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The Agamemnon is probably the most widely read of Aeschylus' plays 
today. There was a time when this was not so. In fact, only one 

manuscript of the complete play seems to have been available in the 
thirteenth century, and we don't even have that today. This reflects 
an almost total disinterest in a drama now highly praised. Fortunately, 
however, three copies of this manuscript remained, two of them 

complete-all that prevented the play from being consigned to the 

group of fragmentary works of the poet. 
In the arithmetic of manuscripts, two copies are better than one, 

but the manuscript from which they were copied-the exemplar-is 
worth more than all of the copies put together. The student of 

Aeschylus would therefore rather know what text was presented in the 
lost exemplar than have the readings of the copies before him. Such 

knowledge, of course, largely can be gained on the basis of a full 
collation of the immediate descendants of the lost manuscript and an 
assessment of all divergent readings found in them. I have made such 
a collation of the manuscripts of the Agamemnon, and shall present here 
a reconstruction of the readings of the lost manuscript based on it. In 
addition, I shall attempt to summarize what we know about the lost 
manuscript itself and the history of its text. 

Because the history of the text of the Eumenides is the same as that 
of the Agamemnon, and because there are additional witnesses to its 
text, this play provides a broader basis for an evaluation of the manu- 
scripts in question. Thus I have studied both plays, and included all 
of the primary manuscripts in the collation. 

Two branches of tradition can be discerned in manuscripts of the 
Oresteia: the mu tradition, represented by the Mediceus and the codex 



Bessarionis (M: X-XI Cent., and V: XIII Cent.?); and the tau 
tradition, represented by the Florentinus, the Marcianus, the Salaman- 
ticensis, and the Neapolitanus (F, G, E, and T: all of the XIV Cent.) 
The stemmatic relationships between these manuscripts can be shown 
as follows:I 

Century 

m \ 

M Vi X 
XI 

XII 
V F, XIII 

F G ET XIV 

It is clear that M is the most reliable of the manuscripts, not only 
because of its priority in age, but also because of the quality of the 
text and scholia which it transmits. However, the version furnished 
by the other branch of the tradition, while in some ways inferior, does 
provide independent testimony to the text, and more than that, it 
alone preserves the bulk of the Agamemnon. 

It was Turyn who first showed, and Dawe and Zuntz have con- 
curred, that E, F, G, and T are all copies of a lost manuscript which 
Turyn named tau.2 F is the most faithful witness to the original text 
of tau and hence editors have sometimes followed the practice of 
reporting readings of F alone and omitting G, (E being generally 
ignored) while unique readings of T are (rightly) ascribed to its 
scholar-scribe, Demetrius Triclinius. But F has made some errors 
of his own, and the numerous emendations in T make it unreliable for 
determining readings of the exemplar. Thus, where F and T disagree, 

I This stemma is based on Alexander Turyn, The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies 
of Aeschylus (New York 1943) 113. See the appendix for the location and contents of 
these manuscripts, and Turyn for details. 

2 Turyn (above, note I), IIo-II5; R. D. Dawe, "The MSS. F, G, T of Aeschylus," 
Eranos 57 (I959) 35-49; and G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of 
Euripides (Cambridge 1965) 204-II. 
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it is not always clear when the disagreement is due to an emendation 
of Triclinius, and when it is due to an error in F. In any case it is 
more important to know the reading of tau than the reading of either 
F or T, and a reconstruction of the readings of tau would seem to be 
in order. Hence the readings of manuscripts E and G, where they are 
extant, are important. 

E, the Salamanca manuscript, has not previously been published in 
full collation, although Dawe gave assorted readings from it in his 

chapter on the manuscript.3 The significance of E, however, is not 
that it preserves "uniquely true" readings of its own (as Dawe thought) 
but rather that it is another witness to the exemplar of F and T. 

Unfortunately, of the three plays of the Oresteia, it carried only the 
text of the Eumenides. But G preserves over 600 lines of the 

Agamemnon as well as the Eumenides, and together EFGT give us a far 
better picture of tau than F and T alone do. 

The hypothetical reconstruction of the readings of a lost manuscript, 
of course, presupposes that the line of descent has been straightforward 
and direct, and Pasquali, Dawe, and others4 have rightly cautioned 
that such a situation is the exception rather than the rule. The more 
closely we study them, the clearer it becomes that there has been 
"contamination" as well as direct transcription in the history of 
the texts of many authors, Aeschylus included. But the text of the 
Oresteia is, I am convinced, one of the exceptions. Whatever the 
case may be for the Aeschylean triad,5 the number of manuscripts of 
the Oresteia available in the early fourteenth century was so small as 
to make multiple access difficult and uncommon-access to a single 
manuscript of any of the plays of this trilogy was rare enough. That 
is what guarantees that the line of descent of the texts of the Agememnon 
and the Eumenides was relatively pure. 

This is not to say that no contamination has occurred in the manu- 
scripts in question. There are five occasions on which F has a reading 

3 R. D. Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus (Cambridge 
I964) I89-94. 

4 G. Pasquali, Storia della tradizione e critica del testo2 (Firenze I934); Dawe (above, 
note 3). 

5 The "Byzantine triad" refers to the three plays most studied in the East: Prometheus 
Bound, Seven against Thebes, and Persians. The bulk of Dawe's work (above, note 3) 
concerns the triad of Aeschylus. 
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clearly imported from the other tradition: Eum. 22, 245, 299 (2), and 
476. These surely represent contamination, but are so obvious that 
they can be altogether eliminated from consideration: they are all 
marginal corrections in F, clearly written in another, and probably 
later, hand. 

A more serious instance of contamination, however, occurs between 
E and F. In nine places in the Eumenides E and F share common 
errors not found in G or T: 

248 dvSpoKfrjacn GTM dv8poKClocart F dvspaKuoZtoL E 

306 V'i,VOv o' M va,LVov G vl,wvCv T Vr7vov EF 

505 v7roSoowv M vTrrSvaov GT vrToralotv EF 

731 KaOtr7Tardlt GTM KaOclrtd7Tr EF 

742 EKfdcaAAeO' GTM EKcadXeO' EF 

764 opKwOLOTrcr7aa GTM OpKoL'OTnaaS EF 

768 rTapfpalvovaL GTM 7rpofatvovaL EF 

836 ETraLvE'aEi GTM e TraLrve's EF 

878 rtiukv TM Tiliav G Lrrav EF 

The only other place where such a shared error occurs in the 

manuscripts descended from tau (excluding shared readings which 
result from dual readings in the exemplar) is at Eum. 290, where the 
ancient tradition is preserved by FTM in the reading apyelov, but EG 

agree in error with dapyeov. The change from omicron to omega is a 
common scribal mistake, and this coincidence in error in E and G is 
not surprising. But when in nine places EF share an error not found 
in GT, particularly when GT agree with M as they do in all of the 
instances but one (505), this is striking, and must be accounted for. 
The probability that these shared readings resulted from a series of 
coincidental errors is extremely small. 

Neither of these manuscripts, however, was copied from the other 
entire, for each has unique separative errors which we would expect 
to have been transmitted to its copy in such a case. Furthermore, if 
F were an apograph of E, it would also have preserved the surprising 
order of lines in that manuscript, with Eum. 58o-8I and 645-80 
inserted between Eum. 29 and 30 (lines 582-644 already being missing 
in tau-see appendix for the order of lines in the manuscripts). Con- 
versely, if E were copied from F, there would be no way to explain 
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this same peculiar order of lines, since Eum. 29 and 30 stand in the 
middle of a page in both manuscripts. The order of lines in E must 
have occurred because the folios of its exemplar, containing I9 lines 
per page, had become disordered, and the folio containing Eum. 
58o-8I and 645-80 (38 lines) was inserted incorrectly after the first 
folio of the Eumenides, which contained the argument to the play and 
its first 29 lines. That the exemplar of E had several loose or missing 
folios similarly accounts for the additional loss in E alone of Eum. 
681-718 (again a single folio) and the replacement of lines 983-1048 
(end) with I9 lines from the Seven against Thebes (1025-43). The 
fact that none of these line disorders coincides with a page-ending in 
E (or in F) conclusively demonstrates that we have to do with the 
reordering or loss of folios-not in E or in F, but already in the 
exemplar of E, and hence E could not have been copied entirely from 
F.6 

The solution might seem to be that E and F are both copies of a 
manuscript which was intermediate between them and the exemplar 
of GT, and which was the source of these errors common to EF alone. 
Nevertheless, I find this a difficult position to accept, because both 

6 The assumption that tau contained a fixed number of lines per page does not, 
however, fit Dawe's theory: "The lacunae and line order in E are such that they cannot 
be accounted for by postulating the omission or disorder of pages in a conventional 
manuscript with a regular number of lines per page: again, this supports the theory of a 
working copy, where the amount of text on each page would be dictated by the amount 
of annotation desired." (above, note 3, I94). Nevertheless, I believe that the postulation 
of a conventional manuscript with a fixed number of lines per page does account for 
both the lacunae and line order of E. Tau contained I9 lines per page, distributed as 
follows in the Eumenides, as shown at the foot of the next page. 

The variation in number of lines required in the extant manuscripts is due to the fact 
that EFG (and presumably tau) sometimes wrote two lyric cola per line, although T 
never does. After F and G had been copied (and perhaps T as well), folios I6, 17, 24, 
and 25 of tau became unbound. The last three were lost, while folio I6 came to rest 
between folios I and 2. Furthermore, at least one folio from the Seven also became 
unbound and was inserted after folio 23, at the end of what remained of the Eumenides. 

The disposition of text on the pages of the apographs of tau was as follows: E and T 
wrote 20 lines per column (however, for the triad, T wrote 5 lines per column, appar- 
ently to leave more room for the greater amount of annotation in those plays), F wrote 
22 lines per column, and G wrote 30 lines per column. All wrote a single column per 
page, except G, which had two columns per page. Occasionally, but rarely, the 
individual scribes deviated from their respective standards of lines per page by adding or 
subtracting a single line, normally in order to make the beginning or end of a choral 
section coincide with the beginning or end of a page. 
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manuscripts apparently give us important insights into the nature of 
the exemplar and its readings, as I will try to indicate a bit later. 

Did the lost manuscript then have alternative readings in these 
places so that GT could choose one reading while EF chose the other? 
This possibility is distinctly unlikely. If it were true, we would 
then need to suppose that in all nine places, G and T made exactly the 
same choice while E and F were making exactly the same choice, but 
one which was different from that of GT (and furthermore was 
wrong). Then we would also need to suppose that at these same nine 
places, all four scribes chose to ignore one of the alternatives which 
was in the manuscript before them. As I say, the occurrence of such 
a series of coincidences is rather unlikely. 

What if the readings in tau were ambiguous at these points, and 
could have been interpreted in two different ways, with E and F 
making one interpretation and G and T the other? In fact, in the 
manuscripts, some of the ligatures of epsilon and iota, when written 

verses of 
Eumenides 

arg., I-19 
30-67 
68-105 
106-43 
144-8 
I82-219 
220-59 (... aLflpOTOUV) 

260-97 
298-323, 326-36 (2 vv. or.) 
337-73 
374-410 
411-48 
449-86 
487-533 (...* Vfpts) 
534-79 (rKS .. .) 
580-81, 645-80 (63 vv. om.) 
681-718 
719-56 
757-77, 808-26 (30 vv. om.) 
827-66 
867-906 
907-43 (... dayav) 
944-82 (. . . aras) 
983-1I09 
1020-48 

lines required in the manuscripts 
tau E F G T 

29+ 29+ 29+ 29+ 29+ 

38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 38 39 
38 38 32 38 39 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 40 40 
38 38 37 38 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 374 38 
38 38 38 354 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 33 42 44 
38 38 38 40 45 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 om. 38 38 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 37 37 38 40 
38 38 37 38 40 
38 38 37 39 40 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 38 38 38 38 
38 om. 38 38 37 
28 om. 28 28 28 

folio 
of tau 

I 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Io 
II 
12 

13 
I4 
I5 
i6 
17 
18 
I9 
20 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 



Vol. I13] THE LOST MANUSCRIPT TAU 

carelessly, are difficult to distinguish from an eta, and vice versa, and 
this could account for the variations at 731 and 836. But it would be 
difficult to see how a mu could have been misread as a pi or as a tau 
as would then have to be supposed at 306 and 878. Furthermore, we 
would still be faced with the coincidence that EF uniformly made the 
same interpretation, while GT uniformly made the other. 

Thus I see no other real solution than to accept the theory that E 
and F were both copies of the hyparchetype, tau, but that contamination 
has occurred at several points. It is, of course, possible that both 

manuscripts were copied from the exemplar in the same scriptorium. 
If so, and if F was still in the scriptorium, then the scribe of E may have 
consulted F at places where for one reason or another the reading of 
tau was unclear. That E made use of F rather than the other way 
around seems to be indicated by the reading at Eum. 248, where E has 

compounded the error in F. The usefulness of E for determining the 

reading of tau is therefore slight when it alone agrees with F against GT. 
This problem of contamination between two manuscripts of the 

group EFGT does complicate the stemma a bit, but neither it nor the 

readings of the second hand in F is fatal to the process of determining 
the readings of tau. However, our position is complicated further 

by the fact that tau was not a static manuscript. It was used by 
Triclinius, who was the scribe of T, not only as his exemplar, but also 
as a preliminary working copy for his final edition of Aeschylus which 

appears in T. The use of a working copy was in accord with 
Triclinius' normal practice, for extant manuscripts of other authors 
served a similar purpose, and bear on their pages eloquent testimony 
to the process of editing which characterized Triclinius' work.7 
His standard procedure was first to acquire a copy of an existing 
edition of a given poet and then to go over the manuscript systemati- 
cally, making any emendations he thought necessary for logical, 
grammatical, or metrical reasons, and revising existing scholia and 
arguments. More significantly, he also composed a fresh, running 
metrical commentary and thoroughly reworked choral passages (text 

7 I refer particularly to the Euripides manuscript L (Florence, Laur. 32,2), discussed in 
detail by Zuntz (above, note 2), and also to the Aristophanes manuscript Ps (Paris, 
Suppl. Gr. 463) discussed in detail by W.J. W. Koster, Autour d'un manuscrit d'Aristophane 
ecrit par Demetrius Triclinius (Groningen I957). 



and colometry) to conform to his understanding of the principles of 
metrics and responsion. He broke important new scholarly ground in 
this area, although his product was marred by a limited understanding 
of classical metrics. But once he was relatively satisfied with the 
state of the text, he would then make a fresh copy of the manuscript 
in order to produce a neat and legible work. 

Tau was such a working copy, as Turyn has shown,8 and already at 
the time it was copied by E, F, and G, changes had been made in its 
original text and colometry. The changes were not extensive at the 
time these copies were made, however, and we can see by comparing 
the respective texts of F and T that a good deal of work was yet to be 
expended on the working copy before Triclinius was satisfied. But 
it is quite clear from the agreement of supralinear readings in EFG 
that interpolation had already occurred in tau at the time EFG were 
copied. 

That it was Triclinius who had worked on this lost manuscript is 
indicated both by the fact that EFG (and, therefore, presumably tau 
were provided with a Triclinian metrical commentary and also by the 
fact that supralinear emendations, which appeared in tau and are 
reflected by similar supralinear readings in EFG, generally replace the 
original text in T. Notice the progression in the following list of 
readings from the Eumenides: 

217 odPoluLOs T /to'polqot EFG ,uo'puLLO t M 

218 opKov 'al M OpKovS TE T OpKOvs rT FG OpKOVS TE E 
Elt 

226 rOov EM 7rlov FG 7rOE T 

230 SlKas M 8lKr7s E 8lK%/s FG 8tKr1 T 

232 8' dpjwo M 8' ap' tgc EFG 8' dap T 
ot 

392 LLotpoKpavrov TM txvpoKpavrov EFG 
Ot EV' 

4359 CE'ovaal M oaE/3oat EFG aorle'/v T 

8 
Turyn (above, note I), 112-13. 

9 Wilamowitz (in the apparatus of his edition, Aeschyli Tragoediae [Berlin I914] and 
Eduard Fraenkel (Aeschylus:Agamemnon [Oxford I95o] I.I5) and others report aeflolLevcaL 
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474 So'aotS TME"YP Spo'iots FG Spodlots E 

481 8uva7rr7Cavr'] SvaJriIa-r' GM 8varrjtar' EF 

7 oVU7rjfLa)rT 1 
E 

482 7Tre'Krj/b?ev ETM aTr(K7q)0ev FG 

567 StaTopoS M &SdKTopoS FiG StalcKopoS 7rEAEt EF'mT 
aa 

674 Trov't' EM roWv' FG raoaS' T 

Compare these readings from the Agamemnon: 

17 EVTELVCOV TMV EKTE/JVaV F EKTE/VWV G 

o E 

1153 LEhoAroTV7Te GM LeAotrv7Tres F ,L0oAoTV7TreZ T 

7? 
1252 7TapeKo7TrSj] Trape.aKoTrets FG TrapEaKo7wTs T 

as 

1477 yevvr7s (FG) yevvrs FG yewas T 

Note particluarly the readings ofEum. 567, which show the corrector 
at work. The text in tau's exemplar presumably read, ELT' oOv 

8taropoS TvpcrqvKj, an incomplete and non-metrical trimeter line. 

Accordingly, the corrector inserted a kappa in the third word, yielding 
ClcKTopoS and suggested TreAc to fill out the line. However, since 

no room was available for this latter insertion, a mark was made at 
the text between the emended reading and TvpcrjvtlKi, and the 
additional word was written in the margin. The scribe of G over- 
looked the marginal note,'0 but saw the mark in the line and con- 

ot & 
F' at line 435. This is certainly in error, for EFGhave acrefloat (& = ev). Nowhere 
do these manuscripts use a compendium for letters in the middle of a word, as the above 
editors must have assumed here. Rather, the compendium is intended to replace the 
final diphthong and we should read ar'floali E'F'G', and aore'lotlv ESFSGST. 

10 There is some variation in preservation of extra-linear readings in the four manu- 
scripts. This inconsistency could have been caused by the different scribes selecting 
among variants, or by their failure to notice those they omit. A more attractive 
hypothesis, and one with which I am in sympathy, is that of Dawe, who has suggested 
(above, note 2) that it is the result of the fact that tau was a "working manuscript", and 
the four apographs represent four different stages in its evolution. Thus G was copied 
first, then F (with new variants subsequently added in tau), then E (with still more 
variants, but with others omitted), and finally T (again with some new variants, but with 



sequently left a space for the supplement. F likewise left a space, but 
did not fail to include the supplement in the margin of his text. E 
and T inserted the word directly into the text, to give the complete 
trimeter line. 

Theoretically, then, it would not be too difficult to recover the 

original readings of tau if we had to do with changes in the text of 
tau made exclusively above the line or in the margin and faithfully 
reflected in EFG by keeping the emendation above the line. This is 
the position which Fraenkel has taken in his edition of the Agamemnon." 
However, the situation is not so easy as that. Not only did the readings 
above the line in tau sometimes make their way into the text of E, F, 
or G, but some of the emendations in tau were made by actual alteration 
of the text in the line. 

The following readings seem to give ample proof of this alteration 
in linea: 

Eum. 60 TrdrevOev EFaCM TavTevOe FIPCGT 

286 y'rpaaKCOv M SLSacOKWv Fa yE S3lacUKw v EFIPCSGT 

506 aKed r'ov f'Ecuala] aKETr ov fPealac M aKEaTa incepit EC 
aKEaTr ov fP'flaLa E'PCG aKcEaoa ov Pe'ala T aKEaT' 

d1jej/ala F 

923 rlov Tvias' ovr7alovs M a lovs rvxas ov alfovs (sic) F 
3lov ov77lJutovs E 3lovs ovrjaficovs GT 

Ag. 1279 aqTLo FPCT adtLov FaCG 

In the second last of the readings, at Eum. 923, the rv'as which F has 
indicated is to be left out, and which is in fact omitted in EGT, appears 
in M. Thus the excision of the word in F is not the correction of an 
error but rather an insidious kind of emendation which, without 
another tradition, would be almost impossible to distinguish from the 
correction of a slip of the pen. What must have happened here (as 
Turyn saw) 2 is that tau had rvXasg with the dots above it indicating 

several old ones rejected). Because of the disorder of folios in tau at the time E was 
copied, it is likely that E was copied qfter T, so that variants found in T alone may never 
have appeared in tau. The evidence available is not sufficient to establish this hypothesis 
beyond a doubt, but it remains attractive nonetheless. 

I" Fraenkel (above, note 8) I.II-I6. 
I2 Turyn (above, note I) 114. 
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that it was to be deleted. F, a faithful copyist, wrote what he saw, 
including the word to be omitted, complete with dots. A sigma had 
been added in tau to filov to supply the needed accusative and to avoid 
hiatus with the word formerly following TrvXas; and l3ovs appears 
in F. But E, although he did leave out the excised word, neglected 
to include the sigma. No doubt the sigma was written above the 
line to avoid squeezing it between fl3ov and rvXasg and thus could be 
overlooked. That this was a definite emendation is born out by the 
marginal note in tau (retained by FG) referring specifically to rvXas: 
TOVTO 7TEpLcrOsV rpOS TO KAXOV 7r dvT(JrtupoTPOjS, 

" this is superfluous 
in comparison with the colon of the antistrophe." 

This situation both causes alarm and at the same time lays to rest 
some of our fears. It causes alarm because, as we have said, the 
passage indicates that emendations of tau occurred not only above the 
line, but also in the line of the text itself, in which case the original 
text is less apt to have been preserved in the apographs. But it also 
moderates this alarm in that it seems to indicate that F was generally 
quite scrupulous in copying just what he saw, particularly if there was 
any doubt in his mind as to what the correct reading was. Notice 
the following examples as well: 

In Eum. 286 (cited above) the reading of F suggests that tau had the 
same thing in his text: the erroneous L$adcrKwv with the rough 
metrical emendation ye written by the interpolator just before it and 
slightly above the line to indicate that it was to be inserted at that 
point. EGT did insert the particle where it was intended, but F left 
it above the line as it was in tau. 

In Eum. 481 there is a similar situation where a $8& written in above 
the line in tau is preserved in that position not only by F, but also by 
E. T inserts it in the line, while G ignores the addition altogether. 

In Eum. 60 I cannot agree with Dawe's reading of F. Dawe sees 
TdvTevOe as FaE, and rdvrevOev as FPC.13 But it seems to me that the 
reverse is true; that is, F decided against the nu after it was written, 
and corrected it. My argument would be that if a person corrects 
from -e to -ev he need only add the nu, not rewrite the epsilon. If 
there is no room, he adds it above the line (see TTrE'TTWv in F at line 481). 
But if he corrects from -ev to -e he must somehow dispose of the nu, 

13 Dawe (above, note 3) I93. 



either by crossing it out or by writing over it. F chose the latter 
course and rewrote the epsilon, but made it large enough to occupy 
the space of both the former epsilon and the nu. I find no other 

explanation for the oversized epsilon.I4 Additional evidence is 
provided by an examination of the context. The word in question 
is followed in EFGT by pev ov', a metrical impossibility. The 

original reading had been ravrevOE0v Mj'r7, as in M, and the initial 
vowel of the second word made the nu-movable necessary. But 
when '37r was displaced by t&?v oiv in an ancestor of tau,'5 there was 
no longer the same necessity; in fact, the meter is even less correct 
with the nu present. Thus the rejection of the final nu must have been 
a crude metrical emendation by the interpolator of tau, interpreted 
correctly and accepted by GT, misread by E (and Dawe), and copied 
as it was by F (who perhaps was not sure which reading was correct). 
Here again F remained faithful to what he found in tau. 

Eum. 5o6, however, cautions us against the tempting conclusion 
that F always preserves the appearance of tau. My explanation of 
this constellation of readings is this: Originally tau had aKEar' ov3 

eISflata (cf. the M tradition: a'KEr' o3v /paia). The interpolator of 
tau favored a change in the colometry so that ov flCfata would begin 
a new line, and the full form a'KEcrra would complete the previous 
colon; so he added an alpha above the line after adKEUT', close to the ov. 
T understood what was intended and has the full form of the first 
word at the end of a line, with the remaining two words at the 

beginning of the next line. G ignored the emendation (or antedated 
it). E copied it, but neglected to redivide the cola; then he noted the 
hiatus and corrected to talut again. F misunderstood what was to 
happen altogether, maintained the colometry, and taking the alpha as 
an intended correction of ov he consequently wrote aKETr' dae'afa. 
It is significant that T alone knew what was intended. 

We now see that on the basis of supralinear readings in EFGT we 

14 See also the correction from -av to -a at Eum. 12 in E (where Dawe himself sees 
the nu as part of the reading before correction; above, note 3, 191). 

s1 It is difficult to explain this displacement unless rSr/ had dropped out of the text or 
was illegible, and the new reading was an attempt to fill out the meter to the twelve 
syllables required by the Byzantine accentual metrics, without regard to the quantity of 
the syllables. In any case, /uev oSv is not an emendation of Triclinius, who knew more 
about the ancient iambic meter than the person responsible for this addition. 
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can postulate a number of supralinear emendations or traditional 
variants in the exemplar, tau. Further, we have seen several places in 
which emendations made in the line in tau have been rendered trans- 
parent either by the scrupulosity or by an error of F. Hence, tau 
was already an interpolated manuscript at the time that it was used 
as the exemplar for the scribes of EFG, and while we can be fairly 
sure what the text of tau was at the time the apographs were written, 
we cannot be certain what originally stood in the lines of the lost 
manuscript. 

A partial assessment of the extent of corruption which had taken 
place in the manuscript prior to its use by EFG may be made on the 
basis of the metrical scholia of tau, as reflected in EFG. These scholia 
are not the same as those found in T, but rather are preliminary and 
cursory statements by Triclinius about the major metrical units used 
in each play. They generally state that the adjacent passage is written 
in a particular meter or combination of meters, normally without any 
attempt to give details on the exact meter of the individual lines. The 
major difference between these two sets of scholia consists, not only 
"in the addition of remarks on metrical signs by T", as Turyn 
observed,'6 but particularly in the analysis in T of choral portions of 
the dramas into strophe and antistrophe. This analysis was crucial to 
Triclinius' primary contribution to the history of classical scholarship- 
the rediscovery of the principle of metrical responsion between 
strophe and antistrophe in the dramatic odes, and the use of this 
principle for the identification and emendation of corruptions in the 
text of the odes. 

There, we are surprised to discover four emendations in tau, 
appearing in EFG, which attempt to repair metrical responsion in 
choral sections: 

Ag. IO95 iLapTvptoLuL yap] pcapTvplots yap M ILapTvplots ULe 

yap FGT 

Io96 raSE M ra FGT (this line responds to IO9I, which in FGT 
was short by one syllable) 

Eum. 923 f3iov trvxa ovravilJovs M fliovs 'rvXas 'ovr vs Fa 
S3iovs ov7aOfLovs FPCGT (flyov ovralf,ovs E) 

980 rroAtXrv M rroAtqr)irv EFGT 

I6 Turyn (above, note I), III. 
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Emendations of this sort abound in T and comprise Triclinius' most 
radical and extensive changes. But they presuppose strophic analysis 
of the ode of just the sort which characterizes the scholia in T and not 
those in tau. Nevertheless, closer inspection of the metrical scholia 
in EFG reveals how such emendations were possible in tau. In spite 
of the fact that the majority of odes had not been divided into strophes 
and antistrophes at the time EFG were copied, a few had been analyzed 
in this way, viz. I96 lines.I7 It is within just these lines that the 
metrical conjectures just listed appear. 

This means that we do not need to be overly pessimistic about the 

quality of the text of tau, for, although metrical emendations do occur 
in the odes, their range of occurrence is restricted to the lines just 
mentioned. Furthermore, for most of these lines (specifically, for 

Ag. I073-1159 and for all of the Eumenides) we have the mu tradition 
of M as a check. There are only 42 lines remaining where such 
emendations were possible in tau which cannot be checked by com- 

parison with M. Elsewhere in the two plays (and this includes the 
bulk of the Agamemnon, which is preserved by the Triclinian manu- 

scripts alone) we can rest more easily about the text of tau, for we can 
be assured that any conjectures made by Triclinius in tau were relatively 
minor. 

As has become apparent in this discussion, I believe that the text of 
F most closely parallels that of tau. Hence, it is unnecessary to 

present a fully restored text of the lost manuscript in order to assess its 

readings. What I propose to do here is to list those readings of tau 
which differ in any way from the readings of F. The reader who 
wishes to draw his own conclusions from the evidence may consult the 
full collation given in my dissertation.I8 

The hard decisions with regard to the readings of tau occur, of 
course, in cases where only two descendants of the lost manuscript 
are extant (i.e., FT in over half of the Agamemnon), and where these 
two disagree. It would be difficult to satisfy everyone as to the 

I7 Specifically, these lines are Ag. I073-1177; I407-14II 1 I426-I430; 1530-1536 
I560-1566; and Eum. 837-847 = 870-880 (actually identical rather than responding 
odes); 916-925 ~ 938-947; and 956-968 _ 976-987. 

I8 James J. Helm, "Demetrius Triclinius and the Textual Tradition of the Oresteia," 
(The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 1968). 
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choices made for the reading of tau in such instances, but I have 
relied on two observations in making them. First, although the 
scribe of F makes mistakes in copying, his rate of uncorrected error is 
less than that of E or G, and somewhat higher than that of T, who, if 
we exclude his intentional emendations, made only a handful of 
copying errors. F did make numerous slips of the pen which he 
corrected right away, and these should not be confused with emenda- 
tions in the text. Such errors (cited in the full collation) do not 
appear in this list, and it may be assumed that, except where otherwise 
noted, the reading of tau was that of FPC. Second, F evidences no 
inclination whatever to insert supralinear variants of his own. Where 
all four Triclinian manuscripts are extant, variants found in F are also 
to be found in at least one other manuscript (excluding the variants 
added by the second hand in F). Where three of the manuscripts are 
extant, a unique supralinear reading appears in F only at Ag. I2. 
Hence I have concluded that all supralinear readings in F appeared in 
tau as well, and if other extant Triclinian manuscripts did not record 
a particular variant, it was because it was overlooked (in the case of E), 
rejected (in the case of T), or possibly antedated (in the case of G). 
Thus, unless there is a compelling reason to the contrary, I have 
considered the readings of F to reflect tau accurately. 

The format of the list is as follows: first is given the number of the 
line in which the readings occur. After the line number comes the 
reading accepted by Wilamowitz in his edition.I9 If this lemma is the 
reading of one or more manuscripts, the symbols for these manu- 
scripts follow. If the lemma is an emendation, it is followed by a 
single square bracket (]), and then the manuscript readings are cited. 

I should warn the user that I have not been altogether consistent in 
my indication of the presence or position of the iota-subscript. For 
the lemmata, I have used the adscript position, since this was the 
practice of Wilamowitz (and of M, for that matter), ignoring any 
differences of position or absence of the iota in the manuscripts. 

19 Wilamowitz (above, note 8). Normally I have followed the line numbers as 
given by Wilamowitz, but when errors or inconsistencies occurred in his edition, I 
followed the logical numeration suggested by the manuscripts, particularly M. The 
result has been that occasionally my line number differs from that of Wilamowitz, but 
never by more than one line. 



Thereafter, I included the iota as an adscript or subscript, depending on 
the practice of the manuscripts. But where several manuscripts had 
the same reading, but one the adscript and one the subscript or no 
iota at all, I ignored the difference on the ground that it was not 
significant enough to merit separate listing. The practice of the 
individual scribes varies. EFGMV usually do not write the iota either 
as adscript or as subscript, although when they do, M uses the adscript, 
EFG the subscript. T alone consistently used the iota, and always as 
a subscript. The corrector of M ("m") usually adds the iota, and then 
as adscript. 

The symbols and abbreviations used here are based on the notation 
of Turyn :20 

T The reading of manuscript T. 
[T] The presumed reading of T where the manuscript is not legible. 
Ti The reading of T in the line (in linea). 
Ts The reading of T above the line (supra lineam). 
Tm A reading of T in the margin (in margine). 
TaC The reading of T before correction (ante correctionerm). 
TPc The reading of T after correction (post correctionem). 
Tc A corrected reading ofT (e correctione), the reading before correction 

being illegible. 
TI The reading of the first hand in T. 
T2 The reading of another hand in T. Note: Where Ti or Tac are 

cited, the reading is to be interpreted as that of the first hand; 
where Tc or TPC are cited, no conclusion about the hand is to be 
made unless a number is added: T1PC or T2c, etc. 

T348 The reading of T at line 348, when that same line is repeated 
elsewhere, but the readings of a manuscript are inconsistent 
(used, for example, in the case of identical epodes). 

m The reading of the corrector of M, equivalent to M2Pc. 
TYP A marginal variant in T (normally prefixed in the manuscripts by 

yp[aoex?Ta]). 
Tgl A supralinear gloss in T. 
CT A reading found in a scholium of T at the line in question. 

TI5s A reading found in a scholium of T on line s5, and not on the line 
where the reading in question occurs. 

/ The end or beginning of a line or colon. 
om. omitted (omisit). 

20 See, for example, Turyn's edition of Aeschylus (above, note I) 9. 
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Readings of the lost manuscript, tau 

Agamemnon 

12 Se tauiF'GTMV y 

I7 evrevCov tau'F'TMV 

20o wovv tauFIPCGTMV 
30 ayyeAAov tauGT 

38 AEseeE tauGTMV 

45 XtAtovavtr7v Tglms 
FIPmOVYP 

64 EpEUSo/eEvov tausFS 

ye 

tausFP ( tauF) 
EV 

EKTE',cVv tauiFi (EKT 

7ovov F^C(?) 
iyy,e'Aov FMV 

A\eEL F 

XLAtovavrav tauFGTiMV 

Epl8O&tL'VOv M pe?t 

So 

(epeTrropEvov tauF) 
K 

65 ev tauiFiTMV EK tau'F (E tauF) TrpoTeAelots tauTMV 
7rpwcoeAelo F 

66 KdalaKO tauFPCTMV KVMaKOS vel KapLaKos Fa 

75 lao7mraSa tauTMV lao7TeSa F 

87 TweioZ tauTMV 7TvOot F 

6voaKELS] 'VOaKWVElS tauiFiTM OeoaKLVElS tausFs 
? 1/T 

(OvoaKwLels tauF) 

II9 y'wav tauTMV2M 

177 a00oso tau'FiTMV 

OVOS KWEtlS V 

yevav F 

OvoaKOE ls ?TI 

uLdrq tauFs o tau ( o tauF) 
waAl,ul 

I96 TraA/uLKrK77K tau'FSTM TOAVUX CK7q tauiFiV ( 7oAvu/ KI tauF) 
267 'tp7'Kaatv tauTMV 7rpr7KaaL F 
286 vrrepTeAXs MV TrEp eAs tauac V7Trp E As tauPcFTZ'T(mctr 

Note: the scholion on this line in T reads (in part): 
TO 86 Vtrp vpoe`Aafle To i tLa rov lerTpov ("the VTrep takes on 
the additional iota because of the meter"). This I take to be a clear 
metrical emendation made by Triclinius in tau in order to produce 
an iambic trimeter line. 

322 ravT3'ri F ravr) tauTV (a lucky error in F?) 
329 adrolqoLovac tauFCTCV diroqiotuovat FPC?(cf. also vv. 443,681, 

785,I599) 
Ol 

34I eaLrr7TTO tau'F'T 

eLrrTI7TTIe V 

eijLvov tauF) 

tAov avOr, 
' ~A Cov av/rav 

Trol,evov tauiFiT 
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344 
367 
424 

433 
443 
472 
478 

a 

KaJLat tauuF'TV Kaiuas tau'F' (Kcba/ tauF) 

EXovaLv T EXovaav tauaCFac e'xovc tau'pcF 

XEpwv tauFaCT XELPwv FP? 

yap tauFPT om. Fac 
yElt,wov tauFaT yecItWov FP? (cf. 329 above) 

TroAt17TopOrls tauT 7TroAtrOrpLOt F 

r n] 7rTot T 7' rot tauiFi EL rOt tauSFs 

EL 

(,Trot tauF) 
481 ETrtr' tauT E7TEt / 7TEtr' F (error in F resulting from a change 

of colometry in tau) 
489 elaoLacrOa tauTZT ElaoLEOa F (error in F as at Ag. 1367) 

ES 
511 'aO'] ,'AO' tauiFi jAOeg tauSFST (jAO' tauF) 

v 

520 wTAal tauFiT rvAat FS (7TAac F) 
539 OVKer tauT'Ts50 o3VK F 
577 Tpolav tauT rpolrlv F 

590 EiVL7rov tauT EIvt7Tov F 

636 ,Lap tauT j,/tap F (see also line 1301 below, but contrast 668) 
ELV 

680 KAvWv] KAWV ta taTuiF KA(KVEV tauFTiT489 (K tauF) 
68I odvodtlaev tauTiZT Cvodpaeev F (cf. v. 329 above) 

718 ov'r}s tausFST oVTro ta 

745 rtKpas tauSFST rcKpov 

785 acrEflw tauFacT acefilco 

79I &8yjLa tauTStob. SELZya 

888 KaarTeUKaLa tau'FiT K 

889 fAdag astauT KAdjcas F 

898 arivAov] ar'Aov tauT 

919 fapflppov tauSFsT fapp 

cogs wS 

luiFi (ovTos tauF) 
asg 

tauiFi (rttKpoV tauF) 
FPc (cf. 329 above) 

,a F 

0 

-acOEaT 7KaUvW tau'F' (KacrE37fKaauv tauF) 

rTO'Aov F 

p 
ov tauF (appov tauF) l0ov tau r tau t) 

920 fo'aLta tauiFi flor'/a tausFT (floa.ca tauF) 
933 ;pe?Ev] ;epS EL tauT p Setv F 

936 SOKEt tauaCFaCFi 

937 al&earOLt tauT 
8OKj tauPCFPCT (SOKEE T) 
atSe'eEls F 
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W9V 

957 o'dtoWv tauSFsT 8otLovs tauiFi (860'ovs tauF) 
ot 

974 eXAoL tau'sFTiZFT8Io l,AtI tauiFi (leA tauF) 
To01 ot] TOtL (ro tauPCTiLZTISO aOL tauacFi a o TOL F8I0 

(Here the Tro was added in the margin in tau to form a complete 
trimeter line. F missed the marginal note in the main body of the 
text, but noted it in the scholion, inserting it after the aot rather than 
before it, as intended.) 

976 SeqL,a tau(?)T SElyLa F 

IOI5 JiLS T Ao's tauF 

1024 diAaP3elaL] dl3Aa/3e'a tau daAa/3ela ye T avhafLtla F 

3 a' 
O164 KAVeL bpevvwv tauFST cbpEVvV KAVELt F (see also Eum. 575 and 748) 

IO95 yap tauacM tev yap tauPFGT 
Io96 Tard tauaCM ra tauPCFGT 

II52 d7ri,'opa tauiFiTiMac r7 qd'/3ot tausFsGsTsm oTrl ofla Gi 

(0 0.) co W 

(emdopa tauFT, 7rdo3a G) 
0 

I I53 jLeAorvIreLs tauiFiGTsM LoAorvre- t tusFTi (LEAorTTrels 

E 

tauF, ,LoAoTv7eZS T) 
II54 EXEes MTPc E'XEL FacTa EXr tauFPcG 

1179 vv'fL fstr tauGT vv'zcas F 

1187 iviS4tqoyyos T ev`p!oyyos tauG avr/',oyyos F 

1232 vauohtAs tauGT svaorLAevs F 

1241 ayav (tauc) ayav y' tauPCFGT (The addition of the particle is the 
standard (but unnecessary) Byzantine stopgap to lengthen the 
second syllable in adyav; cf. 1254 below, Eum. 121, and T at Eum. 

340). 
1252 7rapEK7T7rr)l] rrapECKOtrTEL tauiFiGi TrapecrK0Trr7s tauSFSGsT 

'17 

(TrapeaKorrTEt tauFG) 
1254 ayav y tauPFGT ayav taua 

1267 acLE[OLaL Fac(Pc?) 4LeIboLatl tau(?)FPC(aC?)GT 

(alEt'/otPat F, with the psi written over the beta, or vice versa) 
I279 arqTloi tauPCFPcT arlov tauCFacG 

1284 a6EL tauGT afELv F 

1288 'v tauGT EK F 

1301 1jtap tauGT 7'Tap F (cf. 636 above) 
1357 Ka0evSovaLv tauGT KaOEevovat F 
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1367 tJavTEvvaodteaOa tauGT icLavrevaodu EOa F 

1379 emaa' tauGT Erea' F 

1383 7EptTcLXr Io T pTrEiT&XLyWv tauG 7TEPTroLXitwoV F 

1411 a7rETrapEsg tauiFiGTs ETE'ELES tausFsTi (adrreTapes tauF, 
a 

a7rreTLEse T) 
I424 &8 tauFGT om. F1 

1446 btA4Xrwp tauGT bA4TrwS F 
I45I wrvov tauFPcGT vluov F 

1464 EKTpEfrqlS tauGT FKTpEX7S F 

as, 
1477 yEvwrj tauiFiGi yewas tausFsGTs (yvwrs tauFG) 
1517 dacTeeL tauGT EeaEflet F (but daEflet tauFGT at line i493) 

1535 8&K7v] 8&K7 tau FGSTgl S&Ka tauGiT' (SlKa tauGT) 
1542 a peal tauGT epatF F 

1571 sucrrAT-rd tauGT 8uvarA'Td F 
1594 X(pw-v tauGT XpeOv F 
1599 WctLWo ev tauFPCGT coScouev Fa (cf. line 329 above) 
1617 vepTepac tauGT verepq F 

I652 7TpOK0W TOS G(c?) TpOKO7OS tauF(Gac?) 7TpOKOTTOS T 

1658 Epeavrasd] ;pavra tauGT sp avres F 

I665 7TpoaualveLv tauGT 7rpoaacvew F 

Eumenides 

36 oradatv tauiEiFGTMi Tratv tausEs acdaLv MSYP (arTaaw 
tauE) 

60 ravTrecveV tauaCEFacM TavrevGe tauPCFPCGT Kav7revev 1T 

104 o.Lfaatv tauGT cpVaoLt EFM 
12I dyav tauaCM ayav y' tauPCEFGT (cf. Ag. I241) 
I49 r'7loKAo7os tauiFiGTM 7TrirXAoKo tau'Fs e7'TI7rhoKos E 

7r K 

(ErLKAo7tros tauF) 

I56 ervtIEv M rTVb tau'ETEGT &ervia F 
186 o5 Kapavota-ipesg] ov KapavrtarTJpes M OvK dp' advCalrrYjipe 

v 

tauiEiFiGiTi OVK ap' avvurr7pes tauSE'PFG'T' (avrarripes 
tauEFGT) 

I99 aro av tauEFPCGTM avros yap av FC (avroS yap av F) 
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212 av 0evr7 tauiEiFiGTMZMT 

tauFG avoevr E)L tauFG a"vEjTs E) 

tS 

avOevTtLs tauSESFsGs (av0evTrjs 

oa 

217 L topOLos EFGT tauES F'G'Mopao tauiEiG (topopLot 

tauEFG) 
2I8 oipKOV 'Ua7t M opKoVU r- tauiEs()FiGi opKovs TE tausEiFsGsT 

E I 

(oipKovS lt tauFG, OpKOVS Tr or Te E) 
222 ot8a F2YPM oio tauEF'GT 

E? 

226 rtOov tauiEF'GiM rlTel tauSFSGsT (TlOov tauFG) 

230 S'Kag M StK7S tauiEFiGi SLK7c tausFsGsT (8lK7)s tauFG) 

245 plrvvr7jpos F2YPM urv)vrTavL T i Lr)vvVr tauEFG 

248 dvSpoKKL/jat tauGM advpoKL7Jlr T dvSpoKuLOO'tL F 

dvSpaK/LOtiot E 

286 y71paaKoV M LyaaKcol) tauacFac yE SSLaaKov tauPCEFPCGT 

299 OUVro a' MPC OUVTS a' tauFiGTMC OVL a E OVTOL oE 
F2YP 

4AOrvatas F2sM adOrvalos tauEFiG adOrvalr)s T 

306 vi"vov 8' M t'vov tauG2EFG276 l^tVWV T?T276 

Virvov EF (cf. F at Ag. 1451) 
329 = 341 Trct TeOvIevwL tau34IF34iM T) TOT?E vLovptevW tau329- 

EF329GT329 T) TE AvJ,OVuL,vT) T34I 

Pe/Aos tau34IE34IF34IcG34IT34JM ,evos taU329E329F329G329T329 

337 {vtL7re'auLv] ;vL7Tras oJUL tauEGT Vltras caLT F 

{v'p,Traa waLv M 

369 TaKoJLevat tauiFiGiTiM mKOlevaL tausFsGSacTs r' aKO/leva 

71 0 
E (raKop'eva tauFT, TaKo31evat GC) 

392 1oLpoKpavrov tausEFPGSTM JoKpavTo taui'E'F'G 
O0 

(LUpoKpavrov tauEFG) 
433 E'EAEyXe tauEGTM E'eeXeE F 

435 oCEfovoal M arESoLai tau'EiFiGi 
0t El 

(aofuopal tauEFG) 

eTrag:Los] 7T' adLOov tauEGT 

462 TrpO Tov tauEGM frpo0ro FT 

aEflOllE tausESFSGsT 

eractaov FM 
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474 80ptots tausEYPFSGSTM 

[1972 

So 
tauFG, (opduopo taurFG, 

SpOLSot E) 
475 aSovi3aLu] atpov-at tauGTM alpovpat EF 

476 OVK EvrTE`,7ETEAov F2YM OVKOVV EvTrerAov tauEFiGT 

481 7TETrTtv tauEFPCGTMEM 7Trefet? Fa 

TrE Svr7T'jLav-r] E SvacTrj'aTr' tauiEiFiGM 8E S v Svaur7jlpar' 

8rf 
tausEsFsT (8e 8vor7Tuar' tau EF) 

E 

482 E7TE'CKrKJEV tauSEFSGSTM ac7TEKrKlEbev tauiF'G' (aTreaKr-Iev 

tauFG) 
o505 vTrdSoa M(PC?) vro'Svalv tauGT(Mac?) Vrwo'lov EF 

506 aKea r' ov0 3EPlata] aKEarT oV Effala tauacEcG aKEcra / oV 

f/eSata tauPcT (aKeora began E'C) aKeor' dap3pata F 
a 

aKTer') ov etialia M (aCKacrr o pEPaa tau) 
567 tadropos tauaM 8&aKropoS tauPCFiG (followed by a space of 

about five letters in F, about nine letters in G) S&aKTOpOS 
TrrTE'A taumEFImT 

13' a 
575 PIeT7rEZt 7pdy,aros tauEF2SGTM 7rpdy1a'ros ,ETEarU F (cf Ag. 

o064) 

674 
7I8 
731 
733 
742 

743 

aa 

Tovao' tauiEFiGiM raar' tauSFsGsT (roSva' tauFG) 
TpCOTOKToKvotC tauGTM vrpcOKroKdvot F (E is lacking) 

KaOtL7fTra;L tauGTM Ka6Ova7rdet EF 

dat>#i3ovAos F adlotoos tauEGTMLM 
EKfiaAAE' tauGTM EKpBaAE' EF 

o'aoS tauEGTM (crots F 

748 a 
748 0 7cowv 6E'vot tauEF2STM Evo& b7frwv F ( 

Eum. 575) i[cwv e:'vot G 

764 opKWLOorTaas tauGTM opKoLorr/7aas EF 

768 rrap[3aivovat tauGTMP rTpof/alvovac EF 

77I uEEra,LA7rL tauiESFiGiTM pteraeAot tausEiF 

835 

cf. Ag. o064 and 

7rapapalvovcra Ma 

fLerapcLAet GS 
or '17 EL 

(/,E?ra/ ,'dAr tauF, iErapeAot E, /Lera/eXAr/ G) 
Otvr tauEGTM 0v7f F 

836 E'ratveaeL tauGTM E'aLvea-'7 EF 

845 = 878 rtia^v tau84845E G845m845sM878 TL,/Lav T845 and 878 

596 
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Tiqav tau878G878 'rUav (both accents) F845 
*a- 

trqlv M845 (TrLco M84s) rTav E878F878 

847 = 880 doAoL MZM847 oA ta847E847F847G847TMi ( 
M847 and 880) 8oAov tauS80EBF880SOG880 

85I EOoviraa tauEGTM EA0ovaa F 

908 evOevovvTa M evUTEouivTa tauiFGTi evacevovvra 

tausETIs 
O) 

919 VE(.LL M vo/ov tauiEiFGT vojdowv tauEs (vo6lov tauE) 
921 L r' M at ' tauEG at ' F ats T 

923 Ilov rTv'as o'v. tauaM fiovs ov. tauPcFPcGT fPov 

flovs TvXas ov. Fa (fliovs'rvxas ov. tau, flovs 

o& 

dv. E 

. rXaS s!V*a 

ov. F) 
Iooo TrapOevov] rapOe'vots tauGT Vra 
1028 'aOrOfaaLv / tauGT EaOrjpaalo FM 

1033 V7T' EVSpovL] v7T' EVOOvpovt tauTM 

V7/T EVOvvptL F 

1039 EVtiap,leTE tauGTM evSif,leTire F2I 

pOevovs FM (E is lacking) 

vrevOv6povt G 

APPENDIX 

Primary Manuscripts of the Oresteia 

Symbol (Turyn's) 
and Name Location Century Contents (in order) 

E Salamanticensis 

F Florentinus 

G Marcianus 

Salamanca Bibl. 
Univ. cod. 233 

Florence Bibl. 
Laurenziana 
cod. 31,8 

Venice Bibl. 
Nazionale 

XIV or Prometheus I-I042 
XV Eumenides 1-29, 580- 

8i, 645-80, 30-579, 
719-982* 

Seven 1025-43 
early Prometheus 

XIV Seven 
Persians 

Agamemnon 
Eumenides* 

early Prometheus 
XIV Seven 

2' I would like to express my gratitude to the librarians of the Bibl. Laurenziana at 
Florence, the Bibl. Marciana at Venice, the Bibl. Nazionale at Naples, and the Bibl. 
Universitaria at Salamanca for their kindness in making MSS available for microfilming, 
and to the University of Michigan for a grant to defray the expense. 

Vol. Io03] 597 



JAMES J. HELM 

Marciana cod. 

gr. 663 

T Neapolitanus Naples Bibl. 
Nazionale cod. 
II. F. 31 

M Mediceus Florence Bibl. 
Laurenziana 
cod. 32,9 

V Bessarionis Venice Bibl. 
Nazionale 
Marciana cod. 

gr. 653 

Persians 

Agamemnon i-4,5 1905 
-1673 (end) 

Eumenides* 

early Metrical matter 
XIV Prometheus 

Seven 
Persians 

Agamemnon 
Eumenides* 

X or Sophocles 
early Aeschylus 
XI Persians 

Agamemnon I-3 II, 
o067- 159 

Choephori c.Io-1076 

(end) 
Prometheus 
Eumenides 
Seven 

Suppliants 
Apollonius Rhodius 

XIII Prometheus 
Seven 
Persians 

Agamemnon 1-348 

* Manuscripts EFGT have the following omissions in the Eumenides: lines 324-325, 
582-644, and 778-807 (plus lines 681-718 and 983-I048 (end) omitted by E alone.) 
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