which I proposed in 
ICS 6. 1 (1981), 95-8); 909 Sicc' cv' av8p' Grotius: cv' avbpa 8&cc' HMBVP: av8p' 
Eva &icc' L: aivpa &icc' A: a]v8pa &icca /; 1254 post 1235 Jackson (Marg. Scaen. 
51): post 1253 codd. qui exstant: om. codd. plerique sec. '; S. OT 1101 cc y' evvarTEtpa 
ntc Arndt et Bergk: cE y7E Ovyarqp LHNOPaV: cc yE TIC OvydrTqp cett.66 

?11: 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.67 

1 (a) Hn 
(i) BHn 
345 c' om. L2bHnNv 752 Aa,v7rp6v ,Ai'ov ad'oc BHn (see p. 341) 
(ii) OHn 
84 aAiCKETat] EVpLCKETra O0gHn (- Hn2) 646 8vcr[EpaTov] -acTov B: -avrov 

62 This is an interesting case. All mss except 0 have TE in one place or another, a few have 
it in both places. The majority have it before OEdc: highly abnormal word-order, though accepted 
by most editors (the scholia show disquiet: D'2 6 TrE 7rAovaEtL, Z're TOVTO TO Tr rrpOC TO Xpvcuav 
arLTrvKa cwvaTrre). Few mss have it after xpvcav, 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 0). But 
if O is right, it is hard to see why it got into the text. It is more plausible to assume that it originally 
stood after xpvccav, was accidentally omitted, was placed above the line, and was then replaced 
in the wrong position. 

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

64 See Dawe, Studies i. 245-6. 
65 For the rhythm (third foot monosyllable followed by tribrach) see Diggle, Studies 112. 
66 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 (- Hnc) 1139 /juCov 7v OHn ( Hn2YP) (see n. 47) 1181 Spo6ov] S61Oov 
OHn ( 02) 

(iii) CHn 
313 6E uel 36] om. CCHn (totum uersum scr. Cc, om. C) 320 paov <Hn?> NvgV 

(- Hn2NvS): 'pov C (see p. 348) 607 rvpavvovc CHn (see p. 343) 648 

SaLElrlv] ppapeElrlv CHn 769 rr4qavrat] -acraL V: -aTra CHnNv note also 328 

vVv /Lvelav] Lvvelav C: pLvelav viv Hn (see p. 352) 
(iv) (B)OCHn 
433 Kpa&la(L)] Kap8- OCHnNv 504 y' av oSv LPV3Hn2: r' av owv EAV: ra 

vvv BOCHn: om. D 543 fEATrtov OCgEHnNv (see p. 341) 
(v) DHn 
979 S6vcavoc DHn, recte (see p. 346) 
(vi) BDHn 
1134 oAovro BDHn (see p. 344) 
(vii) EHn 
311 c3pac] 6Spacac EHnNv note also 651 nrplv ante aipEpav EVglHn2 

(viii) DEHn 
349 831] Sc 0: om. DEHn 

(ix) AHn 
1017 cov] rov3' AHn 1251 Tr om. AHn 1315 SlTrAoiv KaKOV] 3u7rAco KaKcW 

H?: 6utrA& KaKa AHn note also 785-6 inuerso ordine A (- Ar): 785 om. Hn 
(- HnC) (see pp. 352, 357); 1083 i AgE: T Hn: El cett. et AS 

(x) VHn 
33 vvv] vtv V2: liLV Hn 88 TroVc8 y' E?VV7c] TroVc' ECy' evLvc VC: ro6c6' 

eVy****c V: rocc6' evyevEiC Hn: TOVC6' evyev7c Nv 120 TroAAa] 7roAhov VHn2 

(- Vs) 138 /ot] / V2TrHn2 245 acrc] arr/c VHn2Nvs (see p. 341) 281 

y7c TrC&E] TqC/E y7c VHn2 365 rT] rrcc VHn 573 Xp;v OCDLPgVgBgE: 
Xp v B: XP? EAV: eXpv V3Hn 1058 ce] cE VHn2 1092 7rpo/-] rrpocq- 

Vac?VHn 1186 rrAhKoc] Kococ VHn2 1248 AaOoi BDALPV3YP: Aadov OE: 
Aafovi VHn2: Aagfov Nv note also 651 7rplv ante apEpav EV'lHn2 

(xi) L(P)Hn 
178 Lajrot BOVLC: /j pot HCDEAPTr: it Tl LHn 246 itAov] i'Awv L?Hn 

(L LC) (see p. 356) 650 Oavarco(t) Oavarco(L)] avarco LHnNv see also 138 

(under (x) above) 
(xii) Other shared readings of interest 
102 /86r ] Kal / r? HAHn: p7/ DiC (om. D) 357 $6crave yvvat om. DLPHn 

(-Hn2) (see p. 351) 588 ouv BEHnNv (oiv c Hn2) (see n. 47) 1303 EK- 

ccOcwv] EKccocat HOP2Hn (see p. 342) 
(xiii) HnNv 
88 -8E y' eVv-rc] -5' evyeveic Hn: -6' EVyevq7c Nv (see under (x) above) 638 

aKopecTrd r] aKopacrara Nv: -rarr7 Hn 871 c' BOCDAVgEHnS: y' ELP: om. 
HnNv 1116 rot AVLP: $6 BOD: rt Hn2: om. HnNv 1132 roic yE] TOLCt 

HnNv (- Hn2) (see p. 357) 1182 avr7TTrrEro] avO77TerTo HnNv (- Hn) 1267 

f6voc] o6/3oc 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.68 I cite a few of its unique aberrations: 
490 yey-Tov] bT' OVTWV Hn; 1152 Traucrn ... CTcrpC0LC] wTaca ... CTrpEEov Hn; 
1164 gaitvouca TraAAetvKCw L 70ro] KLvovca (. Hn2) 7rdAAEVKOv rtroa (see p. 357); 
1286 /aAlr/v] caAatlva Hn. 

2 (a) Nv 
(i) BNv 
345 c' om. l'bNvHN 585 KTrEVEi c' DEAL<P>Hn et '1 et EbYP et i'v: KTCEVE 

c' V: CE KTreVe BgENv: cc TIEKVEl C: av KTreve c' O 752 'AlXov 6' ayvov cEAac Nv: 
cf. 2bYP (et TrYP) ad 746 7-qAou O' ayvov cc3ac (see above p. 341, below pp. 356-7) 
1300 evfc;c0aL] EvfErcTal ZbNv (see p. 356) 

(ii) ONv 
361 EuvprCElc] eVp'cetc ONv 393 Kel] Kav ONv 664 KadAAov] KaAAL-rov 

ONv 816 cov cr Tpiua LP: co) TraliS fere AVB2Hn: cov rrai$a BDC: coc 
7raiSac ONv 835 poaic] pojv B2: poac A2: poac ONv (, O1) 963 7TpoOcCiL] 

7rpocO- ONv note also 645-6 (cited above p. 352) 
(iii) CNv 
287 &7TrrELrc CNv (see p. 342) 320 dpov Nv<Hn?>gV (- NvSHn2): p~iov C (see 

p. 348) 559 oltKoitEv] OlKOVtEV CNv 736 yatac] yalrqc CNv 769 TrrTarat 
CNvHn (see p. 354) 1035 oAhwA] cowAce CNv et fort. V (- CCVCNvs) 

(iv) (B)OCNv 
24 aAyr-l6cl(v)] -06vl BOCgENv 107 TaX'] TraXCT' OCNv 242 /ia(L) 

uvyov cfEpwv OCNv (see p. 341) 433 Kpa&ia(l)] Kap8- OCNvHn 543 lTArTov 
OCgENvHn (see p. 341) 562 60wcov ip,uov] Cp,uv 86tcLwv OCNv 

(v) DNv 
362 ce om. DNv 926 TCwvSe 0co/taL DNv (see p. 349) 1355 EyyEcAcv] 

ayycAC)v DNv note also 539 oicav "EAAr/vec] rLAAqvec D (- DS): )tAArvec ovcav 
Nv (see p. 352) 

(vi) BDNv (see pp. 343-5) 
937 8vc/Levq7c Etval] Etval &vc,Levrc BDNv 1139 'v BDNv (see n. 47) 1395 

TEKVWV] 7ral8owv BDNv 1410 tol] ILOV BDNv 

(vii) ENv 
49 rraAaLoav] -c)v ENv 311 Epac] Spacac ENvHn 400 K80oc] KbVOC 

ENv 484 IwAKOV] loAKov ENv 505 OLKOLC] OLKOVC ENv 870 cvyyvC/tov'] 
-tiov' Nv (- NvS), wv super ov E (sed postea deletum ut uid.) note also 29 

voVOeTOVutLEV7] -'7LyEv)q EVNv (- V2) 

(viii) DENv 
411 /&Ka] SlKat gE: SIKaLa DENv 604 eUvobi/Aal] Ecf4op/aL DENv 607 

Tvpdvvwv DENv (see p. 343) 
(ix) VNv 
88 see p. 354 245 acrqc] arT7-r VNvSHn2 (see p. 341) 317 oBovAevcj(L)C] -7Rl 

V3: -r Nv 332 cEb] EVbc VNv (- V2) 1248 AaOov] Aadov OE: Aagov VHn2: 

Aahgov Nv (see p. 354) note also 29 (under (vii) above) 
(x) L(P)Nv 
313 1TrpaccoLrT] 7TrpdCCET <L>PgENv 650 OavaTCw() Oavarw(l)] Oavadr 

LNvHn 1012 KaQrTeiC] -?/C LSNv see also 752 (under (i) above) 
68 He was not the first to pronounce this verdict. See, for example, Wilamowitz, Analecta 

Euripidea (1875), 254. 



(xi) Other shared readings of interest 
588 ouv 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 av'rrjv] aVrr) 
D (and Nv), 1 [22] trapa ve6bpovoc Ds (and Nv). Neither reading is unique to DNv 
(19 avrT7 (sic) EF, 22 rapa v- E). That Nv is not copied from D is proven by: 13 avTbKa 
3' BFAVLPNv: roTv D; 17 [38] EiLdaaXOr FAPNv: e'i6dXO-q 3 D. Perhaps the most 

interesting feature of Nv is that it presents two readings hitherto known only from 
the scholia in B (752,69 130070). I cite a few of its unique aberrations: 289 SpdcaEv TL 
raiTr' oiv] &LaCEiv Tr TroAAa, roVC Nv; 318 rrErrotl] rrpoecOal Nv; 608 apata y' ovca] 

apac t8oioca Nv; 1209 rt' rTv yEpovra rTfVLov] Trc EtE rTOv ypovra. 

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 av'roV Hn: av'ov cett. 

Right, but scribal conjecture. 
(ii) 246 7 rrpoc qbAhov rlv' 7 rrpOc 'ALKa rpa7Tlc. 

iAhwv LaC?Hn 'AtAKac Hn 

ki'Acov is possible, and 'jALKac (conjectured by Porson; 7jAlKWV W. Headlam) mends 
the metre. Both presumably conjectural. Wilamowitz rightly deleted the verse.71 

(iii) 512 yE HnNv et cod. Haun. Herodiani (Walz viii. 590): Tr BOCDEAV: 3E LP: 
ce uel om. Herod. codd. cett. 
Since neither Tr nor be makes sense, yE was an easy conjecture. 

(iv) 721 E7rrelra TrawtSv cyv 'rayyeAA7rl yovac. 
Jv Hn: 'c**L: Wv P' BOCDEAVPTrHn2: [7511] 
Since ,', interpreted as t/E, makes no sense, it may be that the scribes tolerated it 
because they took it for elided poL. 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 Aatrrpov rAi'ov rE qCSc CALP: AatiTrpov O' rAiov bdaoc BODVHn (O' om. 

BHn): Aal]rpov.[ 775 (0' [ uel 4[ pot. qu. r/[): jALiov 6' ayvov ceAac Nv: cf. 746 

rALiov 0' ayvov cefac TrYP et ZbYP (pro TraTrpa O' 'HALov rraTrpoc), quam lectionem 
ad 752 rettulit Musgrave, qui etiam ceAac coni. 

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

Bernard M. W. Knox (1979), 95-6. 
71 I am not convinced by the elaborate attempt of Christmann, op. cit. (n. 44), 47-53, to show 

that the verse (with 'jAhKac) is indispensable. 
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This is very interesting. Musgrave had seen that the variant reported by CbYP (and 
TrYP) on 746 must relate not to 746 but to 752.72 Nv not only confirms that he was 

right; it also anticipates his change of ce'fac to cEAac. The latter change, at least, is 
to be resisted: for, while rAl'ov cEAac is regular enough (El. 866, Tr. 860; cf. Su. 469, 
Rh. 331), the presence of ayvov commends cfSac (see Cycl. 580, A. Eum. 885, S. 
OT 830, Ph. 1289); note also fr. 582 P "HALc, ,tlAITTrolc Oprtfl pc rpEtclrov cc3ac 
(Bothe: cEAac codd.)). Slight though its credentials are, 7Aitov O' ayvov cEfac could 
be right. If we do not accept it, Page's qbCc rT AaLTrpov 6AXlov remains the best solution. 

(vi) 785 om. Hn (- Hnc), 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 XPvcOTevKTOV HnZv, XpvcO'rVTOv Nv: XpvCEOTrVKTOV cett. (]EVKTOV C) 

A lucky slip, rather than conjecture. 
(ix) 1094 ol IEV a'TrKVOL a8' a7relpocvvr/v 

,uEv Nv, sicut coni. Porson: p'v y' n7 (iEcyye), sicut coni. Reiske: JLuv T' BODAVPTr: 

/zkV* L 
The deletion of a meanlingless r' was not Porson's greatest feat of &yXlvota. But 

the scribe of Nv (or of an ancestor) deserves credit for anticipating Porson rather than 
Reiske. 

(x) 1132-3 EXC Tl Kayc( TOLC ye COlC Evavrlov 

AoYOLCLv eLTrev. 

1132 Trol ye] TOlct HnNv (- Hn2) 
The ye is most unwelcome. I believe that TOict is right: cf. Here. 204-5 Aoyot tLEV o07e 
TOlCL COlC EvaVTlrav I yvcwtv EXovcl. It was accepted by Nauck,73 Weil, Wecklein (1891 
ed.), von Arnim, C. E. S. Headlam, and Blaydes,74 and it is very much better than 
Lascaris' 7TOCES , which was accepted by Porson, Wecklein (1899 and 1909 edd.), Earle, 
and Meridier. TOlCL coic became roic coic and ye was then added to restore metre: 
cf. Ale. 1024 coict] col VVa: coic yE Vac; Hec. 292 TroiCL o6Aotc] Trolc ovtAoLc MF 
al.: rolC 7y 8- P: roic Sov6AoLc nonnulli. If TOlCL is conjectural, it deserves applause; 
but it is as likely to be the lucky result of miscopying. 

(xii) 1159 t77rECXETO] q7177TiCXETO gEHn (- Hnc), sicut coni. Portus 
A conjecture (or slip), and not certainly right: cf. Page (to the passages which he cites 
add Ar. Equ. 893), Kuhner-Blass ii. 35, 435, Schwyzer i. 656. 

(xiii) 1164 creyac, a&pov tal'vovca TraAAXEVKolt ro& 
Ktvovca (- Hn2) rTdXAAvKov ro6Sa 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 

72 For another trace of a connection between Nv and Zb see p. 355. 
73 Euripideische Studien i (Mem. Ak. Imp. Sc. St. Petersbourg, ser. vii. 1 [1859], 106-39), 133. 
74 Adversaria Critica, 39. 
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