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THE APPARATUS CRITICUS TO THE SUPPLICES
IN PAGE’S AESCHYLUS OCT

MARSH McCALL
Stanford University

Page’s OCT of Aeschylus (1972) has become the standard critical edition.
However, the presentation of the Supplices at least is much impaired by
a flawed apparatus criticus. More than a quarter of the reports are erro-
neous, misleading, or incomplete, and it is hard to feel confident that
matters are different with the other plays, particularly those outside the
triad. Of course, these errors are not usually such as to affect a casual
reader. But a scholar concerned with exact information in an apparatus
will be severely disappointed. “Accuracy,” said Housman, “is a duty and
not a virtue,”* and with accuracy may be paired consistency.

The following notes have to do broadly either with Page’s reports of Ms
readings, especially those of M, or with his attributions of editorial correc-
tions and conjectures. In the former category there is first a sizeable group
of items in which clear mistakes can be set right. Then there is a large class
of items in which Page has done some kind of orthographical cleaning up
before reporting M or one of the other Mss. Here he risks, on the one hand,
misleading his readers every time he fails to record the exact orthography
of a reported MS reading (see, for an early and striking example, the entry
to 26); and, on the other hand, since there are a number of instances in the
app. in which Page manifestly is being careful to give the exact orthogra-
phy of a Ms (see, e.g., his app. at 15, 518, 727), an inquiring reader is left
entirely in doubt as to which Ms reports are indeed exact and which have
been regularized. By this form of inconsistency an editor gains nothing,
and often confuses, and I supply, in all cases where Page’s reports have not
done so, the precise reading of the Mss.

A particular area of inaccurate reporting of MsS is to be found in Page’s
treatment of suprascript variants and corrections. He has a simple way,
noted in his sigla, to indicate a supralinear reading: sscr., and at times his
app. is absolutely precise in recording the suprascript letters (see, e.g., his
entries at 122 seqq. and 1001-2). In most cases, however, he does not
make clear exactly what is suprascript; in several cases he does not even

' In his addenda to Manilius, Bk. I, printed in the ed. of Bk. V (London 1930) 105.
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show that the variant is a suprascript;?> and in some cases he neglects to
show that there is a variant or correction at all. Thus, Page has a conve-
nient and exact system at hand but employs it only erratically.

In the category of editorial attributions, Page’s most common failure is a
misleading and unjustifiable silence. There are close to fifty instances in
which, having printed a correction of M in his text, Page records M’s read-
ing (whether accurately or not) in the app. but does not identify the correc-
tor. And yet in many other comparable places he does specify the corrector
and allows him his moment of glory in the app. A reader will be forced to
the conclusion that in the first group the corrections for some reason cannot
be pinpointed; but for the Supplices this is simply not the case, and the
missing attributions must be filled in (many, though by no means all, Page
could have culled from the editions of Wecklein and Friis Johansen).
Again, Page will frequently mention an emendation that has moved the
reading part way toward the truth, but equally frequently, and in similar
situations, he will not. I add, therefore, a number of partial corrections, par-
ticularly those found in M’s apographa and the earliest editions.

The editions of Robortello and Turnebus pose a special problem. Both
were published in 1552, and although Robortello’s appeared a few
months earlier than Turnebus’ the two editions are absolutely indepen-
dent of one another.® Therefore, corrections found in both of them should
be treated as concurrent and should be ascribed to both editors. Page
never does this and thus, while usually giving priority of mention to
Robortello, creates situations like that at 344 and 345 where—in consecu-
tive verses—he first attributes to Sophianus (a learned friend who contrib-
uted several conjectures to Robortello’s ed.) a correction found also in
Turnebus and then attributes to Turnebus a correction found also in
Robortello. I note about two dozen cases of concurrent emendation in the
editions of Robortello and Turnebus.

Except in a fairly small number of instances (about twenty-five in all) I
do not comment on readings for which Page has no entry at all in his app.;
that is, I accept for present purposes his own app. and simply seek to add a
further element of precision and helpfulness to it. I want to emphasize that
I am not attempting to impose new standards on Page’s app. Every OCT
app. intends to be accurate and consistent in the reporting of Mss, in the
description (and the system of description) of supralinear variants, in the

? That is, he will ascribe a variant that is in fact supralinear to M® even though in his sigla
M® denotes nothing more than manus . . . eadem quae scholia scripsit. For M, this hand is
that of the reviser who copied the scholia and entered most of the corrections and variants,
suprascript and otherwise, but only M* specifies a supralinear variant.

3 See M. McCall, “The Sources of Robortello’s Edition of Aeschylus’ Supplices,” forth-
coming in BICS 28 (1981); see also M. Haupt’s Praefatio to Hermann’s 2nd ed. (1859) xvi.
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attribution (and the system of attribution) of corrections and conjectures.
My hope is to contribute to these goals.
The MsS referred to, and their approximate dates are:

M, Florentinus Laurentianus 32.9 (c. 1000)
Laur., Laurentianus Marcianus 222 (14th cent.)
Bon., Bononiensis 2271 (late 15th cent.)
Guelf., Guelferbytanus Gudianus Graecus 88 (c. 1495)
Par., Parisinus Graecus 2886 (c. 1520)
Scur., Scurialensis T.1.15 (c. 1545)°

In addition to the various editions and other bibliography referred to by
the name of the editor or scholar alone? I also draw on the careful
(though not perfect) transcript of M’s text of the Supplices by Merkel.”
For each of the following entries I first give Page’s text and/or app.
(sometimes there is no need to give the text; sometimes only part of the
app. is relevant) and then my correction, supplement, or comment.

Sigla: Par. = Parisinus Graecus 2286

The MS number is 2886. The error is made also in Friis Johansen’s “Co-
dex Scurialensis T.I.15 and the Transmission of Aeschylus’ Suppliants,”
GRBS 9 (1968) 360, 367, an article referred to in Page’s sigla and from
which he unfortunately reproduces the misprint.

2: app., &pbévr’ Turnebus: dpdevr’ M
The very first entry in Page’s app. is mistaken. Turnebus reads apfévra.
The first editor to print &pfévr’ was Victorius.

4: text, Mumovoat app., Aemovoar M
The correction was made by Turnebus.

* 1 am well aware of Page’s disclaimer (Praefatio xii): haec si errant nunquam vel raro
notantur: spiritus, accentus, puncta, nu mobile, iota adscriptum vel subscriptum, . ... It
may be that, in view of this statement, my entries at least at 35, 178, 211, 281, 374, 568,
639, 685, 699, 783, 793, 824, 936 may seem to some unfair. I have thought hard before
including them.

% One particular editorial decision by Page I wish to support strongly, namely his denial
of a regular position in the app. to Scur., the Escorial Ms which H. Friis Johansen, in his
important recent ed. (Copenhagen 1970), argues is at least semi-independent of M and
which, therefore, is accorded in Friis Johansen’s app. equal status with M. The new evalua-
tion of Scur. has been accepted by almost all reviewers (e.g., R. D. Dawe, Gnomon 44 [1972]
121-27; A. F. Garvie, CR 23 [1973] 21-22). For a point by point refutation and for detailed
collations of all the Mss of the Supplices, see M. McCall, The Manuscripts and Scholia of
Aeschylus’ Supplices (in preparation]. As witnesses to the poetic text of the Supplices, we
have, as Page clearly states, a codex unicus and five apographa.

¢ For a thorough bibliography, see Friis Johansen’s ed., 44-48.

" R. Merkel, Aeschyli quae supersunt in codice Laurentiano veterrimo . . . typis descrip-
ta (Oxford 1871). I have myself studied M and the other Mss both on microfilm and in situ.
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5: text, cvyxopToV app., no entry
M reads ovvxoprov. The correction was made by Par. and Scur.

8: app., adroyevi) Turnebus: adroyévnror M
Turnebus does not eliminate M’s -rov but prints adroyevs) rov. The first
scholar to conjecture just adroyevij was Hermann.

13: text, axewv émékpavey app., no entry
M reads 4 axawy, with the correction made as a suprascript: axacwv M
also reads éméxpave, and the first scholar to add the moveable » was Heath.

14: app., Srakvp=aréoy (fort. drakvuBar-) M
The reading of MP is not just “perhaps” but quite clearly diakvpuBa-
Aéov, as Friis Johansen’s app. reports.

17: text, émmvoias app., émsvotas M, eraso ut vid. 7

It is a reasonable guess that the reading of M®*® was émrvolas, but all
that can be seen of a letter is the extreme left portion of a horizontal
stroke, i.e., émi--. Indeed, so illegible is the erased letter that none of M’s
apographa writes anything but the incorrect émwolas. Thus it would be
helpful for an app. not only to report, as Page’s does, that M*° may have
read émumrolas, but also to mention the scholar who first realized this to
be the required reading, namely Turnebus.

19: app., Tiv’ av odv Burges: Tivasody M

This is to some extent the opposite situation from 17. Here too the be-
ginning of the erased letter is visible, i.e., -g(, and it is very likely to have
been v (as Murray [2nd ed.] notes in his app.), with the mistaken erasure
arising from the scribe’s dismay at seeing the apparent and anomalous
accusative tivav. Thus, while Page rightly credits Burges for restoring the
phrase, there is at least as much reason as in 17 for mentioning that M*
may contain the correct lettering (if not the correct articulation).

26: text, Zevs cwTp app., Zed Scur.

Scur. reads not Zed but Zev. This is not a trivial distinction, since Zed
falsely suggests that the scribe consciously changed to a vocative, while
Zev points to a simple case of scribal haplography, Zev cwryp for Zevs
cwtnp, which should not be reported in the app. at all.

29-30: text, 3 éauov app. no entry.

Twice in the play (223, 684) M offers the reading deocpos and once
(here) deapov, all of which have had to be articulated: here by Turnebus
(who prints the not quite right & éouov; the first to print 3 éouov was
Dindorf), at 223 by Auratus (3’ éopos; Dindorf & éopos), and at 684
again by Turnebus (again 8 éouos; Dindorf §° €éopos). In the latter two
cases, Page’s app. assigns credit, though incompletely, q.v.; it is inconsist-
ent, then, to have no entry here.
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35: text, ouBpoddpotaiv  app., no entry

Neither M nor any apograph contains the metrically necessary ». The
first editor to add it was Pauw, but it had already been suggested by
Bentley.

38: text, marpadérpetar  app., -deAdiav M
The emendation was made by Pauw.

40: app., émrexkhopéva Turnebus: -var M
M reads not émikexAopuévar but -duevar.

41 seqq.: app., &vfovouodaas Porson: -véuovs Tas M, -véuov Tas M>
émmvolas Robortello: -rvoiais M

Murray (2nd ed.) and Friis Johansen tell the reader, more helpfully,
that M’s correction is not, as Page implies, by simple erasure but by dele-
tion points: -véuovs ras (cf. 775). The ascription of émmvolas illustrates
another sort of inconsistency. Here, at 124 (q.v.), and at 1070 (q.v.) occur
readings favored by Page which are first printed in Robortello’s edition
but which first can be seen in the scholia. Robortello knew and used the
scholia, indeed made the editio princeps (1552). Thus each of these three
entries should read: Robortello e X; yet here the ascription goes just to
Robortello, at 124 just to Mz, and at 1070 again just to Robortello. The
entries are neither consistent nor wholly accurate.

45 seqq.: app., 8’ éyévvacer' 8v v’ Porson (v’ éy-): d¢ éyévvace / ovr’
ut vid. M*, 3” éyevvas ¢/ovr’ ut vid. M™

Page’s entry shows well the obscurity of M’s readings. It would be slight-
ly more exact, however, to report them: 8’ éyévvace é/dévr’ vel fort.
8> éyévvace | dvr’ M, b¢ yévvas &/ovr’ MPC. Some support for this
interpretation of MP® comes from the fact that three of the apographa
(Laur., Bon., and Par.) so read, as also does Merkel’s transcript of M.

59: app., oikrov Schwenk: oikrov oikrpov M
A misprint for Schwenck, who was anticipated by Bothe.

60: app., 7w’ 1. Pearson: Tis M
M reads interrogative is.

63: text, & ° amo app., no entry

Despite Page’s silence, this is not M’s reading. M is &romo, while M*¢
is probably, but not certainly, aramo (a very slight trace of an a may
possibly still be seen on the right side of M’s erasure). Robortello im-
proved the reading to & rémo, and Victorius made the final articulation.

69: text, vouotat app., vopotat hoc accentu Whittle
M’s own accentuation, which Page leaves to be guessed, is vouotat.

80: text, tfjBai uy Téeovt  app., Tijvde M marg., quod ad #Bat refertur
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Daggers should enclose an exact report of M, but the reading of M is
nBat punréleov, with the reference mark answered in the margin by
Wrvde (a precise report of which would have rendered Page’s quod . . .
refertur unnecessary).

81: app., érvuws Arnaldus: érolpws M

The reading of Guelf., érvuws, is very close to the truth and should be
mentioned, especially since Arnaldus’ actual conjecture, érvuas, did not
include the correct accent.

83: app., éoTw Enger: éori 3¢ M
M reads éore de.

84: app., dpns M

So also Merkel, Wecklein, and Murray (2nd ed.). But the reading of M
is almost certainly &pns (thus also Friis Johansen), and it is noteworthy
that three of the apographa read &p7s, one dpjs, and one &pijs; none has
a rough breathing.

86: text, €6’ eiq  app., elfein M

M reads not eifein but €l fein, i.e., the scribe took Tt6nume, not €iut, to be
the verb. Pauw emended to €8’ einw, but the correct articulation was
made first by Heath.

90: text, Telvovow . . . kaTidelw app., kareldeww M

M reads retvovor. The first editor to print the metrically necessary v
was Porson, and the correction to karidety was made in two of the apo-
grapha, Par. and Scur.

104: text, els  app., és M
The correction was made by Dindorf.

110-11: app., dras (1 in ras.) M: drav Guelf.

Guelf.’s arav (which Wecklein and Friis Johansen, among others, ac-
cept in the text) is only the reading ante correctionem. Guelf P° is, like
M, &rac. The first editor to print drav was Asulanus, for whose Aldine
edition Guelf. was the source.

113: app., Aéyw Casaubon: -ywr M
The correction was made first by Canter.

116: app., {woaro ois pe Tuar M° marg.

The marginal variant reads: . . . ofs pe. . . .
117-21: text, iXéopat . . . kapPRava d’ addav . . . Tidoviar kaXdmrpar

app., ixéopat Turnebus: iAéwpat hic et 129 M Zwdov- utroque loco M*
129-32: app., vid. 117-21
M reads iAéwpar at 117, iA- at 129. Only M*C reads kapBava at 118;
MPC reads kapBdva; and at 130 M reads kapBav (-Bav M*°) &5’ (the
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breathing has been crossed out) avdav. The first editor actually to print
xapBava 5 abddav in both lines was Dindorf (Stanley suggested kapBava
3’ addaw in his commentary, but printed xapBava . . . in his text). Lastly,
the reading of M®® in both lines is not, as the app. suggests, owdoviar
kaAvrrpar but cwdovia kaAvrTpa.

122 seq(q).: text, t...émidpou’ 6mdb . .. amit app., dmdpdud-
mo M amju MT: e M

M'’s exact reading is émdpéud méi. The first editor to articulate prop-
erly was Hermann. On a1 see 41 seqq.

136: text, dxeluatov . . . ovv mvoals  app., dxiu- M mvoals Por-
son: wyotats M

The correction to axetu- was made by Par. M reads not obv mvotals but
cuvmTvoals.

146 seq.: app., o0éver Casaubon: o8évos M*°, cévover MPC
The emendation was made first by Canter, in his note on 126. Neither
M?° nor MP° bears any accent.

156: text, Tov ydwov  app., yawov Wellauer: ratov M
M reads Tovraiov as one word. Turnebus, while botching the article,
was the first to emend ratov, printing rodyyaiov.

162-3: text, @ Zxjv, "lods t iw pfims  app., alpriovarw pjvis M

The first scholar to articulate the entire phrase correctly was Salvinius.
Robortello did part of the work, however, as well as in part moving back-
wards, with his reading: @ (ed lobs, lw.

164: text, kovvd & dyav app., dyav Bamberger: drav M
M reads not kovv® &’ drav but, in a single meaningless word, kovvwda-
rav. Turnebus corrected as far as kovvd 8’ drav.

176: text, AANAOX  app., Aavads Scaliger, mpeaBvrys praefixit M

To be consistent with his own sigla, Page should give the full ascription
of speaker to M®. M’s scribe wrote just a marginal mpes, which M®, the
diorthotes who revised the text and wrote the scholia, “improved” by
adding, further into the margin, wpeaBvrys.

178: text, mpounfiav  app., no entry
M reads mpourjfeiay. The first editor to print the correct accent was
Dindorf.

194: app., yoedva Robortello: yoetdna M

M, though meaningless, does have an accent, yoedna, partially con-
cealed as the top stroke of the et ligature: £ . The correction was made
concurrently by Turnebus (actually, he prints ydedva and Robortello yoé-
dva, with the first editor to print the correct accent being Hermann).
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197: text, pboyynt  app., pboyyn M
Almost the full correction was made by Scur., ¢poyy7; the first editor
to add iota was Pauw.

202: text, €l £évn pvyds  app., €ifev ) pvyds M
The articulation was first effected by Sophianus (in Robortello’s ed.)
and Turnebus concurrently.

204: app., ppovodvrws MP: -ros M*  mpos ppovodoar Dindorf
M?° reads not ¢povodvros but ¢ppovodvros. Porson anticipated Dindorf.

211: text, oikTipe  app., no entry
M reads oikTeipe, and the correction was not made until Kirchhoff.

212: app., kikAfjokere Scur.”: -rat M

The correction in Scur. is a suprascript: kikA7jokerdt. Thus, the ascrip-
tion should be to Scur.®*", since Scur.® simply denotes manus . . . eadem
quae scholia scripsit.

216: text, suyyvoiro  app., cvvyvorro M’; avyr- M

Here too the correction is a suprascript: ag'yvovro. Further improve-
ment to a¥yyvoiro was made by Par. and Scur., and Stephanus made the
final correction to avyyvoiro.

217: text, kikAjokw  app., kikAiokw M
The correction was made by Par. and Scur.

223: app., 8’ éouos Auratus: deapos M
Auratus conjectured & éopos. Dindorf was the first to print 3° €éouos;
see 29-30.

224: app., Weobe kipkwv Robortello: ecfe M°, ecbar M: képkw M°,
Kkpékw M

The full correction was made concurrently by Turnebus, and i{ecfe
appears first in Scur. Page’s app. fails to show that ifeafe (not ¥¢-) képxw
appears in M as a single phrase written by the reviser in the margin. Thus,
the app. should read (following the format Page adopts at, e.g., 116 where
the reviser similarly enters a marginal variant): {{ece kipkwv Robortello,
Turnebus (ilea8e iam Scur.): ifeofe képkw M° marg., Weabar kpékw M.

230: app., Taumiaxipad’ ds Victorius (ramA-): Tamda év pafws M
The first small step toward the full correction was made by Robortello,
who printed ®s. The final step, 7dumA-, was effected by Stephanus.

237: text, &g’ ‘EAAddos  app., a¢’ M an’ M 10 mav Blaydes

The scribe of M wrote dmeAXados. The reviser’s corrections were a
suprascript ¢’ and an initial rough breathing: &i’é)\)\dbog. Tucker antici-
pated Blaydes.



Page’s Supplices 119

240: app., &rpérTws Sophianus: axp- M
The correction was made concurrently by Turnebus.

248: app., iepoppaBdov post Bothe Whittle
Bothe’s conjecture, iepdpaBdov, was anticipated by Schiitz.

254: app., alav 7js Turnebus (et alav Guelf.*): aldvns M

Guelf.’s suprascript is not alav but aiav, or perhaps aias. In M the
breathing is indeed more over a than ¢, but M’s scribe is not making a
trisyllabic word. This is shown in part by the fact that none of the apo-
grapha copies the word as trisyllabic and in part by the frequency of just
such spacing in M between breathing and accent in cases where there is
no syllabic question. For instance, in this same verse épxerat is written in
M épx-; in 252 dvakros is written dvak-; in 314 elxerar is written évx-.
M’s reading, then, is aidvys (thus also Friis Johansen).

259: app., Tamt rade Canter: 7° dmera d¢ M
Much of the correction appeared first in Turnebus’ émrt Tdde.

264: text, Bpotopdpwr  app., -$p8dpwr M®: -¢pdpwr M
The reviser’s correction was a single, supralinear 6: ﬂporogépwv.

269: app., auéumrws *Ams Robortello: peunrds dmews’ M
Both conjectures were made concurrently by Turnebus.

270: text, mor’ avripobov niper’ év  app., mor’ avriwobov Turne-
bus: wovravrweicfov M

Turnebus reads #d7r’. Victorius first printed mor’. More importantly, M
reads not niper’ év but evperev. Guelf. and Par. made the proper word
division, but it was left until Dindorf for an editor to move from etper’
év to niper’ év.

272: app., yévos T’ ... Aéyos mpécw Robortello: yévorr’ ... Aéyor
wpocws M
Par. made the improvement to mpdcw.

273: text, ye pev &0 piow app., pev M*: pw MP© 89 fijow
Sophianus: dnpiow M
Page assigns the correct uév to M?©. I can see no trace of this in M’s
(A (which all the apographa copy as -uw), and the correction then
goes to Robortello (thus also Friis Johansen). Further, Page’s app. gives
the inaccurate impression that M reads ye, whereas it reads yé. The cor-
rection to 37 pfjow was made concurrently by Turnebus.

277: text, dmora  app., dmeocra M
The correction appears in the 1540s as a suprascript in Scur., dméora,
but was made first by Asulanus in the Aldine ed. (1518).
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281: text, Opéyrere app., no entry

M reads Opéyretev. Par. and Scur. remove the v. This is not so minor a
variant as, for instance, moveable » at line end, since -ete here restores
meter in the fourth foot.

284: text, akodwy . . . immoBduoaiy  app., akovw Robortello  -Bad-
potow M

dxovw, which is accepted by many editors, was conjectured concurrently
by Turnebus, and he was the first to make the correction to irmoBauoow.

292: app., rid’ év Sophianus: 77 detv M

Merkel and Friis Johansen also report M as 74, but the reading is 79 (as
seen by Wecklein and Murray [2nd ed.]). The correction was made con-
currently by Turnebus.

295: text, petynvar app., pxbiva (sic) M
Guelf., Par., and Scur., all improve to ux67var. The first editor to print
ey 0ivar was Wilamowitz,

298: text, Bagiléwy  app., no entry

The reading of M, which many editors adopt, is not BagiAéww but
-éwv. Wecklein proposed -éow. Page follows Murray (2nd ed.), who in
preferring this form of the dual cites the discussion by W. Schulze, “Zum
Griechischen Dual,” in his Kleine Schriften (1934) 324.

299: text, Bodv v app., Bovwstny M, Bot s srny MP°

M?C clearly reads Bovvirqy (thus also Friis Johansen). Page ignores the
easily discerned ( and as a result makes M*® appear in all essentials to
preserve the true reading, which actually was first conjectured by Canter.

302: app., Tadr’ dAoxos ioxvpa Robortello: radra Adyots xvpa M

Robortello does not read ioxvpa at all, but an unrelated 7jpa. The cor-
rection to radr’ dAoxos was made concurrently by Turnebus, and ioxv-
pa was conjectured first by Pauw.

308: app., méhas Turnebus: wédas M, oluat waides M®
The reviser’s variant is entered in the margin, and Page’s app., as it does
elsewhere (e.g., 248, 386), should so indicate: oiuat waides M’ in marg.

309: app., Tét yap Bothe: roryap M
M reads Tot yap; the presence of the two accents suggests that the cor-
ruption of &t ydp is not much older than M itself.

321: app., mevrnrovramais Heath: -koorédmais M
The reading of Par., mevrykovromais, which Friis Johansen accepts in his
text, should be mentioned as a significant step on the way from M to Heath.

331: app., kéAaew Robortello: kéAaeter M
The correction was made concurrently by Turnebus.
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332: text, peramroovoay app., -wroovaay Whittle: -wrolovear M
M reads not peramroiovoav but a somewhat more mistaken pera
mrolovoav.

337: app., dvoiro Robortello: dvoiro M et MT

The app., though Page could not have known this, should read: ed.
Robortelli. That is, évoiro is a reading that appears in Robortello’s edition
but is not to be ascribed to Robortello himself as a conscious conjecture.
In fact, it is an accidental miscopying of @voiro; see M. McCall, “Robor-
tello’s ‘Conjecture’ at Aeschylus, Supplices 337, forthcoming in CQ
(1982); see also the entry to 1055.

341: text, un *kdovs  app., *kdovs Schiitz: *kddis M
M reads not u1 ’kd&dts but rjkdaus.

342: app., @padbat Scur., Laur., Par.: aipacfar M
The apographa should be credited in chronological order: Laur., Par.,
Scur.

344: app., kowwvos Sophianus: kowbds M
The emendation was made concurrently by Turnebus.

345: app., moAeos . . . éoTeuuévny Turnebus: wolews . . . -vp M
éoreupévnr was conjectured concurrently by Robortello.

346: text, Aevoowy Tagd’ €pas  app., Aebowr M Td0d’ &pas
Bon.: Tas 3édpa M

The correction to Aedoowy appears in both Guelf. and Par. Page’s at-
tribution to Bon. is thoroughly misleading. Far from reading rdad’ €pas,
it has ras dédpas. Bon. is the most doggedly loyal of all the apographa of
M, and here was attempting only to reproduce M’s ras 3é3pa but mistook
the tail on the final alpha (looking like &) for an additional sigma. Page
seems to be drawing from and expanding upon Friis Johansen’s report of
Bon.’s reading as ras [accent thus] 3¢3pas, which Friis Johansen (ed., “In-
troduction,” p. 25) oddly describes as “a tolerably good, although not very
striking, conjecture.” In fact, no conjecture of any sort crossed the scribe’s
mind, only a desire to record M faithfully, and Page’s app. both mis-
represents Bon.’s reading and unfairly ignores Robortello who actually
made the conjecture.

374: app., Bpdvois Sophianus (-owar): xpdvoict M
The first editor to propose the fully correct fpdvois was Pauw.

380: app., u1 dpacal Te Scur.: undpdanre M

Scur. did not do all that Page attributes to it, nor in fact was it the first
to start improving M. Each of the other four apographa (all earlier than
Scur.) articulated correctly as far as separating uf from 3pdanre, and
Bon. placed a circumflex on dpa- half a century before Scur. It is true
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that Scur. effected by far the most significant improvement, to dpacad,
but even here the accents were wrongly put: w3 dpacar re. The first edi-
tor to print the final w7 dpacal e was Bothe.

386: app., dvomapaberkros Schiitz: @ dvomapadérkrois M, dvomapevdi-
rois M® in marg.

Both reports of M are wrong (perhaps misprints). M reads @ dvomap-
6érxtois, and the reviser’s marginal entry is SvamapBevirots.

389: text, Tis . . . @éhor  app., Tis Victorius: 7is 5° M Béxet M*©
3" was deleted first by Turnebus. M’s correction to 8éXot is in the form
of a suprascript: 6éA8L.

392: text, bmoxelpios  app., -xeiptos Robortello: -xéptos M
The correction was made concurrently by Turnebus.

401: text, émnpAvdas  app., énnA- Robortello: eimnA- M
M reads not elmpAvdas (or, as Friis Johansen reports, €l *w7Avdas) but
el mpAvdas. The correction was made concurrently by Turnebus.

405: text, Tovd’ € ldov  app., no entry

M reads T@v defis o0, and none of the apographa offers any improve-
ments. Although the correction is only one of articulation, the required
rearrangement is considerable, and since Page’s app. elsewhere includes
recognition of comparable instances of articulation, e.g., at 86, 162-3,
202, 352, it should record here that the first editor to print the words
correctly was Victorius.

409: app., awwuévoy Salvinius: dGvwuévor M
M has no breathing.

416: app., 6s 008’ év Stephanus: s odder M
Stephanus did indeed conjecture s, but the first editor to articulate
ovd’ év was Asulanus.

422: text, épop€vay  app., dppévav Pauw
The reading of M is 6p8uévav, i.e., only M* is dpopévan.

432: app., émraBails Dawe
Dawe was anticipated by H. Voss.

435: app., "Aper *krivew Seidler: dpetkreivew M
Part of the correction appears in Guelf., dpet kTivew.

443 text, xprjpacw  app., xpnpdrev M’ in marg.

M reads not xprjuacw but xpruact. The v was first added, and meter
restored, by Victorius. Page’s app. labels xpnudrwv a marginal variant
introduced by the reviser, but this is not so. It is an adscript scholium to
M’s mopfovuévwy (the reviser’s own variants are generally in a smaller
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script and are placed much nearer the outer edge of the margin), and as
such is rightly included in editions of the Supplices scholia. Friis Johan-
sen’s app., from which Page should have profited, records the situation
correctly: xpnuarwy in margine cod. M ut variam lectionem positum
esse falso affirmant editores; scholium est iuxta vocem mopBovuévwy
solito more adscriptum.

445: text, tdrqy  app., drys Scaliger
The first editor to conjecture &rns was Turnebus.

448: app., feAxrripios Guelf.: -plots M

Page rightly notes that the correction, whose vulgar ascription has been
to Turnebus, appears in Guelf. But the reading in Guelf. is only ante
correctionem; Guelf.P° reads with M in error; cf. 458. Furthermore, Par.
carries the correction in unaltered form and should probably (since
Guelf.*° may be nothing but a felix error) receive at least equal credit.

449: app., Spawpor M®: dpaipwr M
The reviser corrected only to 6uaiuov; Victorius was the first to print
duatpoy.

458: text, troxavt ... méxor  app., aptum foret 7 yap; ... mére
(illud Zakas, hoc Guelf.)

The reading in Guelf. is only ante corr.; Guelf P reads mérot with M;
cf. 448.

459: app., kaA1} Turnebus: kakel M

Bon.?® probably was the first to read xaA7. The last part of the word in
Bon. is written: - ¢, with an apparent 7 changed into an e ligature, and
an acute accent changed to a circumflex.

461: text, vmoorijoas  app., -arijcas Wellauer: -orjoa M
M reads not dmoarijoel but d70 orijcer.

471: text, écBéBnka  app., éaBéB- Turnebus: érép- M
Turnebus did not conjecture éoBéBnka but éoBéPnke. Spanheim was
the first to read éoBéBnka.

485: text, éuod kar > dpxfls  app.,xar™ apxis Headlam: kar’ dpyis M

The point of contention is whether to punctuate with Headlam or with
M and the great majority of editors (éuo% kar’ d&pxis), but Page’s app.
does not show clearly what the alternative to Headlam is. In addition, M
reads karapyjs (kardpxfs Guelf., kar’ dpx7s Robortello, Turnebus).

491: app., ebpebévra Porson: edp’ édvra M, €d péovra M°  mpéfevor
Canter: mpos £évor M

M ante corr. reads not etp’ but e3p’. Again, M reads not mpos &évov but
-n'poo'fe'vov, and an exact report would serve to buttress Canter’s correction,
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both because the reading in M is a single word and also because it so
clearly reflects an intermediate stage in the corruption of mpéfevov to
mpos évov (four of the five apographa, Bon., Guelf., Par., and Scur.,
indeed move on to mpos {évov).

495: app., dorews M: -eos M°
The app. does not make clear that the reviser’s (erroneous) correction is
supralinear, nor does -eos show that the suprascript is simply o: doreds.

510: app., apmayais Turnebus: -yes M
M reads &pmayes.

519: app., wota Par.*": rola M
The app. does not make clear that in Par. only 7 is suprascript: Fota.

522: text, moporvry app., no entry
M reads mopovvwy. Valckenaer made the correction.

531: text, <3’>  app., 532 8” suppl. Wecklein
A misprint for 531.

536: app., Alal Pauw: Alas M

Pauw makes the suggestion in the Notae placed at the end of his edi-
tion, and as is usual has no accents at all: an forte legendum, Awa Tou
yevos evyoued’ ewar? The first editor to print Atal was Wecklein.

550: app., v° v Hermann
Hermann proposed 7’ &7y.

551: app., pdv: bpdv M, Spwy M’

M reads opav. Page gives to the reviser the suprascript breathing and
accent (without showing that they are suprascript), but it is impossible, I
think, to tell whether they were added by the reviser or simply by the
scribe. Three of the apographa, Guelf., Par., and Scur., read the correct
dp@v.

556: app., eloixvovpévov MP, elgikvovuéve M*

In M? there may be two letters rather than one in ras., i.e., -uéves; in MPe
the x is supralinear and a rough breathing has been added: eiai%vovye’vov.

568: text, petéouBporoy app., no entry
M reads pié-, and it was not until Wilamowitz that the correction was
made.

570: text, 8 é6auBovy  app., b€ BapBoiv M
The correction was made by Turnebus.

574: text, kpéwy  app., no entry
Page, like Friis Johansen, neglects to mention the reviser’s kpaivwy, added
in the margin, but the addition is of exactly the same type as those which
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occur at 80, 116, 224, 255, 324, 386, and 698, all of which Page’s app. does
record (though at 224, q.v., he fails to note that the addition is marginal).

597: app., ovrwos Scur., Laur.: darwos M

The chronological order is Laur., Scur. Page’s report of M conceals the
fact that this is the reading post corr. The reading ante corr. is hard to
decipher, but seems to be either odrwos or od7- or od7-.

602: text, ayye)\)\wv app., no entry
M reads ayyéAwv, with the correction made as a suprascript: a'y'ye)\wv

603: app., éviame 3° Robortello: évéomep M, évene Guelf.

Page, like Friis Johansen, wrongly reports Guelf., which in fact reads
éveme 8°, a not inconsiderable difference since Guelf.’s true reading is an
intelligent anticipation of Robortello.

604: app., xeip §mme Casaubon, 7AnfYverar Hermann: xetpomAnbierar M
Turnebus corrected as far as xeip §mwo.

608: text, A\dyov  app., no entry
M reads Aéywv, with the correction made as a suprascript: )\clo'y(?)y,

610: text, kdppvaidoTovs  app., kapve- M
Turnebus corrected as far as x&gpve-; Dindorf was the first to print
K&ppVo-.

615: app., Towavd’: Totadr’ Friis Johansen

Page thinks 7o1dvd’ questionable enough to mention Friis Johansen’s
Towad7’, but fails to record M’s exact reading, rotavd’, even though M’s
accents may suggest corruption and, before corruption, rowa®dr’. Bon.,
Par., and Scur. all read rotav3’.

619: text, mpos moAews  app., mpos Bothe: mpo M
M reads mpomdAews. The Aldine ed. articulates as far as mpo woAews.

622: app., ékpav’ dvev kAnTiipos Turnebus: ékAavay edkArjropos M

Asulanus’ Aldine ed. (1518) moved a little toward the correction with
its reading, ékAav dvevkAijropos, and Par. (c. 1520) somewhat further:
ékpaver edkA1)TOpOS.

631 seqq.: text, edkrala yéver  app., yévet M*": yévy MP°

The (erroneous) correction in M is suprascript, -yeveq (thus, with no
accent; Robortello and Turnebus were the first, concurrently, to print
yéver). In addition, Page should state that the pregedmg word also con-
tains a supralinear correction, -x‘red Laur. reads -xré’a and Scur. -krala.

639: text, GukTioay app., no entry
M reads, with a suprascript correction: dkréiocay. Guelf. and Scur. read
the fully correct @wrigav.
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656 seqq.: text, vmookiwry  app., vwo oxdy ut vid. MP°

M reads dmb oxi®v. Thus M is not $mooxiwy but vmd oxiew (Page’s
M), and MP is im0 oxiov. Three of the apographa, Bon., Par., and
Scur., correct to the desired vmookinwy.

670: text, woAes app., moas M
The first editors to print woAis were concurrently Robortello and Tur-
nebus.

671 text, Zfjva péyav  app., péyav Aldina: péya M
M reads (fjv duéya. Three of the apographa, Guelf., Par., and Scur.,
correct as far as (fjva péya.

673: app., 6s M* ut vid.: @s MP°

I do not see any trace at all of 6s and agree with Friis Johansen’s app.:
@s M (sine corr.). All the apographa also read @s (Guelf. reads @s). The
correction to s was made by Turnebus.

680: app., dailwy Aldina: datfwy M

It looks as though Asulanus, the Aldine editor, has been preceded, wheth-
er by intention or chance, by Laur., where the letter is shaped 2 , not quite
like the scribe’s regular ¢, which is @ , but far less like the scribe’s £, which
is J . The app. should read: dailwv Laur. ut vid., Aldina.

681 seqq.: app., 5’ éopos Turnebus: deapuos M
Turnebus printed &” éauos. The first editor to print 3’ éo- was Dindorf;
see 29-30.

685: text, kpaTos  app.,no entry
M reads kparos. The correction was made by H. Voss.

686: text, Avketos  app., Avkios M
The correction was made by Arnaldus.

687: text, veohalar  app., veoréar M*"

The suprascript consists of the single letter e: veoAdlar. In addition, the
reviser appears to have added the correct iota adscript as well as the
incorrect suprascript. The reading of M?°, then, is not veoAaiat but veoaia
(thus also Friis Johansen).

691 seqq.: app., eb¢pnuov Turnebus: -pois M
M reads not et nuois but edgrjuocs.

699: text, dduor  app., no entry
M and all the apographa read d7jutov. The first editor to print dautor was
Dindorf.

700: app., mpoualis Hermann: wpounbevs M*°, -uabevs MP
This entry, together with that nearby at 687, illustrates especially well
Page’s inaccuracy in recording supralinear variants. Here he gives no
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indication at all that the correction is a single suprascript a, and no reader
would be able to know that M has the same general look in both verses:

‘. \ . . .
mpounbevs here (the mark over 7 is a reference sign to the scholium),
veorGlar at 687.

705: app., éyxwplows marpwias M*C, éyxwplovs marpwiaic MP°
M?¢, as both Merkel and Murray (2nd ed.) report, reads évx-.

706: text, daguvnddpors  app., dagvne- Par.:. dagvop- M
- pdporcw M**

An almost completely inaccurate entry. M reads da¢rogdpoiaiy. Thus,
after the correction by deletion points the reading is not dagvogdpois but
-¢dpoiat. The reading of Par. is not dagvnddpois but dagvypdpotat. The
first editor to print the metrically necessary dagvngdpots was Schiitz.

718: app., Totaw Herwerden: r@c »dv M

Page is too cautious about M here, whose reading before erasure looks to
be 7&a’ &v. The fact that two of the apographa, Bon. and Guelf., so read
lends considerable support. Thus, the app. should probably record: ras av
MP°, 750’ &v ut vid. M*°.

720: text, yviowot app., yboiot M

The correction was made by Scur.

727: text, mpéaBn wodot  app., mpéaPBn suspectum; wpéoBus Turnebus
(mwpeaBhnuorot Scur.)

Since Page is precise here in recording Scur.’s reading, it is all the more
inconsistent for him not to be exact with M, which reads not mpéo8n udrot
but mpeaBrjuoAot, and also with Turnebus, who reads not wpéaBus wéAot but
wpeaBus poer. Lobeck was the first to propose mpéa 8y udo.

sscr,

729: app., TpéanTé M -auré M
Only 7 is suprascript, and the reading of M ante corr. is not Tpéoairé but
Tpeadiré: Tpéaliire.

743: text, doptwayets app., dopvw-M
The first editor to print dopimayets was Dindorf.

744: app., émraxel Boissonade: émel Taxer M; émiruyel Turnebus (émt
Toxet Guelf.)

Just as Page records Guelf.’s reading as a partial step toward Turnebus, so
also should he record the reading of Laur., émt raxe, as a step toward his
own preferred reading, Boissonade’s émrayet.

745: app., perayxipwt Turnebus: perayeipw M
Asulanus, Par., and Scur. all partly anticipate Turnebus, Asulanus by
printing weAaxiuw and Par. and Scur. by correcting as far as peAayxeipw.

748: text, mporeime  app., mpoiwe M
The metrical correction was made by Scur.
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750: text, ovAddpoves app., ovro- Valckenaer: dovio- M
The app. should read 0dA¢- and dovAo-.

751: text, ppealv  app., ppecaiv M
The correction was made by three of the apographa: Laur., Bon., and Par.

753: text,7ad’, @  app.,7ad’ Elmsley: radr’ M
M reads ravrw. Guelf. and Scur. advanced the reading to radr’ @.

760: app., kpeloaovs M™": kpeloawr M
Only ovs is actually suprascript: xpa'aaqc%%).

764: app., raxeta Par., Guelf.: -etat M

The chronological order of the apographa is: Guelf., Par. This would also
be the proper order for the significance of their corrections. Guelf. usually
retains iota adscript or subscript when M has it; thus the change to raxeta is
likely to be true emendation. Par., on the other hand, virtually never retains
it; thus its “correction” to Tayeta is likely to be undeliberate.

765: app., meouarwy Turnebus, cwrijpia Salvinius: mopdrwr cwrnplov
M; avri melopara cwriipia M~ qui metopdrwy cwrnpla legisse videtur
Turnebus does not read metoudrwy but mouarwy. The first editor to print
wewgpu- was Victorius, but the correction was first made by Par. Turnebus
o . o . . / z
anticipated Salvinius almost entirely by emending as far as cwrpia. M
reads not melouara but, as one would suspect from M itself, riocpara.

768: text, dAAws T€ app., aA\’ dare M
The articulation was done by Par.

775: text, edyAwocwt  app., ebyrwcaws M*

M reads ebyAwaows. Thus the impression left by Page’s text and app. that
the reading of M™ is ebyAwaowt is not quite accurate (the first editor to
print edyAwoowt was Robortello). Also, it would be helpful to show that the
correction in M is by deletion points rather than erasure (cf. 41 seqq.).

780: text, vépeaar  app.,vépeat M
The correction was made by Arnaldus.

783: text, dreple app., no entry
M reads érepfev. The scribe of Scur. removed the v.

785: app., kehawdypws Pauw: peravoxpws M
Pauw does not at all emend to keAawdxpws but to perawdxpws. keAatwo-
xpws was first conjectured by Lachmann.

788: app., dpTavais Par.

A printing omission. The entry in the app. is not preceded by a line
number and thus appears to belong to the line number of the previous entry,
786.
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790: text, r@we xpudbivar xpol  app., xpwdbivar xpoi Scur.
(-¢p87vas etiam Guelf.): -¢p67v xpotv M

M reads not T@we xpudfiy xpotv but 7@d’ éxpiugpdiy xpowv. Guelf.
reads 795 éxpiudbijvar xepotv. And Scur. reads not what Page prints but
738" éyxppbivar xpot. In order, then, to get from M to Page’s text, one
must use—accurately—three of the apographa: Guelf. for the infinitive
ending, Scur. for xpot (and both Guelf. and Scur. for the addition of « to M’s
7@d’), and Par., which Page does not mention at all, for the word division
T@d¢ xp-. The first editor to put all this together and actually print r@wde
xpipbijvar xpot was Hermann.

793: text, ylyverar  app.,no entry
M reads a fairly distant yeiverar. The correction was made by Porson,
with Asulanus’ y{vera: an initial step.

801: text, dpvio detmvor  app., detmvar M
M reads not dpviot deimvayv but Spyiow deimvav. The Aldine ed. first
corrected to pwiat, and Guelf. to detmvov.

817 seq.: app., UBpet Hermann (VBpt): ¥8pw M
The first editor to print #8pet was Bothe. Hermann’s ¥8pt should be
dropped from the app.

>

823:app., i &’ dvev Robortello: mdavev M

Par. was the first to correct as far as dvev, but the scribe could not fathom
M’s md and simply left a blank space. The full correction was made
concurrently by Turnebus.

824: text, Qvarotat app.,no entry
M reads fvarots. The first editor to print §varotat was Bothe.

825-902: Page remarks in the app.: foedissime depravati; hic illic versus
sani, ut ait Tucker, apparent rari nantes in gurgite vasto. Of 825-35
specifically he states: hunc textum, haec intervalla praebet M. For these
verses, then, his text will give in effect a transcript of M. The following six
entries except for 827 and part of 828 derive from this expectation.

825: text, 6 6 0
Mreads d d o.

YU A a7 z
827:app., lo¢: éaTi amOTTUVOMOD pipnpua M
The reading of M is émt . . . plonpa. C. G. Haupt corrected to éort, and
the scribe of Scur. made a supralinear correction to uiunua: uib7ua.

828: text, O . . . kdkkas  app., dp: dpov Scur. xaxkas: kaBBas Vic-
torius
M reads du. Victorius’ text very clearly reads xdaxkas.
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829: text, dviav  app., dviav
The accurate report of M is in Page’s text, not the app.

832: text, wpbs'
M reads wpos.

834: text, dvadopa . . . kav
M reads dva¢opa . . . kav.

836-7: app., &s éxere Tdyovs moddy M*
M reads rayos. Scur. made the correction.

842: text, 6AVpuevar dAuer’ app., 6Adpuevar Schiitz, deleto éAduer’
The first editor to print dAduevar was Turnebus; the first not to print
dAopev’ was Robortello.

846: text, 8dper.  app., Sopt M
The first scholar to correct to 8épet was Hermann.

847: app., Nuuayuévny oe kabilw mE
The reading of MZis npaypuévov. C. G. Haupt made the correction.

849:text. t. .. Bla  app., Biai Robortello
The emendation was made concurrently by Turnebus.

851: text, €dpava app., ¥pava M
The first editor to print €8pava was Robortello.

852: text, tarierava
Page’s dagger should mean that he is recording the precise reading of M;
this, however, is arié-.

854: app., ot M™": e{doL M
Only {is suprascript: €éwot.

861:text, t. .. Baon
M reads Baon; see on 852. Turnebus made the correction.

868: text, aAippvTov app., aAAi-M
M reads not @GAXippvTov but @GAXipvTov. The correction was made by Scur.

877:text, . . . bmpoyagvAdakot app., -vhdoxot M*" -vAdokee M
Only o is suprascript: -VAdoKEL.

879: text, épwraust
The precise reading of M is épwras; see on 852.

880-81: text, o’ amoTpéyetey diaToy app., no entry
M reads oe amo Tpéyrel évataTor. The correction to o’ was made by Pauw,
that to @morpéyeter diarov by Turnebus.
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884: text, ovdap’ alerar  app., od dapalerat M

The first editor to emend to 0ddau’ derar was Pauw. It is illustrative of
Page’s haphazard methods that here he allows an entry (albeit incomplete)
involving nothing more than articulation (that is, no addition or deletion of
letters), whereas he makes no entry at all for such a phrase as that at 880-81,
even though both articulation and letter-change are involved.

890: app., Boav Oberdick
Stanley proposed Béav long before Oberdick.

892:text, @ 8@  app., ® pa Turnebus, ® 7@ Pauw

Pauw, in his Notae, does suggest 7@ but only to reject it: 8@ hic pro warep
positum putant, ut pa pro parep paulo ante: . .. Sic saltem scribere
debuissent wa, ut simile esset commentum: Quod tamen non magis ideo
probassem: Ego Ba pro Bai a Baw positum puto. The first scholar both to
suggest wa and to believe it was H. Voss.

895: text, patuar app., pat par M
The first editor to print paiudt was Robortello.

896-8: text, €éxtdva d’ s pel
rimor’ &y
daxos x|
app., eadem linea in M, spatiis inter ue et 7, év et dd«- relictis
Page is concerned here to be precise about M, but he should then show
that M reads not ddxos &x but daxoody (in addition, the app. misprints 7 for

7).

907: text, fapoeir’, ovk épetr’ advapxiav  app., Bapoel ToD Xepel
ravapyiav M
Guelf. started the process of correction by writing . . . xepetr’ avap-

xtav. The first editor to print the fully correct phrase was Robortello, but
Turnebus was concurrent except for épeir’: fapaeir’, odk épel avapyiav.

908: text, diwAopedd’ - demr’, dvaé  app. -uecba énrdval M; dernt’
Robortello

M’s breathing, written €n7-, is hard to identify. Of the five apographa,
four copy it as a rough breathing; only Guelf. takes it as smooth.
Robortello articulated and emended to diwAduecd’ deAnr’ dvaf. The
first scholar to replace deAwr’ with dewr’ was H. L. Ahrens.

910: app., odk dxover’ d&v Porson: od kakod éfv M
The first step toward correction was taken by Asulanus in the Aldine
ed., who printed otk dkod éfv.

915: app., dpbwaas Robortello: -wca M ¢péva Blaydes: -vei M, -vt Par.
The correction to éﬁp@wo-ase was made concurrently by Turnebus. ¢pevt
first appears in Guelf.: ¢pevr.
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918: app., T4’ SAwAdl’. . . dyw Porson: TémolwAdl’. . . éye M
M reads 7’ amo-.

920: text, tmpofeévawrt
The precise reading of M is mpofévw; see on 852.

925: text, kAalois  app., khdows M®: kAdets M
The correction is supralinear: k\a€s. The first editor to print kAafots
was Robortello.

931: text, amayy€éArew app., -éxew M
Three of the apographa made the correction: Guelf., Par., and Scur.

936: text, yiyverar  app., no entry
M reads yiverar. Scur. made the correction.

939: app., icfL y* adros xoi M’ in marg.

The first word is written: YS{ This is not {e6. but icws (thus also, e.g.,
Wecklein, Murray [2nd ed.], Friis Johansen). In addition, the reviser did
not stop his marginal entry at yoi (written x’oi) but continued: . . .x’ ot
Evvell (=-mopou).

947: text, BvBAwr  app., BIBA- M
The correction was made by Scur.

949: app., 948 an’ dupdrwr Burges
A printing slip for 949.

956: text, kekAnquuévyy  app., no entry
M reads kexAfjuévny, ie., MP is not kexAqi- but kexAi-. The first editor
to print kexAnquuévny was Dindorf.

961: text, povoppvfuovs  app., povopv- M
The correction was made by Scur.

966: text, ayafotot  app., ayabois M
The first editor to print dyafotot was Porson.

976: app., éyxwpwy Hermann: év ywpwt M

Three centuries before Hermann the scribe of Par. emended to éyxw-
pwv, then to his shame “corrected” to éyxwpw. The app. should give pri-
ority of mention to Par®®

984: app., pthws M™": -Aov M adraveyiows Scaliger: -lovs M
Only ws is suprascript: ¢c)\ov M reads not adraveyiovs but adrave-
Vriovs. Par. made the correction as far as adraveyiovs.

985: app., euot 3’ Par.: éuod & MPC, duovs M**
MPC reads not éuod 3’ but éuov 3, which looks llkeﬁwu&, Thus the

correct emendation by Par. may actually be no more than the scribe’s
attempt to copy M.
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991: text, yeypappévols  app., -pévors Turnebus: -uévovs M
Turnebus, like M, reads -uévovs. Robortello made the correction.

993: app., Surov M*: -hos M
Only » is suprascript: §uhof.

1000: text, wedoaTiA7 app., mado- M
The correction was made by Robortello.

1008: text, xAwdatoav
A misprint for xAwalow.

1009: text, oiknaws  app., oikfjoes M
The correction was made concurrently by Robortello and Turnebus.

1012: text, pvAafar  app., pvAdéa M
The first editor to print ¢pdAafar was Victorius.

1014: text, Xo. TAX" ... app., non hic sed ante 1015 paragraphus
praefixa
The first editor to put the change of speaker at 1014 was Turnebus.

1023: app., Tavde Hermann: 77jvde M
M reads r7jvde. The first editor to print ravde was Dindorf.

1024: text, und’ ére  app., undé Tt M
Guelf. advanced the articulation as far as u9d’ éri, and the first editor
to print und’ ért was Turnebus.

1025: app., mpoxoas Robortello: mpos xoas M
The correction was made concurrently by Turnebus.

1032 seq.: app., éAfou Scur., Par.. é\fe M Kvfepelar oTvyepov
Burges: Kvfepeias' arvyetor M

The chronological order is: Par. (c. 1520), Scur. (c. 1545), and the cor-
rection was also made, probably first of all, by Asulanus in the Aldine ed.
(1518). The first editor to print eTvyepor was Turnebus.

1034: in the margin of the text a printing slip has resulted in [o7p. rath-
er than [a7p. B.

1040: text, @éxxropt [Tetfoi  app., BéAxropt Bothe: fedxropt M
mbot M

M has no accent: feakropt. The correction to weifot was made by Par.

1041-2: text, tyedvpa  app., sententiae aptius foret * Appovias poip’
>Agpoditar  Yebvpa M*T

Page’s suggestion was anticipated by Hartung. The precise reading of
M is Yedvpa; see 852. The app., while, removing the accent, does not
make clear that only 6 is suprascript: Yedvpa.
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1055: app., 6éAyois Stephanus: -yeis M

The app., though Page could not have known this, should read: ed.
Stephani. That is, 6éAyous is a reading which appears in Stephanus’ ed.,
but is not to be ascribed to Stephanus himself as his own conscious conjec-
ture. It can be shown, in fact, to be an accidentally correct miscopying of
M’s 6éAyes; see M. McCall, “A Problem of Attribution at Aeschylus Sup-
plices 1055: Stephanus’ Source,” Arktouros. Hellenic Studies presented to
Bernard M. W. Knox (Berlin 1979) 109-14. See also on 337.

1062: app., Zevs Aldina: Zet M
The correction was first made not by Asulanus, the Aldine editor, but
by Guelf., the Ms that was Asulanus’ source.

1063: app., yapov Par.: -uov M

A rare instance in which Page (perhaps following Wecklein or Smyth)
assigns a correction to a source that is too early rather than the reverse.
Par. placidly copies M’s yauov. The correction was made concurrently by
Robortello and Turnebus.

1067: app., ebuevij Biav Valckenaer: -vet Biar M
M reads Bla.

1070: app., 7o Robortello: 7¢e M

Robortello drew on the scholia for his reading, and the app. should so
state: Robortello e X; see 41 seqq. The correction was made concurrently
by Turnebus.?

* 1 am grateful to K. R. Bradley, E. Courtney, M. W. Edwards, and G. P. Goold for mak-
ing helpful criticisms at various stages of this work. I wish also to thank the two anonymous
referees of the Association, each of whom suggested several improvements.
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