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VI.—The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus

ALEXANDER TURYN

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

Several Byzantine recensions of Sophocles are identified separately as those
of Manuel Moschopulus, Maximus Planudes, Thomas Magistros, and Demetrius
Triclinius. The Moschopulean recension is analyzed systematically, and its char-
acteristic readings are recorded. A list of Moschopulean manuscripts of Soph-
ocles is presented.*

In continuing my study of the text transmission of Sophoclean
tragedies,! I examined most of the Sophocles manuscripts either in
full or in partial samples. As a result, I came to the conclusion
that it would be methodically correct and useful to report, first of
all, the typical contents and the characteristics of the Byzantine
interpolated manuscripts.

The overwhelming majority of the Sophocles mss. is affected
by the activities of the Byzantine interpolators who flourished
during the reign of Andronicus II Palaeologus (1282-1328).2 For
the philological activities of those Byzantine critics we should set
as a terminus post quem approximately the year A.p. 1290.2 With

* I am under great obligation to the University of Illinois Research Board whose
generous grants enabled me to secure ample photographic material for conducting this
study.

1 Cf. A. Turyn, “The Manuscripts of Sophocles,” Traditio 2 (1944) 1-41. To the
list of Sophocles mss. published there, one ms. has to be added, Vatic. gr. 2221 (see
below, p. 171). Then, the two Dresden mss. Da. 21 and Da. 22 are to be written off
as destroyed during the last war (according to a communication of the S#chsische
Landesbibliothek). Hereafter, I do not quote in every single case references to my
Traditio paper, where the reader may find bibliographical data pertaining to a given
ms. — Information on printed catalogs of Greek mss. now can be found conveniently
in Marcel Richard, Répertoire des bibliothéques et des catalogues de manuscrits grecs
(Publications de I'Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des Textes 1 [Paris, 1948]).

2 Cf. Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragodie
(Euripides Herakles erklart von U. v. W.-M., Band I [Berlin, 1889]) 193 f.; idem,
Geschichte der Philologie (Alfred Gercke und Eduard Norden, Einleitung in die Alter-
tumswissenschaft 13.1 [Leipzig-Berlin, 1921]) 4.

3 Cf. the chronological discussion in A. Turyn, The Manuscript Tradiiion of the
Tragedies of Aeschylus (Polish Institute Series No. 2 [New York, 1943]) — hereafter
quoted Turyn, Aeschylus — p. 103, note 89. For Moschopulus, a valuable biograph-
ical contribution will be found in a forthcoming paper by Ihor Sev&enko, “The Im-
prisonment of Manuel Moschopulos in the Year 1305 or 1306.”



Vol. Ixxx] The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus 95

the exception of the Laurentian ms. 32, 9 (= L), and its closest
relative, the Leiden palimpsest* Bibl. Publ. Graec. 60 A (our symbol
A) — both of them of the X/XI%* cent. —,° and the ms. Florence,
Laur. Conv. Soppr. 152 (= G) subscribed a.p. 1282, every Sopho-
clean ms. seems to fall into the later period, posterior to that critical
date A.n. 1290. Many of them simply follow some Byzantine
recension. Others, even if affiliated with the ‘“old” text tradition,
are sporadically interpolated with readings invented by the Byzan-
tines. Therefore; it seems to me that we have, first of all, to turn
our attention to the Byzantine editions of Sophocles and to identify
them separately, in order to learn what were the Byzantine readings
peculiar to each of those recensions. The knowledge of specific
Byzantine readings — especially those supported by the authority
of the famous Byzantine scholars — will enable us to detect also
occasional Byzantine contaminations in the later ‘“‘old” mss. (the
veteres) which were written (with very few exceptions) mostly after
A.D. 1300, and to explain the most puzzling inconsistencies of their
texts which were caused by the wide infiltration of Byzantine read-
ings. For this reason, a thorough examination of the Byzantine
texts must precede the systematic analysis of the old or ancient
tradition, which will be my ultimate task.

Byzantine editions of classical poets as a rule distinguished
themselves not only by a peculiar revision of the poetic text but
also by a special set of glosses and a running marginal commentary,
i.e., scholia. There is a natural and normal connection between the
text, glosses, and scholia of a given recension. Since a distinct
character of the scholia is a most obvious feature of a manuscript,
I shall try to separate related groups of manuscripts by using
their scholia as a significant criterion, in accordance with my usual
method.® A survey of past publications of Sophoclean scholia will
prove quite useful in this connection.

4 Cf. now the highly illuminating collation published by H. J. Scheltema, “De
codice Sophocleo Lugdunensi,” Mnemosyne ser. 4.2 (1949) 132-137.

8 Cf. a very interesting discussion of the minuscule mss. of the Xt® cent. by Aubrey
Diller, ““Notes on Greek Codices of the Tenth Century,” TAPkA 78 (1947) 184-188..

8 Cf. A. Turyn, De codicibus Pindaricis (Archiwum Filologiczne No. 11 [Cracoviae,
1932]) 7; Turyn, Aeschylus 13; Raffaele Cantarella, Dioniso N.S. 10 (1947) 147.
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1. Tue PRINTED EDITIONS OF SOPHOCLES SCHOLIA

The Aldine editio princeps’ of Sophocles (1502) did not include
any scholia.® Among various sets of Sophocles scholia,? we should
mention, above all, the ancient scholia exemplified by the Lauren-
tian scholia of L. They were first published by Ianus Lascaris!®
in 1518 from the L and became subsequently known as scholia
Romana or editio Romana.® These Laurentian scholia were re-
peated in the Iunta!? edition (1522), but some additions from
Byzantine (Moschopulean, as we shall see) scholia were there in-
serted into the Lascaris scholia.’® The Lascaris scholia along with

7 Zogpokheous Tpaywdiar emTa perefnynaewv. Sophoclis tragaediae septem cvm com-
mentariis. (in verso of the penultimate leaf:) Venetiis in Aldi Romani Academia
mense Augusto. M.pII. The book is described by Emile Legrand, Bibliographie
hellénique ou description raisonnée des ouvrages publiés par des Grecs aux XVe et XVI®
siécles 1 (Paris, 1885) 77-79.

8 Though their eventual edition was considered. In the dedicatory letter of Aldus
Romanus to Ioannes Lascaris (Sophoclis tragaediae [1502], verso of the title), we read:
T4 0¢ €els abras ebpiokdueva oxdia obrw utv Erumdln: Tuvrwlioerar 8¢ Beod adovros daov
ok #6n: wpos 8¢, kal doa & dvamTvEw pérpwy fke.. Atque utinam id ante habuissem -
quam ipsae tragoediae excusae forent nam, etsi res est quam laboriosissima tamen
singulos quosque uersus in choris praesertim, siqui perperam digesti sunt- curassem
in suum locum restituendos. Thus Aldus mentioned also metrical scholia: would it
mean that Triclinian metrical scholia, like those of Venice 470 (cf. below, p. 112),
were intended to be included in that scholia edition? Cf. also BeneSevi¢, PhWW 46
(1926) 1148 ff.

9 Cf. Richard Jebb, Sophocles. The Text of the Seven Plays (Cambridge, 1897)
xxvI ff.

10 Commentarii in septem tragedias Sophoclis : quae ex aliis eius compluribus iniuria
temporum amissis, solae superfuerunt. (on the last page:) Ervrafn & poup. & 76 mapad
76v Kkupivou Nogov yuuvaciw. obk dvev wpovouiov. 'Erter &t tiis &vappfioews Aéovros
Sexbrov, TOD dKkpou dpxiepéws. Tiis O& &vabpkov oikovoulas, XiAooTd, TevTaKooTL0TYH,
dekbre &y8bw (Rome, 1518). In verso of the title page a poem: Aaokdpews. Eis
Togokhéa. Scholia are headlined: ZxéM\a makid 7@y mwvv dokipwy eis Tds ow{ouévas
T&v Sogpokhéous Tpaywididv. The book is described by Legrand, op. cit. 1.164 ff. Cf.
Bérje Knds, Un ambassadeur de U'hellénisme — Janus Lascaris — et la tradition gréco-
byzantine dans Uhumanisme francais (Collection d’histoire de I'humanisme publiée sous
le patronage de I Association Guillaume Budé [Uppsala-Stockholm-Paris, 1945]) 154;
on Lascaris in general, cf. Legrand, op. cit. 1.CXXXI-CLXII.

11 Of course, Lascaris corrected the scholia by using also other mss., and it would
be an interesting task to investigate systematically the sources of the non-Laurentian
readings in the Roman edition. Cf. Vittorio De Marco, “Sulla tradizione manoscritta
degli scolii sofoclei,” SIFC N.S. 13 (1936) 4, 39 ff.

12 Sogokheous Tpaywdiar Erra perd oxohiwy makaidv kal wévv dpeNiuwy. Sophoclis
Tragoediae Septem. Cum interpretationibus uetustis & ualde utilibus. (on the end
page:) Florentiae per haeredes Philippi Iuntae: anno Domini M.D.xXII. sexto Kal.’
Nouembris. The scholia are headlined after Lascaris: Zxo\a walata Twy Tavv Sokipwy
€ts Tas owloueras Twy ZopOKAEOUs TPaywLdLwy.

13 In the preface of the Iunta edition, headlined Antonivs Francinvs Varchiensis,
Ioanni Baptistae Egnatio Veneto. S., we read : Sophoclisque tragoedias a nobis castigatas,



Vol. Ixxx] The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus 97

those Moschopulean additions (from the set oikeiws, see p. 109)
were then reprinted in the subsequent Sophocles editions of the
XVI-XVIIIt centuries, but Brunck detected those additaments
of the Iunta edition and marked them, in his reprint of the scholia,
with an asterisk prefixed."

Among the more important Sophocles editions of the next time,
the Brubach® edition (1544), being an exact reprint of the Iunta
edition, repeated the Iunta scholia (i.e., Lascaris’ Laurentian scholia
+ Iunta’s Moschopulean additions). Then came the famous
Turnebus!® edition (1552-1553) which represented the Triclinian
recension both in text and in scholia, on the basis of the ms. Paris,
Ancien fonds grec 2711 (= T), and of some unknown manuscript.!?
Turnebus relegated to a special appendix!® three sets of scholia all
of which he supposed to be Triclinian, to judge from the title he gave

una cum glossematis, quia id nobis aptius uisum est, quam separatim, quod alii ante
nos fecerunt excudere, additis insuper quam plurimis ex uetustissimis excerptis codici-
bus, quae magno adiumento futura sunt hunc poetam intelligere uolentibus, nomini
tuo dicavimus.

4 Rich. Franc. Phil. Brunck, Sophoclis quae exstant omnia cum veterum grammati-
corum scholiis (folio edition, Argentorati, 1786) 1.1 p. v.

15 ZopokAeovs Tpaywdial emTa perd oxoNwy walaidy kai wavv dpeNiuwy. Sophoclis
tragoediae septem, cvm interpretationibus uetustis & ualde utilibus: Anno XLIII. (on the
end page:) Francofurti, ex officina Petri Brubachii, Anno M.p.XLIIII.

16 Togokheovs Tpaywdiar. Anunrpiov Tov Tpwhwiov Ilepi upérpwy ols éxphoaro
Zogok)ijs, Ilepl oxmuarwy, Zxoéha. (Parisiis, M.D.LiI: Apud Adrianum Turnebum.)
But all the scholia are printed in an appendix with the following title page: Aqun7piov
Tov TptkAwiov, Eus Ta Tov Zogok\eous emrra Spapara, Ilepl pérpwr ols éxphoato Zopokijs,
Iepl oxmubrwy, rkal oxoha (Parisiis, Mm.p.Lin: Apud Adrianum Turnebum). This
appendix hereafter is cited: Turnebus, Scholia.

17 Turnebus, in his dedicatory preface addressed to Aimar de Ranconet, mentioned
a Triclinjan ms. of Ranconet which he used for his edition in these words: BtB\iov yap
mapd gob ebruxfoavres Anunrpiov Tob TpwkAwiov onueiboeat, aTixoypapiats, Enyhaeat,
Swopbaeaw eis elpufuov kal éuuenés eb udla SinkpBwuévor. On Ranconet (1498-1559),
cf. Pierre Larousse, Grand Dictionnaire Universel du XIX® siécle 13 (Paris), 683;
Léopold Delisle, Le cabinet des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Impériale 1 (Paris, 1868)
90. The identity of the Ranconet ms. with Paris T, suggesting itself by the fact that
T is the only full Triclinian ms. of the seven tragedies now in existence in Paris, was
denied by Brunck (Sophoclis quae exstant omnia 1.1 pp. 111, vI), but then asserted by
Elmsley (Sophoclis Oedipus Coloneus e recensione Petri Elmsley [Oxonii, 1823] pp.
1 f.). It is absolutely certain that Turnebus could not make his edition on the basis
of T only, for the simple reason that many exegetic scholia which he published do not
appear at allin T. He must have had another Triclinian ms. with complete Thomano-
Triclinian scholia. The fact that the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris does not possess
that missing ms. of Ranconet may be due just to the fact that after the tragic end of
Ranconet’s life his library was dispersed. After all, only 3 mss. from Ranconet’s
collection (two Latin mss. and one French) enriched the library of Fontainebleau
(cf. Delisle, loc. cit.).

18 See above, note 16.
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to the appendix. In that appendix, metrical Triclinian scholia
have a prefix METP.; short notes (metrical, prosodical, explana-
tory) are prefixed with the mark SXHM. Then, exegetic scholia
are printed in longer groups which have a prefix SXO0A. They
begin in Turnebus (Scholia p. 1) with the scholium on Azax 2: H
mepabivar T@v &xOpdv krA. (we shall afterwards use this opening —
or rather more correctly, #yovww wepaffvar — of those scholia as a
distinctive feature). With regard to Asax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., and
Amntigone, for the convenience of the reader I wish to refer him to
Dindorf’s edition of the scholia!® where those scholia % wepaffvac
are reprinted on the basis of Turnebus with some modifications
by Brunck and Dindorf himself. Now, these exegetic scholia #
mepadijvac are labeled Triclinian by Turnebus. This is false with
regard to the tetrad (Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., Antigone), because
— as we shall see below — these scholia are actually Thoman.
Yet this erroneous idea of their Triclinian authorship, initiated by
Turnebus, has been propagated up to now and is at present accepted
generally. Also with regard to Oed. Col., Trachin., Philoct., mark-
ing their scholia as printed in the Turnebus edition as Triclinian
was a mistaken idea, for they agree with ancient scholia and are
clearly headlined, even in Triclinian manuscripts, as ancient scholia.
E.g., scholia on Qed. Col., Trach., Phil., are headlined in Paris
2711 (T) fol. 149r, 194r, 226, and in Venice 470 (Ta) fol. 180,
2227, 2407, respectively, in this way: & 7év Talawdv oxoNiwy.?

Thus, the ancient character of the scholia on Oed. Col., Trach.,
Phil., exhibited in Triclinian manuscripts is entirely clear. It re-
mains only to be wished that future editors of ancient scholia on
Sophocles use as additional evidence not only T, but also the other
complete Triclinian manuscript, viz., Ta. But the authorship of
the scholia #yow mewpafivar on Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., Antigone
— in spite of the current view that they are Triclinian — has to
be solved, and this will be done in the course of the present investi-
gation.

After Turnebus, the Sophocles vulgate was enriched by the
Turnebian scholia added to the scholia Iuntina. By Turnebian

19 G. Dindorfius, Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias septem ex codicibus aucta et emen-
data 2 (Oxonii, 1852) — hereafter quoted as ‘‘Dindorf”’ — 278 ff.

20 Henricus Stephanus (1568), op. cit. (below, note 21) p. *I1¥, observed that with
regard to the scholia on Oed. Col., Trach., Phil., Turnebus was wrong in attributing

their authorship to Triclinius. Also Brunck, Sophoclis quae exstant omnia 1.1.VI,
questioned Turnebus’ statement in this respect.
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scholia I mean the scholia of the Turnebus edition, i.e.: the exegetic
scholia % wepaffvar on the tetrad and the ancient scholia on the
remaining plays from a Triclinian manuscript, and the metrical
Triclinian scholia, all of them as printed in Turnebus' Scholia.
And by scholia Iuntina 1 mean the Laurentian scholia of Lascaris
with the Moschopulean additaments of the Iunta edition. In the
editions of Henricus Stephanus (1568)* and of Paulus Stephanus
(1603),22 a special set of distinctive marks was used. In Henricus
Stephanus (1568), scholia Iuntina are printed without any mark;
exegetic scholia from Turnebus are marked with the prefix ZXOA.
TPIK(AIN).; metrical Triclinian scholia from Turnebus have a prefix
€ Sxqu. Tpwh. Then, in Paulus Stephanus (1603), scholia Iuntina
have likewise no mark; exegetic scholia from Turnebus have an
asterisk * prefixed; metrical Triclinian scholia from Turnebus have
a paragraph § prefixed.

The edition of Thomas Johnson? marks a notable contribution to
the common knowledge of Sophoclean scholia on the triad. Johnson
included in his edition Byzantine scholia on the triad with the char-
acteristic beginning on Aax 1 oikelws (cf. Dindorf 196.9) from? two
Bodleian mss., Laud Greek 54 (Johnson’s L) and Auct. F.3.25
(Johnson's B). The authorship of these scholia oikeiws, marked by
Johnson with the symbols L and B, will be discussed below. More-
over, he included in his edition a peculiar Byzantine set of scholia
on Aiax and Electra exhibited in the Bodleian ms. Barocci 61, with
the characteristic beginning & vi¢ (Johnson’s symbol Bar.) — let us
call them scholia Barocci. In Johnson, scholia Iuntina are printed

21 Togokheovs al émrra Tpaywidlat. Sophoclis tragoediae septem. Vnd cum omnibus
Graecis scholiis, & cum Latinis Ioach. Camerarij. Annotationes Henrici Stephani
in Sophoclem & Euripidem, seorsum excusae, simul prodeunt. (Anno M.D.LXVIII.)

22 JookNeous ar emTa Tpaywdiat. Sophoclis tragoediae septem. Vnd cum omnibus
Graecis scholiis, & Latina Viti VVinsemij ad verbum Interpretatione. Quibus accesse-
runt Ioachimi Camerarij, necnorn Henrici Stephani annotationes: (Excvdebat Pavlvs
Stephanvs. Anno MDCIIIL.)

2 On Thomas Johnson (fl. 1718), cf. The Dictionary of National Biography 10
(London, 1937/8) 936. For his editions, see: Sophoclis Tragoediae, Ajax & Electra,
Nova versione donatae, Scholiisque veteribus, tam antehac quam nunc primum Editis,
illustratae. Opera Thomae Johnson (Oxoniae, 1705); Sophoclis Tragoediae, Antigone
& Trachiniae, Novd versione donatae Scholiisque veteribus illustratae. Operd Thomae
Johnson (Oxoniae, 1708); a complete edition came out later: Sophoclis Tragoediae
septem Tribus Voluminibus comprehensae, Nové versionme domatae, Scholiis veteribus
(tam antehac quam nunc primum edilis) notisque perpetuis, & variis Lectionibus illu-
stratae. Operid Thomae Johnson. vol. 1 (4j., El.), 11 (Ant., Tr., Oed. Col.), 111 (Oed.

Tyr., Phil.). (Londini-Etonae, 1746.)
2 Cf. Turyn, Traditio 2 (1944) 3.
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without any prefix in the edition of 1705 and with the prefix ScHoL.
in the editions of 1746 or 1758; Turnebian exegetic scholia have the
prefix ZX0A. TPIKAIN.; Triclinian metrical notes from Turnebus
have the prefix § Zx#u. TpwX. Then, under a comprehensive
headline SCHOL. INED., Johnson printed: the scholia & vi¢ with
the symbol Bar. at the end; and the scholia oixeiws — with the
symbols, at the end, L. B. jointly or separately, as the case might
be. Of course, for Antigone, the same system was followed, except
for the fact that there were no scholia inedita on these plays. For
Trach., Oed. Col., Phil., Johnson followed the Stephanus edition
and printed the scholia Iuntina (not the Turnebus scholia), while
adding only occasionally some Turnebus scholia that gave a fuller
Triclinian wording of an ancient scholium (e.g., on Track. 1) or
some original scholium of Triclinius (e.g., on Track. 154 Johns.
= 151 vulg.) or some metrical Triclinian scholium.

Brunck (1786)% reprinted the traditional Lascaris-Iunta as well
as the Turnebian and Johnsonian scholia, but applied some critical
treatment to that mass of material. Under the traditional head-
line Zxo\ia walata Twy Tavv Sokiuwy €is Tas cw{ouevas Twy ZopokAeovs
rpaywidiwy (in 1.2.5 and 2.2.3), Brunck printed as the main body the
Lascaris scholia. Below this text he gave, in smaller type, the
Iuntine (Moschopulean) additaments, with asterisks prefixed, and
Johnson’s Byzantine scholia (i.e., scholia oikeiws and the scholia
Barocci) which he revised on the basis of some manuscripts avail-
able. From Turnebus, Brunck reprinted only the exegetic scholia
# meapafivar and headlined them (1.2.157; 2.2.137) Anunrpwov Tov
Tpuhwiov oxohea, thus propagating Turnebus’ assumption that they
were Triclinian. As to the metrical scholia and Zxfuara of the
Turnebus edition, Brunck omitted them entirely. Of course,
ancient scholia in Turnebus on Oed. Col., Trach., Phil., were not
repeated by Brunck in his reprint of the “Triclinian” scholia; only
a few actually Triclinian scholia on those three plays were reprinted
from Turnebus along with the group % wewaffjvac of the Brunck
edition.

Early in the XIX® century some new Byzantine scholia on
Aiax and Electra were published by L. Purgold?® from the ms. Jena

25 Brunck, Sophoclis quae exstant omnia 1.2 and 2.2.

26 Ludovicus Purgold, Observationes criticae in Sophoclem, Euripidem, Anthologiam
Graecam et Ciceronem : adiuncta est e Sophoclis codice Ienensi varietas lectionis et scholia

maximam partem inedita (Ienae-Lipsiae, 1802). Some of those scholia which had been
known before from other sources and appeared in Brunck were marked by Purgold
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Bos.q.7. This is a peculiar, though unimportant, Byzantine recen-
sion, the scholia of which draw heavily on the scholia oixeiws. Most
mss. of this group — we shall call it Jena family — have at the
beginning of the scholia on Afax a peculiar scholium on Adax 1
which begins with the word éavappooriav (it is missing just in the
Jena ms.; I am quoting it from the ms. Paris, Ancien fonds grec
2598 fol. 269%): avapuoariav tupaive. uerd Tob Tapakeuévov oUVTATTOUEVOY
70 Gel* ueTd Yap éveaTdTOs PLAEL udAioTa Néyesbar. Let us call those
scholia of Purgold Jena scholia or scholia évapuosriav.

To conclude this survey of printed publications of Sophoclean
scholia, I should like to mention the present situation. For the
ancient scholia, an edition of the Laurentian scholia (from L) by
Peter Elmsley?” came out in 1825. Then Dindorf?® published, in
1852, with a useful preface, an edition of Byzantine scholia based
on the Brunck collection. Dindorf repeated uncritically the tradi-
tional setup of those scholia. He divided them into two groups:
Zxoha vewrepa, and Aqunrpiov Tod Tpudwiov oxdiia. In the former
group, Dindorf gives the scholia oikeiws (i.e., Johnson’s scholia L. B.)
and the scholia Barocci (Johnson’s Bar.), indiscriminately without
using any distinctive marks, and in this regard Dindorf’s edition is
aregress if we compare it with Johnson. Then, under the Triclinian
headline, Dindorf reprinted the Turnebian exegetic scholia on A41.,
El., Oed. Tyr., Antig., i.e., the scholia % wepabivar, and those few
Triclinian scholia from Turnebus on Oed. Col., Trach., Phil., which
were reprinted by Brunck. Of course, ancient scholia on these
three plays from Turnebus are omitted in Dindorf’s edition of
Byzantine scholia. In sporadic cases, Dindorf corrected Turnebian
scholia on the basis of other Triclinian sources.

The ancient scholia were then published?® by Papageorgius
(1888) who recollated the Laurentian L and sporadically used also
some other veteres. The importance of G, stressed already by Din-

with an asterisk prefixed. The Jena scholia were reprinted, in smaller type, in the
first edition of Carolus Gottlob Erfurdt, Sophoclis tragoediae septem ac deperditarum
fragmenta, vol. 6: Aiax (Lipsiae, 1811) 137 ff.; vol. 2: Electra (1803) 125 ff.

7 Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias septem. E codice ms. Laurentiano descripsit
Petrus Elmsley (Oxonii, 1825). This is a posthumous edition by Thomas Gaisford.

28 See above, note 19.

29 Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias vetera e codice Laurentiano denuo collato edidit
Petrus N. Papageorgius (Lipsiae, 1888). — Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in
die attische Tragodie 203, note 165, rightly criticized the idea of editing the Sophocles
scholia from L only.
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dorf3® who also pointed out its agreement with Suda,® was recently re-
vealed in the very fruitful research of Vittorio De Marco.®? He proved
that the mss. G, M (Modena «.T.9.4, once II B 4), and R (Vatic.
gr. 2291, once Chigi R VIII 59), form one family related to the
source of Suda’s Sophoclean quotations (both in text and scholia),
and independent from L. We shall call this family Roman tradi-
tion, to distinguish it from the Lawurentian tradition. It is worth
while to note that in the scholia the Roman family shows traces of
some intervention by Tzetzes — probably Ioannes Tzetzes.3

2. IDENTIFICATION OF THE MAIN BYZANTINE RECENSIONS

I shall now leave aside the rather unimportant scholia Barocci
(& vi¢) and the Jena scholia (or scholia évapuooriar), and shall con-
centrate on the very popular and widespread scholia oikeiws, and on
the scholia 4 mwewpaffvar, and endeavor to detect their authors. 1
shall have to determine the rdle of Demetrius Triclinius and his
predecessors Manuel Moschopulus and Thomas Magistros whose
activities in the field of Sophoclean studies have been mentioned
on several occasions on the basis of manuscript evidence.®* Let us
proceed carefully with the analysis of the different sets of scholia
without being unduly influenced by the traditional statements
concerning their authorship.

First, we shall subject to our analysis the scholia 4 wewpaffrac
extending in Turnebus through the tetrad (Aax, Electra, Oed. Tyr.,
Antig.). It is very important to note that these exegetic scholia
appear in the ms. T only for Antigone, while the three plays Aiax,

30 Dindorf pp. v and 75 ff. (collation of G for the scholia).

31 Cf. also Guilelmus Kausch, De Sophoclis fabularum apud Suidam reliquiis
(Diss. Halis Saxonum, 1883); Paulus Jahn, Quaestionum de scholiis Laurentianis in
Sophoclem prima pars qua agitur de ratione quae inter Suidam et librum Laurentianum
intercedit (Diss. Berolini, 1884). Cf. below, note 71. For Suda, references are made
to the edition: Suidae Lexicon edidit Ada Adler (Lexicographi Graeci vol. 1) 1-5 (Lipsiae,
1928-1938).

32 Vittorio De Marco, “‘Sulla tradizione manoscritta degli scolii sofoclei,”” SIFC
N.S. 13 (1936) 3—-44; De Marco, ‘“‘De scholiis in Sophoclis tragoedias veteribus,” MAL
Anno 334 (1937) ser. vi, vol. 6.2 ( = pp. 105-228) (Roma, 1937), with a collation of the
mss. GMR for the scholia.

3 Cf. Dindorf 37, 46, 98; De Marco, SIFC N.S. 13 (1936) 11. A scholium of
Tzetzes on Aiax 694 ff. appears in the ms. Naples 11.F.9 (see below, p. 116), fol. 154".
This scholium is written by a different hand and has an authorship mark 7{ér{ov in the
margin. For new publications on Tzetzes, cf. Carl Wendel in RE s.v. ‘“Tzetzes”’; Silvio
Giuseppe Mercati, “Giovanni Tzetzes e Michele Haplucheir,” Byzantion 18 (1946~
1948) 197-206.

3¢ Cf. Dindorf 404 ff.; Turyn, Traditio 2 (1944) 2.
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Electra, Oed. Tyr., are accompanied in T by Triclinian metrical
scholia and actually Triclinian scholia mostly resulting from metrical
considerations, and only sporadically with some exegetic scholia
from that set # mepadijvar printed in Turnebus. I looked for manu-
scripts with exegetic schola # mepafivar and did find some of them.
As I said before, their correct beginning is #yovv reipabdivar (Turnebus
did not know and misread the abbreviation for #yow). Perhaps
the best of those mss. supplied with the scholia fyow repafivar is:

Z = Venice graec. 472 (No. di collocazione 766). Paper, XIVth
cent., 23 X 14 cm., 216 foll.3® — 93 Adax; 1207 arg. to El. (iwékerar)
by a later hand; 121* Electra; 150"—183" Oed. T'yr.; 184™—187" blank:
1887-212v Amntigone. Exegetic (marginal and interlinear) scholia
on the four plays which begin thus:*® schol. 4i. 2 fjyovw wrepabdivar
k7\.; schol. El. 1 abry 4 yevus kT\.; schol. Oed. Tyr. 2 eikérws évraifa
elme 70 uor Oud yap alTov ékdOnvro. 3 éoTepavwuévor ol uévov 8¢ TodTo,
GANG. kal &v xepoilv €pepov kTA.; schol. Antig. 4 wavra 1d obre THv abdriy
éxer dbvouw 73 otdév kTA. I should like to name a few more mss.
which are closely related to Z.

Za = Florence, plut. 31, 8. Paper, XIVth cent., 138 X 127
mm., 244 foll. — 129 Adax; 160v—182¥ Electra (1-895). Scholia
on the two plays begin A7. 2 fyovw 76 Tepaldijvar.

Zb = Munich graec. 500. Paper, XV/XVI* cent., 215 X 145
mm., 183 foll. Written by the same hand as the ms. Munich
graec. 313, i.e.,, by Adolphus Probus Phrisius.?” — 17 Aax; 26*
Antig.; 47 Oed. Tyr.; 73*97v Electra. Scholia on the four plays
begin A1. 2 (#yow mepabivar — wpohaBelv om.) {nrodvra TG wPlv KTA.

Zc = Vatic. graec. 1333. Paper, XIV*® cent., 215 X 140 mm.,
a1 + 179 + 11 foll. The ms. shows two portions written by dif-
ferent hands. The former one, 177, contains Azax 1-227 (with-

% Cf. C. O. Zuretti, Scolii al Pluto ed alle Rane d’Aristofane dal Codice Veneto
472 ¢ dal Codice Cremonese 12229,L1,6,28 (Torino, 1890) 11 (= RFIC 18 [1890] 411).
The Aristophanes pqrtion in Venice 472 is also Thoman: cf. Zuretti, Scolii 84 ff.
(= RFIC 18 [1890] 524 ff.). For Aristophanes scholia from this ms., cf. also W. I. W.
Koster, Scholia in Aristophanis Plutum et Nubes vetera, Thomae Magisiri, Demetrii
Triclinii nec non anonyma recentiora partim inedita (Lugduni Batavorum, 1927).

36 In quoting texts from manuscripts, I add iota subscript if it is missing. Proper
nouns are capitalized; meaningless differences in accentuation, breathings, and punc-
tuation, and meaningless differences or errors in spellings are disregarded (unless for
some reason I want to reproduce the ms. most closely). For critical signs, see below,

. 130.
P 33(7) Cf. Marie Vogel und Victor Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber des Miltel-

alters und der Remaissance (Zentralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen, Beiheft 33 [Leipzig,
1909)) 8.
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out scholia) with a text related to the Moschopulean recension; it
was probably intended to supplement the missing beginning of the
main codex and can be, therefore, disregarded as an extraneous
addition. The main body of the codex, written by another hand,
contains: 8 =37¥ Aiax (227-end); 39*-78 Electra; 797 Oed. Tyr. 1-15
supplemented by a different hand; 80—117¥ Qed. Tyr. (16—end);
118150 Antigone. This main Sophocles portion of the codex has
scholia of the group #yovr mewpafijvar beginning with the scholium on
Atax 232 Tods 16 moluvia pulbdooovras kivas kT.

Zd = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2795. Paper, XVth cent., 215
X 130 mm., 255 foll. The beginning is missing. — 1-37¥ Adax
(31-end); 37¥ arg. to El. (vmoxerrar); 3878 Electra; 79"—120" Oed.
Tyr.; 1211227 Antig. 1-68. There are, on the three plays, scholia
of the group #yow rewpabijvar, which begin with the scholium on Azax
32 katd Twa uév onueobuar KTA.

Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2812 A. Paper, X VI cent., 220 X 148
mm., 295 foll. — 100" Vita; 101V arg. to Azax; 103 Aiax; 144~ arg.
to El. (dmwokerrar); 144v—1907 Electra. Byzantine scholia. A differ-
ent hand supplemented the folios 141-148 (4iax 1326 — Electra 132).
The ms. divides into two parts. The former one, extending Azax
1-1355, follows the recension #yovwr repafivar and is marked by me
with the symbol Ze (only for this part). The latter part comprising
Atax 1356 — Electra embraced the Jena family. The scholia of Ze
begin with the scholium on Azax 2 #yow wepabivar. In the latter
part, scholia begin with the Jena scholium on Electra 137 é&X\a
obdauds, pnoty, evaorioeas krh. (cf. Erfurdt, Sophocles 2 [1803] 159).

I shall use the ms. Venice 472 (Z) as the best representative of
the scholia #yow wewpafivar. In our search for clues which may lead
to the discovery of the authorship of these scholia, we should
examine some cross references in this group pointing to other
Byzantine scholia.?® Thus, in the group #yow repafijva:, we read
in a scholium on Oed. Tyr. 21 (cf. p. 279.11 Dindorf; for reasons of
documentary reliability, I quote from Z fol. 150V): 8rws 8¢ é&moiovy
v pavrelay 8u0 wupds, & AlaxiAe éppéln eis Tovs ‘Emra éml OnBaus.
Then, in a scholium on Oed. Tyr. 866 (cf. p. 298.25 Dindorf; Z fol.
168Y) : Twés dyvoolvres obpavias Aéyovar 6ue 70 66’ 70 0é égTw buowoy  TY

38 Two of these cross references were noticed by Cornelius Marinus Francken,
De antiquarum Aeschyli interpretationum ad genuinam lectionem restituendam usu et

auctoritate (Diss. Trajecti ad Rhenum, 1845) p. x11. However, Francken did not
evaluate properly the problem of the authorship of the scholia in question.
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wmap’ Aloxthe (Aesch. Septem 206) ‘“‘immwdv 7' &bmvwv mndaliwv dd
orépa.”’  Epauev 8¢ éxel Tov mepl TolTou Noyov. Finally, we read in a
scholium on Antig. 1009 (cf. p. 322.17 Dindorf; Z fol. 2077): 8r. 8¢
uETA TRV unpdv kal v XoNjy ToD {Wov kal THY kboTw waperifovy, dxpBids
& AloxO\w elmouev els Tovs ‘Emrra érl OfBas.

It is entirely clear that the author of the scholia refers to his own
commentary on Aeschylus which he wrote previously. We know
of two famous scholars of the Palaeologi era who made commented
editions of Aeschylus:* Thomas Magistros and Demetrius Tri-
clinius. This narrows down the authorship of these cross references
to those two names. Now the scholium on Oed. Tyr. 21 refers
obviously to a scholium of the # class B on Aesch. Septem 25 —
to a Thoman scholium, which I shall, just for reasons of docu-
mentary evidence, quote from a Thoman codex* of Aeschylus
(Oxford, Bodleian Library, Selden Supra 18 fol. 35%): 76 & doi
kal Pppeal Nevel, emedny Tupds v NpbTa TV éavtod Buyatépa, Tds ol dpvifes
irTavraL, kal Tap' abris drolwy éNoyilero katd voby kal Tds puavrelas émolet.
70 8¢ Tupds dixa elme wpos TO ovvayouevoy amd Tod &v Wl kal Ppeal VUV
xpnonplovs dpvibas, (' § 6 8 Opvifwy pavrevduevos kal od i wupds.*
The next scholium on Soph. Oed. Tyr. 866 refers manifestly to the
likewise Thoman scholium on Aesch. Septem 206 (p. 160 line 11
from the bottom Schiitz; Schol. Aesch. p. 324.24-325.2 Dindorf)
which I quote here from the ms. Selden Supra 18 fol. 40V (it refers
to the line irmudy 1’ &bmywy Tndahiow did oréua): év (ita legendum:
Tovs cod.) un Tobs lmrmous ébwrwy fpeuety GAN ENavvévTwy Tpos dpduov {Tw
irrwv}, kaBdrep Ty vady Ta TnddAia éoTi 8¢ 70 Sid aTOuA TPds TO TdaNiwy
(-6Awov cod.).#* (This construction with accusative — dud oréua —
is quoted to support the reading olpaviav 6.’ aifépa in Sophocles.)
Finally, the scholium on Antig. 1009 refers* probably to the Thoman
scholium on Aesch. Septem 230 (p. 163 line 8 from the bottom Schiitz;
Schol. Aesch. p. 327.10 Dindorf) — ms. Selden Supra 18 fol. 417: To
gpdya kal xpnoTipia ék TapalAjlov' ob yap ubvoy xpnoripia TG uovTeED-
uara, GANG kal Ta buara: 7§ 87 Bbovres Tols Oeols kal adTdv Tepi Tov deduevor

38 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 13, 67 fi., 102 ff.

40 Cf. Francken, loc. cit.

4 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 13.

42 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 73.

43 Cf. Chr. Godofr. Schiitz, Aeschyli Tragoediae 4 (Halae, 1821) 139 line 5 from the
bottom; G. Dindorf, Aeschyli tragoediae superstites 3 (Oxonii, 1851) 303.28.

4b Cf. below, note 47.

4 Cf. Ludovicus Casp. Valckenaer, Euripidis tragoedia Phoenissae (Lugduni
Batavorum, 1802) 378 f.
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Tas pavrelas SexOuefa, 7 8Tv pépos wavtikis éoTi kal TO b odayiwy Tas
uavreias moietafar, dpdvras Ty T0b {wov xoAjY kal T fwap kal TV KboTW.

On the basis of this evidence, we can claim with positive cer-
tainty that the man who wrote the Sophoclean scholia #your rewpafivar
and referred in them to some Thoman scholia on Aeschylus as to
his own was nobody else but Thomas Magistros himself. This is
a very momentous inference, for it corrects the fallacy initiated by
Turnebus — and lasting up to now — that the scholia #yovw Tewpalijvar
(last reprinted by Dindorf as Triclinian) are Triclinian. The above
demonstration at last identifies concretely or palpably the Thoman
¢doaws of Sophocles, which included a commented edition of Aiax,
Electra, Oedipus Tyrannus, Antigone — and the remaining plays
without scholia, as we shall see later. Hitherto we knew, by some
indirect references, that Thomas Magistros made an edition of
Sophocles, but only now we are in a position to lay our hands upon it.

I should like to corroborate the above proof by some additional
discussion, in order to forestall any possible attempt to confuse the
issue. E.g., the scholia on Aesch. Septem, quoted above, actually
appear®® also in the famous codex T of Aeschylus,*® the Naples
autograph of Triclinius, ms. Naples I1.F.31, on fol. 44v, 51r, 517,
respectively, with some interesting changes, as was customary with
Triclinius.#” It is generally known that in his Naples ms. of
Aeschylus Triclinius incorporated, in the Aeschylean triad, the
Thoman scholia on Prometheus, Septem, Persae, into his edition
and distinguished them as Thoman by an initial capital projected
from the left vertical line of the scholia column.*®* Now all those
three scholia on Aesch. Septem, referred to above, are written in
the Naples ms. in that special way (with an initial capital projected

4 This was guessed correctly by Francken p. x11 f., but with erroneous implica-
tions.

46 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 102 ff., especially 106; Lidia Massa Positano, ‘‘Osservazioni
sull’edizione eschilea di Demetrio Triclinio,” Dioniso N.S. 10 (1947) 247 ff.; Positano,
Demetrii Triclinii in Aeschyli Persas scholia nunc primum edidit — (Collana di Studi
Greci diretta da Vittorio De Falco [Napoli, 1948]) 5 ff.

47 E.g., in the scholium on Aesch. Septem 230, Triclinius inserts after 7a fbuara
the following words (Naples II.F.31 fol. 51V): @ws xai wapd gogpok\el (Soph. Ai. 220)
kelvov xpnorhpia Tawdpés. The scholium on Aesch. Septem 207 is quoted by
Triclinius in a corrected and enlarged form (Naples II.F.31 fol. 517): 'Abmvwy 78w
R Tols lrmwous Ebvrwy fpeueiv- AN ENavwbvTwy mpds Spduov kabbrep THv vaiy T8 TnddNa.
Eori 8¢ 76 81 gTbpa wpds T6 wndaliwy: ob wpds TO xaNwdv ds olovral Twes.

48 This was observed by Herbert Weir Smyth, ‘“The Commentary on Aeschylus’
Prometheus in the Codex Neapolitanus,” HSPh 32 (1921) 93. Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus
106.
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to the left) which is characteristic for Thoman scholia. Thus we
have here an additional proof that the Aeschylean scholia to which
the author of the scholia #yow wepafijvac refers as to his own are
actually Thoman. There will be, in the further course of our dis-
cussion, some more confirmation of the fact that the Sophoclean
scholia #youvv mewpadijvar on the four plays are Thoman.

As a matter of fact, Thomas’ authorship for the most scholia
on Electra of the Turnebian group was correctly stated, on stylistic
grounds, by Theodor Hopfner* who analyzed those scholia on
Electra with stylistic criteria — a method which was originally
initiated by Karl Lehrs and then elaborated in a more correct way
by Konrad Zacher and Hopfner.5°

Let us turn our attention to another Byzantine (i.e., different
from LGMR) recension of Sophocles which exhibits a peculiar
conglomeration of the Thoman scholia #yow wTepaffvar with the
group olkeiws and some other scholia. - We are going to examine the
most important and fullest manuscript of these joint scholia.®? It
is a manuscript which strangely enough went almost unnoticed up
to now:

Ta = Venice graec. 470 (No. di collocazione 824). Parchment,
XV* cent., 35 X 24 cm., 303 foll. — 119* Triclinian Vita (i.e.,
agreeing with T), headlined vyévos gogorhéovs kal Bios OSuwpfifn 8¢
wapd 7ol godwraTov payioTpov; 1197 vwéfeais Tob dpduaros — argument
to Atax, Triclinian, incomplete because the following folio is miss-
ing (the argument ends at the bottom of fol. 119¥ [p. 26.21 Dind.]
¢ bpyfs kal Nwns dkpas, of avfpwmou els paviay wepirpémovrar. 8 8 kal) ;

4 Theodor Hopfner, Die thomano-triklinischen Scholien zu Sophokles Elektra
(Jahresbericht des k. k. Staats-Gymnasiums mit deutscher Unterrichtssprache in Prag-
Neustadt, Graben diber das Schuljahr 1912—1913 [Prag, 1913] 3-28); cf. especially 25-28.
An analogous idea was implied in a general way, for the Turnebian scholia on Soph-
ocles, by Zacher, op. cit. (below, note 50) 600.

50 Cf. K. Lehrs, Die Pindarscholien. Eine kritische Untersuchung sur philologischen
Quellenkunde (Leipzig, 1873); Konrad Zacher, ‘‘Die Handschriften und Classen der
Aristophanesscholien,” Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie, Supplementband 16 (Leip-
zig, 1888) 501-746, especially 615 ff.; Theodor Hopfner, “Thomas Magister, Demetrios
Triklinios, Manuel Moschopulos. Eine Studie iiber ihren Sprachgebrauch in den
Scholien zu Aischylos, Sophokles, Euripides, Aristophanes, Hesiod, Pindar und Theo-
krit,” SAWW Phil.-hist. K1. 172, Band, 3. Abhandlung (Wien, 1912); also cf. Karl
Holzinger, “Kritische Bemerkungen zu den spitbyzantinischen Aristophanesscholien,”
Charisteria Alois Rzach zum achtzigsten Geburtstag dargebracht (Reichenberg, 1930)
58-85; Holzinger, ‘‘Vorstudien zur Beurteilung der Erklirertitigkeit des Demetrios
Triklinios an den Komdodien des Aristophanes,” SAWW Phil.-hist. Kl1. 217. Band, 4.

Abhandlung (Wien-Leipzig, 1939).
5t Cf. Dindorf 404-407; Koster, op. cit. (above, note 35) 51 ff.
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120" Aiax headlined gogokAéovs: alas naoriyopdpos, with scholia head-
lined Tob copwraTov KUpod Bwud ToD wayiocTpov, Kal ToD moaxowoUAOV KupPOD
wavoui\, axohia: érv &ba éori oTavpds, elol Tob wooxomoblov: — 140V
Umobeats HAékTpas duopfibn 8¢ mapa Tob abTod wayleTpov (inc. vmékerar) ;
1407 Electra with scholia headlined rob sogwrarov payiorpov kai pooxo-
wobhov oxbhia. In the text of Electra, lines 704—744 are omitted in
the middle of 1507, and EI. 1006-1045 are omitted in 153", in both
cases without any indication of the omission; probably in each case
a leaf was missing in the source, which consequently we assume to
have had 20 lines to a page. 1597 imdfeois oidimodos dia orixwy,
dpioToddvovs ypauuarikod, and &Nws (argument 111 to Oed. Tyr.); 160*
Oed. Tyr. with scholia headlined 7ot sopwrarov payiorpov kai pooxo-
woblov oxohia; 1807 imofeais Tob émi koAwvd oldimodos: Suwpfiln 8¢ kal abry
wapé Tod abrod wayiorpov (arg. I to Oed. Col.); 180 Oedipus Coloneus
with ancient scholia headlined & 7&v walawdv oxoriwv; 2037 Vwofeais
avTiyovns duwpbidy 8¢ maps Tob alrod wayierpov (arg. I to Antig.);
204r Antigone with scholia headlined rof airod sogwrarov payisrpov
oxbhea (inc. wévra 74 obre, Tiv abmiv éxer Svauw 73 oddév) ; 221V & Tijs
dmohoddspov BiBAwobikns Tob dpbuaros B vrdfesis (excerpt on Trach.); 222°
poem on Labors of Heracles (p. 24 Dindorf; Anthol. Planud. 16.92
[2.544 Diibner]); 222¥ Trachiniae, with ancient scholia headlined
& TV TaAwdy oxohiwy ; 2397 vwbfeois Tod dpduaros (prose argument to
Philoct.); 2407 % dmwdfeows éuuerpos (metrical argument); 2402587
Philoct., with ancient scholia headlined & 7év walawdv axoliwp.

The poetic text of Ta agrees most closely with T, except for a
part of Philoctetes where it follows another source. The ms. T is
notoriously Triclinian, has the name of Triclinius marked on many
scholia, and its text is boldly interpolated, especially in lyrical-
lines, which also points to Triclinius. The Vita in Ta is the same
as in T (cf. Vita Sophocl.® line 24 Westermann loxvopwrviav TTa),
the headlines of the arguments agree in TTa (only to the headline
of the metrical argument to Oed. Tyr. the ms. T adds in the margin
duwpfiofn kal Tadra wapd Tod abrod waylerpov). The ancient scholia on
Oed. Col., Trach., Philoct., are headlined in the same way in TTa.
Exegetic schola if any on the other plays in T have no headlines.

First we shall consider in Ta the scholia on the tetrad: Aiax,
Electra, Oed. Tyr., Antigone. According to the headline of the

52 ] quote the lines of the Vita as they are numbered in Antonius Westermann,
Buoypagor. Vitarum scriptores graeci minores (Brunsvigae, 1845) 126-132. Extremely

valuable is the edition of the Vita by Otto Iahn — Adolf Michaelis, Sophoclis Electra®
(Bonnae. 1882) 1-22.
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scholia on Aiax, the commentary in that manuscript consists of
Thoman and Moschopulean scholia, and Moschopulean scholia are
said to be distinguished by a cross.® Though this explicit state-
ment on the use of cross appears only at the beginning of the ms.,
it appears originally to hold good not only for Aax, but also for
Electra and Oedipus Tyrannus, because actually throughout the
triad crosses are used in the scholia of this ms. Offhand we should
say that mistakes in the marking of scholia with a cross are very
likely to have occurred among the copyists, and we should not be
surprised if those marks oftentimes conflict with our findings on
the authorship of a given scholium.

The joint scholia on the triad, which are stated to be Thomano-
Moschopulean, consist mainly of a concatenation or connection of
two sets of scholia. One set is the group #yow wepafiva, i.e.,
Thoman scholia. The other set appears to be the scholia oixeiws
(which we know from Johnson's edition where they are marked
L. B.), the most frequent type of Byzantine scholia. A simple
deduction will suffice to complete the analysis: if we subtract from
the Thomano-Moschopulean mass of scholia the Thoman group
#yovwr Tepadivas, naturally the remainder — the scholia oikeiws — will
appear as the Moschopulean scholia. And this solves a very im-
portant problem of the authorship of the scholia oikeiws.

We have, however, to note that in Ta there are — over the
joint Moschopulean and Thoman scholia — also some Triclinian
scholia: metrical ones and critical ones dealing with textual problems
on the basis of metrical considerations. They appear likewise in T.

I am taking now the scholia of Venice 472 (my symbol Z) — the
Thoman scholia #yow mepafivar — and, e.g., the Moschopulean
scholia oikelws of the ms. Florence, Bibl. Laur., Conventi Soppressi
71 (my symbol X; for the description of the ms., cf. below, p. 128),
as basis for identifying the components of the amalgamated scholia
of Ta. Of course, Z, as I made it clear before, is a Thoman ms.,
while X by virtue of its scholia appears to be Moschopulean. The
reader will notice immediately that the scholia of Ta tally exactly
with the Turnebus scholia, not with those of T (this is a proof that
Turnebus used another Triclinian ms. beside T). Now I shall
quote below the scholia on 4zax 1-33 from Ta marking at the same

5 On the use of cross for distinction of authorship in Byzantine scholia, cf. Turyn,
Aeschylus 106 note 92; Turyn, Traditio 2 (1944) 2.
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time their appearance in X and Z, as the case may be. I am copy-
ing also crosses from Ta as they are marked there.

Schol. Aiax 1. + oikelws &xovow ol Tapakeiuevor avri éveaTdoTwy Aou-
Bbvesflar. ol uly wévres oi® wapakeipevor obTw AauBévovrar, GAN’ elol uév
ol érl onuacias éveardTos NauBévovrar del,? ws 6 dédoka, dédpaka,® Teppika,
kal érepor elgl 8¢ ol obdémore &mi éveardros AapBdvovrar, &AN' el éwl
wapeAnAvboTos, ®s 6 wemovfa, kall memoinka, kal €repol. elal 8¢ ol éviote
uév éml éveaTdTos, &vioTe 6¢ éml TapenAvloTos AaufdvovTar, ws 6 Twemoinuar
olov mermoinual Twa ¢ilov: dvri® Tob Toobuar § vri Tob émoupaauny Ta;
(%0t om.; Pael NapBévovrar; °bs O Sédopka, dedowka; %kal om.; ) avrl)
X. — Cf. Johnson, Sckol. Ined. L(aud 54), B(odl. Auct.F.3.25); Din-
dorf 196.9-16. Scholia oixeiws, Moschopulean.

2. + wetpav T’ ExOpiv it Hyoww mepalbivat TGV ExOpdv: kal Gv katd
god unxavdvrar wpohafelv {nrodvTa &, wplv §j wabely, uabelv kal purataciac.
% oltws' dprdoar kal cuvTouws Aafelv wetpav TRV éxOpdv, Ti Katd gob
unxavdvrar (8 70 wepacbivar) Ta; (flemma om.) Z. — Cf. Turnebus,
Scholia p. 1; Dindorf 329.5. The cross prefixed in the scholium in
Ta is, of course, false, because the scholium is Thoman (not Moscho-
pulean). Scholia #yow repaffvar, Thoman.

2. 4+ mepduai oov kahod &vrl Tob Sua weipas oe karalauBévw kalov.h
kal Tepduar Ths yvauns oov el perafBéBAnkev, dvrl ToD 0€Aw Oid melpas
karahafBely abrhy. kol wepduar BNarTew ce Gvtl TOD émuxepd. 4’ v
welpa v didwal Tis Twi §) NauBdves kal 7 mwpoafoly kal 7 émuxeipnots, kafo
Meverar &vratfa (M kaxév) Ta; (F el pn) X. — Cf. Johnson, Schol. Ined.
L.B.; Dindorf 196.17-22. Scholia oikeiws, Moschopulean. The
cross prefix is correct.

3. + gxqry % wpbokaipos katowia, fv "Ounpos K\winy Neyew # 9 T&V
SpauaTovpyQv axnv),k fiyour T4 Tposwmeta, kail of éufBdral,™ kai® al TotabTal®
grohal kal TéANa. 4mwo TobTovP aknyy) kald Taca %° UmwokpiaoLs kal UTOUNGTNS
(méuBérac in spatio vacuo om.) Ta; (#] «ai; ¥oxevd); 'kal om.; xal
om. ; °rowaide; Pkal &mwd TobTwY; %al om.; M) om.) X. — Cf. Johnson,
Schol. Ined. L.B.; Dindorf 196.24-26. Scholia oikeiws, Moscho-
pulean. The cross prefix is correct.

4, Thtw toxarny :® 1L & udv 76 vl uéper Axu\\ebs fv Tob oTpaTol, év
8¢ 76 &M\ Alas obrodt, (va ds kpelTTovs TGV ENNwY THY loX v dbNakes How:
v 8¢ 76 perakd 'Ayapéuvwv kal Mevélaos kal of hourol arparnyoi Ta;
(slemma om.; tscholium incipit & vyép 7§) Z.— Cf. Turnebus,
Scholia p. 1; Dindorf 329.6-9. Scholia #yow mewpadfvar, Thoman.

(Scholia of the group oikelws on Aiax 10 [p. 197.3-8 Dindorf],
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and on Adax 12 [p. 197.13-18 Dindorf] épyov % mwpates k7., which are
extant in X, are missing in Ta.)

17. Tuponyukiis : TobTwy Yap ol gaATiyyes KpelTTous TGw mwap' érépois
epnuevwy § é1v wpdror Tuponwol Tiv gdmiyya ebpov. ai TGv' Tvponvdy
ghATryyes EfalpeTov TL TGV Tap' érépois edpnuévwy QmeTéNour™ wéos, os
uovov axoboavta Twa yvévar Tupomuikny elvar THy fxoloav cdAwiyya.
Aever ody kal 'Odvoaels évTadfa wpds Ty "ABnvay dvrws drobw T ooV pdwvnua
ebpalbés kal ebkaTaAnrTov, Kai 6féws vold 8TL by éoTwv, €l kal dBeaTos vTdpxeLs,
&omep katalapfavw 10 pavnua tis Tvponykis odlwiyyos, dkolwy fxoboay
abmiy dnhovére Ta (“dworehel Ta: dmeréloww Vienna philol. gr. 163,
Turnebus). Similarly Turnebus, Scholia p. 1 (Dindorf 329.18-26).
This scholium is much shorter in Z: (lemma om.) rolTwr vap at
GONTLYYeEs kpelTTous TOV map' érépois edpnuévwyr § b wpdror Tupanvol
aéhrryyas edpov Z. — The scholium, which originally belonged to the
Thoman set fjyoww mepabdivar, is quite enlarged in Triclinius.

19. 70 oakecpopw ¥ obx 6mhodbpw awAds, GANG kar' Efoxnv ékaiperov
yap elxev 6 Alas 70 cbkos Ta; (¥ lemma om.) X.— This scholium
should have been marked with a cross, because it is a Moschopulean
scholium of the group oikeiws, since it appears in X. Johnson, by
mistake, printed it among the Triclinian scholia (after Turnebus,
Scholia p. 2), and did not quote it in the group oikeiws of his Schol.
Ined. (as he should have done, considering that this scholium is
extant in his mss. L.B.). That is the reason why it appears only
among the Turnebus scholia in Dindorf 329.27-28.

21. dokomov ¥ GvéNTioTOY, GKATENYTTOV' OU Ydp éoTL CUMEVAL Tivos XépLY
éroinoev Ta; (¥ lemma om.) Z. — Cf. Turnebus, Scholia p. 2; Din-
dorf 329.29-30. Scholia #yovw rewpabdivar, Thoman.

22. wepaivew 16 Tehewody kai 7o ogwwovaidfewy Ta. The scholium in
X, pertaining to &xe. mepdvas, is fuller: avri 70d érépaver mwepaivew 76
Tehewoly kai 70 owwovsielew X.— Cf. Johnson, Schol. Ined. L.B.;
Dindorf 197.21. Scholia oikeiws, Moschopulean (this scholium
should have been marked with a cross in Ta).

23. 4 a\dpar 70 TAavdpar ap’ ob &Ny % wAery kal dNbew TO & Tun
XPeiq Yevouevdy Twa dmopety. Kai GAbovoa kbun 7 dTakToboa kal TAavwuéry
TaX.— Cf. Johnson, Schol. Ined. L.B.; Dindorf 197.27-29.
Scholia oixeiws, Moschopulean. The presence of the cross prefix
confirms the Moschopulean authorship of the scholium.

24. + i:1ré§‘t’ry17y X UmiiNfov.Y  dwd TV f@wy TOY ITd TG fvyd Sovhevdy-
7wy Ta; (* lemma om.; ¥fyow vriNdov) X. — Scholia oikeiws, Moscho-
pulean. The cross is prefixed correctly. The scholium was errone-
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ously printed only among Triclinian scholia by Johnson (after
Turnebus, Scholia p. 2), and by Dindorf 330.4-5.

32. kal 7a uév® kard Twa uév onueoduar ws alTés éoTw 6 dpboas,
katTd Twa 8¢ els EkmAnbw wiwTw kal Gmoplav, ob duvduevos cuviévar TOV
dphoavta. ocoppwy yap Alas. 10 & épyov Tourl pawouévov kal* mwapa-
wAfyos. of 8¢ NeyovTes Ta uév T&Y Ixvdv ob kaAds Néyovow® Ta; (“lemma
om.; ®uawouévov kal om.; Pod kalds Méyovow] yYebdovtar) Z.— Cf.
Turnebus, Scholia p. 2; Dindorf 330.6-10. Scholia #yovr rewpafdijvar,
Thoman.

33. + of 'Arrwcol dvri Tob UmoTaxTwkod dpfpov Tis Yevikijs TGV évkdy
70D ob kal &vTi® vmoTakTkoD THs SoTikfis ToD @, 7O BTou Aéyovoi kal TO OTw,
ouvTifévtes T wpoTakTikG &pfpa, TO TOD Kal TO TG, ueTd TOD 6. TOUTOLS
akolovdnoavres mounTald kal érl 7@ TANBUYTIKGY TODTO ToLoboL Aéyovuat yap
Stwy Gyl TOD QYTWWY 6° udvoy kal Tapa phHTopow ebpnTart kal oTéois vl
ToD oloTiow. éml 8¢ TOV alTiaTik@y oldémoTe TO TowoDTO YiveTal, olTe wapa
Tols 'ATTikols obre mapa Tols mounTals (8 Turnebus, Vienna philol. 163:
ot Ta)Ta; (avri 7ob; doi mopral; 6 wévov — ebpnrar om.) X. — Cf.
Johnson, Schol. Ined. L.B.; Dindorf 197.34-198.7. Scholia oikeiws,
Moschopulean. The cross prefix in Ta is correct.

I am concluding here my sample test. To be sure, there are,
within the portions analyzed, many more Moschopulean scholia in
the group oikeiws and many more Thoman scholia in the group #yovr
rewpadivar, appearing, e.g., in X or Z respectively — scholia which
were not included in the scholia Ta. But the basic situation is this:
the ms. Ta gives a conglomeration or concatenation of selected —
and occasionally modified — scholia from the group #yovr wewpadivar
and the group oikeiws. The combined mass is presented as Thomano-
Moschopulean scholia. Since we know that the group #yowr
mepafivar represents Thoman scholia, the scholia oikelws obviously
are Moschopulean, and the numerous manuscripts with scholia
olkeiws are just vehicles of the Moschopulean recension.

I should like to make a few more remarks on the ms. Venice
470 (Ta). Its agreement, in the poetic text, with T, the well-
known representative of the Triclinian tradition, is striking. Ta
has likewise, as does T, those famous Triclinian metrical scholia,
e.g., on Aiax 134: Tehaudvie mal: 74 Toradra €ldn T@Y xopdv KalelTal
ovornuarid & bpoiwv ktA. (Turnebus, Scholia p. 4; Dindorf 383 f.).
Ta also has scholia on textual criticism of a given passage based on
metrical considerations which are a Triclinian feature, e.g., the
scholium on Aiax 160 (Turnebus, Scholia p. 4; Dindorf 334.19-26):
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this scholium appears both in T and Ta. The text reading Adax
161 uwpdv or the deletion of dvaé in Aiax 166 — as announced in
that scholium — appear both in T and Ta. The inference is clear:
the edition represented in Ta is the Triclinian edition. Triclinius
not only made up, in his commentary, the combination of Thoman
and Moschopulean scholia, he also selected and modified them
occasionally. He used the Sophocles Vita of Thomas and the
arguments from the Thoman edition, according to the headlines of
Triclinian mss., but he modified or retouched them here and there.
Triclinius also included metrical scholia and notes in his well-known
style® and supplied the text — as shown both in T and Ta — with
his metrical signs, like Tapdypagos, durAij, kopwwis.’

Our basic conclusion that the scholia #youwr Tewpaffvar are Thoman
is corroborated also by the fact that in Ta the scholia on Antigone
which agree with those of Z —i.e., which belong to the group
#yoww wepadivar — are headlined in Ta fol. 204: 70b adrob copwraTov
woylorpov oxbhea (inc. wévre 76 obre, THv alriy éxe. dlvauw 73 oldév
TaZ). Of course, Moschopulus commented only the triad, so that
for Antigone Triclinius could rely only on the scholia of Thomas.
Let us note that Thomas, according to the evidence quoted, com-
mented the tetrad: Aax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., Antigone.

In connection with the type of edition represented in Ta, I
should like to mention. that, of course, there are some other Tri-
clinian mss. of similar appearance, with Thomano-Moschopulean
scholia (though Ta is unique in its completeness). One of those
Triclinian mss. was

Tb = Dresden Da. 21. Bombycine, XIV*t* cent., small 4to,
192 foll. Cf. Dindorf 404-408. This ms. contained: Triclinian
metrical introductory matter; Vita, Atax, Elecira, Oed. Twyr.,
Antigone — with Thomano-Moschopulean and Triclinian scholia.
The ms. was destroyed during the last war.’ It had an additional
distinction (through color of ink) for Triclinian scholia (I quote
the following from Dindorf): 6* r& wepl 7@v uérpwy Anunrpiov éorl
Touhwiov kal 7d &Nha 8oa dua pélavos Exovor kepdhaia.’” Then: kupod

8 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 112 note 105.

5 Cf. Dindorf 386.

86 Cf. above, note 1.

57 Probably this word (illegible to Dindorf) stood there. On Triclinian scholia on
Pindar beginning with black capitals, cf. Ilwdapov, ONvumia. lIfia. Neupea. Iobuia.
Mera ényfoews malatds mavv Gpelipov, kal oxoliwv duolwv. Impressi Romae per
Zachariam Calergi Cretensem (Rome, 1515), fol. k1* ZxéA\ia vewrépwr, beginning;
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Owud Tob Mayiorpov kai 700 Moaxomotiov kupod Mayisrpov (by mistake,
instead of Mavouj)) oxohia : 67t évfa tori oTavpds eloi 700 Moaxomodhov.
This is an explicit statement on Triclinius’ contribution to this com-
prehensive edition of the same type as represented also in Ta.
There are a few other mss. of the same recension:

Tc = Vienna philosoph. philolog. graec. 163. Paper, XIVt
cent., 222 X 145 mm., 341 foll. — 109* Aiax. Scholia are headlined
70D coPwTaTOov KUpoD fwud ToD uayioTpov kal Tob poaxomolAov kupod uavoul
oxbhas 81i &lé EoTi oTavpds elol ToD pooxomobhov. 160V arg. to El.
(bmékerrar) ; 161192 Electra (1-1017); 193237 Oed. Tyr. (60-123;
174-557; 590-end). Thomano-Moschopuleo-Triclinian scholia on
" the three plays. Cross mark used in the scholia.

. Td = Vienna philos. philol. gr. 209. Paper, XIV* cent.,
221 X 145 mm., 75 foll. — 1* Aiax. Scholia are headlined 7od
gopwTaTov KUPoD Owud TOU mayloTpov kal ToD Moo XOWOUANOV KUpoD uavounh
oxoAa’ 81 &fa EéoTl aTavpds elal ToU uoaxomoblov. 36 Umdfeais HAékTpas
Suwpldfn 8¢ wapb Tob abTod paylorpov (arg. to El., inc. dwokerar) ; 36¥
70D abrob gogpwTdTov mayioTpov kal ToD mooxomolAov axoha; 377757
Electra. Thomano-Moschopuleo-Triclinian scholia on both plays
(scholia end on 42" and extend through EIl. 221).

Thus, with the aid of the Triclinian edition and its references to
the authorship of scholia, we have succeeded in identifying sepa-
rately the Thoman and the Moschopulean scholia. We shall see
afterwards that while the Thoman edition commented only the four
plays, it embraced most probably the text of all the seven plays.
The argument to Oed. Col. is mentioned in manuscripts as revised
by Thomas Magistros. And also Trachiniae and Philoctetes appear
in a specific recension which points manifestly to Thomas Magistros’
editorial activity.

There is an additional source which, on top of the previous
evidence, once more confirms explicitly our statement on the
Thoman authorship of the scholia #yovr wewpafdfvar and the Moscho-
pulean authorship of the scholia oikeiws. This is the ms. D, a very
important manuscript permeated with the scholarship of the Planu-
dean circle. It originated most probably among Planudes’ dis-
ciples:

D = Naples I1.F.9 (No. 165 in Cyrillus).®® Paper, early XIV
Eugenius Abel, Scholia recentia in Pindari epinicia 1 (Budapestini-Berolini, 1891)
p. 49/50 footnote; Zacher, op. cit. (above, note 50) 622.

58 Cf. Carlo Gallavotti, SIFC N.S. 11 (1934) 309 f.; Aubrey Diller, ByzZ 37 (1937)
297; Carl Wendel in RE s.v. ‘“‘Planudes, Maximos" § 26; Hermann Schultz, Die
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cent., 31 X 23 cm., 237 foll. — 1417 Vita; 1417 arg. to diax; 142 Aiax;
167 arguments to Electra (imoxerrar, and the metrical argument elmré
wod) ; 1677 Electra; 184 arguments 11 and 1, and enigma, to Oed. Tyr.;
184196 Oed. Tyr. There are scholia on the three plays, being a
collection of scholia of Manuel Moschopulus, Maximus Planudes,
and Thomas Magistros, according to marginal authorship marks,
the author’s name marking a given scholium or a series of scholia.
The scholia of Moschopulus and Planudes are written by the same
hand as the poetic text, while Thoman scholia are added by a differ-
ent hand. If in a given margin there appear simultaneously scholia
both of Moschopulus and Planudes, they are then arranged sepa-
rately in vertical columns so that the Planudean scholia are mostly
in the outer column. Of course, as it happens in manuscripts of
this kind, authorship marks are often omitted by inadvertence. It
seems pertinent to describe with more detail the composition of the
Naples scholia in some passages.

E.g., at the beginning of 44ax (142r), in the upper margin above
the scholia, we read: xv(pob) pa(vovi\) Tob moaxom(ov)A(ov). The first
scholium (on Aiax 1) is: oikelws k7\. It is followed by a few Moscho-
pulean scholia (of the same group oikeiws). Then, in reference to
Aiax 14-19, there is a series of scholia marked — against their
beginning line, in the outer margin — with waf, and — along their
vertical side — with the word 8\ov written vertically. The expla-
nation is clear: we have to understand uat as Ma£(iuov 705 I\avotdn),
in the same way as it happens in other texts carrying Planudean
scholarship.®® And, indeed, those scholia do not appear in purely
Moschopulean manuscripts, and we have no reason to doubt the
veracity of those marks, especially in a manuscript which origi-
nated, as it seems, in the school of Planudes. Some of the Planu-
dean scholia appear, however, in a special branch of the Moscho-
pulean tradition which we shall call Moschopuleo-Planudean family
on account of those selected Planudean additions in the scholia.

On the next page (142Y), first we have the mark pa(vovhd)
handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien (AGWG Philol.-hist. Kl., N.F. 12.4
[Berlin, 1910]) 16, 88; Carl Wendel, Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit~Scholien
(AGWG Philol.-hist. K., N.F. 17.2 [Berlin, 1920]) 18, 22 f. On Planudes, cf. Carl
Wendel, ““Planudea,” ByzZ 40 (1940) 406-445; Wendel in RE s.v. (I owe an offprint
[1942] to the courtesy of the author; the pertinent volume of RE is due to appear in
1950). Ihad the benefit of discussing Planudes with two excellent experts on Planudes:
Professor Ben E. Perry, my learned colleague at the University of Illinois, and Professor

Aubrey Diller, of Indiana University.
5 Cf. Gallavotti, loc. cit.; Diller, loc. cit.
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opposite the Moschopulean scholium on Aidax 23 (p. 196.27-29
Dindorf éAouac «x7X.). Then follows the mark 7ob adrob (i.e., by
Moschopulus) opposite the scholium on Aiax 33 (p. 197.34-198.7
Dindorf of arrwkol k7X.). Thereafter, there are marks paé opposite
new scholia on Azax 32 (on kal 7 wév onuaivouar) and Azax 34 (on
74 7' oly mapos). On 1437, there is the mark pa(vouh\) against the
Moschopulean scholium on 4iax 40 (p. 198.11-14 Dindorf) kal wpos
ri* olov wpods motov akowov ktA. There follow two scholia: closer to
the text, an unknown (Planudean?) scholium on Asax 42 — and,
on the outer side of the margin, the Moschopulean scholium on
Aiax 42 (p. 198.16-20 Dindorf) woiuvais émeumimrer dvri 70b KTA.,
marked 7ob abrob (viz., by Moschopulus); also scholia pp. 198.30-31,
199.1-5 Dindorf (ebpopor x7A.). Then, written closer to the poetic
text, there appears the ancient scholium on Aiex 52 (p. 6.23-7.5
Papageorgius) with a cross prefixed. Then, the name 6wu(d)
wayigrpov marks the scholium on Aiax 54 (p. 330.28-30 Dindorf)
which actually belongs to the Thoman set #yow wepafivar and is
exhibited in Z fol. 94r. An ancient scholium on Aiax 56 follows
with the mark waf. The Thoman scholium on Aiax 57 (p. 330.31-
32 Dindorf) abroxelpws — émfveyre is written after this scholium,
but lacks any mark. As I mentioned before, Thoman scholia are
written in this ms. mostly by a different hand. The same hand
added even from Tzetzes a scholium on Aiax 694 (154%), with a
marginal mark t{ér{ov.® There is (142¥) a scholium on Aiex 34
written by the main hand in the inner part of the margin, enveloped
in the outer part by a Planudean scholium, but marked in the margin
with an illegible mark, which may be oyu(eiwsar) 7¢(értov), though
this reading is not entirely certain.®® The main hand wrote (153F)
a scholium on Aiax 596 marked mwpéxA(ov).

A similar condition prevails throughout the whole codex, al-
though quite often authorship marks are dropped. The poetic

80 Cf. above, note 33. Cf. Schultz, op. cit. (above, note 58) 88.

61 This reading of the marginal mark is tentatively proposed by Gallavotti (in a
letter addressed to me). The scholium itself (on Ai. 34) reads. (D fol. 142Y): 4wopobai
Twes &vradfa Neyovres wds elwdw Té 7ol whpos Fryovw T6 wapeNdévta T4 T’ eloémeta fyouw
T4 péN\ovra, TG tveaThTa Tapikey 6 mounTYs. kal Néyouey Tolavde Nbow- 8Tt S Tob
elwely 76 mwhpos éhAwoe TOV TapeNdbvTa xpbvov, did ¢ Tob elmely TO émeita EAwoe TOV
wéNovra, Tpodldels 8¢ kal 76 piina EnAwoe Tov veoTdTa- Kal obTws éoTly %) Evola TeTehe-
ouévy 1 undty E\\urres Exovoa (éxovta D). ANéyovau 8¢ dNAws Tiv abriy &voiap: 81L TOD
wépos, fyour Tob TapeNdévTos xpbvov, T EreTa TobTOv TG EvesTdTA dnOl Kal dwodidwaot

70 pAua TobTo wpds abTbd.  Auiv 8¢ ob Nav dpéoker Tovro. (Cf. Gustav Wolff, Zeitschrift
fiir Alterthumswissenschaft 13 [1855] 71.)
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text of the Naples ms. is quite peculiar. While it follows in many
readings the Moschopulean text, yet it is not consistent and shows
interpolations from many sources.

We even do not know what was the relative succession of
Moschopulean and Planudean studies in Sophocles. Though
Planudes was older and Moschopulus was his pupil and assistant,
it is quite possible that Planudes wrote his commentary after
Moschopulus as a kind of corollary to the Sophoclean work of his
disciple.®? We can easily dismiss the poetic text of the Naples ms.
from our consideration, especially so since we have no certainty
that it represents the Planudean text of Sophocles, but we should
dwell longer on the scholia of this manuscript. As the sample
analyzed above shows, the Naples scholia represent a corpus of
Moschopulean, Planudean, and Thoman scholia, with occasional
admixture of scholia from other sources. It seems that it must
have been compiled by some disciple of Planudes, a scholar who was
thoroughly conversant with the Sophoclean research of that time.
This corpus, through its authorship marks, provides us also with
additonal confirmation of our previous identification of Moscho-
pulean and Thoman scholia.

It may be of interest to the reader to get some knowledge of at
least a few samples of Planudean scholia. 1 should like to state
again that some of the Planudean scholia were incorporated in a
family of Moschopulean mss. — we shall call that family Moscho-
puleo-Planudean. A specimen of Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia
was published, from the ms. Milan, Ambros. N 166 sup., by Dindorf
pp. XVI-XVIIL. A very characteristic feature of those scholia is the
Planudean scholium on Azax 14 % elvrafis kTA\. — we shall therefore
identify the mixed Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia with the term:
scholia oikelws + olvrafis. In the following, I quote Planudean
marginal scholia as marked with the sign waf (unless I make a
different statement) from the beginning of the ms. D:

Atax 14. & 'AOnwa, ¢utéry T0v Oedv: 70 Omeplerikdv olkewodrar THY
Yevikny T@v wAnOuyTk@Y, Ty 6¢ doTikny TO Bvoua kaTa Plow. Gilos ot
Yap pauer' olrw kal GpilTatos uot.

% obvrafis abry & 'Afnvd, kv fs dmomros, Suws éxolw TO Pdvnub gov
ebualfes.  eduadns dkpoarris 6 T4 pabiuare edkdAws dvalauBivwy. kal
ebuadns Noyos 6 edkdAws els Yvdow épxbduevos. & TolTou Kal edualés pownua
(ppovnua D) 76 padiws eis yvdow épxduevov.

62 Cf. Wendel, Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien 23.



118 Alexander Turyn [1949

15. amomros 6 woppw 10D Opdclar. kal dmwomwros Témos, Ev & EoTw ldety
gTavta woppw. obTws kal wepiPBhemwTos 6 mwepiBAemouevos. kal meplBAemwos,
& oD &veoti kal wepBNemew Tols éaTdTas.

16. Evvapmafw ¢pevi: kal obxi &NNw Twi alTn Yap Tis Yvdoews KpLTH-
ptov. 70 fwapmdlw onuaiver T0 éroluws vofioal.

17. 87 of Tuppnrol wplToL edperal Ths TaAwiyyos, kal 8Ti éxel xa)\x&s
elmxos.

18. éméyvws pe kvkhobvra Bdow avrl Tod wowdvre Bhow, TouTéoTy
toxouevor 600y TepLodikds, TOANGKLs THY abTNY TeplodebovTa. TO KuKAovvTa
wpoTns oulvylas vonTéov kal obxl TplTys. TO KUKAOW KUKA® els &ANQY onuaciay
Oeréov, olov ekikAwaav ol moNéutor TV TONWw. Kkukhéw 8¢ 7O ToANakis TO adro
ETAVaoTPEPW.

32. kal 70 uév onuaivouar: dvri Tob onuewotuar kal ofovel did onuelwy
ToUTWY Evayopar wpds 7O Qovéa elvar Tov Alavra. Ta 0¢ éxmemAnymal: €ls
Twa 8¢ &mopd, dioTalw Tis Gpa €in 6 Tade dpaoas kal olk €xw malbelv Tivos.
éykalpws 0¢ éméorns pou dmopodvr Nboovaa Tiv dmwopiav. off yap xewpl Ta
wpoolev kexvBépynuar kal vov kuBepv@uat, GANG kal els 1O éEfjs kuBepynnoouar.

42. tivos évexev épxOuevos évémeoe Tols wowuviols | éumimTer Ydp, dauey,
70 bewdy. «kal éumimTer dvfpwmos Tols woleulots. TO Oé éumimTer avbpwmos
Béow, Tapdoyoy.5?

68. undé Tov dvdpa Séxov ovudopay : TouTérTL Uy TOV Avdpa dwy cuudopay
oikelav Oefp. Gwrl Tob BAémwy wy Avmnffs én’ adrd § ovupopav déxov ToV
dvdépa. &vrl Tob un olnffis wabely Tu & abdrov.t

T4. &kko\® 70 Edyw Twh. elokad 6¢ TO elodyw.

75. 8pa dmws w1 dehiav apels (ita Do: dpps D).  kal éowe 76 (76 D)-
(Aesch. Prom. 68) ‘‘6mws un cavrov oikriels.”

83. kard dvTioTpodny TOD un merd TOb 0.

112. &ywye, 'AOqpra, kard 74 dNha, 8oa dv elmps wpafai pe dnhady,
tplenal oe xalpew, TovTeTTL Xapnay éuod TabTa wparTOVTOS. TO O¢ U7} doDval
Torabyy dikny Tov 'Odvoaéa otk dv oo (ce D) mweafeiny.

I limit myself here to these few specimens. Let me only add
one more sample — a scholium in which Planudes quotes his own
name: Aiax 574 érdvvuov 76 Svoua 16 éml 1§ olole dvoualouevov. TO Yap
dvopa kata ThHs obalas karnyopeirar, s elpnrar wpd wikpod (Aiax 430)
“ris v mor’ Qe QO Emdwuuov Toluov Evvoloew Bvoua Tols éuols kakols ;'

63 Planudean mark for this scholium is missing in the Naples ms., but a marginal
paf in the ms. Bremen b.23 seems to refer to this scholium.

64 This scholium was taken over, in a substantially similar form, by the Barocci

family (Oxford, Bodl. Libr., Barocci 61 fol. 15¥). From the Barocci ms., it was reported
by Johnson; hence it appears in Dindorf 199.21-24.
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kal &s évradfa. émdwuuor 76 Emeyouevov 7§ Kkuplw Svduari, olov 6 IINa-
volidns Makipos.

I am planning to publish eventually, for the first time, a com-
plete edition of Plariudes’ scholia on Sophocles. 'For the time being,
I have to content myself with the above samples. It is to be
recorded here that — so far as I know — there is only one more
manuscript of Sophocles which exhibits the Planudean authorship
marks in the scholia: it is a Moschopuleo-Planudean ms., Bremen,
Staatsbibliothek, b. 23.

As I stated above, the poetic text of D is of little consequence,
and I doubt whether it represents the final shape of a text edition of
Sophocles by Planudes, if he ever made that systematic effort of
establishing a Sophocles text supplied with his scholia. It is rather
puzzling to see how little popularity or diffusion the poetic text
represented in the Naples ms. had. I know only of one ms., Vatic.
gr. 44, which parallels the poetic text of D. However, with the
scholia of Planudes the situation is entirely different. The Moscho-
pulean recension of Sophocles (our symbol &) divides into two
groups of mss. which have substantially the same poetic text,
specifically Moschopulean. But in one family &m, we find the
normal Moschopulean scholia oikeiws only, while in the other family
£p the scholia oikeiws are enriched with additaments from Planudean
scholia, so that we call these Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia of the
family £p the scholia olkeiws + otvrafis (after the initial word of the
Planudean scholium on Aiax 14: see above, p. 117). Of course,
there are also some specific features in the poetic text which (in
addition to the difference in scholia) divide the Moschopulean
recension into the two branches mentioned. Yet the poetic text
of the family &p is in no relation to the poetic text of the Naples ms.
I shall deal in detail with characteristic differences of {m and &p in
the further course of the present study.

A very important problem has to be settled with regard to the
chronology of those Sophoclean studies and editions of Maximus
Planudes, Manuel Moschopulus, Thomas Magistros, and Demetrius
Triclinius. It is impossible to gain absolute chronological data on
those editions, and chronological elements of the biographies of
those Byzantine scholars are also somewhat deficient.®® The

% Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 103, note 89; Wendel, ByzZ 40 (1940) 406 ff.; Wendel in
RE s.v. “Planudes” § 1; Carolvs Gallavotti, Theocritvs qvigve fervntvr Bycolici Graeci

(Scriptores Graeci et Latini consilio Academiae Lynceorvm editi [Romae, 1946]) 261,
273.
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Sophocles ms. Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2884, provides us with a
certain terminus ante guem. This ms., subscribed % by ’Afavéoios 6
‘Zmovdidys on February 24, 1299, is in some parts Moschopuleo-
Planudean and in some parts Thoman (and also Thoman in
Aeschylus).” As we shall see below, Thomas made his edition of
Sophocles after Planudes and Moschopulus. Accordingly, the year
A.D. 1299 is the terminus ante quem for the Moschopuleo-Planudean
and Thoman editions of Sophocles. We cannot establish any
certain absolute dates except for a general statement that those
studies and editions were made towards the end of the XIIIt
century, and the Triclinian edition may fall already in the early
XIVth century. However, we can settle rather certainly the rela-
tive chronology or succession of those editions, and the discovery of
their sequence will prove very essential for an adequate evaluation
of the priority (or authorship) and succession of Byzantine text
readings in Sophocles.

Toward this purpose, we shall look for some clues in the form
of polemics in the scholia. Of course, the polemist was later than
the person against whom the polemics were directed. I begin with
the Thoman scholium on Asax 10 (p. 329.10 Dindorf; I quote Z fol.
93r) : robT0 kaf' BNov kal uépos' TO uév ardfwy 8\ov, 76 8¢ kGpa kal TO Xxe€lpas
uépos  kal obx, &s Twes pagt, oTalwy kal orafouevos. kal éfwley 76 Exwy
AauBavovor Aeyovres obTw' orTalduevos 76 kdpa kal Exwv Tas Xetpas Eigpo-
KkTévous. ThvTa Yap Tabra Ajpos kal obddy tywés. The scholium against
which this polemic is directed appears as an interlinear scholium in
the Planudean ms. D fol. 1427 (on Aiax 9/10): é x w v T4y repakiy
3pare Tepippeouévny kal oréfoveay TolTw kéTw. Then, above the line
Ai. 10, there are these glosses: oraféuevos vmd (dpdros, € x w v 6¢ dua
tigous krewoloas, Tas 8ue Eigovs Pdvor épyacauévas. We can safely
assume that the interlinear scholium just quoted from the Naples
ms. is a Planudean one, and that Thomas directed his statement
against Planudes.

The Thoman scholium on Azax 32 (cf. p. 330.6 Dindorf; I
quote Z fol. 937) : kard Twa uév onuewoduar &s alrds éoTv 6 dpboas, KarTh
Twa 8¢ els &kmhnEw wiwTw kal amopiav, ol duvauevos guvévar Tov dpacavra.
chppwr yép Alas' 76 8¢ Epyov Tourl wapamAfyos. of 6¢ Aéyovres TO uéy
T&v Ixvdv Pebdovrar. Manifestly this statement is directed against

66 Cf. Gallavotti, RFIC N.S. 12 (1934) 558; Gallavotti, Theocritus 252. See

below, p. 165.
87 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 76.
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Planudes, author of the scholium on Azax 32 which I quoted above,
p- 118.

There is a Thoman scholium on Aax 42 (cf. p. 330.16 Dindorf;
I quote Z fol. 94r) : oi 8¢ Neyovres 70 émeumimrer avrl Tov émeufBalle, iva
owrbEwol Ty alriaTwhy, TéAnBés dyvoolaw. GNN', GoTep Pauéy, TONEUD
go. TONeuov, kal JNGov é&vtabfa kaANloTny mopetav, 70 Yap ENOelv évraifa
kaANloTny mopelay Néyw, olTw kal viv' émeumimre. Tals mwoluvais THvée THY
Baow TouTéoTi, Tivos éveka Opud Opuny THvée émi TabTais, TO Saglelpar
(-pBapivar Z) Neyw abdras.  The construction of éreumirre was
discussed among Byzantine scholars of that time: cf. the scholium
(probably Planudean) on Azax 42, from D (see above, p. 118):
76 8¢ éumimrer dvfpwmos Phow, mapéhoyor. Thomas argues with
Moschopulus’ scholium on Azax 42 (cf. p. 198.16-20 Dindorf; 1
quote the ms. Florence, Bibl. Laur., Conventi Soppressi 71 [= X]
fol. 97) : woiuvaus émeuminre : avri Tob €l Tals woluvais, TovTéoTL KATE T
mouuviwy éumimTel. éumimTer faow : émovjoato Gdekey eimely O O¢, kal TV
trifeawy abdrod Oedwy Sphdoar, éumimrer Néyer. Towito kal 70 (Az. 55)
ékepe povov, kal 70 (A1. 19) kukhodvra Baow.

With reference to Azax 87 »iv (so accented in Z), there is the
following Thoman scholium (p. 332.8-10 Dindorf) in Z fol. 95%:
70070 € kal avTl TOD 8 EaTw, GAN' éxel kal Twa €udacy kaipod,St domep
dapdy kal 76 8te 70 alriav dnholv. TolTO Yap oD wbVOY AvTl TOD émel EoTuw,
A\ kal kaipdy dnhot. It seems to be directed against Planudes’
gloss on the word (D fol. 144%): é&yri 7ob &), épyév.. The Moscho-
pulean mss. (like X) give the bare gloss 7.

There was a problem of punctuation in Azax 122, discussed in
Byzantine scholia. Thomas punctuated 8ierqrov &umns, kaimep kTA.
— and the Thoman scholium states (cf. p. 333.5-8 Dindorf; I quote
Z fol. 95Y) : 76 &umns ob wpds 76 bmiabev voyréov, EANG mpds 76 EmokTelpw
éoTi Yap &vavTiwpatikds olvdeguos. ot 8¢ kal 6 Noyos TowobTos, oiov, €
kal &xOpbs EoTwv, Buws olTws éxovra alrov ENeety dfwov 4 moelv. This is
directed against the characteristic punctuation of the Moschopulean
mss. (8boryqvor Eumys kaimep krA. X) and the Moschopulean scholium
(X fol. 117): &umns kaiwep & wapalhiiov.

Thoman scholium on Aiax 141 (cf. p. 333.30 Dindorf), Z fol. 96:
un NaBps els T vukTos Ewley 70 Eml, &ANG Tpos 16 BpuPor givTacoe. Emedn
Yap Tabra vikTwp YeYovey, dpioT’ Qv ExoL Néyew Ths vukTds TOUTOUGL TOUS

67b Cf. Thomae Magistri sive Theoduli monachi Ecloga vocum Atticarum ex recen-
sione et cum prolegomenis Friderici Ritschelii (Halis Saxonum, [1832]) 249.9: xpdvrac

8¢ ol Tparywol Te kal kwuikol kal érépe viv, NauBavouévy utv &vri Tod 89, éxorre b¢ Eupaciy
Twa xpbvov, ws wapd SopokAel & Alavte (Ai. 87) “‘olya vvv éords.”
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BoptBous k7A. Thomas argues here with Planudes in whose scholium
on Aiax 139 we read (D fol. 145%): &s xal viv pe katéxovar ¢pofor & m i
s mapeNfodans vukrés. The normal Moschopulean gloss on Aiax 141
is (X): kal &7 i 7s.

Thoman scholium on Aiax 154 (cf. p. 334.10 Dindorf), Z fol. 96*:
un NaPps éwlev 70 kata, ds Twes TGV dualddv, GAN' oiTw Neye ol ydap Tis
SnhovoTL GudpToL TRV ueyalwy Yuxdv, lels kal wéumwy kar abrdv Noyous
éxBiorovs krh. This is directed against Moschopulus: in X fol. 4v,
there is a gloss kara above 7aw, and above ieis a gloss (which involves
the words A7. 155 kara 8’ &v 7is) reading thus: #youw Tokelwy Tis* % katd
kal 70 Tis 4wd Kotvob.

In a longer Thoman scholium on AZax 172, we find a discussion
of the accusative A<. 176 xapw (cf. p. 335.27 Dindorf), Z fol. 96*:
u) AaPps 6¢ éwlbev els 16 xapw 70 bid, &s Twes pacw amarduevor wpds THY
alTiaTikiy. ol yap uobvoy ‘‘&febalnuer Toide’’ dauév, &ANa kal T00€, Hamep
kal ‘‘uéreoti pou Todde,”’ GANG kal TOde. ol movov 8¢ 16 Yebdeafar olTw
dapty, GANG kal mpds doTukiy TAaydlouer, ws éxel kdvtavfa. mwpdTOY Yap
els altiatikiy {&}owérate Yevobeloa xapw dxdpmwTor Néywy, elTa mpds
SoTukiy emhaylaoe kKAuTdY évdpwy Yevaletaa ddpos. This argument against
o aims at Moschopulus. For there is a gloss §ua above xépw in
X, and the Moschopulean scholium on Aiax 172 reads in the
pertinent passage (cf. p. 203.14 Dindorf), X fol. 57: 4 §¢a xépw
Twos vikns akepds KTA.

A momentous conclusion is to be drawn from these polemics:
Thomas’ edition was later than those of Planudes and of Moscho-
pulus. The last edition was that of Triclinius who incorporated
into his &doois the scholia of Moschopulus and of Thomas and
made occasionally, in his edition, polemic remarks against Thomas.
E.g., Aiax 57 the (erroneous) reading of the veteres is éumirrov L'GQ
(éurirrew R by mistake): éumrvaw X is the Moschopulean correction
represented by Moschopulean mss. Thomas stuck to the ‘“‘old”
reading: éurirrwv Z. Triclinius, who embraced the Moschopulean
correction, reproved Thomas in a scholium (cf. p. 330.33-34 Din-
dorf) which I quote from T and Ta (prefix #uérepov in T, Moscho-
pulean cross erroneously prefixed in Ta): of ypadovres “‘éumimrwv
orparyhat®y’’ ol ka&@s yphgovar Bpaxd yap dpeilel elvar 7O WL ws & 7]
rerdpry v xwpe TTa. There are, of course, many more statements
of this kind in Triclinius, and it seems that he was rather mild in
the polemic condemnation of some readings of Thomas, whom he
respected as a predecessor in many editorial projects. Thomas
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used a very sharp tone in his arguments with Moschopulus. As to
Planudes, it seems that both Thomas and Triclinius highly respected
this older scholar who enjoyed a great reputation in that period.
There is a very interesting proof of that attitude of Thomas and
Triclinius toward Planudes in the following case. In a Thoman
scholium on Aiax 1085, Thomas acknowledged a correction of
Planudes without naming him specifically. Then Triclinius paid
tribute to Planudes by name in the same Thoman scholium which
he modified correspondingly while integrating it into his edition.
Here is the evidence:

First, I shall quote that scholium on Azax 1085 (cf. p. 352.18
Dindorf) in the Thoman wording as exhibited in Z fol. 113%: ¢¢ 4
Tis évratla 7@y &v NbdyoiLs pala detvdv, 81 dudorépw
TW &v ol povoy aglvdeouol elaw, &ANa dlo wépn Tod Aoyov, & &pfpov kal &v
olvdeoposs 80ev kard kpdow &'v yéyove. Névei 8é ToDTO 4TWO
TolU pétTpov eVpelv. O vap dv olvdeouos Bpaxls éori Twapd Tols
ueTpukots, évradlia 8¢ pakpdy toTi 70 dv, dhaTe Slo wepn Tod Néyou éoTi kpabévra
els & kTA.

Now, Triclinius made some changes in this scholium when he
incorporated it into his edition, in order to name Planudes explicitly
instead of repeating Thomas’ reference to one of 7&v & Aéyous péha
dewdv. Here I quote the Triclinian (= Turnebian) wording of the
same scholium, from its beginning on, from Ta fol. 135": 7. audorépw
7@ & ob uévov (uébvor codex) olvdeauol elow, &ANa 8lo uépn Tod Aoyou, &
dplpov kai &v olvdeouos: 80ev xard kpdow &'v yéyover, & s T copw-
747w émevonfn® IMINavobdy. o6 yip &v olwdeouos PBpaxbs éort
«k7\. (as above). In both versions I spaced the passages by which
they differ. It is very characteristic that Thomas refers to Pla-
nudes’ explanation of that correction, but there is no scholium in
the Planudean ms. D covering specifically this problem. Yet,
there are in D and in Moschopulean mss. (e.g., X), for Aiax 1085
and 1086, the readings & and corresponding glosses & &. More-
over, the Moschopulean scholium 44. 1085 (p. 229.21-23 Dindorf)
is introduced in Moschopulean mss. (X, and also in D) by the full
line Aiax 1085 as lemma in which the pertinent word is written
explicitly & .

68 émrwoety here isv conicere. I should like to stress the following desideratum: we
need a comprehensive study of the history of technical terms in textual criticism as

used from the Alexandrian times down to the Renaissance. Cf. Paul Maas, ByzZ 36
(1936) 27 ff.
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The scholium analyzed above shows that Planudes made the
corrections in Azax 1085 and 1086, and Moschopulus, who had the
benefit of studying with him, took them over. Thomas acknowl-
edged the corrections of the learned scholar, and Triclinius then
quoted the name of Planudes.

The succession of Byzantine Sophocles editions is clear: Planudes
— Moschopulus (or wice wversa) — Thomas — Triclinius. Wher-
ever a correction is carried by more than one Byzantine edition,
we shall have to give credit for it to the earliest of those scholars.
For practical purposes, the Planudes text of Sophocles is unknown,
for we cannot identify with Planudes the poetic text of D. The
Naples ms. was a compilation made in Planudes’ school at a time
a little later than the teaching of Planudes himself, because it is
posterior to the editions of Moschopulus and Thomas, but does
not show yet traces of the Triclinian text or scholia. Probably
Planudes taught Sophocles to his disciples, wrote scholia, occa-
sionally corrected the poetic text. Moschopulus made use of the
Planudean teaching, but we cannot discover exactly how much of
Planudean work he integrated in his recension. On the other hand,
it is possible that Planudes wrote his scholia after his pupil Moscho-
pulus already completed his own edition. As a result of this un-
known relationship, we shall dismiss from our consideration of
Byzantine text readings the possible réle of Planudes. Accord-
ingly, in our analysis of textual changes made in Sophocles by
Byzantine scholars, we shall take into account the editions of only
three of them, viz.: Moschopulus — Thomas — Triclinius.

3. THE MOSCHOPULEAN RECENSION

The Moschopulean edition was the most important contribu-
tion of Byzantine philology to the Sophoclean text criticism, and
Moschopulean manuscripts exceeded in popularity the rest of
Byzantine editions, to judge from the proportion of manuscripts
preserved.

This edition embraced the triad: Aiax, Electra, Oedipus Tyran-
nus. The most characteristic feature of Moschopulean manu-
scripts, if supplied with scholia, is their set of scholia which begin
with the scholium on Adax 1 p. 196.9 Dindorf (I quote from the
Moschopulean ms. X) oixeiws éxovaww o mapakeipevor krX. The scholia
on Electra begin: El. 4 (p. 244.6 Dind.) 76 mahaidv &viore k7A. The
scholia on Oed. Tyr. begin with interlinear glosses on Oed. Tyr. 1
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(p. 145.3 ff. Dind.) éua dnlovére and Kéduov 700 wpd pakpol yeyovdros
améyovor viv Bhagthoavres, and the marginal scholium on Oed. Tyr. 1
avarpopy v avarpéper tis Twa kTA. On the whole, the reader may
find the Moschopulean scholia in Johnson's edition under Schol.
Ined., with the symbols, at the end of a scholium, L.B. for Aiax
and Electra — and under Schol. Ined., with no symbol, for Oed.
Tyr. Of course, there are some mistakes and misplacements of
scholia in Johnson and Dindorf, and I cannot help expressing a
desideratum for a reliable and comprehensive edition of all the
Byzantine scholia on Sophocles.

The whole Moschopulean recension ¢ divides into two families:
£¢m with purely Moschopulean scholia oixeiws, and ¢p with the same
Moschopulean scholia and some Planudean scholia added (scholia
olkelws + olvrafis). 1 want to quote a few characteristic readings
of £: Aiax 488 rwes, Electra 42 uakpd xpbvw, Oed. Tyr. 50 orévres 7.
The mentioned families have, moreover, in addition to general
readings of the whole recension, some peculiar readings. For the
family &m, there is a very characteristic reading (transposition of
words) Electra 454 eis &éxfpods abrov. For the family ¢p, I quote
Ced. Tyr. 652 obmore.

The Moschopulean text abounded in some valuable metrical
corrections and other textual innovations which, in some cases, were
followed by both Thomas and Triclinius or by either of them.
Some Moschopulean readings seem to have been so attractive that
they even were adopted by many veteres which were written after
that Moschopulean edition was diffused. It is quite possible that

_at times Moschopulus used some readings invented by an anony-
mous contemporary. It is not so very important to have in every
case the name of such a predecessor, whom we may occasionally
deprive of credit due to him by considering Moschopulus the
initiator of a given reading. Anyway, Moschopulus was the earliest
of the authoritative Sophocles editors of that period, and his chro-
nological priority grants him the title to the authorship of the
Byzantine readings exhibited in his edition. Then, some readings
of Moschopulus reappear in Thomas or Triclinius, or in both of
them. Consequently, it would be at times misleading to determine
the character of a Byzantine ms. on the strength of one reading
from our list of characteristic readings of the Moschopulean edition.
Only a joint incidence of several characteristic readings shows con-
clusively that a given ms. belongs to a certain family.
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Let us also mention here a certain matter of theoretical char-
acter. Normally, in textual criticism, we pay attention to the
so-called significant errors as characteristic features which are in-
dicative of the filiation of mss. But in investigating the elements
of Byzantine editions we should consider rather significant changes
in relation to the vulgate text of the veteres. Those changes some-
times happen to be errors, but sometimes they are corrections.
The essential fact is to establish that a significant Byzantine reading
is a departure from the vulgate text of the veteres.

Below, I am going to record systematically the coverage of
Moschopulean readings by a few representative manuscripts of
that recension. As a rule, I use symbols containing X (like X,
Xa, etc.) to symbolize Moschopulean mss., unless for some reason
I use a different symbol.

Byzantine followers of Moschopulus will be involved in the
evidence given below, for I shall be anxious to show at once which
readings of Moschopulus were followed by Thomas Magistros or
Triclinius. Symbols of Thoman mss. contain Z (like Z, Za, etc.).
Triclinian mss. are marked T, Ta, etc.

Now, a specific Moschopulean reading or a textual innovation
by Moschopulus can appear as such only against the background
of a different reading of the weteres from which Moschopulus is to
be shown to depart. Accordingly, in order to make this situation
appear clearly, I shall have to quote, for a given critical unit
affected by Moschopulus, first the ancient reading covered by some
representative weteres, then the different reading of Moschopulus.
As I have just said, I shall also quiote Thomas and Triclinius if
they are involved in a given variety of readings.

Let me restate a few essential facts about the ancient tradition,
for a clarification of these points is necessary for arranging a proper
coverage of the ancient readings in our tabulation of Moschopulean
readings presented below.

The ancient tradition divides®® in two families: the Laurentian
family (A\) and the Roman family (p). The Laurentian tradition A
is represented by the famous Laurentian 32, 9 (L) and its relative,
the Leiden palimpsest™ Bibl. Publ. Graec. 60 A (our symbol A).

69 Cf. De Marco, SIFC N.S. 13 (1936) 3 ff., especially 21 ff.; Aristide Colonna,
“De codice quodam Sophoclis antiquissimo,”” Athenaeum 18 (1940) 270 ff.

70 Cf. J. Viirtheim, Der Leidener Sophoklespalimpsest zum ersten Male vollsténdig
untersucht (Leiden, 1926); Walther Kranz, Gromon 3 (1927) 424-427; H. J- Scheltema,
“De codice Sophocleo Lugdunensi,” Mnemosyne ser. 4.2 (1949) 132-137. Professor
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The Roman family p (which I call so because of one of its members,
the Vatic. gr. 2291, once Chigi R VIII 59) is represented by: the
Florence, Conventi Soppressi 152 (G), for Atax, Oed. Tyr., Electra,
Philoct. (the ms. was subscribed A.p. 1282); Vatic. gr. 2291 (R)
for the seven plays (Trach. is incomplete); Modena «.T.9.4 (once
I1.B.4; No. 41 in Puntoni), fol. 4~~138" (symbol M), only for the
scholia on the seven plays (Trachk. incomplete), therefore M is not
quoted below. And I add to this group a closely related manuscript
of the Roman family, Paris, Supplément grec 109 (my symbol Q),
for Adax, Philoct., Oed. Col.™ Of these manuscripts, only LAG are,
by virtue of their chronology, exempt from Byzantine interpola-
tions, while QR occasionally follow the Byzantines by adopting
sporadically their readings. It should be noted here that the mss.
of the Roman tradition GQMR often agree with Suda in readings
particularly carried by the Roman family and differing from the
Laurentian family.”

It is a fact observed especially by De Marco that there is in
the ancient tradition a split along the Laurentian and the Roman
traditions. Whenever Moschopulus follows one or another ancient
family, I shall not record such Moschopulean readings since they
were not invented by Moschopulus but taken over from the one or
the other ancient family.

I shall use below the evidence (whenever available) of LAGQR
for the attestation of ancient readings. The evidence of Conv.
Soppr. 71 (X), Vatic. gr. 50 (Xa), Vienna philos. philol. gr. 161
(Xr), Vienna suppl. gr. 71 (Xs), will attest Moschopulean readings.
X and Xa represent the purely Moschopulean group &m, while Xr
and Xs represent the Moschopuleo-Planudean group £p.

Scheltema, of Groningen, made a systematic examination of the Leiden palimpsest
with the aid of an ultraviolet lamp and deposited a report on the results of his study
at the Leiden Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, where it is listed as ms. B.P.G. 60 All
(I have studied a copy of it). Scheltema’s collation published in Mnemosyne is very
valuable. To be sure, a full collation of the preserved text with explicit positive
statements on readings of every word which is affected by a divergence in any other
ms. would be even more helpful. I owe to Prof. Scheltema an ultraviolet picture of a
folio containing ancient scholia on Oed. Col. 1541, 1542, 1547 (p. 459.16-24 Papageorg.).
These scholia are written in a manner very similar to that of L; the script also shows
closest resemblance. Most probably the Leiden palimpsest A is a close relative of L.

" Cf. Adax 176 dixns GQR; 257 (&rep om.) dorepords GQR, Sudae (sub Z 1059)
codd. AF, grepords Sudae V; 259 foxer GQR; 413 xal om. GQR, Suda sub N 172
(excepto Sudae cod. G); 827 ¢épovra Tebxpw GQR; 864 bararov] taxaroy GQR; Phil. 11
arevafwr] Hifov G, ibfor QR; 123 (vuv om.) éketvor GQR; Oed. Col. 7 tvwaw xpévos QR;
16 8’ om. QR, Suda (sub I 600). '

72 Cf. above, p. 102.
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The mss. Venice 472 (Z) and Vatic. 1333 (Zc) cover the Thoman
readings. However, I should like to point out that there seem to
have been two successive drafts of the Thoman edition, both with
identical Thoman scholia. The earlier Thoman text is represented
by Zc, while the later text (the one on which Triclinius relied
heavily) is to be found in Z. They sometimes diverge so that we
have to assume that Thomas in several cases changed his mind as
to a certain reading after he already completed his first edition.

The mss. Paris 2711 (T) and Venice 470 (Ta) will be used for
attesting the Triclinian readings.

This is a description of the Moschopulean mss. used as text
witnesses in the subsequent list of Moschopulean readings.

X = Florence, Bibl. Laur., Conventi Soppressi 71. Paper,
XIV* cent., 225 X 139 mm., 246 foll., 18-22 lines to a page for the
text of Sophocles. — 5v Vita (Triclinian); 7* arg. to Azax; 8° Aiax;
35V arg. to Electra (bmoxewrar); 35V Electra; 757 arg. 1 to Oed. Tyr.;
75v-114¥ QOed. Tyr. Moschopulean scholia olkeiws on the three
plays. (Cf. Dindorf, Sophoclis tragoediae [Lipsiae, 1825]; Dindorf,
Ad Sophoclis tragoedias annotationes [Oxonii, 1836]; Dindorf’s sym-
bol was ©.)

Xa = Vatic. gr. 50. Paper, XIV* cent., 266 X 166 mm., 1v
+ 231 foll., 27-29 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 917
Aiax 1-8 (no scholia); 917 arg. to Asax; 116* arguments to Electra
(dwékeerar, and another argument % vwéfeais — edpfoes by a different
hand; the latter argument was published from the Laur. 32, 51 by
G. Wolff, Zeitschrift fiir die Alterthumswissenschaft 13 [1855] 45 {.);
116" Electra; 143 arg. 1 and oracle to Oed. Tyr.; 143—-170r Oed. Tyr.
Moschopulean scholia olkeiws on the three plays. Some ancient
scholia were added by a later hand.”

The mss. Xr-and Xs represent the Moschopuleo-Planudean
tradition ¢£p. Their Moschopulean scholia are enlarged with Planu-
dean additaments (scholia oixeiws + aiwrakis).

Xr = Vienna philosophicus philologicus graec. 161. Paper,
A.D. 1412, 222 X 141 mm., 339 foll., 15 lines to a page for the text
of Sophocles. Written by Kwvoravrivos 6 Kerias. — 1817 Vita; 183Y
arg. to Adax; 185 Aiax; 232¥ arg. to Electra (dmwéoxerar); 2327
Electra; 284 arguments I and 11, enigma, to Oed. Tyr.; 285v-336"
Oed. Tyr.; 337F arguments I and IIT to Antig.; 337V-339" Antigone

73 Cf. S. Peppink, Mnemosyne ser. 3.1 (1934) 159.
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1-67. Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oikeiws + olvrafis on Aiax,
Electra, Oed. Tyr.; ancient scholia on the fragment of Antigone.

Xs = Vienna philol. supplem. graec. 71. Paper, XIV* cent.,
217 X 140 mm., 213 foll., 20-25 lines to a page for the text of
Sophocles. — 1-32¥V Adax (1-1380); 33* blank; 33¥ arg. to El
(vmékerar) ; 34™—66 Electra; 667 arg. 11 to Oed. Tyr.; 66v-102 Oed.
Tyr. Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oikeiws + otvrafis on the
three plays.

I have to make a few remarks in reference to my list of Moscho-
pulean readings which is to follow. In quoting line or verse num-
bers in Sophocles, as a matter of practical principle I follow the
numbers of the Brunck vulgate. Brunck’s numbers appear also in
Dindorf, Pearson, Masqueray — inasmuch as this is feasible.
However, in lyrical lines the line division has been in many cases
changed quite considerably since Brunck’s time, and it is therefore
often impossible to indicate, correctly and unequivocally, the loca-
tion of a word by quoting the verse number as given in a recent
edition. Therefore, I consistently quote the numbers of Brunck,
and in case of doubt the reader should determine the location of a
Sophoclean quotation in reference to the Brunck edition; this is
important for lyrical lines. Otherwise, so far as the text itself is
concerned, Pearson’s edition may serve as basis for comparison.

The reader will notice concerning the corrections L? (basically,
such notation means corrections made by any corrector later than
the original writer of the text or the writer of the scholia) that in
most cases they agree with Moschopulus. I shall deal with those
corrections L? afterwards (see below, p. 140). Of course, they do
not affect the evidence of ancient manuscripts and are, practically,
meaningless, since (as it is shown below loc. cit.) they were, for the
most part, written by the scribe of Paris 2712 (A) who, in the triad,
followed a Moschopuleo-Planudean source. '

The reader will observe that, among the ancient mss., the mss.
Q and R sometimes embrace a Byzantine reading. We ought to
keep in mind that chronologically they were exposed to that danger
of being interpolated occasionally. At any rate, the agreement of
LG or LAG is most significant and as a rule represents the ancient
reading. To be sure, some differences among ancient mss. may be
a result of double readings™ written in the archetype in the line

74 Cf. Antonius Seyffert, Quaestiones criticae de codicibus Sophocleis recte aesti-
mandis (Diss. Halis Saxonum, 1863) 5; Carolus Meifert, De Sophoclis codicibus (Diss.
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and above the line, or in the line and with a prefix yp(4¢erar)
above the line or in the margin.

In the arrangement of the manuscript evidence in the subsequent
list, the ancient reading will come first, covered by ancient manu-
script witnesses and possibly by some Byzantine followers, if any.
Then, in opposition to it, will come the Moschopulean reading
attested by Moschopulean manuscripts and possibly by some other
Byzantine followers, if any. Readings of Thomas and Triclinius
will be indicated to show whether they agree, in the cases quoted,
with the ancient readings or with those of Moschopulus. The
reader should watch the manuscript symbols: those with X refer to
Moschopulean mss.; those with Z, to Thoman mss.; those with T,
to Triclinian mss. Consequently, the reader may translate the
evidence quoted below into the following relationship: veteres —
Moschopulus — Thomas — Triclinius, according to the symbols
exhibited. Variant readings are considered in reference to the
Oxford text of Pearson. A lemma from the Pearson text is some-
times prefixed if a misunderstanding is likely to arise without such
a definition of the text unit involved. Then it means that instead
of this text unit as printed in Pearson and repeated by me with
a bracket at the end (]), the subsequent readings are exhibited in
the mss. indicated. Meaningless differences of accentuation and
aspiration are disregarded. In inflectional forms, I write iota sub-
script if it is missing in mss. (as it mostly is), or if it appears as
iota adscript (as it mostly happens in L). Below, I quote direct
evidence from manuscripts, instead of giving general family read-
ings deduced from my specific findings. No conclusions ex silentio
as to respective manuscript readings are allowed (or needed, for
that matter). For I have full photographic reproductions of the
manuscripts in question (except A),” and I shall give the data
explicitly. The following notation is used throughout this paper:

A% = A ante correctionem. AP® = A post correctionem. Al = A
in linea. A® = A supra lineam. A! = A by first hand (of the original
scribe). A% = A by any later hand. A = variant in A with a prefix

Halis Saxonum, 1891) 22 f.; Friedrich Blass, Aischylos’ Choephoren (Halle a.d.S.,
1906) 22 f.; Ewald Bruhn, Sophokles erklirt von F. W. Schneidewin und A. Nauck. II:
Konig Oedipust (Berlin, 1910) 227; Felix Jacoby, Hesiodi carmina 1: Theogonia (Auc-
tarium Weidmannianum [Berolini, 1930]) 73 fi.; Peppink, Mnemosyne ser. 3.1 (1934)
67 ff.; Turyn, Aeschylus 109.

7 It is anyway incomplete, and I rely for it on the collation of Scheltema (see
above, note 70).
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vp. or vp. kal. Al™ = A in lemmate. AS8! = gloss in A. Am& = A in
margine. a.c. = ante correctionem. p.c. = post correctionem. il. =1
linea. s.l. = supra lineam. m.pr. = manus prima. m.post. = manus
posterior. Square brackets [ ] enclose letters lost in the manuscript and
restored by an editor, double square brackets [ ] letters deleted in the ms.
Dotsindicate illegible letters. @ = illegible trace of a letter is tentatively
read a. Angular brackets < > enclose letters not extant in the ms.
but added by an editor, braces { } letters extant in the ms. but expelled
from the text by an editor, parentheses ( ) the extension of an abbrevia-
tion. &AN&] &\Nots A means that instead of the vulgate (usually printed)
reading &AAa, there is the reading @&\\ows in A.

The list of Moschopulean readings follows here:

Atax 58 éurirrwv LIGQZ, éurirrew R: éumrirviv XXaXrXsL2TTa.

Ai. 61 povov LGQRZX7*XrTTa: wévov XXaXrrXsTare.

Ai. 75 apps LIGQRXZ: dpets XXaXrXsTTa (apeis et apf L2).

Ai. 80 & d6uous LY els douovs GQRZTTa: &v dbuois XXaXrXsL2.

Ai. 112 éyaryé o’ ipiepar LGZTTa: évd o épienar XXaXrXsQR.

A1. 169 vmoddeigavres LIGR: imodeicavres XXaXrXsQL2?ZTTa.

Ai. 222 alfovos L' alfwvos GQRXrZ: aifforos XXaXsLT aifwros
Ta.

Ai. 227 duor L dpor L1*mGQRZZcTTa: oipor XXaXrXs.

Ai. 235 tow 0pdf’ L, #w opdt’ GR, &w o’ Q, tow opbi’ XrZZc,
elow opat’ TTa: (¢ow om.) éopat’ XXaXs.

Ai. 245 #6n Tou kpara LGQRXXrZZcre, #on rév kphra Xa: #on (ro
om.) kpara XsZc2e: 48y kdpa TTa.

Ai. 259 ¢pbvipos LIGQRXaZZcTTa: ¢ppbvipor XXrXsl.2.

Asi. 301 ématfas L'QR: éraitas GZZcTTa: dmattas XXaXrXsL?. -

Ai. 307 dworrebee L'\GQRTTa: diorretor XXaXrXsZZc: diorred e ]
L2

Ai. 488 rwos L\GQRXa?XrZZcTTa: rwes XXalXsL2

Ai. 496 ¢ LAGQRZZcTTa: v XXaXrXs.

Ai. 499 dothov L'GQRZ*, dothewov ZiZc: dovhiay XXaXrXsL2TTa.

Ai. 519 maow LIAGQRZZcTTa: mie’ XXaXrXsl2.

Ai. 524 yévold' &’ odros LQRZZc: vévod odros GR Y, Sudae codex
B (cf. integrum versum in Suda sub M 1169 [praeter cod. B] ofmws
Yévour’ &v olros kT\.): yévoird wol’ odros XXaXrXsTTa.

Az. 534 7" 8y iy LGQRZZc: 7’ % av XXaXrXsTTa.

Az. 557 deitps L'AGQRZZcpe: deiters XXaXrXsZc*TTa (cf. schol.
Moschop. p. 213.12-13 Dindorf).

Ai. 565 eivahios LAGQRZZcTTa: tvéhios XXaXrXs.

Ai. 569 deity LAGQRZZcTTa: seitee XXaXrXs.
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Asi. 582 6ppvetv LGQR, Suda sub E 2833 (excepto cod. T) et sub
©® 480, Zc: fpoetv XXaXrXsZTTa, Sudae sub E 2833 codex T.

Ai. 634 kpelooswy LIGQRZTTa, kpetogor Zc: kpéoowry X XaXrXsL2.

Ai. 689 duav dua LAGQRZZc: vméppeya LP: dutv dpa XXaXrXs
TTa.?® _

Az. 705 fuvein LIAGQRZZcT: fwveins XXaXrXsL?Ta.

Ai. 717 peraveyvasty LGRZZcTTa, perayviody Q: pereyviody
XXaXrXs.

Ai. 727 gvawor LGQRZZcTTa: chvapor XXaXrXs.

Az. 780 rowatd’ LGQRZc: roatf’ XXaXrXsZTTa.

A1. 7180 elwrev L\GQRZZc: el¢p’ XXaXrXsL2TTa.

Az. 805 éomepovs LGXrZZcTTa: éomepiovs XXaXsOR.

Az, 877 obde uédv & LGQRZIZcTiTa, olde uiw 6 Z°: obd’ éuol 8%
XXaXrXsG?T>.

A1. 951 dyav tmepBpifes LGQRZ: dyav v trepBplies XXaXrXsZc:
kal upy dyav vrepBofés TTa.

A1. 969 7t L\GQRZZcTTa: mis XXaXrXsL2

Ai. 994 amaociv LIAGQRZZc: maodv XXaXrXsL2TTa.

A1. 1008 éuos 7' lows LI?AGQR, Suda sub II 3069: éuss 6 dua
XXaXrXsL?ZZcTTa.

Ai. 1011 Newr L'AGQR: #oov XXaXrXsL2¢TTa: idwov ZZc
(glossa Thomana oixetov).

A1. 1019 amoppipfoopar LIGRXSs: amoppipoopar XXaXrlL2QZZc
TTa.

Az. 1031 &wvirrer’ L'GQRZ, éyxvamrer’ Zc: éyvaumrrer XXaXr,
tyvarrer’ XsL?TTa.

A1. 1036 otv LGRTTa: av XXaXrXsQZZc.

A1. 1070 Noywy 7' LGQR: Noywr (7' om.) XXaXrXsZZcTTa.”

Az. 1081 mapfi L\GQRZZcT!: mapa XXaXrXsL?T=Ta.

Ai. 1113 trduoros LIGQRXrZZcTTa: &vouoros XXaXsL2

76 Thomas attacked the reading of Moschopulus in a very poor scholium (which
was subsequently dropped by Triclinius from his commentary and, therefore, was
not published by Turnebus and has been unknown up to now): Z fol. 105 u3 whavnffs
brd Twwy BBy kal ypa(Y)ps Duty. €l yap xal dokel Aoyov Exew, &NN' Eopaluévoy
&oTl TPOS TO péTpov. TéuTTOS Yap mols éoTwv: obx elpnrar 8¢ & TG € mwuppixios TO YAp
Duty Bpaxéa Exer audodrepa.

77 In cases like this one we should re-examine carefully the manuscript evidence
and explore the possibility of keeping 7’ = 7o.. As to such elisions, cf. Paul Maas,
Sokrates, Zeitschrift fiir das Gymnasialwesen, N.F. 8 (1920) 21; Maas, Griechische
Metrik (Gercke-Norden, Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft 13.7 [1923]) 27 § 121.
— Cf. Aiax 534, 1127, Electra 309, Oed. Tyr. 294. — It seems that Moschopulus was
anxious to eradicate what he considered to be a superfluous re: cf. Moschop., Schol.
Hesiod. Op. 3 (Thomas Gaisford, Poetae Minores Graeci 2 [Lipsiae, 1823] p. 39.10-12).
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Ai. 1127 dewov 7' L: dewdv (' om.) GQR: dewov v XXaXrXs
ZZcTTa.

Az. 1146 vavridwv LGQRXPZZcTTa: vavride XXa*XrXs.

Az. 1154 dvfpwre LAGQRXrZZcTTa: dvfpwre XXaXs.

Az. 1160 mapfi L'TAGQRZZc: mépa XXaXrXsTTa.

Ai. 1214 dykarar L' &yrarae GQRZZc: dveirar XXaXrXsL2Zre
TTa.

Ai. 1230 éppoves L'GQR, Suda (sub T 747), ZvZc: épaves
XXaXrXsl?: éxoumes Schol. Aristoph. Acharn. 638 (p. 18.27
Diibner), &éumos Z scripturae errore, ékoumress TTa.

Ai. 1236 kéxpayes LGR: kéxpayas XXaXrXsQZZcTTa.

Ai. 1253 mhevpg L!G: mhevpa QRTTa, -pd ex -pd correctum Zi:
mAevpds Z5Zc: mhevpory XXaXrXsl2

Ai. 1284 N0’ &vavrios LGQRZZc: #Mev dvrios XXaXrXsTTa.

A1. 1339 otk av drwwbdoay’ L'AGQRZc: otkoww drpboa’ XXaXr
XsL2: otk &v v aripboaw’ ZTTa.

Ai. 1369 v’ om. L'\GQRZc:"® 4’ habent XXaXrXsL?ZTTa.

Az. 1419 7piv &' idety obdels AGQRZZc: wpiv ibeiv &' obdels LXXaXr
TTa.?®

Electra 42 xpove pakpd LGRZZcTTa: pakpd xpovew XXaXrXs.

El. 55 po. LMGRZ'ZcTTa: mov XXaXrXsL?ZsTr*Tare.

El. 61 uév as otdév LAG'R, Suda (sub A 843 et sub T 557), XsZc:
uév (©s om.) obdey XXaXrG?*ZTTa.

El. 96 éevioe(v) L'AGR, Suda (sub E 1629 et sub E 26): éeinoe(v)
XXaXrXsL?*ZZcTTa.

El. 99 ¢owiw LAGRXcZc: ¢oviw XXaXrZTTa.

El. 123 éxbpesrovr LGRXaZZc: dxéperov XXrXs: axépesr TTa.

El. 132 008’ ad édw LIAGRZZc: od’ éehw (vel obde fedw) XXaXr
XsL*TTa.

El. 139 obre Meratow LAGR, Suda (sub II 14), -0v ZZc: obre Airals
XXaXrXs: ob Mrats TTa.

El 169 érafev LGRXsZc: ¢rad’ AXXaXrZTTa.?®

El. 197 épws LI\GRZZc: épos XXaXrXsL2TTa.

84’ is also omitted by Thomas Magistros, Ecloga vocum Atticarum p. 410.8
Ritschl, as it is omitted by Zc, a manuscript of the earlier Thoman edition.

78b It seems that mplv §’ idely obdeis was the corrupt reading of the veteres in general
and that this was corrected by Moschopulus (whom Triclinius followed). Among the
veteres, only L had the necessary metrical knowledge to straighten out the old corrup-
tion, but the correct reading of L was an individual departure from the general corrup-
tion of the veteres.

78 érafev seems to be a general corruption of the veteres. Therefore, érad’ in A
may be quite accidental.
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El. 198 wpopnreboavres L\GRZZc: wpopurebsavres AXXaXrXsL?
TTa.80

El. 218 4l LGRZZcTa: aied XXaXrXsT.

El. 279 &uov L'\GRXrZcTa: duov XXaXsL2ZT.

El. 314 3 6" av L\GRZZc: % vdv XXaXrXsL*TTa.

El 422 75 L'\G'RZc: § XXaXrXsL2*G?*ZTTa.

El. 433 amo om. LI\GRZZc: amé habent XXaXrXsL*TTa.

El. 496 uhmod’ (semel) LAGRZ2eZc: ufmore uimof’ XXaXrXsZre
TTa.

El. 528 €ilev otk Le¢, eile koix LP°GRZZcTTa: eilev obx XXa
XrXsL2

El. 534 6¢ LAGR: 67 XXaXrXsL?*2ZZcTTa.

El. 554 ¢ om. LAGRZc: v’ habent XXaXsZ: § XrTTa.

El. 588 éuov LIAGRZc: duov vel audr XXaXrXs[2ZZTTa.

El. 618 wpoonkéra LAGR, Suda (sub E 1846, excepto wposikovra
Sudae codice G), Zc: mpogewdra XXaXrXsZTTa.

El. 671 76 wotov LGRXrZZcTTa: émotov XXaXs.

El. 676 méhar Myw L'GR, Eustathius (Il. 702.4), ZTTa: 767’
tvérw XXaXrXsL2ZrZcTre.

El. 691 wévradN’ LGR (cf. Suda sub B 511), XsZZc: mwevraed\’
XXaXrTTa.

El 713 & LG'RZZcT: & XXaXrXsG?.

El. 809 ¢pevds oixy L'GRZc, ¢pevos dxp A: olxp ¢ppevos XXaXr
XsL?2ZTTa.

El. 825 déhios LAGRXrZZc: éhos XXaXsTTa.

El 890 Aourdv p’ 4 LGXrZc, hovrov uy R: Nowvrov &' 4 XXa, Novwréy
[..1% Xs: Nowréw #§ ZTTa.

El 903 yvxiis L'IGRZz=°: yvxf XXaXrXsL?Zr<ZcTTa.

ElL. 947 moetv L\GRZc! (woiety Zc?): rehetv XXaXrXsL2*ZTTa.

El. 985 u 'khirety LAGRZZcTrTa (un ékhurelv T2°): pi Aemely
XXaXrXs.

El 991 kai 76 kMovre L\GRZc: kai kMovre AXXaXrXsL?ZTTa.®

El. 1024 rocabryy otw LI\GRZ7Zct: roabrn votv XXaXrXsL*ZZc*T.

El. 1029 pafps LI\GRXa®*ZZc*T: wafps XXa'XrXsL?Zcl.

80 It is a situation analogous to the preceding one (see note 79). wpodureloarres
in A departs from the general reading of the veteres either by accident, or perhaps there
was a double reading, and A adopted wpopureboartes.

81 This case recalls the situation in Ai. 1419 (see above, note 78%). Probably
kal 7§ kK\bovTL was the general corruption of the veteres, shared also by L. Moschopulus

found the right correction, but much earlier A had anticipated this correction due to
his metrical knowledge. The same situation seems to appear in Oed. Tyr. 322.
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El. 1094 & om. LGRZ*Zc®*e: &. habent XXaXrXsZrZcPe: ér’
habent TTa.

El. 1124 trawrel LIGR: trauretras XXaXrXsL2ZTTa: aracreiras Zc.

El. 1124 766e L'\GRZTTa: 746 XXaXrXslL?Zc.

El. 1141 tavpor LGRZTTa: tvawse XaXrZc ttvowor X Eaivest Xs.

El. 1163 xexetfov L'AGRZZcTTa: kehebfovs XXaXrXsL2

El. 1193 ¢’ om. LIGR: ¢’ XXaXrXsL?ZZcTTa.

El. 1226 xepotv L'GRZ: xepoiv XXaXsZcTTa, xepai XrL2,

El. 1232/3 ~yovai (semel) LIGRZ2Zc: yoval yovai XXaXrXsl.2Zpe
TTa.

El. 1260 tis otv avrd&’ v Pearson: ris odv atiav L'\GRZ2: ris ol
av atlav XXaXrl?, ris av odv dtiav Xs: ris obv dvafiav ZPZc: tis 677’
otw a¢tav TTa.

El 1310 rotudv ¢adpdy LGRZc: ¢adpér rotuéy XXaXrXsZs:
Padpd Totudy Zi'TTa.

El. 1324/5 olav — dmacer’ L'G: ol dv — drdvour’ XXaXrXsL?
ZZcTTa, olav — arwoar’ R.

El. 1343 & LAGRZc: olv XXaXrXsZTTa.

El. 1365 xvkhotvrar L\GRTTa: kukhotor XaXrXslL?ZZc, -ow X.

El. 1375 6oo. wpémvha LGRZc: 8oourep mpbmuda XXaXrXsZ: oo
mpomihaca TTa.

El. 1380 mpoomrvd L'GR, Suda sub E 1862, Sudae sub A 582
codex A, Xr*XsPeZZc: mpomrvd Suda sub A 582 (excepto codice A),
XXaXriXs*TTa.

El. 1414 ¢fiver pfivee LGRZZcTTa: ¢ive. (semel) XXaXrXs.

El 1456 ' LAGRZZcTTa: 4’ om. XXaXrXs.

El. 1502 ¢pmwe LIGRZc: ép¢p’ XXaXrXsL?ZTTa.

El. 1506 6ého. L'\GRZc: fehee XXaXrXsL?ZTTa.

Oedipus Tyrannus 29 raduelov LGRZZcTTa: radpeiwr XXaXrXs.

OT 34 owal\ayals L'G, Suda (sub T 1430 in lemmate et in
textu), ZZcTTa: fwalkayats XXaXrXsL2R.

OT 42 Huiv edpetv LIAGRZZc, #udv ebpetv Sudae (sub IT 2832) codex
V: elpety quiv XXaXrXsL?TTa, Sudae codex A.

OT 43 7ov LIGR: mov XXaXrXsL2ZZcTTa.

OT 50 oravres (' om.) L'GRXaXsZZc: orévres 7 XXrL2:
oravres v' TTa.

OT 77 éga (4w om.) LAGRXarZZc: 60’ v XXa*XrXsTTa.

OT 105 elawdov LIGRZc: eloetdoy XXaXrXsL2ZTTa.stb

81b Cf. Moschopulus, Schol. Batrackomyom. 11 (Arthur Ludwich, Die homerische

Batrachomachia des Karers Pigres nebst Scholien und Paraphrase [Leipzig, 1896] p.
211.19).
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OT 117 karetbey L' AGRZZc: karetd’ XXaXrXsL?TTa.

OT 130 76 L'GR, Suda (sub II 3083), ZZcTTa: r4 XXaXrXsL2

OT 134 mpos L'\GRZZc: mpé XXaXrXsL:TTa.

OT 159 kexhopevos LXriZZcTTa, kekhquévos G, kukhéuevos R : kexho-
péve XXaiXrsXs, kexkAquévy Xas.

OT 250 yéevour' dv éuot LIAGRZZcTTa: vévorr' éuod XXaXrXsL2

OT 250 twedoros LGRZZcTTa: svveddros XXaXrXs.

OT 281 stwarar L'GZc: stwarr’ XXaXsL?ZTTa: élwar’ XrR.

OT 297 ottehéyxwv LIGRZTTa: ovteéytwr XXaXrXsL?Zc.

OT 322 évopov L'\GRZc: &wwou’ AXXaXrXsL2ZTTa.?

OT 525 71ob wpos &’ LZc!: rodmos 8’ GR: wpés 100 §' XXaXrXsZZc?
TTa.

OT 528 & duubrwy 6p0dv e ki LI'TTa, Sudae (sub 0 571) codex G:
&¢E duudrwy 8 dp80w 8¢ kat GR, Sudae codd. AS: & duubrwy 8 opfdv Te
k&t Sudae M, & dupdrwv 8 opfdv rét Sudae F: & duudrwy 6p0dv 8¢ kdk
XXaXrXsl?ZZc.

OT 549 riws’ LGR(Z*<?): m» Suda (sub E:. 339), XXaXrXsZZc
TTa.

OT 637 olk € ab 7' & olxous gl Te kpéwv kard. oréyas L\GRZc: otk €
ol 7' olkovs o Te kpéwv (kpéov Xr) kard oréyas XXaXrXsL2: otk el o 7’
els (& Z) olkous a0 Te kpéwv (kata om.) oréyas ZTTa.

OT 657 Noywv LIGR: Myw XXaXrXsL?ZZcTTa.

OT 659 ¢vyetv LIGRXrZZc: ¢vyiw XXaXr*XsL?TTa.

OT 660/1 fev feov LGRZ?ZcTTa: fedw (feov om.) XXaXrXs:
(Bedv om.) feow Z1.

OT 697 &' L'\GRZZcTTa: 7 XXaXrXsL2

OT 752 & abrotor 8 fv LGR, & abrols &' v Zc: & &' alrolow fv
XXaXrXsZTTa.

OT 763 0t'] 6 v" L: 88’ GRZZc: 88e v’ XXaXrXsTTa.

OT 773 Netoww’” LGRTTa: Mtaww' XXaXrXsZZc.

OT 779 uéfy L'GR: uédns XXaXrXsl.?ZZcTTa.

OT 792 sqhdoo’ LGRX*XaTiTa: dnidoan’ XiXrXsZZcTs.

OT 804 tuvmriatov LGRXSZZcTTa, Evwprriaie Sudae (sub IT 2162)
codex A: gurpriafe Sudae cod. V, guwprriafor XXaXr: é&mpvriafe
Sudae cod. F.

OT 815 700d¢ v awdpos viv tor’ LIGRZc: roidé v é&wdpbs éorw
XXaXrZTTa, rotdé v’ awvdpos o’ L2, 100 v’ dvdpos ot Xs.

OT 836 tocoirév (v’ om.) LIGRZc: rogovrér v’ XXaXrXsL?Z:
Togovré v’ TTa.

8 Cf. above, note 81.
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OT 935 wapas L'GRZc: mpés XXaXrXsL?ZTTa.

OT 966 vpnynrav & &yw LI\GRZc: dpnpynrév &yw XXaXsL?ZTa: v¢’
nynrév &yw XrT.

OT 976 \éxos otk dkvety LGRZc: Néexrpov otk dxvety XXaXrXsZTTa.

OT 1046 Vuets vop LGRZc: tuets v¥ XXaXrXsZ: tuets (v’ om.)
TTa.

OT 1064 5pa LIGRZZc: épav XXaXrXsL?TTa.

OT 1225 aipetofe LAGRZc: dpetofe XXaXrXsZTTa.

OT 1231 af LIAGRZZcTTa: at v XXaXrXsl? (glossa Moscho-
pulea ai dv).

OT 1242 etfds wpos LA\GRZZc: ebfd wpos XXaXrXsL2: edfis é&s TTa.

OT 1250 éwdpa L'\GRZZcTTa® dvdpas XXaXrXsl2

OT 1252 eloétmeaey LA\GRZZc: eloéraicer XXaXrXsL?TTa.

OT 1265 8mws 8’ 6pg LGRZc: 8rws 6pd XXaXrXsZTTa.

OT 1266 i L\GRZZc: émet XXaXrXsL?*TTa.

OT 1267 &ed’ 6 L\GRZZc, ke’ % Xr: tkeeto XXaXsL2TTa.

OT 1299 ris & L'AGRZc: 7is ¢’ & XXaXrXsL?ZTTa.

OT 1306 moiav L: olar GR: roiay XXaXrXsZZcTTa.

OT 1348 wor’ v LGRZZcTTa: moré (v om.) XXaXrXs.

OT 1351 é\aBé 1’ am6 7e L': é\voé ' amd 7e GRZc, e\ve’ &’ amwd 7e
Z: &woev amd Te XXaXrXsL?: (\aBe aut é\vee om.) u’ dwd e TTa.

OT 1422 ot L'GR, Suda (sub T 109), ZZcTTa: oix XXa
XrXsLime op L2, |

OT 1423 o9’ L'AGR, Suda (sub I 109), ZcTTa: ot8’ XXaXrXsL?
Z, oy L2me, v

OT 1446 ve L'\GRZZcTTa: re XXaXrXsL2

OT 1459 époévwy LIGRZZcTTa: dppévev XXaXrXsL2.

There are a few more variants which appear in Moschopulean
mss., but since the consistency of their incidence is not so steady I
prefer not to mention them.

We have one more question to illustrate with regard to the
Moschopulean recension, namely: the division of that tradition ¢
into the two families (see above, p. 125): ém which is purely Moscho-
pulean, with scholia oikeiws, and £p, with Moschopuleo-Planudean
scholia oikelws + alvrafis. The poetic text of the two families has
certain specific readings, in addition to the basic Moschopulean
readings. I shall quote below the more important of those char-
acteristic features in such a way that readings XXa will characterize
the Moschopulean group &m, while readings XrXs will characterize
the Moschopuleo-Planudean group £p.
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These are the peculiar readings of the Moschopulean family ¢m,
as exemplified by XXa:

Adax 725 &ev kivber ovmis LGXrXs: éfev xdvfev kal oimis XXa:
&lev kdvfev kotmis ZZcQR: &bev kdvbe xoiris TTa.

A1. 1368 gov dpa L\GQRXsZZc, oov dpa XrL*TTa: oov vap dpa
XXa.

Electra 222 ot LGRXrXsZZcTTa: ot yap XXa.

El. 454 alrov els éxOpots LGRXrXsZZcTTa: eis éxfpods adror XXa.

El. 575 uohis LGRXrXsZZcTTa: ubyis XXa.

El. 644 vukrl 150 LGRXrXsZZcTTa: 756e vokri XXa.

Oed. Tyr. 630 uéreart 1908’ oyl ool LGRXrXsZZc: uéreort 7ij0d’
ol ool XXa: uérearw ovxi ool TTa.

OT 906/7 vep Aaitov féocpar’ L'G!, Suda (sub E 1583), yap Aaiw
fedpar’ R: vép mahaia Aatov féopar’ XXa: yap Aatov malaid Bécpar’
XrXsL2G?*ZZc:8 §' @s éuol dokel Ta Natov féapar’ TTa.

OT 1213/4 xpovos dwéfee LGRXrXsZZcTTa: xpévos 8s dwdfe
XXa.® ‘

These are the peculiar readings of the family ¢p, which is sup-
plied with Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oixeiws + otwrafis (if any),
as exemplified by XrXs:

Aiax 1369 mavraxi LGQRXXaXsZZc: wavraxot XrTTa.®

Electra 238 é8\aoctev LGRXXa: é8\aor’ XrXsZZcTTa.

Oed. Tyr. 652 otre L\GRXXaZZcTTa: otmore XrXsL2

OT 722 Gavetv LGRXXaXsZZcTTa: wafetv XrL2r.

OT 797 xpnoudv ovetdy LGXXaXsreZcTTa: xpnoudv v’ oveldy
XrXs#¢?’RZ.

OT 840 émepevyoiny LGRXXaXsPeZZc: ékmepevyoluny XrXs>e,

OT 906/7: see above.

OT 1355 édxbos LGRXXaZc: dxos XrXsZTTa.

In view of the broad manuscript evidence presented above,
there is no need of commenting specifically on the merits of Moscho-
pulean readings. We had known before that Moschopulus was a

83 This shows that, while introducing the word maXaid into the text was a Moscho-
pulean innovation, the divergent sequence of words is characteristic for the two Moscho-
pulean families respectively.

8 Vet occasionally the text of this family ém is kept clean of this interpolation.
6s was originally a gloss.

8 There is a certain inconsistency with regard to the variation wavraxfi and
wavraxod in Moschopulean and Moschopuleo-Planudean mss., but wavraxob is de-
cidedly prevalent in the family £p.
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textual critic of great abilities. I want only to stress that he
made in Sophocles many felicitous metrical corrections. Some forty
of them will be kept forever in the Sophocles text and will have to
be credited to the name of Moschopulus. Cf. especially 4. 58,
112, 169, 499, 519, 565, 780, 994, 1369, El. 61, 99, 132, 169, 197, 279,
422, 534, 588, 809, 1094, 1124, 1193, 1226, 1232/3, 1324/5, OT 42,
50, 77,117, 250, 281, 322, 637, 752, 976, 1046, 1242, 1252, 1266, 1299.
For other Moschopulean corrections, cf. also: El. 1024, OT 1225.

4. THE Ms. Paris 2712 (A) AND RELATED MANUSCRIPTS

Readers familiar with modern editions of Sophocles have prob-
ably noticed the startling agreement, in the triad, of the famous
ms. Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2712 (= A), with the Moschopulean
text, as revealed above. Quite intentionally, I avoided any refer-
ence to Paris A in my discussion of the Moschopulean text, for I
did not want to inject into my systematic presentation of the
Moschopulean readings this issue which might offhand have seemed
controversial to some scholars with deeply ingrained (but never-
theless erroneous) ideas about the supposed authenticity of the
A text.

It is to be recalled that since Brunck shifted the Sophocles text
from the Triclinian basis of the Turnebus vulgate to the A basis,
even after Elmsley practically rediscovered the L text, the A text
was considered — next to L — an equal representative of the ancient
tradition.®® The reason of that unduly respectful evaluation of A
was the fact that it offered in quite many cases readings more correct
than those of L, but those improvements were (as we see it now)
only conjectural corrections of Moschopulus whose text was fol-
lowed, in the triad, by the codex A.

This fact — as unorthodox or heretic as it may seem to those
who believe in conventional views in this respect — is absolutely
obvious from the joint incidence of the Moschopulean readings in A.
This I shall corroborate below in a survey of the A readings and shall
also analyze the text of the codex A in the remaining plays of
Sophocles.

8 E.g., cf. Georg Kaibel, Sophokles Elektra erklirt von —. (Semmlung wissen-
schaftlicher Commentare zu griechischen umd rémischen Schriftstellern [Leipzig, 1896])
p. vii. Cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragodie (Euripides
Herakles I) 203. Still some scholars had grave doubts about the authenticity of the

text represented by A: cf. Ilérpos N. Ilawrayewpyiov, ZopokAéovs Spauara Td opbueva I:
"HXékrpa (Zorypageos ‘EXNprucy Bifhwobiky 13 ['Abjwnow, 1910)) p. ars’.
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I should like to mention a certain consideration which enhanced
— unwarrantedly — the prestige of A. There is a long series of
later corrections in L (all later corrections in L are symbolized by
me L?) which agree with A, this agreement occurring mostly in
Moschopulean readings (or rather in Moschopuleo-Planudean read-
ings of the family £p). There was a great deal of speculation made
by many scholars®’ as to the relationship of A and L2. The whole
problem is entirely meaningless, for that agreement refers to Mos-
chopulean readings and thus lacks any authority whatsoever.
Moreover, we can elucidate the relationship of A and L?, wherever
they agree, in an absolutely definite way: the writer of A himself
corrected the codex L and introduced his own A readings into L in
case of difference between L and A.

The examination of the handwriting of those corrections in L
proves the point beyond any doubt. It is enough to have a look
at the line Oed. Tyr. 800 supplemented in the margin of the codex L
(fol. 41v)88 and to compare it with the handwriting of A (this line
appears in A on page 146), and the identity of that corrector of L
with the scribe of A will appear with positive certainty. This
means that codex L was available in the XIV*t century in that same
scriptorium where codex A was being written.

The above explanation explodes all the theories of the past
century about the import of the agreement AL? and liquidates those
erroneous beliefs about the various possible relationships of A and
L, and about the value of L?: the value of L2 —so far as those
Moschopulean corrections in the triad are concerned —is nil.
That agreement of AL? simply results from the identity of the
readings L? with the Moschopuleo-Planudean text of A.

There is a gemellus of A in the ms. Venice 467 (my symbol U).
The ms. U gives a text entirely parallel to that of A throughout
its whole contents so that it parallels the codex A not only in the
triad, but also in the remaining plays. Of course, in the triad, the
ms. U is likewise Moschopulean. I shall demonstrate below the

87 Cf. Paul Masqueray, Sophocle. Texte établi et traduit par —. 14 (Paris, 1946)
p. XVII.

88 This page is reproduced, of course, in the Facsimile of the Laurentian Manuscript
of Sophocles. With an Introduction by E. M. Thompson and R. C. Jebb (London,
1885: Printed for the Society for the Promotion of Hellenic Studies), and also in
Guilelmus Wattenbach, Scripturae Graecae specimina® (Berolini, 1897) plate XxXVI.
On the corrector in question, called C” by Lewis Campbell (Sophocles 12 [Oxford, 1879]
xxv1), cf. Thompson in Thompson-Jebb, Facsimile, introduction p. 11.
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character of AU, but first I wish to give a description of the two
mss.

A = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2712. Parchment, XIV* cent.,
298 X 235 mm., 324 pages, 3 columns to a page for the text of
Sophocles, 3049 lines to a column. — Page 115 Vita; 116 arg. to
Adax; 117 Adax; 127 arg. to El. (Imokerar); Electra,; 139 arguments
I and 11, enigma, to Oed. Tyr.; Oedipus Tyrannus; 152 arguments
111 and I to Antigone; 153 Antigone; 165 arguments I and 1v to Oed.
Col.; Oedipus Coloneus; 183 arg. to Trach. (from Apollodorus); 184
Trachintiae; 198 prose argument to Philoct.; 198-212 and 225
Philoctetes. Sparse Moschopulean scholia on Aiax, Electra, Oed.
Tyr.; sparse ancient scholia on Antig., Oed. Col., Trach., Philoct.
Among the Byzantine scholia on the triad, I have noticed also a
Planudean scholium?®® on A4ax 733.. This ms. was extensively used
in Sophocles editions since Brunck, with the symbol A. A colla-
tion of A with L was published by Justus Hermann Lipsius, 4 ppa-
ratus Sophoclei supplementum (Programm des Nicolaigymnasiums in
Leipzig [Leipzig, 1867] 3-16).

U = Venice graec. 467 (No. di collocazione 764). Paper, XIVth
cent., 228 X 140 mm., 336 foll., 16 lines to a page for the text of
Sophocles. Written by one Oebxrioros (fol. 1437): 6(e0)d 76 d@pov kal
wovos feoxriorov. At the end of the codex, there is a subscription,
but the name of the copyist is covered with ink (fol. 336v): t
&yphgnoay Ta wapbvra émTa dpduara Tob gopokhéous, dtd xepds éuod 1

Crob 1 kai érehewitnoar, kard ufva oxkrdBpiov Ths Sekbrys LwdikTiGvos.
— 17 arg. to Aiax; 2* Atax; 48 arg. to El. (Iwéxeirar); 48V Electra;
96r arguments I and 1I to Oed. Tyr.; 97-143" Oed. Tyr.; 145~ argu-
ments III and I to Antig.; 146" Antigone; 188 arguments I and Iv
to Oed. Col.; 189% Oed. Col.; 246 arg. to Trachin. (from Apollo-
dorus); 248" Trachiniae; 288" prose argument to Philoct.; 2893367
Philoctetes. Different hands wrote the scholia. Those on the triad
are almost exclusively Planudean scholia (preserved in Naples 11.F.9
with authorship marks or without). In this regard, the scholia of
U are an additional confirmation of the distinct authorship of those
scholia. The scholia on Antig., Oed. Col., Trachin., Philoct., are
sparse ancient scholia, like those of A.

8 Tt is marked accordingly in D fol. 1557. Since it happened to be included also
in the scholia of the Triclinian edition (T fol. 23% and Ta fol. 1317), it found its way in
the Turnebian scholia (p. 18) and is reprinted among the *Triclinian” scholia in Din-

dorf 347.6-19. I did not find this scholium in the Moschopuleo-Planudean mss. Xr
and Xs.
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This ms. U was probably used by Aldus in Antig., Oed. Col.,
Trach., and Phil., for his editio princeps of Sophocles (1502).9°
While it agrees in general with concurrent readings of AU in these
plays, in case of disagreement between A and U the Aldine edition
coincides with the peculiar reading of U (cf. Antig. 196 apayricar A:
agavicar U Aldus; Oed. Col. 110 768" LRA: 76 v’ U Aldus).%

The close relationship of A and U as gemelli appears even from
a cursory examination of both codices: cf. AZax 196 odpaviwy AU1;
198 opudr’ & & avéuos AUL; versum 836 om. Suda (sub A 632),
AUz=c; OT 46 versum om. A2cU!; 851 kal rpémorro AUL; 1291 &s om.
AUY; Ant. 340 malhouévwy AU; 432 x' Huels 8 tdovres AU; 837° ¢&oav
— @avovgay om. AU; Philoct. 559 dmwep v’ E\ekas AU; 562 ¢oivik 6’ 6
AUj; Oed. Col. 408 ve om. AU; 426 wohw AU; Trach. 143 mwapoboa
AU; 163 vépod] pévew AU. The poetic texts of the two mss. cannot
be transcripts of each other, since they have peculiar errors which
are not repeated in the other manuscript: Asax 569 7« om. A (habet
U); El. 549 oty om. Suda (sub A 1642), U: habet A. Of course,
there are many more cases of this kind.

The text exhibited by the two mss. in the triad is a clearly
Moschopulean text. It would suffice to quote a few significant
readings to prove the point, but in view of the fact that the A text
has been hailed, since Brunck’s time, as a highly important ancient
witness of the Sophocles text, I feel that I have to perform the
process of devaluating the ms. A, and its gemellus U, with a wider
array of proofs. It seems to be worth while to do so, for in this
way we shall eliminate in the triad, once for all, the individual
evidence of A and divest it of any semblance of authoritative
strength. Therefore, I quote below characteristic Moschopulean
readings in which both manuscripts A and U share. The reader is
requested to compare these readings of AU with those readings listed
above (p. 131 ff.) which we have definitely established to be Moscho-
pulean, and to observe the joint incidence of the same readings here
and there.

Occasionally there is a divergence between A and U so that either
of them follows Moschopulus while the other one departs from

90 Cf. Campbell, Sophocles 2 (1881) 1x; Ivstvs Hermannvs Lipsivs, De Sophoclis
emendandi praesidiis (Progr. Misenae, 1860) 23.

91 On the asserted use of the Leningrad 731 by Aldus for Aiax, El., Oed. Tyr.,
see below, p. 157. At any rate, the triad in the Aldine edition is not consistently

Moschopulean, though it has quite many Moschopulean readings, especially if they
were to be preferred for metrical reasons. Cf. Lipsius, loc. cit. (above, note 90).
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Moschopulus. It still seems that in such a case the common
source of AU did have the Moschopulean reading, but then one of
our transcripts departed from Moschopulus by following another
source, e.g., some veferes, or Suda, or some other Byzantine inter-
polations. Here is the list of Moschopulean readings in AU:

Aiax 58 tumrvéy AU; 75 dpets AU (dops AUsX7?); 80 é&v dbuois
AU; 112 &ya o' &pleuar AU; 169 dmodeicavres AU; 222 aiforos AU;
227 otpor AU; 245 #6y kpara AU; 259 ¢ppovuor AU; 301 drattas (quam-
quam e incipiebat scriba, at statim ipse litteram correxit, ut v-
evaderet) A, U; 307 dwrrebor U, sed domrreter A; 488 rwes AU; 496 v
AU; 499 dovhiay AU! (Sovhelay U?); 519 mas’ AU! (rdow A2); 524
yévourd wob’ obros AU; 534 7' fw av AU; 557 deites AU; 565 évéhios AU;
569 deiter AU; 634 kpéoowv AU; 689 dutv dua AU; 705 fuveins AU;
717 pereyvaatn AU; 727 alvawor AU; 780 rocatd’ AU; 780 ¢’ AzcU
(elmev AP°); 877 006’ &uol 8 AP°U (008" &uol A=°); 951 dyav ¥’ VrepBpifés
U, dyav 8’ dmepBpbes A; 969 1i] wds AU; 994 wacdv AU; 1008 &ubs 6’
dua AU; 1011 6wr AU; 1019 droppiphoouar AU; 1031 &yvérrer’ AU;
1036 o] dv AU; 1070 Noywr (7' om.) AU; 1081 wépa AU; 1113
&vduoros AU; 1127 sewéw v’ AU; 1146 vavrize AU (-Awr A?); 1159
dvfpwre AU; 1160 wapa AU; 1214 aveirar AU; épawas AU (éppbves
A?); 1236 xékpayas AU; 1253 mhevpor AU; 1284 HNev dvrios AU;
1339 otkovr AU; 1369 v’ habent AU.

Electra 42 paxpd xpévew U, xpovw pakpd A; 61 uév oddéy AU; 96
éteivioe AU; 99 goviw AU; 123 axbperov AU; 132 o8 #éhw AU; 139
Yoéous obre Nerals AU; 169 émad’ AU; 197 épos AU; 198 wpodureboavres
AU; 218 aiel AU; 279 dudv A, (ex &u- factum) U; 314 4 xév AU; 422 §
AU; 433 4mé habent AU; 496 uhmore uhmod’ AU; 528 eilev otk AU;
534 &9 AU; 554 0’] v' AU; 588 audv AU; 618 wpogewdra U, mposikovra
A (cf. cod. G Sudae sub E 1846); 676 167’ éwérw AU; 691 mevrded)’ '
AU; 809 oixy ¢pevos APU (¢pevos oixp A=c, sed ab ipso scriba ilico
correctum); 825 &\ws AU; 890 Nourow i’ 4 AU=e (Nouwdw {. . ] 4 Ure);
903 yvxii AU; 947 reneiv AU; 985 un Auweiy AU; 1024 TowabTy voiw AU
1029 wabps AU; 1094 & AU; 1124 éracreirar AU; 1124 r46e AU;
1141 &vawoe U, sed gévpor A; 1193 ¢’ habent AU; 1226 xepoiv AU;
1232 yovai yovai AU; 1260 7is olv dv dgiav AU; 1310 daidpdy roduov
AU; 1324/5 o’ dv — amboarr’ AU; 1343 ofw AU; 1365 kukhotor AU;
1375 8oourep wpémuNa U, door mpémuha (ex -Nov correctum) A; 1380
mpomrvd AU; 1414 ¢fivee (semel) AU; 1456 u’ om. AU; 1502 &g’
AU; 1506 6éexer AU.

Oed. Tyr. 29 radueiwy AU (-ov U?2); 34 fuvalhayais AU; 42 edpeiv
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nulv AU; 43 wov AU; 50 aravres 7 AU; 77 60’ dv AU; 105 eloetdor AU;
117 karetd’ AU; 130 76 AU; 134 mpd AU; 159 kekhopévew AU, -pevos Al
250 yévour’ &uod AU; 250 ovveddros AU ; 281 dtwarr’ AU; 297 odEeNéyEwy
AU; 322 &wvou’ AU; 525 wpos tob 8" AU; 528 & duuatwy 6pBov 8¢ xaf
AU; 549 mp AU; 637 ob 7’ olkovs AU; 657 Moyw AU; 659 ¢vyiw AU;
660/1 ety (feov om.) AU; 697 7" AU; 752 & &' abrolow Hv AU; 763
8de vy’ AU; 773 Netaw' AU, 779 uédns AU ; 792 dnhdoan’ AU ; 804 cuvyp-
tiator AU; 815 7006¢ v’ awdpos éoriv AU; 836 rogodrév v’ AU; 935 mpds
AU; 966 dpnyqrav éyd AU; 976 Nekrpov obk éxveiv AU; 1046 ueis v'
AU; 1064 spav AU; 1225 épeiofe AU; 1231 ai "v AU; 1242 e mpos
AU; 1250 avépas AU; 1252 eloérawoer A, sed eloémesey U; 1265 émrws
opd AU ; 1266 érel AU; 1299 7is ¢’ & AU; 1306 roiav AiU! (moiav AsU*);
1348 woré (év om.) AU; 1351 &voev amé re AU; 1422 obx AU; 1423
o8’ AU; 1446 e AU; 1459 éppévwr AU.

I have pointed out above the Planudean influence in the scholia
of A, and the fact that almost exclusively Planudean scholia were
added in U, though by different hands. Still the adding of the
scholia may have happened at the same time when the codex U
was written. No wonder that we discover that the Moschopulean
text of AU belongs to the Moschopuleo-Planudean family £p: cf.
Aiax 1369 wavraxov AU; Electra 238 éBAaor’ AU; Oed. Tyr. 652
ovmore AU; 722 mwabeiv AvU7e; 797 xpnoudv v' veidn AU; 840 ékrepev-
yolugy A, U? (-oiny U?); 906 vap Aatov walaid Béopar’ AU ; 1355 dxos
AU.

The picture is entirely clear and conclusive: the mss. A and U
represent consistently the Moschopulean text recension, strictly
speaking the Moschopuleo-Planudean text £p, and the evidence
quoted above proves it beyond any doubt. I did not, as a matter
of principle, indicate in my general list of Moschopulean readings,
or in the above list of Moschopulean readings in AU, those cases in
which the veteres are split by adopting different old variants and the
Moschopulean recension follows the one or the other branch (i.e.,
the Laurentian or the Roman branch) of the ancient tradition. In
such cases, the mss. AU quite naturally follow the variant embraced
by Moschopulus: e.g., Aiax 1000 dbermvos LAQZZcTTa: dethaos GR,
Moschopulus, AU; 1059 i GQR: aioxisre LG™Qs!, Moscho-
pulus, AU, Zr*Zc: exbiore Z*°TTa.

To be sure, occasionally the mss. AU or one of them depart
from the Moschopulean text and stick to the ‘“old” readings —
especially in cases where also some other Moschopulean mss. show
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a lesser discipline in keeping in line with the Moschopulean text:
e.g., cf. Aiax 61 ¢pbvov veteres, AU, but also X"*Xr (wévov Moscho-
pulus); 235 7y uév éow ogpdf L, Ty udv &w opdt’ GR, ™y uév éw
apal’ Q, ™y uév éow opdl’ AU, but also Xr: 7ov uév éopat’ XXa, 70
uty éopaf’ Xs; 582 Opnvetv veteres, AU: Bpoetv Moschop., ArUrs;
Electra 671 76 wotov vett.,, AUXr (émotor Moschop.); 713 & wvett.,, AU
(é&x Moschop.); 1163 kehetBov vett., AU (xehebBovs Moschop.); OT 1267
éeld’ 6 vett.,, AU (ékeeto Moschop.). Sometimes, departures of AU
from Moschopulus are influenced by other sources. E.g., the omis-
sion Aiax 836 om. AU=»°Xr=¢ was probably suggested by the quota-
tion in Suda sub A 632. — The reading Electra 486/7 ailoxiorais elv
aixtars AU appears also, e.g., in the old mss. Venice 468 and Ambros.
G 56 sup.! (it was probably a conflation of two readings aioxicrars
& and aloxlotawow). — Aiax 546 mwov 7évde AU, but also ZZc
(= Thomas): accordingly, the reading of AU was influenced by
Thomas. — Oed. Tyr. 786 el vett., Moschop., ZZc (= Thomas):
aled TTa (= Triclin.), AU: the reading was then suggested by
Triclinius.

As I have just stated above, either one of these two mss. AU
sometimes shows departures from Moschopulus, while the other
twin manuscript clings to the Moschopulean text of their common
source. As a matter of fact, U departs from Moschopulus less
frequently than A, and is in general more disciplined. I should
like to quote a few examples to illustrate this situation (of course,
examples from A are more numerous): El. 549 oty om. U (extant
in A and in Moschopulean mss.); this omission, which occurs in
some mss., seems to be influenced by Suda sub A 1642.

Now, there will be more examples from A: Aiax 150 vap cod
vulgo codd., U: gob ydap A, but also Ambros. G 56 sup. — Ai. 472
v’ om. A! (habet U). This reading of A! (which appears, e.g., also
in the Madrid 4677, Leiden Voss. Q 6, and Paris 2795), may have
been prompted by Suda sub A 4213. — El. 137 7év v veteres,
Moschop., U, ZiZc, TTa: 76v8’ Z°A (and some other mss.). This
Thoman variant may have influenced, among other mss., also the
ms. A. — El. 569 7. om. A (habet U), om. G, Venice 468, Ambros.
G 56 sup., D. — El. 618 mpogewéra Moschop., U: wpostrorra A
(cf. codex G of Suda sub E 1846). — El. 991 «al 7 x\bovre veit., A:
xai kNbovte Moschop., U. — El. 1141 Eévpou vett., A: tévaws Moschop.,
U. — El. 1198 4» yap L, Moschop., U: vap #» GRA. — EI. 1375 8ot
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wpomula vett., (ex -Aov) A: doourep wpémuha Moschop., U. — OT 523
o) om. A, Venice 468, Z! (habet U).

As I mentioned above, the writer of A had in his hands the
Laurentian ms. L and while comparing L. with his own text he
corrected many divergent original readings of L and introduced his,
i.e., Moschopulean readings into L. This accounts for the frequent
appearance of the symbol L? behind the Moschopulean readings
in our list of Moschopulean readings (see above, p. 131 ff.). The
writer of A wrote also some Moschopulean scholia into L, marked
in L even some erroneous peculiar readings of A only, and wvice
versa the scribe of A was led by this comparison to record in A
some readings which he saw in L. A few examples will suffice.
The hand of A transcribed in L some Moschopulean scholia from A,
e.g., on El 197 (p. 249.31-33 Dindorf) &pos — éro (A page 129, L
fol. 197); on EL 199 (p. 250.1-2 Dind.; A p. 129, L fol. 197); on EL.
363 (p. 253.19-21 Dind.; A p. 130, L fol. 217); on EI. 410 (p. 254.29
kara—31 Dind.; A p. 130, L fol. 21v).

There is a very characteristic case of that interrelationship of
A and L in El 948 (A p. 134, L fol. 277). The scribe A wrote in
his text kai o0 mov ¢pidwr (with an interlinear scholium #yovr kal wéfev
oo toovrar dido). The codex L had in the text kai mob oor ¢idwr.
Then, the hand A wrote in L, in the margin, vp xal o0 Tov $idwr and
continued #yovwr wéfer co. ésovrar. Back in A, the same hand A
marked the reading of L in the margin of A thus: vp xal 7oi got.

Ai. 1160 koNéiwv AL2: most probably the hand of A intruded the
erroneous reading of A into L while correcting the latter codex.
On the line OT 800 omitted by L! and supplemented by the hand
of A in the margin of L, see above, p. 140.

Corrections by the hand of A are visible throughout the whole
codex L. Of course, there were several different correctors® of L,
but most of the Moschopulean corrections in the triad of L, or of
the A-like corrections in L, have to be credited to the hand of A.

The results of the above discussion are very important for the
evaluation of the manuscript evidence and its use for textual
criticism in Sophocles. First of all, L? in the triad is meaningless,
because it is only a duplication of the A readings. Then, AU in
the triad are just ordinary representatives of the Moschopulean
text lacking any special authority which some scholars were led to

92 Campbell (Sophocles 12.137; 2.v1) distinguished several correctors in L. The

hand which I have identified as that of A was marked by Campbell with the symbol C7.
Cf. above, note 88.
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grant them just because of the fact that both A and U include a
complete text of the seven plays.

The whole theory of Brunck concerning the value of A is upset
by the results of this analysis. In general, Brunck displayed good
judgment in abandoning the Triclinian vulgate of Turnebus. Yet,
he erred when he thought that the ms. A, which he chose as his basis,
represented an authentic ancient text and when he failed to see its
Byzantine interpolated character.

Let us recapitulate the past vicissitudes of the printed text of
Sophocles and the future outlook for it with regard to the triad.
Aldus gave a very eclectic text which occasionally adopted, in the
triad, some Moschopulean readings and, at any rate, was free from
Triclinian interpolations in lyrical lines. Turnebus simply repro-
duced the Triclinian text distorted by many interpolations in lyrics.
Then, as we see it now, Brunck abandoned the Triclinian, or Turne-
bian, vulgate, and put the Sophocles text on the A basis, i.e., in
the triad he simply adopted the Moschopulean text of A without
realizing that he followed a Byzantine recension.

Elmsley initiated the use of the Laurentian ms. L which scholars
of the XIX* century rightly accepted as the most venerable wit-
ness of the Sophocles text. Now the ms. L is paralleled by the
partial evidence of the fragmentary Leiden palimpsest A. The
assertion that L was the exclusive source of all the other extant mss.
of Sophocles was, of course, a fallacy. The mss. L and A represent
only one branch of the Sophoclean text tradition. Other veteres
have to be taken into account. The study of GMR by De Marco
enriched our knowledge of the Roman family.® But only now,
after the above disclosures of the Byzantine recensions, we are
beginning to recognize concretely the Byzantine readings and the
range of Byzantine interpolations, which invaded even the veteres
after ca. A.n. 1300. My presentation of the Moschopulean text is
the initial part of a larger investigation which will reconstruct
other Byzantine texts of Sophocles. Their knowledge will enable
us to gauge properly the extent and intensity of Byzantine inter-
polations in the veteres.. Thus the main task toward a correct
constitution of a future text of Sophocles is to know the complete
repertory of Byzantine readings, to eliminate them from our con-
sideration (also if they appear in the later veteres), to examine the
specific readings of both the families, the Laurentian A, and the

9 Cf. above, note 32.
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Roman p. Of course, the scholia of the veteres will often give us
proper guidance in that study, whenever the picture offered by
the poetic text of a given manuscript is not sufficiently clear.

In accordance with the scope of the present study, I do not deal
here with the text character of A and U in the remaining four plays
of Sophocles: Auntigone, Oed. Col., Trachiniae, Philoctetes. 1 shall
take up this problem in due course in my later investigation of the
veteres. Sulffice it to state here that the two codices AU represent,
in the remaining plays of Sophocles, an old text originally affiliated
with the Roman family (GQR), but strongly interpolated and cor-
rected from every available source, i.e., drawing also from the other
Laurentian family and from Thomas and Triclinius, with addition
of some corrections or changes invented by the common source of
AU. The relationship of AU to the Roman family GQR was not
discussed before, for the simple reason that the text of QR was
not known or disclosed adequately.* In this respect, I content
myself with indicating here a few characteristic situations: Philoct.
1037 oida 8’ LA, Thomas, Triclinius: &odé v’ GQRAU; 1209 véos L,
Thomas, Triclinius: »égos GRAU (part of the line is missing in Q);
Trach. 67 ubtbois ¢ L, Thomas, Triclin.: ptbors v’ e RAU. Yet
considering the eclectic and erratic character of AU in these plays,
we should give more attention to this problem on a future occasion.

Apographs of the Codex A (Paris 2712)

It seems pertinent, in view of the importance which has been so
long attached to the codex A, to list here a few apographs of A.
Since their source, the ms. A itself, does exist, those copies are prac-
tically without any value. In these apographs of A, the text of
Aiax, Electra, and Oedipus Tyrannus, is, of course, the same Moscho-
pulean text as that of A in the triad. Here is the list of the manu-
scripts which I have identified to be transcripts of A.

El Escorial 2.1.9. Paper, XVIt* cent., 37 X 26 cm., 208 foll.,
2 columns to a page, 27 lines to a column for the text of Sophocles.
— 89* Vita; 907 arg. to Aiax; 91* Aiax; 104 Electra; 118 Oed. T'yr.; 143
Antig.; 166 Oed. Col.; 182 Trachin.; 195-208 Philoctetes. This ms.
is a direct copy of the Paris 2712 with which it shares, e.g., these
errors: Ai. 119 mpwvotarepos, 150 gob yap, 198 dpudr’ &v §' avépors (also
UY), 317 avauwter.

94 Cf. Colonna, Athenaeum N.S. 18 (1940) 270-280 (about the codex R = Vatic.

2291). On the scholia GMR, cf. De Marco, op. cit. (above, note 32). The codex Q
(Paris, Supplément grec 109) is first used in Sophocles by myself (cf. above, p. 127).
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Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, 34. Paper, end of the XVt
or early XVIth cent., 283 X 208 mm., 269 foll., 20 lines to a page
for the text of Sophocles. Written by Zacharias Callierges.® — 1~
Vita,; 2r arg. to Aiax; 3—36r Atax; 38" arg. to Trach. (from Apollo-
dorus); 39Y Trachiniae; 727 prose arg. to Philoct.; 731117 Philoc-
tetes; 112r arg. to El. (dwéxerrar) and scholium arepokarov (p. 97.2—12
Papageorg.); 112147 Electra; 148" arguments III and I to Antig.;
149182t Antigone; 186* Oed. Col.; 2327 arguments I and II to Oed.
Tyr.; 233269 Oed. Tyr. In this ms., Trachiniae, Philoct., Anti-
gone, Oed. Col., were directly transcribed from the Paris 2712.
Atax and Electra belong to the Jena family (cf. above, p. 100).
Oedipus Tyrannus is mostly Moschopulean.

The agreement of Trach., Philoct., Antig., Oed. Col., with A is
obvious. I shall content myself with quoting a few concurrent
errors which appear identically both in A and in Riccardi 34 (unless
differences are specified): Trach. 82 réxvw, 151 766’, 257 kai om.;
Phil. 34 ¢pfiua] € A, ¢y’ Riccardi 34; 52 §; 136 amémrav A, amomrav
Riccardi 34; Antig. 47 avrippnrdros; 69 (el om.) é9éhois; 102 wpbrepov;
Oed. Col. 36 ris (-8’ om.); 41 ceuvov] oxaidv; 48 wplv (v’ &v om.).

For Aiax and Electra, to prove the affiliation of the Riccardi 34
with the Jena family, I shall report concurrent readings from
Riccardi 34 and Paris 2598, which is an excellent representative of
the Jena family (supplied with the scholia évapuosriav: cf. above,
p. 101). These are a few identical readings of Riccardi 34 and Paris
2598: Aiax 159 pipa whpyov; 183 v’ om.; 265 &' &v aipesww véuor (ita
Paris 2598¢, Riccardi 34: véun Paris 2598Y) 7is; Electra 49 mufuols; 76
épyarns Paris 2598 et Riccardi 34! (émordrgs Riccardi 3427); 139
Yboiay obTe Niraloww.

In Oed. Tyr., the Riccardi text at first is Thoman: OT 18 oi &'
nféwr Riccardi 34 and ZZcZd; 30 atdas Riccardi 34 and ZZd. But
from OT 77 on it is Moschopulean: the ms. reads OT 77 &8¢’ &,
130 ra — though it is not entirely consistent.

On the whole, Riccardi 34 is devoid of any value and can be
completely disregarded.

Berlin graec. 185 (o/im Phillipps 1588). Paper, end of the XVtt
or early XVIt cent., 277 X 197 mm., 190 foll., 20 lines to a page
for the text of Sophocles. I have recognized the handwriting to be
that of Zacharias Callierges, who wrote also Riccardi 34 (see above).
The Berlin ms. resembles most closely Riccardi 34, which was tran-

% Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber 125.
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scribed from A.— 1—33v Trachinige; 35V—72% Philoct.; 73—110"
Oed. Tyr.; 111v-156" Oed. Col.; 157—190" Antigone. The number of
lines to a page is the same here as in Riccardi 34. Text portions on
single pages are identical in the two mss. The text of the two mss.,
to judge from my samples, is identical — only Riccardi 34 gives
seven plays as against 5 plays in the Berlin ms. and seems to have
more arguments. A close connection between the Berlin Phillipps
ms. (once referred to as Middlehill 310) and Riccardi 34 was
noticed by Campbell (Sophocles 2.vii) who pointed out that the
two mss. share a transposition of lines in Antigone (477-584 after
691). I have collated the beginning of Trachiniae in Paris 2712 (A),
Riccardi 34, and Berlin 185. Peculiar mistakes of A reappear in
Riccardi 34 and Berlin 185: Trach. 151 768’, 257 kai om. Then,
there are — against A — identical errors in the two mss. Riccardi
and Berlin: Trach. 11 rabpos A: Tpdyos Ricc., Berlin; 15 mpocdedeyuérn
A: wpodedeyuevn Ricc., Berlin; 63 elpnker A: elpnre Ricc., Berlin; 81
ebaiwy’ A: ebalwy Ricc., Berlin; 87 walat A: wélw Ricc., Berlin; xpéve
A per compendium: x@pw Ricc.l, Berlin (xpévw Ricc.?); 205 dopois A:
dfuois Ricc., Berlin. Then, the Berlin ms. has additional errors
against A and Riccardi: Trach. 17 éureacbivar A Ricc.: éumlasbijva
Berlin; 42 mposBalév A Ricc.: mpoBardw Berlin. Thus it appears
that Callierges first copied the ms. A in Riccardi 34, and then
transcribed the four plays mentioned from Riccardi 34 in Berlin 185.

In view of these facts, Berlin 185 is also to be considered value-
less. It is an indirect copy of A in Trach., Philoct., Oed. Col.,
Antig.; and in Oed. Tyr. it gives a Byzantine text (cf. above what
was said on Riccardi 34).

London, Harley 5743. Bombycine, XV** cent., 213 X 150 mm.,
113 foll., 24 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1* arg. to
Trach. (from Apollodorus); 2V Trachiniae; 29" prose argument to
Phil.; 30—62" Philoctetes. Sparse ancient scholia. This is a direct
copy of A. The following peculiar readings appear in both mss.:
Trach. 1273 wévrwv] Gavarovs A and Harley 5743; Phil. 34 épfjua
Kkobdév] ép xovdéy A, épx’ ovdéy Harley 5743; 52 A and Harley 5743.

5. LisT oF MOSCHOPULEAN MANUSCRIPTS OF SOPHOCLES

After I have demonstrated above the characteristic features of
the Moschopulean text recension, I shall give below a general
comprehensive list of Sophoclean manuscripts which are, totally or
partially, Moschopulean. I have analyzed samples or entire con-
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tents of almost all Sophoclean manuscripts now in existence, and
with the aid of the criteria indicated above — i.e., scholia and char-
acteristic text readings — I was able to establish clearly the affilia-
tion of a given ms. with the Moschopulean family.

The main purpose of this list is to indicate, once for all, the
Byzantine character of the pertinent mss. and to establish the proper
value of the text evidence given by those mss.: their textual innova-
tions are merely conjectures, and should be treated as such in
future editions of Sophocles. It is the aim of this list to eliminate
the mss. in question from any possible individual use in the critical
apparatus of any future edition. Their variants, being inventions
of Moschopulus, should be quoted —only in cases where they
deserve it — as conjectures of Moschopulus. In general, future
critical apparatuses must not be unduly encumbered with super-
fluous symbols of single Byzantine manuscripts.

The list of Moschopulean manuscripts to be presented below is
arranged in the alphabetical order of their geographic locations.
It did not seem to be worth while to arrange them on other prin-
ciples, as, e.g., mss. with or without scholia, or mss. of the family ¢m
or those of the family £p. Then, I did not pursue systematically
the interrelationships of possible apographs to their extant sources,
for this does not deserve a special effort in the case of Byzantine
mss.; in some cases, however, such a relationship was so obvious
that I did record it.

Although in a former study (Traditio 2 [1944] 10-41) I described
every Sophocles ms. with many bibliographical references, I am
giving below an essential description of every Moschopulean ms.,
for I was able, in many cases, to revise it on the basis of photographic
reproductions and new information obtained from the libraries
concerned. For bibliographical information and some details, the
reader will still have to look to my general list in Traditio.

On the basis of photographs, I was in a position to determine
the character of the scholia, if any, in each ms., and this was a con-
structive consideration in determining the character of a given ms.
The selection of characteristic Moschopulean readings which I
quote for every ms. often depends on the extent of the photographic
material which I have at hand. No conclusions ex silentio are
allowed about a reading which is not quoted explicitly. Sometimes
I omit or disregard a reading if it occasionally departs from the
usual reading of the family. On the whole, the readings quoted
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below are based on my personal inspection of photographs. Some-
times I supplement my collations with collations published before
which then are referred to explicitly — or with additional informa-
tion and readings obtained from foreign friends, colleagues, and
librarians, with regard to some mss. in Escorial, Madrid, Milan,
Naples, Rome, Vatican City.%

If the photographic material at my disposal (or information
gained from other sources) shows some characteristic features of a
specific family (¢#m or £p, as the case may be), then I indicate also
the family affiliation of a given ms.

Here is the list of the Moschopulean mss. of Sophocles:

Berlin, Oeffentliche Wissenschaftliche Bibliothek (formerly Preu-
ssische Staatsbibliothek)

graec. 185 (olim Phillipps 1588). In this ms. (being an apo-
graph of the Ricc. 34), only Oed. Tyr. is probably Moschopulean:
cf. above, p. 149.

Bremen, Staatsbibliothek

b. 23. Bombycine, XIVt cent., 208 X 147 mm., 239 foll.,
21-24 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. —4r Aiax; 34"
Electra; 65"-957 Oed. Tyr. Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oixeiws
+ otwrafis (with Planudean authorship marks). For the Moscho-
pulean character of the text, cf.: Aiax 58 éumirvdv, 61 mwévov, 75 bpels,
80 év dbuois, 112 &yw o' éplewar, 222 alfomos, 227 oluo, 301 vwaitas,
307 dwomrrebo.

Cambridge, Emmanuel College Library

1.2.11. Paper, XV/XVIth cent., 206 X 152 mm., 232 foll., com-
posed of various fascicles. Item 1x (Sophocles) has four leaves,
9 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles, and contains: Aiax 522~

96 I wish to express my sincere thanks for it to: Raffaele Cantarella (Milan),
Valentino Capocci (Vatican), Manuel F. Galiano (Madrid), Carlo Gallavotti (Naples),
Ciro Giannelli (Vatican), Agostino Pertusi (Milan). I also acknowledge my obligation
to librarians and scholars who helped me by procuring photographs and informa-
tion on Sophocles manuscripts. My thanks are especially due to: Dom Anselmo M.
Albareda, O.S.B. (Vatican), Thomas E. Benner (Urbana), Otto Brechler (Vienna),
Bernhard Bruch (Bremen), Luigi Ferrari (Venice), Msgr. Giovanni Galbiati (Milan),
Guerriera Guerrieri (Naples), W. O. Hassall (Oxford), R. W. Hunt (Oxford), Teresa
Lodi (Florence), Irma Merolle-Tondi (Florence), Eugen Meyer (Berlin), Msgr.
Walerian Meysztowicz (Vatican), P. N. Morata, O.S.A. (Escorial), Linos Politis
(Athens, now Salonika), Jean Porcher (Paris), Albert Predeek (Jena), Edith Rothe
(Leipzig), Paul Ruf (Munich), H. J. Scheltema (Groningen), Karel Svoboda (Prague),
Zofia Trenkner (Cambridge, England).
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539, 584-600, 540-548, 557-583. The text of these passages is
Moschopulean: cf. Azax 524 vyévourd wob’ oditos, 534 7' fv dv, 565 évalios,
582 6poety.

El Escorial, Real Monasterio de San Lorenzo

7.JII.15. Paper, XV* cent., 210 X 135 mm., 224 foll., 15 lines
to a page for the text of Sophocles. On fol. 224v, there is a note
referring to A.D. 1476. — 1* Vita,; 3" arg. to Aiax,; 5* Aiax; 52" arg.
to Electra (vwoxeirar); 527 Electra,; 1027 arg. to Oed. Tyr.; 103v-153F
Oed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws + oivrafis on the three plays. Readings:
Aidax 58 tumirvdv, 80 & Séuois. This text most probably’belongs,
on account of its Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia, to the family £p.

Q.I.9. This ms., being an apograph of A, is accordingly Moscho-
pulean in Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr. See above, p. 148.

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana

plut. 31, 9. Paper, XVt cent., 209 X 144 mm., 294 foll., 16
lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 155* Adax; 201r arg. to
El. (bwékerar); Electra; 246v-293t QOed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws. Read-
ings: Aiax 58 éumurvdw, 75 épels, 80 é&v Sduois, 112 &yd o' iplepar, 169
vmobeioavres, 222 aifomos, 227 oluor. Family tm: El. 454 els &éxfpovs
abrov, 644 rfde vukti.

plut. 32, 32 4 plut. 32, 51. Both volumes belong together, they
were written by the same hand of the XVt cent., on paper of the
same size, 14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Cod. 32, 32,
size 222 X 168 mm., 50 foll., contains: 1~ arg. to Aiax; 1V-50¥ Aiax.
Cod. 32, 51, size 225 X 166 mm., 109 foll., contains: 1*"two argu-
ments to Electra, one imékeirar, and the other 7 dwdfesis — edphoes,
which appears also in Vatic. 50 (cf. above, p. 128). It was published
by G. Wolff, Zeitschrift fiir die Alterthumswissenschaft 13 (1855)
45 f. Fol. 1¥ Electra; 55-109" arg. 1 and oracle to Oed. Tyr.;
Oed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws on the three plays. Readings of the two
mss., respectively: Aiax 58 éumirvdv, 61 wévov, 80 & Sbuos, 112 &y o’
épieuas; Electra 42 pakpd xpove, 55 mov, 61 uév ovééy. Family ¢m:
Electra 454 eis &xfpovs abrov, 644 1de vuri.

plut. 32, 34. Paper, XIV* cent., 215 X 140 mm., 179 foll.,

11 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Ownership entries:
(fol. 3v) évdpéov T0b umdria T0b popahrov; (131%) yewpyiov Svonma] ]
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100 yahnowory (-ov supra lin.).*” — 1* Vita; 2v-3* arg. to Adax; 4°
Atax; 647 arg. to El.; Electra; 133—179¥ QOed. Tyr. Scholia oikelws.
Readings: Aiax 58 éumrv@v (-rv- ex correctione); 80 év déuows, 112
&yw o' épleuar. Family ¢m: El. 454 eis éxOpovs adrov.

plut. 32, 49. Paper, XVt cent., 289 X 210 mm., 95 foll.,
15 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1 Adax; 48™95Y
Electra. Some scholia of the oikeiws family (not the full set). Read-
ings: Aiax 58 éumirvdv, 61 wovov, 75 dpets, 80 év douos, 112 éyd o’
tplepar. Family &m: El. 454 fuly dpwyov els &éxOpods uolelv abrov,
644 rfide rfi vukri (in both cases there are additional changes over the
usual readings of ¢m).

plut. 32, 51. See above under plut. 32, 32.

Conventi Soppressi 66. Paper, XIVt* cent., 243 X 157 mm.,
81 foll.; mostly in 2 columns to a page, 32 lines to a column for the
text of Sophocles. — 41 Electra (755-end); 46¥ arg. 11 and oracle
to Oed. Tyr.; 4648 Oed. Tyr. (1-311). No scholia, except sparse
notes added occasionally. The text of Electra is inconsistent and
draws from different sources: El. 809 oixy ¢pevds, 890 hourov 7, 947
moetv (yp. TeNelv), 985 uy ‘khimelv. But in Oed. Tyr. the text is
Moschopulean: Oed. Tyr. 29 kadueiwv, 42 elpeiv fuiv (some correcting
was done here), 43 wov, 50 gravres 7', 77 80’ &v.

Conventi Soppressi 71. Symbol X. Family ém. See p. 128, 138.

Conventi Soppressi 98. Paper, XIV* cent., 222 X 145 mm.,
322 foll., 19-21 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. On fol.
2117, a note by a different hand referring to A.p. 1372. — 207" Vita;
208v-211¥ arguments and notes on Aiax; 213-314v Aiax, Electra,
Oed. Tyr.-Scholia oikeiws. Readings: Aiax 58 éumirvdv, 61 woévov,
80 év dopois, 112 &yw o’ &piepar. Family &m: El. 454 els éxfpods abTov,
644 tfide vukrl.

Conventi Soppressi 172. Parchment, XIV* cent., 305 X 210
mm., 130 foll., 2 columns to a page, 27 lines to a column for the
text of Sophocles. This ms. Conv. Soppr. 172 and Vatic. Palatin.
gr. 287 belong together and once formed one codex.®® Conv. Soppr.

97 This ownership entry is written by the hand of Georgius Galesiotes who sub-
scribed the ms. Mount Sinai 152 in 1346 (cf. William Henry Paine Hatch, The Greek
Manuscripts of the New Testament at Mount Sinai [American Schools of Oriental Re-
search. Publications of the Jerusalem School, vol. 1. Paris, 1932] plate LviI; Vogel-
Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber 72).

98 Cf. C. Robert, “Zur Geschichte der Euripides-Handschriften,”” Hermes 13
(1878) 133 ff.; Turyn, Aeschylus 70.
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172 contains: 84r Aiax; 96¥ arg. to El. (imékeirar); 97° Electra; 1107
123¥ QOed. Tyr.; 123" arguments 1I and I to Antigone. The imme-
diate continuation is to be found in the Palat. 287, written on parch-
ment by the same hand, in the same size 315 X 215 mm., 237 foll.,
with the same arrangement of columns and the same number of
lines, and the following contents in Sophocles: 3* Antigone; 14" arg. 1
to Oed. Col.; 15* Oed. Col.; 31* arg. to Trach. (from Apollodorus);
31 Trachiniae; 437 prose argument to Philoct.; 4357 Philoctetes.
Here I shall not deal with the Sophoclean portion of Palat. 287
which is Thoman, but I limit my attention to Conv. Soppr. 172.

In the Conv. Soppr., there are sparse scholia mostly in the
beginning of 47ax, drawn mainly from the Moschopulean set. For
a large part of Aiax, this ms. is Thoman: Aiax 84 é¢pfaluots (ve
om.) Conv. Soppr. 1722¢: é¢fahuoior (ye om.) ZZaZbZd; 148/9
mAarrwv ... ] els Conv. Soppr. 172: mAdrrwy del eis ZZa; 499 v éew
Conv. Soppr. 172, Ze: §' éev Zd; 644 oirw 7 Conv. Soppr. 172!
ofmor’ ZaZe (obmw mis Conv. Soppr. 172%). At the same time, this
ms. used quite many Moschopulean readings even in its Thoman
portion, e.g.: Atax 303 dwaitas, 519 wdo’, 524 yévouré wob’- odros, 565
évdhos. It seems that from about Aiax 1368 on the ms. begins to
follow a Moschopulean source: A%. 1368 gov vap dpa (also XXa). In
Electra and Oed. Tyr., the ms. on the whole agrees with Moschopulus
(with exceptions like El. 42 xpovw uakp@): Electra 61 uév otdév, 528
elhev obk, 985 un Auwetv; Oed. Tyr. 34 Evwalhavyals, 42 ebpetv Huiv, 77
8’ 4w, 117 karetd’, 250 yévoir' éuod, 250 guvedbros. This Moschopulean
text belongs to the family ¢m: cf. El. 454 eis éxfpods adrov a.c. (abrov
els &xOpols p.c.).

——, Biblioteca Riccardiana

34. Only Oed. Tyr. is Moschopulean in this ms. See above, p.
149.

77. Paper, A.D. 1496, 210 X 155 mm., 198 foll.; 12 lines to a
page for the text of Sophocles in Aiax; 25 lines in both texts of
Electra and in Antigone; 24 lines in Philoct. and Oed. Col. Written
by Aristobulus Apostolides (the later Arsenius of Monembasia),
except for fol. 183v-198+ written by a different hand. — 1* arg. to
Aiax; 2-50° Aiax; 51-61% Electra (1-567); 65*~94* Electra (com-
plete); 101-117v Antigone (1-839); 161* arguments to Phil. (inc.
araywyd, and inc. ‘HpakNfjs uperd v 700 mavrds kbouov wap’ abdrod
Yevouévny dvakdfapow kTA.), and excerpts from Schol. Hom. I7. 2.721—
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723; 162178 Philoctetes, with ancient scholia; 179" arg. to Oed.
Col.; 1797198 Oed. Col. (1-854), with ancient scholia on Oed. Col.
1-172.

This is a composite manuscript so far as its sources are con-
cerned. Aiax and the former Electra (1™—61%) are Moschopulean:
cf. Aiax 58 éumirviv, 61 wovov, 80 é&v Sbuois, 112 &b o éplewar, 169
Umodeloavres ; Electra 42 pakpd xpévw, 55 wov, 61 uév otdév, 132 old’ ehélw,
139 otre Mrals. The Moschopulean text of this former Electra
seems to belong to the family ¢p (because it is free from the mistake
of tm in El. 454, where it reads correctly adrov els éxfpovs). — The
latter Electra (65-94%) is Thoman: Electra 129 roxfwy Ricc. 77,
ZZc (rarépwy Ricc. 77¢). This portion is an apograph of Vatic. 1333
(Zc): cf. El. 63 dbpors Zc and Ricc. 77; El. 143 kakod Zc and Ricc.
77. The same goes for Antigone which is Thoman and is copied
from the Thoman ms. Vatic. 1333 (Zc): cf. Antig. 18 #déewv in faded
ink (possibly added later) in Zc and omitted in Ricc. 77; Antig. 51
abropépwy Zc and Ricc. 77; Antig. 104 dwpkéav Zc! and Rice. 77%,
dipréwv Zc® and Ricc. 775. — The text and scholia of Philoctetes are
ancient in this manuscript. Oed. Col. is obviously transcribed from
Laurentian 32, 9 (L) together with some glosses and shorter scholia.

Glasgow, University, Hunterian Museum

U.7.18. Paper, XVIt cent., 165 X 89 mm., 70 foll., 21 lines
to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1—69¥ Aiax, Electra. No
scholia. Readings: Azax 58 éumirvav, 61 mwovov, 80 &v dduows, 112 &yaw
o’ éplenar.
Leipzig, Stadtbibliothek

Rep. L4.44.a (No. II in Naumann). Bombycine, XIV** cent.,
235 X 170 mm., 92 foll., 21-23 lines to a page for the text of Soph-
ocles. — 17 Aiax; 32" arg. to El. (dmékerar); 32V—0627 Electra; 62¥
dramatis personae to Oed. Tyr.; 63—=92v Oed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws
on the three plays. There are also Thoman scholia #yovr wepabijvar
on Aiax 2-399 (cf. Dindorf 329-340.23) added by a different hand
(cf. Dindorf 396 note b). The Moschopulean character of this
ms. appears in readings formerly published in Erfurdt-Hermann
with the symbol Lips. a (cf. especially the collation for Azax in
Erfurdt-Hermann, Sophoclis Tragoediae 3% [1825] viii—xviir) and
by Elmsley for Oed. Tyr. (Sophoclis Oedipus Tyrannus [Lipsiae,
1821] xvi1 ff.). I have examined photographic samples from which
I quote some characteristic Moschopulean readings: A<. 58 éumirvdy,



Vol. Ixxx] The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus 157

61 wovov, 80 é&v Souos, 112 &yd o' épieuar, 222 aifomos, 227 otuor, 259
ppovuuor ; El. 42 pakpd xpoévw, 55 mov, 61 uév obdév, 99 poviw, 123 axdperov ;
OT 29 kadueiwv, 34 FvvaXhayals, 43 mov, 50 gravres r'. Family &m:
the ms. reads (according to Erfurdt-Hermann) El. 454 eis éxfpols
avrov, 644 Tide vukTi.

Rep. I1.4.44.b (No. III in Naumann). Paper, XIVt cent.,
280 X 205 mm., 216 foll. — 72¥ Adax, 120 arg. to El. (inc. awokerrar) ;
121r Electra; 1717=216" Oed. T'yr. Scholia oikeiws on the three plays.
This ms. is Moschopulean also in Hesiod and in Theocritus.?® Its
Moschopulean character in Sophocles appears in readings formerly
published in Erfurdt-Hermann with the symbol Lips.b (cf. espe-
cially the collation for Adax in Erfurdt-Hermann 3%.vIn—xvii)
and by Elmsley for Oed. Tyr. (Lipsiae [1821] xviI ff.). Readings
(quoted from photographs): Az. 58 éumirv@w, 61 wovou, 75 épets, 80 é&v
dduows, 112 &yd o epienar, 222 aiforos, 227 oluor, 259 @péwuov, 301
Imatfas, 307 dwomredor ; El. 42 pakpd xpévw, 55 wov, 61 uév oddév, 99 doviw,
123 éaxbperov, 132 obdé Gélw, 1502 ép’ ; OT 29 kadueiwv, 34 tuvalhayals,
43 wov, 50 grdvres v, 77 86’ &v, 250 yévour’ &uod, 250 suverdbros. Family
¢m: the ms. reads (according to Erfurdt-Hermann) El. 454 eis éxfpods
abrov, 644 THée vukTi.

To judge from the collation in Erfurdt-Hermann, a portion of
Aiax, extending about 4. 1270-end, was taken from some different
source.

Leningrad, Gosudarstvennaia Publichnaia Biblioteka imeni M. E.
Saltykova-Shchedrina

graec. 731 (cf. W. BeneSevi&, PhWW 46 [1926] 1145-1152; this is
my only source of information). Paper, XVt cent., 206 X 143
mm., 125 foll., 16 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 37—48*
Aiax; 49v-94" arg. to El. (¢mékerar) ; Electra; 1001257 arguments I
and 11, enigma, oracle, to Oed. Tyr.; Oed. Tyr. (1-1033). Scholia
oikeiws on the three plays. BeneSevi& believed this ms. to have been
the printer’s copy for the Aldine.’®® To judge from the scholia,
this ms. should be Moschopulean.

% Cf. Schultz, Die handschrifiliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien 10; Wendel,

Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien 180 f.; Gallavotti, Theocritus 274.

100 T doubt it, for the Aldine is not Moschopulean in the triad (see above, p. 142).

It would be worth while to follow the pattern of C. O. Zuretti's (Analecta Avristophanea

[Torino, 1892] 35 ff.) analysis of the manuscript components of the Aldine edition of
Aristophanes.
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London, British Museum

Burney 106. Paper, XVI®* cent., 293 X 203 mm., 111 foll,,
28 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 2r Azax; 25" arg. to
El. (dméketar); 267 Electra; 517 arguments I and 11, enigma, to Oed.
Tyr.; 517 Qed. Tyr.; 777 arguments 1 and II to Antig.; 77V Antigone
(1- 10). No scholia. This ms. is a direct apograph of Paris 2884
(see below, p. 165) with which it agrees exactly unless it gives extra
errors resulting often from a misreading of the original. These
are, e.g., common errors of Paris 2884 and Burney 106: Aiax 287
tuéarr’, 300 mwiuvais, 323 viv 8¢ (év om.), Antig. 7 i om. — Sometimes
Burney 106 misreads its source: cf. Aiax 241 uéyav iwmodérny Paris
2884: piay irmodérw Burney 106. The character of the text in
Paris 2884 has been analyzed below (p. 166). The same text is,
of course, repeated in Burney 106. Accordingly, the text of Burney
106 is Moschopulean in Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr. 1-1301 — and
Thoman in Oed. Tyr. 1302—end and Antig. 1-10.

Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional

4617 (olim N 75). Paper, XIVt cent., 213 X 135 mm., 239
foll., 21 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Written by
Georgius Cinnamus who subscribed the Sophoclean portion on
Dec. 26, 1333 (fol. 997): érehewwfly 6 mapdv copokMis, dia Xewpos éuob,
yewpylov, T0b kwvéuov & érel, ,S%w,uB’ w(Buridvos) B. unvi dexeBpiw k'S’
Huépa S Ths dylas dowoudprupos, eyevéas. The same hand wrote also
the subsequent Aeschylus portion of the codex. On fol. 99¥ there
is a note referring to the Aeschylus portion: 6 aioxthos: T obros 6
woupTis fpxéOny dm’ &uod Snunrpiov: Tob Tpaxavewrn unvi lowwiw Tiis
dylas kal &vdbfov peyahnuéprupos Beodosias. The same Demetrius
Trachaneiotes, who probably only read the ms., made a note at the
beginning of Aiax (fol. 37): & x(pto7)é Borfer, 7@ o& dobAw dnunTpiw TE&
Tpax[aveLan] — 1* Vita (beginning missing); arg. to Adax; 2° Aiax
(because of the transposition of a leaf, the present sequence is:
168-210, 1-167, 211-end); 34" arg. to El. (imorerar); 357 Electra;
70°=99* Oed. Tyr. (1-802, 1064—end). Sparse scholia oikeiws by the
first hand; Thoman scholia supplemented by a different hand. The
text is Moschopulean: cf. Adax 58 éumurvav, 80 & déuos, 112 &y o’
thlepar, 227 oiuot, 259 ¢pévpor. Family £p: Oed. Tyr. 652 obmore.!*

100 The Madrid 4617 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod and in Pindar: cf. Schultz,
op. cit. 11; Car. Ioh. Tycho Mommsen, Pindari carmina (Berolini, 1864) p. XXVIIIL.
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Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana

A 105 sup. Paper, XVIt cent., 227 X 169 mm., viI 4 142
+ 11 foll., 14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1t Aiax;
48—142r Electra. Readings: A7. 58 éumirvav, 61 mwovov i.l.: ¢évov s.l.,
75 bpets, 80 & dbuois, 565 &vahios; El. 42 uakpd xpovw, 61 uév oldev,
528 el\ev otk ; OT 250 yévorr' éuob, 1231 al 'v pavde’. Family ¢m: El
454 ¢is &xfpovs abrov. In this Moschopulean ms., some small portion
of the text (end of Electra and beginning of Oed. Tyr.) seems to be
Triclinian: OT 50 oravres 7.

B 97 sup. Paper, XIVt cent., 255 X 169 mm., 1 + 227 foll.,
20 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1¥ dramatis personae
to Adax; 1 Atax; 357 Electra; 69¥ arg. 1 to Oed. Tyr.; 70~105" Oed.
Tyr. Scholia oikeiws on the three plays. Readings: A¢. 58 éumirvav,
61 wovov, 75 dpets, 80 &v douois, 112 tyw o’ épieuar, 488 Tiwes, 565 évdios ;
El. 61 uév obdév, 528 elhev otk, 985 uf Aumety m. pr. (ug ékhurelv m. post.);
OT 50 oréavres 7', 1231 ai [..] ¢avde’. This Moschopulean text
belongs to the family ¢m: cf. El. 454 eis éxfpols adrov.

C 24 sup. Paper, late XV cent., 220 X 165 mm., 111 4 214
foll. It seems that A<ax and Electra were written by Michael
Suliardus'®® who subscribed fol. 96" on July 26, 1481; then, Oed.
Tyr. was written by a different hand, and Awntigone by another
hand. — 1v Vita; 2r arg. to Aax; 3* end of Vita, 4* end of arg. to
Aiax; 6* Aiax; 50° arg. to El.; 50" Electra, 98 arguments 1 and 11
to Oed. Tyr.; 100* Oed. Tyr.; 1612117 Antigone,; 214" enigma to
Oed. Twyr. Scholia oikeiws on Aiax and presumably on Electra;
Thoman scholia on Oed. Tyr. and Antigone.

Only Aiax and Electra are Moschopulean in this ms.: cf. 4. 58
tumirvdy p.c. (éramrvdv a.c.), 75 apels, 80 év dbuois, 565 &vadios; El. 42
pakpd xpbvw, 528 ethev ok, 985 un Auwetv. This Moschopulean portion
belongs to the family ¢m: El. 454 eis éxfpovs abrov, 644 rfde vukri.

The portion containing Oed. Tyr. and Antigone is accompanied
by Thoman scholia and is Thoman in its poetic text: Oed. Tyr. 18
ol &’ Hifewv (also ZZbZcZd), 86 ¢épwr bt (also ZZbZd), parw dépwy
Zc; 411 wpoorarys (also ZZbZcZd); Antig. 97 uy (ob om.) this ms.
and also ZZb, other Thoman mss., TTa.

E 77 sup. Paper, XVth cent., 218 X 139 mm., 111 + 256 foll.
— 1t Adax; 46¥ Electra; 1037 arguments I and 11, enigma, to Oed.
Tyr.; 104* Oed. Tyr.; 161—208" Antigone. The ms. is written by

102 Cf, Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber 318.
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different hands. In my sample of Azax, a different hand added
some Moschopulean scholia. Antigone is supplied with Thoman
scholia written by the same hand which copied the text. Only
Atax is Moschopulean: 4. 58 éumrvav, 61 wévov, 75 épeis, 80 év déuots,
112 &y o’ Eplepar, 565 Evédios.

But Electra, Oed. Tyr., and Antigone are Thoman: cf. El. 129
yevvaiwv Toxfwy (also ZZc), 721 detwdv 7' (also ZZc); OT 18 oi 8" Hibéwy
(also ZZbZcZd), 86 ¢arw (vp dhuny) dpépwy (parv pépwry Zc, dpépwy parw
ZZbZd), 411 mposrarys (also ZZbZcZd); Antig. 84 wpounvices (also
ZZcTTa), 152 wavwxiows (also ZZc).

G 43 sup. Paper, XIVt cent., 223 X 139 mm., 300 foll. —
145 Vita (beginning missing); 146" arg. to Aiax; 148 Aiax;
196r arg. to El.; 197 Electra, 248" arguments 1 and 11, enigma, to
Oed. Tyr.; 249—300" Oed. Tyr. Scholia oixeiws on the three plays.
Readings: Az. 58 éumirvaw, 61 wévov, 75 dpels, 80 év douois, 112 &y o’
tplepal, 488 Tives, 565 evahwos ; El. 42 pakpd xpovw, 61 uév obdév, 528 eiler
otk, 985 un Auretv; OT 50 orévres 7', 250 vyévorr’ éuov. This Moscho-
pulean text belongs in 4iax and Electra to the family ém: El. 454
els &xBpovs alrov, 644 Thde vukri, but in Oed. Tyr. it shifts to the family
¢p: OT 652 otmore, 797 xpnoudv v bveidy.

H 105 sup. Paper, XVt cent., 295 X 220 mm., 11 + 104 foll.
— 14" are written by a different hand.'® 1r Vita (Triclinian);
3t argument (Triclinian) to Adax; 5° Aiax; 35V arg. to El.; 36Y
Electra; 69¥ arguments I and 11, enigma, to Oed. Tyr.; 70v—104"
Oed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws. Readings: As. 58 éumirvév, 61 wévov, 75
apets, 80 & dbuois, 112 &yd o' épleuar, 488 Tives, 565 évalos; El. 42
wakpd xpovew, 61 uév otdev, 528 elkev oixk, 985 un Murelv ; OT 50 oravres 7',
250 yévour' tuov. Family ém: El. 454 els éxfpols adrov, 644 tHide vukri.

L 39 sup. Bombycine, XIVt* cent., 224 X 151 mm., 11 + 1
+ 314 foll. — 232 Vita; 233 arg. to Aiax; 234* Atax; 259' arg.
to El. and ancient scholium p. 97.2-12 Papageorg.; 260" Electra;
285" arg. I, oracle, enigma, arg. 11 to Oed. Tyr.; 286*-313" Oed. Tyr.
Scholia oixeiws on the three plays (cf. Dindorf p. x11 ff.). Read-
ings: A4. 58 tumirvdv, 61 mévov m. pr. (¢pévov m. post. supra lin.), 75
apets, 80 &v dbuois, 488 Tiwes, 565 &vdhos; El. 42 paxpd xpovy, 61 uév
otdev, 528 eihev oik, 985 un Auretv; OT 50 orévres 7', 1231 al 'v pavde’.
Family &m: El. 454 eis éxfpols abrov, 644 THbe vukrl.

103 It is not the hand of Ioannes Rhosus, as it was asserted by Vogel-Gardthausen,
Die griechischen Schreiber 192.
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N 166 sup. Paper, XIV* cent., 225 X 149 mm., vI + 119 foll.,
12 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Written by Andreas
Nomicopulus. — 17 diax; 457 Electra; 83'—119" Oed. Tyr. Moscho-
puleo-Planudean scholia "oixeiws 4 oiwraéis on the three plays; cf.
samples of the scholia in Dindorf p. xvi ff. Readings: Az. 58
tumirvdy, 61 movov, 80 &v dduois, 112 &yd o' édienar, 488 rwes; El. 985
wy hretv; OT 50 orévres 7', 1231 ai 'v pavds’.” In accordance with
its Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia, the text likewise shows the
Moschopuleo-Planudean character £p: cf. OT 652 ofmore. It seems
that parts of Aiax and Electra in this ms. departed from its Moscho-
pulean source: cf. A%. 565 elvahwos, El. 42 xpbvw pakpd, 61 ueév Jas]
oldév, 528 elhev rolk.

Modena, Biblioteca Estense

@.U.9.19 (olim 111 C 20; No. 99 in Puntoni). Paper, XIVth
-XVth cent., 217 X 145 mm., 238 foll. — 85* Azax (312-1390); 109*
Electra; 1427—178" QOed. Tyr. Scholia of the oikeiws family on the
three plays. Readings: El. 42 & pakpd xpovw, 55 wov, 61 uéy
obdév, 99 ¢oviw, 123 axdperov, 132 odd’ &Bélw, 139 obre Airals; OT 29’
kadueiwy, 34 Evvadhayals, S0 oravres 7', 77 80’ dv. Accordingly, the
Sophocles text of this ms. is Moschopulean. Also the Hesiod,
Pindar, and Theocritus portions of this ms. are likewise Moscho-
pulean.104

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek

graec. 494. Paper, XVt cent., 225 X 162 mm., 66 foll., 12 lines
to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 52r arg. to Aax (Dindorf
27.11-28.4); 53—58" Aiax (1-143). The text is Moschopulean:
Ai. 58 tumirvaw, 80 &v dduois, 112 &yl o éplepar.

graec. 507. Bombycine and paper, XIV/XVth cent., 225 X 105
mm., 241 foll. — 6 Asax; 46 arg. to El. (dwékeirar); Electra; 967
136" arg. 1 and enigma to Oed. Tyr.; Oed. Tyr. The portion Aiax
1-476 on fol. 6-18 was supplemented later by two different hands
and has no scholia. The main body of the original Sophocles text
begins on 19* with Adax 476. There are scholia from Byzantine
sources (from Moschopulus and from the scholia Barocci) on the
three plays. The added beginning of Aax is Moschopulean: 4:. 58
éumiryd, 112 &ydh o’ éplepar. The main text is also Moschopulean:
cf. A1. 689 dulv dua, 705 tvveins, 717 pereyvéoty.

104 Cf. Schultz, op. cit. 14; Mommsen, op. cit. p. xxviii; Wendel, op. cit.. 186;
Gallavotti, Theocritus 274.
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Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele I1I

ILF.9 (No. 165 in Cyrillus). Our symbol is D. This is the
important source of the Planudean scholia. The poetic text of
this ms. exhibits quite many Moschopulean readings, but is not
consistent in any respect. See above, p. 114.

I1.F.34 (No. 191 in Cyrillus). Paper, XV* cent., 280 X 183
mm., 255 foll., 19 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1* arg.
to Aiax; 1¥ Aiax; 39" arg. to El. (dwékerrar); Electra; 79¥ arguments 1
and 11, enigma, to Oed. Tyr.; 80F Oed. Tyr.; 121* Trdbeots avriyovns
Suwplifn 8¢ wapa Tod abTod paylorpov (arg. 111 to Antig.); 122F Antigone;
157Y Twdfeots oD éme koNovd olbimodos duwpblin 8¢ kal alTy wapa Tod adrod
woylorpov (arg. 1 to Oed. Col.); 158" QOed. Col.; 205 é t#s damolodbpov
BiBAiobhkns, Tob dpauaros 1 vwéfeais; 208" Trachiniae; 2417 vmwébeais Tod
dptuaros (prose arg. and metrical arg. to Philoct.); 241bisv—253"
Philoctetes (1-472 by the first hand; 473-476 added by the scholiast);
254-255Y yévos copokhéous kal Blos duwpbidn 8¢ mepl (mapa corrigendum)
100 copwrarov mayicrpov (Triclinian Vita). Scholia (but not in a
complete set) on Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., drawn mainly from
Moschopulus (but there are also some Thoman scholia), written
by a later hand. The text of the triad is Moschopulean, but the
remaining plays are Triclinian and agree with T, as has been well
known since the time of Elmsley.!%

For the Moschopulean triad in this ms., cf. the following read-
ings: As. 58 éumirvav, 112 &yw o' iplenar, 565 &véhws; El. 42 paxpd
xpovw, 61 uév oldév, 528 elhev ok, 985 un Muweiv; OT 250 yeévour' éuob,
250 gwvedoros. This Moschopulean triad belongs to the family &p:
OT 652 otmore, 797 xpnoudv v' bveldn, 840 ékmepevyoluny.

IL.LF.35 (No. 192 in Cyrillus). Paper, XVt cent., 21 X 12 cm.,
114 foll., 12 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1 Aax
(24-end); 50* arg. to El.; Electra; 86*—114" Oed. Tyr. (1-1275).
Sparse Moschopulean scholia. This ms. is Moschopulean in 4iax;
cf. Ai. 58 tumirvdv, 61 wovov, 80 &v dbuois, 112 &yd o' épiepat, 227 oluor,
301 dmattas, 565 &vahios, 1230 épiwves. The text character of Electra
and Oed. Tyr. remains to be ascertained.

IL.F.36 (No. 193 in Cyrillus). Paper, XVt cent., 220 X 147
mm., 63 foll., 15 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1r arg.
to Aiax; 2t Aiax; 34—63¥ Antigone. There is an old scholium and
a Moschopulean one on Aiax 1 only. But Antigone has complete

105 Cf. Petrus Elmsley, Sophoclis Oedipus Coloneus (Oxonii, 1823) p. 1v.



Vol. Ixxx] The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus 163

Thoman scholia. The text of Atax is Moschopulean: A7, 58
tumitvov, 112 &yéo o' épiepar, 227 oilpor, 301 Vmatfas, S65 évalos. As
to Amntigone, it is Thoman and is copied from Vatic. 1333 (Zc).
The two mss. have, e.g., these errors in common: Ant. 52 épéas,
74 wavovpyhoas 7'.

Oxford, Bodleian Library

Auct. F.3.25. Bombycine, XIVt cent., 242 X 165 mm., 289
foll., 21-24 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 27 Aiax;
32v-63r Electra; 64*-96* Oed. Tyr. Scholia oikelws on the three plays
(published in Johnson, Schol. Ined., with the symbol B for Aiax
and Electra, and with no symbol for Oed. Tyr.). Readings: 4. 58
eumiTvdy, 61 mwovov, 75 dpeis, 80 & dbuows, 112 &yo o' Eplepar; El. 42
pakpd xpovw, 61 uév obdév, 123 axdperov, 528 eilev ok, 985 un Aurelv;
OT 29 kadpeiwy, 34 fvvaNhayals, 50 oravres 7', 77 80’ dv, 250 yévorr’
&uob, 250 ovvedoros. Family &m: El. 454 eis éxfpods abrov, 644 thide

vuktl. 108

D’Orville 72. Paper, A.D. 1441, 220 X 145 mm., 11 + 338 foll.,
14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Written by Demetrius
Xanthopulus. — 200* Aiax; 250F arg. to El (vwékerar); 250"—3097
Electra. Sparse Moschopulean scholia. Readings: A%. 58 éumirva,
61 wovov, 75 dpes, 80 év dbpous, 112 &y o Edlepar; El. 42 pakpd xpovew,
55 wov, 61 uév otdév, 132 o0d¢ BéNw, 528 €ilev otk. Family ¢p: El. 238
é\aar’.

Laud Greek 54. Paper, XVt cent., 280 X 195 mm., 301 foll.,
24 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Once owned by Niccold
Pasqualigo, A.p. 1606 (fol. 107" &uod wikoNdov waoxaliyov ,axs’). —
797 Adax; 107" arg. to El.; 108 Electra; 140" arguments I and II to
Oed. Tyr.; 141™~173¥ Oed. Tyr. Scholia olkeiws on the three plays
(published in Johnson, Sckol. Ined., with the symbol L for Aiax
and Electra, and with no symbol for Oed. Tyr.). Readings: Ai. 58
éumerviw, 61 wovov, 75 dpels, 80 &v douois, 112 &y o’ Eplenar, 222 alboros,
227 olpor, 301 Vmattas, 488 rwes, 565 &véhwos; EL 42 paxpd xpove, 132
008’ éedw, 528 elhev olk, 985 wh Auwelv; OT 29 kadueiwv, 34 Evval-
Aayats, 50 oravres 7', 77 80’ &v, 250 vévorr’ &uod, 250 guvedbros. This
Moschopulean text belongs to the family ¢m: cf. El. 454 eis &xBpovs

1% The Oxford Auct. F.3.25 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod, Pindar, and Theo-

critus: cf. Schultz, op. cit. 18; Mommsen, op. cit. p. xxvI; Wendel, op. cit. 189; Galla-
votti, Theocritus 274.
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abrov, 644 7ide vukri — though in Oed. Tyr. there appears some in-
fluence of the family £p: e.g., OT 652 otrore.1o?

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale

Ancien fonds grec 2712. Symbol A. This ms. is Moschopulean
in Atax, Electra, Oed. Tyr., and belongs in these plays to the family
£p. See above, p. 139 ff.

Ancien fonds grec 2796. Paper, XVt cent., 220 X 145 mm.,
213 foll., 11 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1* Electra
396-406 (the same text appears with glosses, in due course, on 88°);
1v Vita; 3* arg. to Aax; 4 Aiax; 68¥ arg. to El. (Imwékeirar); 69¥
Electra; 139¥ arg. 1 to Oed. Tyr.; 140"-213" Oed. Tyr. No regular
marginal scholia; only occasionally there appear some scholia, e.g.,
a Moschopulean scholium on El. 1460 (p. 276.7-12 Dindorf).

The text of this ms. divides into three portions: diax 1-193 is
ancient. Then, Aiax 194—end, Electra, Oed. Tyr. 1-36, are Moscho-
pulean. Finally, Oed. Tyr. 37—end is again ancient (and related to
the mss. Laur. plut. 32, 40 and Laur. Conv. Soppr. 41).

As to the Moschopulean portion of this ms., I quote the following
characteristic readings: A<. 222 alfomos, 227 oipot, 301 dmwaitas, 307
Siorredor, 565 &vahwos; El 42 pakpd xpovw, 61 uév oddév, 528 elhev olk,
1163 kerebbovs; OT 29 raduelwv. This Moschopulean text belongs to
the family ¢ém: El. 454 eis éxfpois adrov.

Ancien fonds grec 2797. Paper, XVIt cent., 220 X 167 mm.,
152 foll., 16 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1V Vita;
3v arg. to Atiax; 5° Aiax (1-200, 402—-429, 230-401, 201-229, 430-
end); 48 arg. to El. (wékeirar); 48¥ Triclinian metrical note on the
beginning of Electra; 49—94" Electra. A similar confusion in the
sequence of lines appears in the Paris, Supplément grec 498 (see
below, p. 166). No scholia. The text is Moschopulean in Aiax
and Electra 1-639: cf. Ai. 58 éumurvadv (made from éumm- by the
scribe), 80 & dbuois, 112 &yd o’ éplepar, 565 &valios ; El. 42 paxpd xpove,
61 pév oddeév, 528 elhev otk. This Moschopulean portion belongs to
the family ¢p: 47, 1369 wavraxod.

From about fol. 68 (beginning with El. 640), the manuscript
shifts to a Triclinian source: El 649 é&Baletv u' (also ZZdTTa);
831 amolels ue (also TTa).

107 The Oxford Laud 54 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod, Pindar, and Theocritus:

cf. Schultz, op. cit. 18; Mommsen, op. cit. p. XxvI; Wendel, op. cit. 188 f.; Gallavotti,
Theocritus 274.
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Ancien fonds grec 2805. Paper, XV* cent., 207 X 140 mm.,
289 foll., 16 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. Some missing
pages of the original were replaced by loannes Rhosus.1% — 157
arg. to Atax (supplemented by Rhosus); 146152 and 158193
Adax; 194r arg. to El. (bwokerar); 194¥—240" Electra; 2429-289* Oed.
Tyr. — The following pages were supplemented by Rhosus: 157
(arg. to Aiax); 242 (Oed. Tyr. 1-11); 2882897 (Oed. Tyr. 1490—

- 1530, probably from a Moschopulean source). Scholia oikeiws on
Aiax and El. 1-104; Thoman scholia on El. 119-end and Oed. Tyr.
The ms. divides in two parts. The Moschopulean portion extends
through 197¥ (Aax, Electra 1-113), while the Thoman portion
extends 1987287V (Electra 114—end, and Oed. Tyr. 12-1489). For
the Moschopulean portion, cf.: Az. 58 éumirvaw, 112 &yd o &piepar,
488 rwes, 565 &vakws; El. 42 paxpd xpdvw, 61 uév ovdey. This text
belongs to the family &m: A<. 725 &fev «kévler xai obrmis, 1368 oov
Yap dpa.

Ancien fonds grec 2820. Paper, X1Vt cent., 220 X 153 mm.,
258 foll., 22 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 89T Aidax;
1207 arg. to El. (wokerar); 120151 Electra; 152V—185% Qed. Tyr.
Scholia oixeiws on the three plays (with occasional additaments
from the Planudean scholia corpus by a different hand). Readings:
Ai. 58 tumirvay, 112 &yd o’ Epiepar, 488 Twes, 565 &védwos ; El 42 pakpd
Xxpove, 61 uév obdey, 528 eilev ok, 985 un Nurety; OT 50 orévres 7, 250
yévor' &uob. Family ¢ém: El. 454 els éxfpods adrov.

Ancien fonds grec 2884. Bombycine, A.D. 1299, 167 X 126 mm.,
248 foll. Subscribed'®® by Athanasius Spondiles on Febr. 24, 1299
(fol. 247v) : k(bpt)e Botfet pow 7& 0@ SotAw davaciew T& amwovdiAg 73 Ypéavre
Tabry Ty Bifdov' érehewoln Yoby 7 Tapoiga BiBNos katd THY elkooTiv Terdp-
TNV 70D Pevpovapiov unrés €rovs swi’. Once owned by Michael Xantho-
pulus. This is the earliest dated ms. of a Byzantine text of
Sophocles, partly Moschopulean and partly Thoman, and its date
A.D. 1299 is, therefore, a terminus ante quem for both the earlier
Moschopulean and the subsequent Thoman editions of Sophocles.

1% But Rhosus did not write the original text, as it was erroneously stated by
Henri Omont, I taire so ire des scrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale,
Introduction (Paris, 1898) p. xLu1; cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber 92.

19 Cf. Gallavotti, RFIC N.S. 12 (1934) 558; Gallavotti, Theocritus 252. An old
facsimile of the subscription is to be found in: (J. B. Gail, Theocriti quae exstant omnia
II1:) Theocriti Atlas (Lutetiae Parisiorum, 1828). My reading of the subscription,

which differs somewhat from that of Gallavotti, is based on a photostat of the page in
question. On this ms., cf. also Wendel, op. cit. 194; Turyn, Aeschylus 76 f.
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— 2r Vita (beginning missing) ; arg. to Atax; 3° Aiax,; 36 arg. to El.
(bmwoxewrar) ; 36 Electra; 73" arguments I, 11 and enigma to Oed. Tyr.;
73¥ Oed. Tyr.; 110¥ arguments 1 and 11 to Antig.; 110v—142F Anti-
gone. Ancient scholia on the beginning of Atax, written by the
main scribe of the Sophocles text, extend from 2¥ through 4
(through schol. 41. 77 p. 8.24 Papageorg.), with some alien addita-
ments inserted; these scholia are in faded ink. Then, later on,
different hands added scholia (marginal and interlinear) and glosses
which are: Thoman on 4v-54* (on Aiax 75 — Electra 728) ; Moscho-
pulean on 5466 (on El. 729-1239); Thoman on 6892 (on El.
1240 — QOed. Tyr. 803); Thoman on 113-115" (on Amntig. 101 p.
310.21 Dindorf — Antig. 161). All these scholia are sparse and
do not represent complete sets of scholia.

It results from the comparison of the text character of this ms.
with the scholia added that the scholia are here an extraneous
addition which is not indicative of the character of the poetic text.
My analysis of the poetic text of Paris 2884 reveals that it is a
composite text drawn from two sources.

The first portion, on 3—105V (Aax, Electra, Oed. Tyr. 1-1301),
is Moschopulean: cf. 47. 58 éumrvaw a.c. (uwirrwy p.c.), 80 & dopocs,
112 &yd o' épienar, 227 otuor, 301 bmwaitas, 519 was’, 780 el¢’; El. 42
pakp® xpovew, 61 uév oldév, 528 eilev ok, 985 un Auretv ; OT 50 ordvres 7,
250 vyévour' éuod, 250 cuveddros, 815 Tode v’ avdpods éoTw, 1231 al v,
1242 ety wpos, 1266 émei. This Moschopulean text is affiliated with
the family £p: OT 652 otmore, 797 xpnoudv v’ dveldn, 840 ékmedpevyoluny.

The second portion of the poetic text, on 105142 (Oed. Tyr.
1302-end, Antigone), is Thoman. We shall mark this Thoman
part only of Paris 2884 with the symbol Zf. It shows agreement
with Z and other mss. of the Thoman recension: cf. OT 1311 éphw
ZZf; 1320 ¢épew ZZdPZf (also TTa); 1326 thvde ZZbZdr°Zf; 1446
wporpéropar ZZbZAZf; 1487 ra wiwkpd T0b Novmod Biov ZZbZdAZf; Antig.
152 mawwuxiors ZZcZf; 210 & ' éuod LR: & éuod ZZcZf (also TTa);
379 dboryve ZZ1.

There is an apograph of the poetic text of the Paris 2884 in the
Burney 106 (see above, p. 158).

Supplément grec 498. Paper, XVt cent., 215 X 145 mm., 225
foll., 16 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 544 A4iax,
with some confusion in the sequence of lines resulting from some
transpositions in the source and from transposition of leaves here.
The present contents and sequence of lines are: 1-131, 402-429,
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230-324, 585-627, 325-401, 201-229, 430-584, 628-828, 861-end.
The lines 132-200 and 829-860 are missing. (A similar confusion
appears in the Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2797: cf. above, p. 164.)
Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oikeiws + otwrafis. Readings: As.
58 éumirvaw, 112 &yd oe pleuar, 227 oluor, 301 Vmwaitas, 307 domrelol,
519 wdo’, 565 é&vaiws. It would seem, to judge from the scholia,
that the ms. at first belonged to the Moschopuleo-Planudean family
£p, but then shifted to the family &m: cf. A7. 1368 ov vap dpa.
This ms. is Moschopulean also in Hesiod"® and contains some
Planudean works.!!!

Supplément grec 1229. Paper, XV cent., 222 X 155 mm.,
237 foll., 19 lines to a page for the Sophocles text written continu-
ously with no regard for division of verse lines. — 88" Aiax (40—
end); 110* arg. to El. (wpokeirar &de ktA.); 110V Electra; 134™—157"
Oed. Tyr. Moschopulean scholia on Azax and Electra; no scholia on
Oed. Tyr. At the beginning, on 88" (diax 40-106), the text is
ancient: As. 58 éumimrwv, 80 els d6uovs. But beginning with 89r
through 133Y, in Azax 107-end and in Electra, the text is Moscho-
pulean (as the accompanying scholia are, too): A<. 112 &y o’ épiepar,
227 oltuot, 259 ¢povipov, 301 vmatfas, 488 Tiwes, 565 évdlios; El. 61 pév
otdey, 528 eilev olx, 985 uf Muretv. This Moschopulean text belongs in
Aiax to the family ¢m (cf. A4. 725 &bev kivfev xal obris), while in
Electra it seems to descend from the family &p (El. 238 éBhao7r’; it
has the correct reading El. 454 airév eis éxfpovs and is free from the
usual transposition which characterizes there the text of fm). —
As for Oed. Tyr., its text is ancient.

I should like to recall that this ms. is Moschopulean in Hesiod,
and Moschopuleo-Planudean in Theocritus,"? and represents a
Moschopulean sylloge of Greek poetry.!

Supplément grec 1247. Paper, XVIt cent., 300 X 195 mm.,
346 foll., 14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 197 arg. to
Atax; 198—242v Aiax. The text is Moschopulean: 4<. 58 éumirvav,
112 &yw o éplepar, 519 wao’, 524 yévord wod odros, 705 Evwvelns, 717
uereyvwady. Family &p: A<, 1369 mavraxob.

10 Cf. Schultz, op. cit. 22.
ut Cf. Omont, Inventaire sommaire 3 (1888) 270.

u2 Cf. Schultz, op. cit. 23; Wendel, op. cit. 195; Gallavotti, SIFC N.S. 11 (1934)
295; Gallavotti, Theocritus 269.

13 Cf. Turyn, Traditio 2 (1944) 6.
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Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense

1243. Paper, XVt cent., 205 X 140 mm., 151 foll., 9 lines to
a page for the text of Sophocles. — 17 arg. to Adax; 2F Aiax; 74"—150*
arg. to El.; Electra. Scholia oikeiws on the two plays. Readings:
Az. 58 tumirvdy, 61 wévov, 112 éya o' épiepar, 488 Tiwes, 565 évédhios
m.pr. (elvahos m.post.); El. 42 pakp@ xpovw, 61 uév oddév, 528 elhev olx,
985 un Aewetv. Family ¢ém: A7. 1368 oov vap dpa, El. 454 els éxBpovs
abrov, 644 ride vukTi.

Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

Ottoboni gr. 183. Paper, XIV/XVt cent., 212 X 134 mm.,
119 foll., 18 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 4 Aiax;
42V arg. to El. (bmokerar); Electra; 811197 Qed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws
on the three plays. Readings: A7. 58 éumrvav, 112 &yd o' épienar,
488 Twes, 565 &valwos; El. 61 uév obdév, 132 oldé Hehw, 528 eilev ol ;
OT 50 orévres 7', 250 vyévorr’ éuod. Family gm: El. 454 eis &éxfpovs
alTov.

Palatin. gr. 335. Paper, XVt cent., 218 X 145 mm., 120 foll.,
12 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1¥ a few Thoman
scholia on the beginning of Aiax; 260" Adax; 61° arg. to El.
(bworkerar) ; 61—1207 Electra. Scholia oikeiws on both plays. Read-
ings: A7. 58 étumirvav, 112 &yd o' éplepar, 488 Twes, 565 évduos;
El. 42 pakpd xpove, 528 ellev olk, 985 un Auretv. Family tm: El. 454
els &xOpols avTov.

Urbinas gr. 140. Paper, XIV* cent., 258 X 168 mm., 263 foll.,
24-26 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. The initial 7 folios
are from another manuscript. — 4* Vita; 5* arg. to Aiax; 5V Vita;
5v—67 scholia on 4. 1-65 (partly similar to those of the Ambros.
E 103 sup., published by Dindorf pp. x ff.); 9* A<ax; 37" arg. to El.
(bwékerar); 37° Electra; 667 arguments I and 11, oracle, enigma, to
Oed. Tyr.; 66¥—94¥ QOed. Tyr. Scholia oixeiws on the three plays.
Readings: A3. 58 tumirvaw, 112 &yd o épiepar, 488 Twes, 565 évalos,
1113 &vaporos ; El. 42 uaxpd xpévw, 132 obd’ éedw ; OT 250 yévorr’ éuobd.
Family ¢m: El 454 eis éxfpods abrov. The entire ms. reveals a
Moschopulean character.!*

Vatic. gr. 40. Paper, early XIVt cent.,, 231 X 159 mm.,
1 + 129 foll.,, 24 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 37~
Atax; 66¥ arg. to El. (Imérerar); 677 Electra (two last lines El.

14 Cf. Mommsen, op. ¢it. p. XXX; Gallavotti, RFIC N.S. 12 (1934) 352; Wendel,
op. cit. 202.



Vol. Ixxx] The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus 169

1509-1510 are missing); 991297 Oed. Tyr. (1-1491). Moscho-
puleo-Planudean scholia oikeiws + obvrafis on the three plays.
Readings: Ai. 58 éumurvaw, 112 &y o’ épiepar, 488 Tives, 565 évdios;
El. 42 paxpd xpovew, 528 eihev ok, 985 up Nwetv; OT 250 vévorr' éuobd,
250 ovvedbros. This text belongs, as it should be expected in view
of its Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia, to the family ¢p: 4:. 1369
wavraxod, OT 652 otmore, 797 xpnoudv v’ oveidy, 840 kmepevyoiuny .11

Vatic. gr. 44. Paper, XIV/XV* cent., 223 X 146 mm., 1V
+ 238 foll., 20-23 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 2*
Aiax; 35° arg. to El. (amokeirar); 35V Electra; 77-109° Oed. Tyr.
Scholia of the Moschopuleo-Planudean set oikeiws 4 otvrafis on
Atax; Moschopulean scholia on Electra extending through 44v
(through EI. 393). The beginning of the Azax text (4:. 1-100:
fol. 2=—4r) is Thoman: cf. Aiax 58 éurirrwy; 82 dxvw)] ideiv; 84 dpfaluots
(ve om.). Then, from Aax 101 on, the text agrees closely with
that of D, the important Planudean ms. (see above, p. 114). Vatic.
44 shares with D some peculiar readings and defects: 47. 257-259
om. D and Vat. 442°; 292 Bawd pév D2 and Vat. 44 (this reading
appears in the codex A of Suda sub X 477); both mss. read Aq.
320 é&nyeir’ avdpos, 527 kapr' &v émaivov, 531 p6Booww (v’ om.). As I
stated before with regard to the poetic text of D, it is quite Moscho-
pulean though on the whole not consistent, and the same goes, of
course, for the major portion of A7ax in the Vatic. 44: cf. its readings
like Ai. 112 &yw oe pienar, 227 oiuor, 519 wdo’. Towards the end
of Aiax, a different source is followed by Vatic. 44: cf. Az. 1409
warpos boov. — For Electra and Oed. Tyr. 1-799, the ms. has a well-
disciplined Moschopuleo-Planudean text of the family ¢p: cf. El.
42 pakpd xpovew, 61 uév obdéy, 528 elhe otk, 985 un Auretv; OT 50 ordvres
7', 250 yévour' Euod, 250 ouveddros, 779 uélns, 197 xpnoudv 7 bveidy
(just a mistake instead of xpnoudv v’ éveidy, the characteristic feature
of the family £p). From about OT 800 on, the text follows some
ancient source: cf. OT 804 fvwyvriafov, 815 7008¢ v &vdpos viv éor’,
1294 k\etfpa ye m.pr. (kAfifpa ydp m.post.), 1351 é\aBe u’ (vp E\voer),
1480 i’ om. (also om. LA).

Vatic. gr. 45. Paper, XVt cent., 222 X 197 mm., 11 + 136
foll., 17 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 1~ arg. to Adax;
2t Aiax; 45" arg. to El. (bwoxeirar); 46* Electra; 917 arg. 1 and enigma
to Oed. Tyr.; 92—136" Oed. Tyr. (1-1523 & «paryoas). Scholia

115 The Vatic. 40 is Moschopulean also in Pindar and Theocritus: c¢f. Mommsen,
op. cit. p. XxX; Wendel, op. cit. 196 f.; Gallavotti, Theocritus 269, 273.



170 Alexander Turyn [1949

oikelws on the three plays. This is a very correct representative
of the Moschopulean recension (family #m). Readings: A7. 58
tumrvdy, 112 &yo o' Epieuar, 488 Tiwes, 565 tvalios ; El. 42 pakpd xpéve,
528 ei\ev otk ; OT 29 kadueiwv, 34 fuvaX\ayals, 77 8a’ v, 250 yévorr’ éuod.
Family ¢m: El. 454 €is éxfpols abrov.

Vatic. gr. 48. Paper, XIVt cent., 217 X 144 mm., 11 4 187
foll. — 1* arg. to Adax; 2* Atax; 43" arg. to El. (dmwékeirar); 44r
Electra; 86 arguments I, II, and enigma, to Oed. Tyr.; 87—132r
Oed. Tyr. Moschopuleo-Planudean scholia oikeiws + aivrafis on
the three plays. Readings: A7. 58 éumrvdv, 112 éyd o’ épiepar, 488
Twes, 565 évalws; El. 42 pakpd xpovw, 61 uév oddév, 528 eikev olk, 985
wy Mretv; OT 50 oravres 1'], 250 yévorr’ &uob, 250 ovvedbros. This
text belongs, of course, to the Moschopuleo-Planudean family ¢p:
OT 652 otmore, 7197 xpnoudv v’ oveldy, 840 ékmedevyoiuny.

Vatic. gr. 50. Our symbol Xa. Family fm. See above, p.
128, 138,118

Vatic. gr. 911. Paper, XVt cent., 212 X 143 mm., 1 4+ 138
+ 11 foll., 14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. On fol. 37,
there is a note referring to A.D. 1443: fptauny T0v copokAny &v unwl
devpovapiw k=" w(dukridv)os ST tob ,§° A ya' érovs. — 27 arg. to
Aiax; 4* Azax; 54* arg. to El.; 54—-108° Electra. Scholia of the
oikeiws family on both plays. Readings: 47. 58 éumrvav, 112 tyo
o’ &plenar, 565 Evadhwos ; El. 42 pakpd xpdvw, 528 elkev olk, 985 un Aurelv.
Family ¢ém: El. 454 €ls éxOpobs abrov.!? .

Vatic. gr. 1363. Paper, XV* cent., 280 X 208 mm., 377 foll.,
in two parts (part I: fol. 1-173; part 11: fol. 174-377), 17 lines to a
page for the text of Sophocles. — 143" Aidax; 184" arg. to El. (mwé-
kewrac); 184V Electra; 229¥ arguments I, I1, and enigma, to Oed. Tyr.;
2307272 QOed. Tyr. Scholia oikeiws on the three plays. Short
Triclinian metrical notes at the beginning of each play. Readings:
Ai. 58 tumirvav, 112 &yd o' épienar, 519 waa’, 534 v dv, 565 évahwos ;
El. 42 paxpd xpove, 61 uév otdév, 528 ellev olx, 985 un Aemelv (ex -Avr-
factum); OT 50 orévres 7', 250 vyévorr’ &uod, 250 guvedéros. Family
tm: El. 454 els &xfpols adrov.!18

16 The Vatic. 50 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod and Theocritus: cf. Schultz,
op. cit. 24 f.; Wendel, op. cit. 197; Gallavotti, Theocritus 275.

117 The Vatic. 911 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod: cf. Schultz, op. cit. 25.

18 The Vatic. 1363 is Moschopulean also in Hesiod and Theocritus: cf. Schultz,
op. cit. 26; Wendel, op. cit. 199.
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Vatic. gr. 1826. Paper, XVIt* cent., 211 X 147 mm., 481 foll.,
21-23 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles, 27-30 lines for the
scholia. — 123 arg. to Aiax; 123"-154" Aiax (no scholia); 155* Vita
(incomplete); 209218 Moschopulean scholia on Oed. Tyr. The
poetic text of Aiax is Moschopulean: As. 58 &umrvav, 112 &yo o
tpleuar, 488 Tives, 565 &vdhwos, 1127 dewdy v'. Family ¢m: A4, 1361
aov yap apa.

Vatic. gr. 2221 (cf. Aristide Colonna, Dioniso N.S. 10 [1947] 57).
Paper, XV* cent., 220 X 165 mm., 316 foll., 12 lines to a page for
the text of Sophocles. — 1* Vita; 2 arg. to Aiax; 4* Aiax; 62F arg.
to El. (bmékerrar); 62v Electra; 124* arg. 1, 111, end of arg. 11, to Oed.
Tyr.; 124v-187" QOed. Tyr.; 188" oracle and Alois Tob aiviyumaros to
Oed. Tyr. This is a composite manuscript. In its poetic text,
Atax 1-504, Electra 403—end, Oed. Tyr. 1-176, are Triclinian; Adax
505-end, Oed. Tyr. 177-end, are Moschopulean; Electra 1-402 is
ancient (and related to the ms. Ambros. G 56 sup.). The scholia
throughout the ms. are Moschopulean, except for some ancient
scholia on A4¢. 1-17 and some Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian
scholia on El. 1-35. For the Moschopulean portion of the poetic
text, cf. A7. 519 wdo’, 565 &vdhios, 1146 vavridw; OT 250 vévour' &uod,
1231 ai 'v pavés. This Moschopulean portion belongs to the family
E¢m: OT 630 pérear T4ad’ ob ool, 1213 /4 xpbvos bs dukéie.

Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana

graec. 467 (No. di collocazione 764). Our symbol U. The ms.
is Moschopulean in Azax, Electra, Oed. Tyr. (family £p). See above,
p. 141.

gr. 616 (No. di collocazione 663). Parchment, XV cent.,
320 X 215 mm., 123 foll., 2 columns to a page, 30 lines to a column
for the text of Sophocles. Several original leaves (fol. 38, 40, 41,
45, 46, 49, 52, 55, 58, 59, 62, 68) are missing and replaced by blank
folios; this accounts for the present gaps in the Sophocles text of
this ms. as indicated below. 1V Adax; 12V arg. to El. (mwékerrar);
137 Electra; 23" Oed. Tyr.; 35¥ arguments 111 and 1 to Antig.; 367
44v Antigone (1-243, 373-494, 744-1261); 47°—60* Oed. Col. (122—
379, 500-745, 869-1109, 1232-1474, 1724—end); 60" arg. to Trach.
(from Apollodorus); 6170" Trachiniae (1-102, 227-961, 1093-end);
70V prose argument to Phil.; 70"—82¥ Philoctetes. No scholia,
except for a few notes at the beginning of Azax (mostly from
Moschopulus). This ms. resembles so closely Venice gr. 617 that
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I believe Venice 616 to be an apograph of Venice 617. It displays
the same text character in every detail and repeats some peculiar
readings of Venice 617. These are, e.g., some common readings of
Venice 617 and Venice 616: El. 124 é0\wrbras, 197 épos v 6 kreivas,
279 obv 86Aw; OT 208 tmevvémers. In Venice 616, the triad (A4iax,
Electra, Oed. Tyr.) is Moschopulean, while the remaining plays
(Antig., Oed. Col., Trachin., Philoct.) are Thoman. The Moscho-
pulean part of Venice 616 belongs — as that of Venice 617 does —
to the family ¢m: El. 454 eis ¢éxfpods abdrov. I shall deal with the
Thoman part of Venice 616 later on in a study of the Thoman
recension.

gr. 617 (No. di collocazione 810). Paper, XVth cent., 222 X 150
mm., 242 foll., 20 lines to a page for the text of Asax, El., Oed. Tyr.;
29-32 lines for the remaining plays. Ownership entry on fol. 242r:
Laurentij Lippi kai 1év ¢idwr.19 — 367 Aiax (lines 248-291 missing) ;
67" arg. to El. (vwékerrar); 68" Electra, 103 Oed. Tyr.; 1397 arguments
I and 1 to Antig.; 139v-168" Antigone; 168" arg. 1 to Oed. Col.;
168"—195" Oed. Col.; 195"-196r a few lines from Asax by a different
hand; 197° arg. to Trach. (from Apollodorus); 198 Trachiniae;
218 prose arg. to Phil.; 218241 Philoctetes. Scholia oikeiws on
Aiax, Electra, Oed. Tyr.; no scholia on the remaining plays. The
ms. is Moschopulean in the triad, and Thoman in the remaining
plays (Antig., Oed. Col., Trachin., Philoct.). Here I deal only with
the Moschopulean part: cf. 44. 61 wovov, 75 éapets, 80 év dopors, 227
oluot, 301 vmwatéas m.pr. (ér- m.post.), 307 dwowrebor, 488 rwes, 565
&véhos 3 El. 55 mov, 61 uév oddév, 132 obdé BéNw, 139 obre Airals, 528 elhev
otk, 985 uy Mretv; OT 50 arévres 7', 77 60’ dv, 130 74, 297 SdEeNéyEwy.
This Moschopulean triad belongs to the family &m: El. 454 s
&xBpols abrov.

Most probably Venice 616 is a copy of this Venice 617: see above,
p. 171 f.

Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek
philosophicus philologicus graec. 161. Our symbol Xr. This
Moschopulean ms. belongs to the family £ép.  See above, p. 128, 138.
philos. philol. gr. 302. Paper, XV cent.,, 196 X 155 mm.,
297 foll., 14 lines to a page for the text of Sophocles. — 110 epi-
grams on Sophocles, Anth. Pal. 7.20 and Dioscorides, Anth. Pal.

19 On Lorenzo Lippi (fl. 1478), cf. Girolamo Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura
italiana 6.2 (Modena, 1790) 834; 6.3 (1791) 1116.
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7.37 (4.65 and 4.74 Waltz); 110" arg. to Adax; 112* Adax; 155¥ arg.
to Electra; 1562057 Electra; 206" arguments I and 11 to Oed. Tyr.;
2087—243v QOed. Tyr. Sparse excerpts from ancient and Byzantine
scholia. The text is Moschopulean: Az, 58 &umrvdv, 112 &yd o
épiepar, 524 yevorrd wod' obros, 565 Evdhios; El. 42 uakpd xpbve, 61 uév
obdey, 528 eilev obx; OT S0 oravres 7', 77 80’ dv. Family gm: El. 454
els &xOpols alTov ante corr.

philol. supplem. gr. 71. Our symbol Xs. This ms. is Moscho-
pulean and belongs to the family £p. See above, p. 129, 138.

Symbols of Manuscripts and Manuscript Groups Used in This Paper
A = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2712.

D = Naples II.F.9 (No. 165).
G = Florence, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 152.
L = Florence, Laur. 32, 9.

A = Leiden B.P.G. 60 A.

M = Modena a.T.9.4.

Q = Paris, Supplément grec 109.

R = Vatic. gr. 2291.

T = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2711.

Ta = Venice gr. 470.

Tb = Dresden Da. 21 (destroyed).

Tc = Vienna philos. philol. gr. 163.

Td = Vienna philos. philol. gr. 209.

U = Venice gr. 467.

X = Florence, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 71.

Xa = Vatic. gr. 50.

Xr = Vienna philos. philol. gr. 161.

Xs = Vienna philol. suppl. gr. 71,

Z = Venice gr. 472.

Za = Florence, Laur. 31, 8.

Zb = Munich gr. 500.

Zc = Vatic. gr. 1333.

Zd = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2795.

Ze = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2812 A (in Adax 1-1355).

Zf = Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2884 (in Oed. Tyr. 1302-end, and in
Antigone).

veteres = vett. = LAGMOQR (or most of them).

A = the Laurentian family (LA) of the ancient tradition.

p = the Roman family (GMQR) of the ancient tradition.

Symbols with X refer to Moschopulean mss.; those with Z, to Tho-
man mss.; those with T, to Triclinian mss.

£ = Moschopulean- recension. ¢m = Moschopulean family, with
Moschopulean scholia olkelws. &p = Moschopulean family, with Mos-
chopuleo-Planudean scholia oixeiws + aivrafis.

For critical signs, see above, p. 130.
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