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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 cxemplar—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 rcadings 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
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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:!

w Century
7
M ¢ X
XI
i XII
v %\ XIII
FGE T X1V

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,

! 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 1), 110-115; R. D. Dawe, “The MSS. F, G, T of Aeschylus,”

Eranos 57 (1959) 35-49; and G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of
Euripides (Cambridge 1965) 204~11.
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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 others¢ 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

3R. D. Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus (Cambridge
1964) 189-94.

4 G. Pasquali, Storia della tradizione e critica del testo? (Firenze 1934); 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 avdporpijor GTM  dvdpokuoior F dvSpaxuoior E
306 Suvov 8 M Juwov G Juvwv T Umvov EF

505 dmdboow M vmodvow GT 9mdédnow EF

731 kabmrmd{mp GTM kaburmdler EF

742 éxPdMel’ GTM  éxBdAed’ EF

764 opkwuorioas GTM  Jpkoporiioas EF

768 mapBaivovor GTM  mpoPaivovor EF

836 émawéoeis GTM  émawéons EF

878 Twav TM nipav G Tirav EF

The only other place where such a shared error occurs in the
manuscripts descended from fau (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 dpyeiov, but EG
agree in error with dpyeiwv. 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. $80-81 and 645-80
inserted between Eum. 29 and 30 (lines $82-644 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 19 lines
per page, had become disordered, and the folio containing Eum.
580-81 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 scveral 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 19 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 fau 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, 194). 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 19 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 fau) sometimes wrote two lyric cola per line, although T
never does. After F and G had been copied (and perhaps T as well), folios 16, 17, 24,
and 25 of tau became unbound. The last three were lost, while folio 16 came to rest
between folios 1 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 15 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

folio verses of lines required in the manuscripts
of tau Eumenides tau E F G T
I arg., I-I9 294+ 2904+ 204 2904 204
2 30-67 38 38 38 38 38
3 68-105 38 38 38 38 38
4 106-43 38 38 38 38 39
5 144-81 38 38 32 38 39
6 182-219 38 38 38 38 38
7 220-59 (. . . dpuBpdTov) 38 38 38 40 40
8 260-97 38 38 37 38 38
9 298-323, 32636 (2 vv. om.) 38 38 38 38 38
10 337-73 38 38 38 37F 38
11 374—410 38 38 38 35 38
12 41148 38 38 38 . 38 38
13 449-86 38 38 38 38 38
14 487-533 (. . . 5Bpts) 38 38 33 42 44
15 534-79 (Téxos .. ) 38 38 38 40 45
16 580-81, 645-80 (63 vv. om.) 38 38 38 38 38
17 681-718 38 om. 38 38 38
18 719-56 38 38 38 38 38
19 757-77, 808-26 (30 vv. om.) 38 37 37 38 40
20 827-66 38 38 37 38 40
21 867-906 38 38 37 39 40
22 907-43 (. . . dyav) 38 38 38 38 38
23 944-82 (. . . dras) 38 38 38 38 38
24 983-1019 38 om. 38 38 37
25 1020—48 28 om. 28 28 28
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carelessly, are difficult to distinguish from an efa, 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
tay 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 etror 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 fau 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.?
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
écrit par Démétrius Triclinius (Groningen 1957).
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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:

oo
217 pdpowpos T  udpoywor EFG  udpopor M
€
218 Jpkov ot M Spkovs 7€ T Gpkovs 7{ FG  Spkovs 7€ E
e

226 7ifov EM 7ibov FG Ti0er T

]
230 Sikas M 8ikmsE  8ikms FG  8lky T
232 & dppfw M &’ dp’ 7éw EFG ’ dpriéw T
oL
392 powpdrpavror TM  pvpékpavrov EFG
oL ev

4359 oéBovoar M oéBopal EFG oéBowuév T

8 Turyn (above, note 1), 112-13.
¢ Wilamowitz (in the apparatus of his edition, Aeschyli Tragoediae [Berlin 1914] and
Eduard Fraenkel (Aeschylus: Agamemnon [Oxford 1950] 1.15) and others report oeSduevas



Vol. 103] THE LOST MANUSCRIPT ‘TAU’ 583

o ..
474 8Jpois TME™?  8pduois FG  8pdpois E
o
481 Svomfuavr’]  Svomijuar’ GM  Svomjuar’ EF
87 dvomjuar’ T
€
482 énéorxmpev ETM  dméorxmpev FG

$67 Sudropos M Sudkropos FG Sudxropos méder EF*™T
ao

674 Tovod’ EM Tovad’ FG 7408’ T

Compare these readings from the Agamemnon:

&
17 évréuwwwv TMV  ékréuvwv F éxréuvwrv G
o €

1153 pelotumeis GM pelorumeis F polorumels T

1252 mapexdmns|  mapeoxémeis FG  mapeowdmns T
as

1477 yéwms (EG)  yéwms FG  yéwas T

Note particluarly the readings of Eum. 567, which show the corrector
at work. The text in taw’s exemplar presumably read, eir’ odv
SudTopos Tupamikt), an incomplete and non-metrical trimeter line.
Accordingly, the corrector inserted a kappa in the third word, yielding
SudkTopos and suggested méder 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 7vponwiky, and the
additional word was written in the margin. The scribe of G over-
looked the marginal note,’® but saw the mark in the line and con-

: ot &

F1 at line 435. This is certainly in error, for EFG have céBopat (& = 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 géBouai E'F'GY, and oéBoipuév 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
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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.1®
However, the situation is not so easy as that. Not only did the readings
above the line in fau 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 tavrebfev EF*M  7dvredfe F1P°GT
286 ynpdokwvy M 8iddokwy F* e 8iddarwv EF1PSGT
506 dked 7700 BéBara]  drer’ 0¥ BéBara M dkeora incepit E*
dkeor’ od BéBara EI*G  dkeora od féBara T  dkeor’
dBéBasa F
923 Piov Tiyas dvmoipovs M Biovs Tixas dvmoipovs (sic) F
Biov dvmaipovs E  Blovs dvpoipovs GT
Ag. 1279 drpol FT dripdv F*G

In the second last of the readings, at Eum. 923, the tdyas 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 rdyas 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 afer 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.

11 Fraenkel (above, note 8) 1.11-16.

12 Turyn (above, note 1) 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 Blov to supply the needed accusative and to avoid
hiatus with the word formerly following rdyas; and Biovs 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 Biov and r¥yas 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 rdyas:
T00TO TEPLOTOV TPOS TO KDAoV THjs AvTiaTpodijs, “ 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 8i8dokwv 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 67 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
ravredlfe as F*<, and Tavreifev as F*.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 -€ to -ev he need only add the nu, not rewrite the epsilon. If
there is no room, he adds it above the line (see méumew in F at line 481).
But if he corrects from -ev to -€ he must somehow dispose of the nu,

13 Dawe (above, note 3) 193.
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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.’* Additional evidence is
provided by an examination of the context. The word in question
is followed in EFGT by uév odv, a metrical impossibility. The
original reading had been rdvreifev 787, as in M, and the initial
vowel of the second word made the nu-movable necessary. But
when 787 was displaced by uev odv in an ancestor of fau,’s 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. 506, 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 dxear’ o0
BéBara (cf. the M tradition: dxer’ od BéBata). The interpolator of
tau favored a change in the colometry so that o0 féBata would begin
a new line, and the full form dkeora would complete the previous
colon; so he added an alpha above the line after dxear’, close to the od.
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 tau™ again. F misunderstood what was to
happen altogether, maintained the colometry, and taking the alpha as
an intended correction of 0¥ he consequently wrote dkeor’ dBéBara.
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).

1s It is difficult to explain this displacement unless 767 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, uév odv is not an emendation of Triclinius, who knew more
about the ancient jambic 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 fau 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 fau 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 fau, 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,® 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. 1095 paprupiowot yap]  papruplois yap M paprupiots pév

vap FGT
1096 7dde M 7a FGT (this line responds to 1091, which in FGT
was short by one syllable)

Eum. 923 Biov tvxas dvmaipovs M PBlovs Ttxas dvnoipovs F*

Blovs Svnaipovs FGT (Blov dvnoipovs E)
980 mohirdv M moMmrav EFGT

16 Turyn (above, note 1), I1I.
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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. 196 lines.’? 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. 1073-1159 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 fau 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.!8

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

17 Specifically, these lines are Ag. 1073-1177; 1407-1411 ¥ 1426-1430; 1530-1536 =
1560-1566; and Eum. 837-847 = 870-880 (actually identical rather than responding
odes); 916-925 =~ 938-947; and 956-968 = 976-987.

18 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 fau 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 fau was that of F*. 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. 12.
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 fau 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.’® 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.
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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 iofa 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.

T!  The reading of T in the line (in linea).

T¢*  The reading of T above the line (supra lineam).

T™ A reading of T in the margin (in margine).

T*  The reading of T before correction (ante correctionem).

TP The reading of T after correction (post correctionem).

T¢ A corrected reading of T (e correctione), the reading before correction
being illegible.

Tt The reading of the first hand in T.

T2  The reading of another hand in T. Note: Where T' or T* are
cited, the reading is to be interpreted as that of the first hand;
where T¢ or T? are cited, no conclusion about the hand is to be
made unless a number is added: T or T, 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 MzF<,

T? A marginal variant in T (normally prefixed in the manuscripts by

plaberaa).

Te' A supralinear gloss in T.

ZT A reading found in a scholium of T at the line in question.

X715 A reading found in a scholium of T on line 15, 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 1) 9.
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Readings of the lost manuscript, tau

Agamemnon

12

17
20
30
38
45

64

65

66

75
87

119

177
196

267
286

322
329

341

€
8¢ tawFGTMV  ye taw'P* (?o‘/é tauF)
e

&réuvov tarFTMV  ékrépvav taw'F (éxréuvawv tauF)
mévwy tawFI*GTMV  mdvov F*(?)
dyyéMwv tauGT  dyyélwv FMV
Aéfeie tauGTMV  Aéfel F
xtAwovavtyy T¥m*  yhovadray tauFGTMV hov  adrdy

F170m70
épedopévov  tau'F épidopévov M épevropévov  taw'F'T

do
(épevropévov tauF)
K

& tadFTMV  ék taw'F*  (év tauF)  mporeleiors tawTMV

mpwrelelots F
kdpaxos tauF*TMV kvypakos vel kdparos F*
todmada tauTMV loémeda F
melfol tauTMV  7vboi F
Bvookeis] Ovookwets taw’FTM Oeookwets tau'F

€

(Bvooxwets tauF) Bvos kweis V Ovookoeis KT

yéwav tauTMVEM  yévav F

pdbos taFTMV  udfn tau'F (p.dGZg tauF)
maliup

malippiirn tal’FTM  modvpwijin taw’FV  ( moAvurjkn tauF)
Mprikaow tawTMV  ppixaow F
vmepredijs MV Umép éhns tau*  Umelp élns tauPFT X Tmex)
Note: the scholion on this line in T reads (in part):
76 8¢ vmép mpooédafe 76 ¢ Sia Tod pérpov (“the dmép takes on
the additional iota because of the meter”). This I take to be a clear
metrical emendation made by Triclinius in fau in order to produce
an iambic trimeter line.
radrd F 7avr® tauTV (a lucky error in F?)
amowuddlovor tauF*TV  dmowuwéovor Fre?(cf. also vv. 443,681,
785,1599)

oL
éumintol taw’P*T  éumimmy taw'’F  (éumimry tauF)

éuminree V
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344
367
424
433
443
472
478

481

489
SII

$20
539
577
590
636

680
681

718

745
785
791

888
889
898

919

920
933

936
937
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c
kdppas tawFTV  kdpas taw’F (kdppau tauF)
éxovow T éyovoav tau*F*  éxovo’ taurFre
xepdv tauF<T  yewpdv FPe?
yap tauFP*T  om. F*
yeuilwy tauF*T yeuiéwv FFe? (cf. 329 above)
mrolmdplns tawT  wrolimdpbis F
d7n]  dgroeT o routaw’F €l Tou taw'F
€
(#,7ou tauF)
émar’ tawT  émeu | émevr’ F (error in F resulting from a change
of colometry in tau)
elodueofa tauTET  elodueba F (error in F as at Ag. 1367)

€
400’]  GA0’ taw'F  AMOes taw’FFT  (JA0° tauF)

v
mddac tauFT  7idw B (mdAa F)
oUkér’ tauTXTs50  odi F
Tpoiav tawT  7poiny F
&vimrov tawT  évimmawv F
Juap tauT  Auap F (see also line 1301 below, but contrast 668)
ew
kAvddv) KAy tau'F kAVew tau'FFT' 27489 (kddwy  tauF)
avdpaley tauT'ZT  dwdpaev F (cf. v. 329 above)
L4 wg
obrws taw'’FT  odros taw'F  (odros tauF)
as
mpas ta’FT  mikpod tawF  (mukpod tauF)
oeBilw tauF*T  oeBifw F* (cf. 329 above)
Sfypa tawTStob.  Seiypa F

0 =
kareaBrikaow taw’FT  kabeorrikaow taw'F (kareofrikaow tauF)
BAdBas tawT  «AdPBas F
orddov]  orvdov tawT  orédov F

P
BapBdpov taw'FFT  BapBdbov taw'F  (BapBdfov tauF)

- n
Boaua taw'F'  Bonpa taw’FT  (Bdapa tauF)
épfew]  épdew tauT  épdew F

n
Sokel tau*F“F'  Sox#) taurFT*  (Sowel T)
aidecfijis tauT atdeclels F
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957

974

976
1015
1024

1064
1095
1096
1152

II53

1154
1179
1187
1232
1241

1252

1254
1267

1279
1284
1288
1301
1357

wy
Sdpwv tawFT  Odpovs taw'F  (8Spovs tauF)
oL
pédow ta' FTZFT810  édy taw'F (uédy tauF)
tol o] 7oL gou taw”TZT810  gou tawF  cou ToL ZF8IO
(Here the 701 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 oot rather than
before it, as intended.)
Setpa tau(?)T  Setyua F
dwos T Awos tauF
dBlaBeiat]  dPAaBeia tau  dPfaPeia ye T  adlaPeia F
a
kAVeL ppevév tauFsT Ppeviv kel F (see also Eum. 575 and 748)
yap taw*M  pév yap tawFGT
7dde taw*M  7d tawFGT
énipofa taw’FT'M*  émi $péPwi tawFGT'm  émi $dfa G
w w
(émipdBa tauFT,  émidéBa G)
o
perorvmeis taw'FGTM  podorvmeis taw’FT!  (uedorvmeis

€

tawF,  polorumeis T)

éxeis MTP  éye PT*  éxm tauF*G

viugns tauGT  viudas F

Edudloyyos T Evpdoyyos tauG  odudoyyos F

Svodirés tauGT  Svoidevs F

dyav (taw)  dyav y’ tauFGT (The addition of the particle is the
standard (but unnecessary) Byzantine stopgap to lengthen the
second syllable in dyav; cf. 1254 below, Eum. 121, and T at Eum.
340).

mapexomys|  mapeokdmes tawF'G' mapeordms tau’FFGT

(ﬂapeakéﬂZLg tauFG)
dyav y’ tauPFGT  dyav taw™
dpeiBopar F®<?  duelpopar tau(?)FPeIGT
(dueiBopar F, with the psi written over the beta, or vice versa)
dripol tawFP°T  drepdv tan F<G
déet tauGT déew F
é&v tauGT  ék F
Hupap tauGT  Huap F (cf. 636 above)

rkabevdovow tauGT rabevdovor F
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1367 pavrevoduesba tauGT  pavrevodueba F
1379 émawo’ tauGT émea’ F
1383 wepiorixilw T  mepioriyilwv tauG  mepiorouyilwv F
€
I411 dmérapes tawFGT®  dmérepes taw’FF'T'  (dméraues tauF,
a
dmérepes T)
1424 &¢étauPFGT  om. F
1446 $uNjrwp tauGT djrws F
1451 Umvov tauF*GT  duvov F*©
1464 éxtpédmus tauGT  éxrpéyns F
as
1477 yéwns taw’FG'  yéwas tarFPGT*  (yévwys tauFG)
1517 doePet tauGT evoePei F (but doefei tauFGT at line 1493)
- i
1535 Oikmy]  8ikm taw’FG'TE  Sikq taw'G'T!  (8ixa tauGT)
1542 épfar tauGT épéar F
1571 8votAyrd tauGT  Svomdyrd F
1594 xepav tauGT xpeawv F
1599 dipwéev tauF*GT  dpwlev F= (cf. line 329 above)
1617 veprépas tauGT  verépa F
1652 mpdkwmos G®?  mpdkomos tauF(G*?)  mpdkomros T
1658 épfavras) épéavra tauGT  épfavres F
1665 mpoooaivew tauGT  mpooalvew F
Eumenides
r
36 ordow taw'EFGTM! Tdow tau'E Bdaw Msre (ordaw
tauE)
60 tavredfev taw’EF*M  rdvreife tauF*GT  kdvreifev XT
104 oppaocw tauGT  Sppact EFM
121 dyav taw*M  dyav y’ tauEFGT (cf. Ag. 1241)
149 émikdomos tawF:.GTM émimokos tawF émimdookos E
T K
(émikdomos tauF)
156 érvper M érvpe taulETEGT  érvfa F
186 of kapaworipes] o kapavnoripes M odk dp’ dvnoripes
v
taw’E'FG'T! ok dp’ dvvoripes tauE*FGT® (dvmoriipes
tauEFGT)
199 adros ov tauEF*GTM adTos yap od F* (adrds yap avd F)
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212

217

218

222
226
230
245
248
286
299

306

LS
adbévrns taw’EFGTMZIMT avbévris tawBEFG* (at0évs

.
tauFG avfévris E)

oo
udporpos tarBFGT  pdpowor tawEFGM  (udpaorpo
1auEEG)

dprov ’ari M Sprovs i tawBOFG! dprovs Te taw’EFGT
€ t
(8provs 7i tauFG,  Spkovs Te or 7é E)

olda F2"?"M ovrot tauEFGT

€L

7l0ov taw'EF GM 7ibet taw’FFGT (rifov tauFG)

Sikas M 8lkns taWEFG'  8ikn taw'FG*T (8[1(?75 tauFG)
pypuripos F2?M pmpuriiow T pnpurij—tauEFG
avdpokunol tauGM  dvdporufjor T avBpokpoiot F
avdparpotiot E
ynpdokwv M 8i8doxwy taw F*  ye 8ilddokwy tau*EFFGT
ofror ¢’ MP*  olimis o’ tauFGTM*  odre o E oUrtor 0é
F270
Abnvaias F*M  dbyvalows tauEFG  dfyvains T
Juvov 8 M Juwov tauGEIEFC?76 Gy TET276
Umvov EF (cf. F at Ag. 1451)

320=341 7@ Telvuédvwr taw3t'F34IM  1d 1é1e Bupovuédvw taudd-

337

369

392

433
435

462

EF329GT329 7 7€ Oupovuéve T341
I-‘éAOS‘ tay341E341F341c(G341T34IM #é,,og tau329F329F329(3329T'329
évpméowaw| Edumas dow tauEGT Edumas dou F

édumac wow M
rardpevar taFGT'M  midpevar taw'FPG*T* 7 drduevar

E (TZKépevac tauFT, 'r;lcéy,evat G

potpdkpavrov tawEFF*G'TM  pvpdrpavrov taw EFG
oL

(uvpdrpavrov tauEFG)
éeyxe tavEGTM  ééédexe F
oéBovoai M oéBopai taw’E'FG  oéBowpev taw’ BFGT

oL ev

(0éBopal tauEFG)
ématiws] ém’ aflwv tauEGT émafiov FM
wpd Tod tavEGM  mporod FT
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474

475
476
481

482

505
506

567

575

674
718
731
733
742
743

748
764

768
771

835
836
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o
8dpois taw’E"FG'TM dpdpois tawE'FG! (8pdpots tauFG,

8pduois E)
aildodpar]  alpodpar tauGTM  aipodpar EF
odk evméumelov F27?PM  olkow edmemdov tauEFGT

méumew tavBF*GTMZ™  néumel F*
7€ Svomjuavr’] 8¢ Svomjuar’ taWEFGM 8¢ 8 Svomijuar’

Y
taw’E'FT (8¢ Svomjuar’ tau EF)
€
énéornpev taw'’EFG’TM  dnéormpev taw’FGH (dméormper

tauFG)
vmédoaly MP?D  $médvoly tauGT(M*?)  dmddnoiv EF
dred 7° o0 BéBaia]  dkeor’ oV féBaia taw EFG  dkeora [ 0¥

BéBaia tawT  (dkeora began E*)  dkeor’ dféBawa F
a
dker’ ob BéBara M (dkear’ ov BéBaia tau)

Sudropos taw*M  Sudkropos taurF'G (followed by a space of
about five letters in F, about nine letters in G) SudkTopos
médet taw"EF'™T

a

peréore mpdypatos tavEF*GTM  mpdyparos peréore F (cf. Ag.

1064)
ac

10008’ taEFGM  71d08’ taw’FFG'T  (rovod’ tauFG)

mpwrokTévoiot tauGTM  mpwrokrdvois ' (E is lacking)

kabirmdlm tauGTM rkabirmdle. EF

dudiBovros F dudiBolos tatEGTMZM

éxBdMed’ tauGTM  éxBdAel’ EF

doois tavEGTM {oows F

a

Yripwy Eévor tawEF=TM £dvor Yrjpwv F (cf. Ag. 1064 and
Eum. 575) Eidwv Eévor G

opkwporiocas tauGTM  dproporioas EF

mapPaivovor tauGTMP®  mpoBaivovor EF mapaBaivovor M*

perapédn taw’EEFGTM  perapédor taw’E'P perapéder G

oL €
(nerapérn tauF, pe‘rap.e'/\ZL E, perauédy G)
0vm tauEGTM ~ Gun F
énawéoes tauGTM  émawéons EF

845=2878 Tiudy taud4SE845GB45mB45sM878 Toudy T84s and 878
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Tupdy taud18G878  7uudv (both accents) F84s
(¥ A
Tudy M845 (riuwy M845)  Tiray E878F878

ot
880 &6dor MsZM847  §o)w tauBHTEB4TFR4IGB4TTM!  (8SAw

847 =
7 M 847 and 880) SSAov tauB8oE880F880(3880
851 éModoar tavEGTM éXfobaa F
908 edfevoivra M edarevoivra taw'FGT! evalevoivra
taw’ET™s
w
919 véuee M vouov tawEFGT véuwv taw'E® (vopov tauE)
9021 AT M al 7’ tauEG al7 F als T
923 Piov tVyas ov. tau*M Biovs Jv. tauF<GT Biov ov. E
Biovs 7Uyas ov. F* (Blovstiyas dv. tau, Biovs TUyas
ov. F)
1000 wapbévov]  mapfévois tauGT  mapfévous FM (E is lacking)
1028 éobhjuacw | tauGT  éobjpact FM
1033 Um edppon]  Im’ edbdpovt tauTM  dmevbidpone G
v’ edfudp F
1039 edpaueire tanGTM eddnueire F21
APPENDIX
Primary Manuscripts of the Oresteia
Symbol (Turyn’s)
and Name Location Century Contents (in order)
E Salamanticensis ~ Salamanca Bibl. XIV or Prometheus 1-1042
Univ. cod. 233 XV Eumenides 1-29, s80—
81, 645-80, 30-579,
710-082%*
Seven 1025-43
F Florentinus Florence Bibl. early Prometheus
Laurenziana XI1v Seven
cod. 31,8 Persians
Agamemnon
Eumenides*
G Marcianus Venice Bibl. early Prometheus
Nazionale X1V Seven

21 T 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.



598 JAMES J. HELM
Marciana cod.
gr. 663

T Neapolitanus Naples Bibl.

Nazionale cod.

IL F. 31

M Mediceus Florence Bibl.
Laurenziana

cod. 32,9

\" Bessarionis Venice Bibl.
Nazionale
Marciana cod.

gr. 653

early
XIvV

X or
early
XI

X1

[1972

Persians
Agamemnon 1-4,5 1905
-1673 (end)
Eumenides*
Metrical matter
Prometheus
Seven
Persians
Agamemnon
Eumenides*
Sophocles
Aeschylus
Persians
Agamemnon 1-311,
1067-1159
Choephori c.10-1076
(end)
Prometheus
Eumenides
Seven
Suppliants
Apollonius Rhodius
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 983-1048 (end) omitted by E alone.)
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