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FIVE LATE MANUSCRIPTS OF
EURIPIDES, HIPPOLYTUS

Pv (Vatican, Palatino greco 343), 2nd half of the fifteenth century; only
20-386, 447-939!

Hn (Copenhagen, Gamle Kongelig Sammling 417), c. 14752

Ox (Oxford, Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10), sixteenth century?®

Nv (Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, Vindobonense greco 17), c. 1500

N (Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, II. F. 41), early sixteenth century®

Barrett® has given a brief account” of the affiliations of Hn with the manuscripts which
he has collated. He derives his information about the readings of Hn from the reports
of nineteenth-century editors, and he does not report this manuscript in his apparatus
criticus. He concludes that “In three instances (72, 641, 817) Haun. has the truth, or
an approximation to it, where the rest of our tradition is at fault (though in two of
them there are traces of the same reading in O)...in each case the reading can be
accounted for as a lucky accident, and so I judge it in fact to be.”® Of the other four
manuscripts, which editors have not collated, he gives no account. ‘ From a number
of readings cited by Turyn it appears that they are all more or less closely related to
Haun.” K. Matthiessen® has voiced a mild regret that Barrett did not settle the question
by collation. I have collated these five manuscripts from photographs or microfilris.
I use the following symbols:!°
[A] A is illegible or unavailable
(A>  A’sreading is based on inference (usually inference from the nature of
the correction which obscures it)

(A) A with some inessential variation

As A supra lineam, by the first hand

A° A after correction by an unspecified hand
A? A after correction by the second hand

(~ A°) A‘ agrees with the other manuscripts against A
AYP  a variant in A accompanied by the sign yp(dderar)
2 scholium in A

ixa a reading implied by the scholium in A

1278 lemma to the scholium in A

1 PvHnOxNvN as a group

That these manuscripts are related to each other is proved by the following passages,
where they all (or the other four, when Pv is not available) agree in readings which

! See A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides (Urbana,
1957), pp. 357-8.

2 See Turyn, pp. 329-33. # See Turyn, pp. 351-2.

4 See Turyn, pp. 348-51. 5 See Turyn, pp. 345-8.

$ W.S. Barrett, Euripides: Hippolytos (Oxford, 1964), pp. 75-6.

7 Which I summarise below, p. 39.

8 I discuss these instances below, pp. 39-40.

9 K. Matthiessen. Studien zur Textiiberlieferung der Hekabe des Euripides (Heidelberg, 1974),
p. 32.

10 They roughly correspond with those adopted (with fuller explanation) by Barrett, pp. 92-3.
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are not known from the other manuscripts.!! I designate their agreement by the symbol
P12

49 76 un od] Tod un od D(P)V?: 10i un @ 80 €ic] éc D: e @ 243 pov
kphov] pov kphhw D: kpliipov pov @ 308 tékvoict] Téxvoic P 387 fcryy]
v HnOxNvN: [Pv] 707 «dmexeipncac] wamexbpwcac PVHNOXxNV(N)
855 mdAad] rasura in L: 7wdAw @13 866 éxdoyaic] év super éx- B?: év Suadoyaic
PvHnOxNv: év 8dayaic N 897 xwpac] yhc @ 1024 kaxodc] xadovc
HnOxNvN: [Pv]

They also agree quite often in a reading which is otherwise poorly attested:

202 apoic] @porc O: dpor PDM? et XMV oiuor P: ded ¢ed YPEMY
235 mdAwv] mdoic PMCB) et 1I™ (~ Imndv et M2RB?) 291 0’] & @CE (~ C?
ut uid.) 337 rAjpov] pirep OVE pntep] Aoy HnV: tAfuor’ PvOXNVN:
TApov (pot. qu. -wv) E? 352 cod] v PgE 354 ol prius] odkér’ PV
379 768¢] Ta8e PMPgV 406 Te LP et flor.: 8¢ plerique et 12": om. HnOxNvNO:
[PVv] 467 Biov Alav BpoToic] Biov Bp- A- O: A- Biov Bp- DV 527 odc] ofc B’M?Be:
alc ®EY (&¢ E9 541  ceBilopev] cefdl- PvHnOxNvCgE:cefial- N
563 mavra ye mirver POV (for the other mss. see Barrett) 657 d¢pakroc] edp-
PE  659-60 xfovoc / Oncedc] Oncede / xBovoc BV 660 Efouev] Efopar PBE
811 i iw] iy PO 830 pédea pédea Tdde maby) pédea (bis V) mdfn rade PV
834 7a8’. .. kakd] 768” (~ V3; 8’N)...kawdv @V 889 $iyol] diyn ®C (dvyn
C?): iy E: dlyw O (~ 0% 911 & om. VgV 949 xakdw] kakaw 7°
HnOxNvNCE et P** ut uid.: [Pv] 1072 tére] 7ére 89 HnOxNVNV: [Pv]
1077 pnvie] Sewvier HNOXNVNYV (~ V37P): [Pv]

2 PvHnOx ~ NvN

Within @ there is a division between PvHnOx (which I shall designate ¢) and NvN.
¢ are often isolated (or nearly isolated) in error.

42 kérpavicerar] kavapav- O: kal dav- ¢ 94 ye] om. E: 7€ ¢ 190 xod«]
otk ¢ 213-14 Aéyov post Téde (révde Ox) non post pimrovca ¢ 220 ai-
yelpouc] -paic ¢ 224 kuvvnyeciwy kai col] cou kvvnyeciwr ¢ 268 SucTivouc
(KYMBOAVLP: -vov NVNCDE: Svctiyovc PvHnOx¢ (-yac Ox ut uid.) 274
karéavrat] -farar JE 288 7ai om. ¢ 300 &pncov] abpowcov ¢ 305-6
covc [ maibac] / 306 covc maidac ¢ 356 cap’ dmaldaybficouar] capa xédmadl-

" I report these other manuscripts from my own collations. A fresh collation of manuscripts
collated by Barrett might seem wholly superfluous. It did, indeed, confirm, what one expected,
that his reports are of almost superhuman accuracy. But it was necessary, because (reasonably
enough) Barrett does not report isolated errors in his mss. (nor does he regularly report P). We
need the evidence of these isolated errors (and of P) if we are to form a true picture of the
affiliations of PvHnOxNVN. I shall show elsewhere (in a discussion of the mss. of Medea) that
the isolated errors of C reveal its affiliation to the gnomologium Escorialense (which was not
available to Barrett: see below).

Since Barrett’s edition was published the following new manuscript material has become
available: the gnomologium Barberinianum, c. 1300 A.D. (edited by K. Matthiessen, Hermes 93
(1965), 148-58), which I designate gB. the gnomologium Escorialense, early fourteenth century
(edited by Matthiessen, Hermes 94 (1966), 398—410), which I designate gE, and P. Oxy. 3152,
second century A.D. (in addition, some new readings in P. Oxy. 2224 are published in
Oxyrhynchus Papyri 44 (1976), 34-5). The gnomologium Vatopedianum, designated by Barrett
as ‘gnomol.’, I designate gV. Corrections in L by Triclinius I designate Tr. Otherwise I designate
the mss. by the same symbols as Barrett.

'? T shall not report corrections by the second hand of N: for their source, see below, p. 39
n. 18.

1 cf. 823 wdAw] mada E.



36 JAMES DIGGLE

) 385 o kaxh] odv xalh ¢ 552 doviowc] powiowc $C 562 doviw(t)]
dowiw(t) ¢ 566 8époict] dépowc 589 ] Taw b 638 pa()crov] pa(c)ov
¢ 688 Sei e ) MBAELPOC: Sei pe dei O: Sei ot Sei V: Sei pot 67 ¢: dei pe
NvN: 8¢t CD 708 ameAfe] é€erbe & 709 Brcopat] ye Oncw ¢ 715 kaldc]
kaXdc 8 ¢ 737 6’ Pv{Hn)>Ox (~ Hn?) 746 cepvov] vy ¢ 778 odér’)
odk ¢ 784 mapewct] mapire ¢ (-ire PVC, -ume Pv) 797 1dxn] Yuxn D: ixn ¢
828 xepaw] xewpoc ¢ 874 dMdo] dMw(1) NVNE: ddyoc ¢ 903 crouvdin
om. ¢

There is no need to cite instances of HnOx isolated in error where Pv is not available;
but I cite a few instances where they agree in error with only one or two other mss.

387 éyovre] -oure E (~ E?): -ovrec HnOXC': -ovra AN: éyovcar Nv 1041 TavTa
kapra L: kdpra rabra NVNMBOAVDE: mdvra ratra P: kdpra HnOxC 1104
mapawpet] mapawei HnOxBO (~ B?) 1125 iéuevov] iéuevov NVE: iduevov
HnOxO 1398 wou mpochidnc y’ BOAV: 7o Shcmoruéc v° LP: Tou Sdcmorpoc
NvCD: pou dtcmoruoc HnOXE: Tou 8dcmorude y’ N

NvN are also found isolated (or nearly isolated) in error:

50 dcre pou] der’ éuot LP: dicte pov C: dere uyy NVN 96 ye alterum om.
NvNCEgV 166 & om. NVN 169 feoict] Beoic NVN 205 pera O
Necuylac] ped’ fcvxiac NVNP 220 7apa] mepi NVN 227 coi] 700 NVN 585
cagpéc] capivc NVNBO 688 Sei ue NvN (for the other mss. see above) 813
cvyyéar dépouc] 8- c- NVN 834 dwaé (dvaé MA) HAfe (émjAbe MO)] v (ov
Nv) é£7M0e NVN 854 warayxvfévral xaraxfévra NvN (~ NYP) 874 dAdoc]
A w() NvNE: dAyoc ¢ 904 &’ om. NvN 920 évecti] éct NVNAgB 927
7> om. NvNDE 947 Seip’ om. NVvN 976 ye om. NvN 988-9 codoic
/ dadro] 988 codoic patror / NVN 994 évect’] écr’ NVN 997 7e om. NvN
w) aduwxeiv] pm duxetv LP: und’ adikeiv NvNV2gB 1016 «pareiv] xpardv
NVNV (~ V3VP) 1024 dv] 8’ dv NvN 1028 drAenc] axdenc ° NvN 1029
dAnredwy] alr- NVND(P) 1032 dmarecev] émddrecev NvN 1049 avriy-
cewc] dpricecc NvN 1071 ye MBOACV3gV: 7¢ HnOxVDELP: om. NvN: [Pv]

The general affinity of ¢ with NvN, together with the degree of separation which
exists between them, is well illustrated by these two passages: 321 xakdc] moté ¢:
mote karxdc NvN 829 poi] pev C (~ C%): mov ¢V (~ V3¥P): 7y NVN

In the following passages the disagreement of ¢ and NvN reflects a disagreement
in the rest of the tradition.

31 éyxafeicato AL et (P. Sorb. 2252): -Bic- NvNMBVDEP: -ficr- O: -Orc-
C 160 Yuxyd PMOAELV?: -4v NvNCDBSV?: -4(1) BVP 349 eluev NvN et fere
KMBHCDLP: fuev $OAVE 445 Gy NvNMBOV(L)>PA°¢: ad HnOXACDETrgE:
[Pv] 491 Sucréov NVNBOVCDEL: dowctéov PMAHP 500 xkaAav
NvNBACLPM?*V2H?E?: kakov ¢KMOVHDE 525 6 NvNBCDEM?2%gB: o
M: 6c OAVLPB? 817 rddac L: 7dAaiva NVNBVCDEPgB: méAic $MOAV3YP
823 ¢cre JBCDELPgB: dc NVNMOAV 854 ca(t) dMOACTr: 7d(1) ca(:)
NVNBVDELP 871 c¢fAn()c $BVCDELP: cidAn(:)c NVNMOAV?

3 PvHn ~ Ox

Within ¢ a close connection exists between Pv and Hn. This is shown by a number
of minor errors which are common to them but are not shared by Ox (or the other
mss.).

270 Bovloiuel’] -6uef’ PvHn 348 %dicTov] Hdvcrov PvHN 385 diccal]
8iwcat MC: 8i8ai PvHn 504 dmeipyacpai] dmelpyacov PvHn 686 xaxivopat]
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kaxeivopar PvHn 762 mewcpdtawv] mmyc- PvHn 803 mayxvwleic’] mayyv-
PvHn 846 arwAéuny] amodduny PvHn 862 timod] Tomoc PvHn

4 Hn a copy of Pv?

Ox is not copied from Pv or Hn. This is proved by the passages cited above in §3.
Nor is either Pv or Hn copied from Ox: for Ox has casual errors from which they
are free. Nor is Pv copied from Hn: for Hn has casual errors from which Pv is free.
Turyn (pp. 330-1, 357-8) asserts that Hn is copied from Pv. Barrett’s scepticism (* he
cites only coincidences, which are merely compatible with his belief’, p. 76 n. 2) is
justified. The following two passages prove that Hn is not a copy (at least, not a direct
copy) of Pv.

567 éxualw HnOxNVN plerique: dc pafw PvVTr 637 Suctuyéc HnOXNVN
codd.: Sucyepéc Pv

5 PvHnOxNv ~ N

The ms. whose adherence to @ is least stable is N. This ms. (@) frequently
agrees with other mss. in truth, when the rest of @ (i.e. ¢Nv) are wrong, (b) less
frequently agrees with other mss. in error, when the rest of @ are right.

(a) 25 ceuvaw] -wc $Nv 28 BouvAetuaci(v)] Tofedpact dNv 32 éxdnpov
NBAPTTr: éxénlov $NvMOVCDELB? 37 éviavciav NADLP: -atciov $NvMB
OVCE 40 £voide 8 NTr: civorde 8 ¢Nv plerique et gE: Edvoidev <L?>P odTic]
ovdeic NVO(L) (~ Tr) 41 xpn NLP: 8ei ¢Nv cett. 62  yévehrov]
yevéBAiov $Nv 82 wbunc] xépac HNv 84 7007’ éuol yépac Bporv] yépac
7- & B- C: 7- é- B- yépac $NVO 86 6pav NOCPL!® et P. Sorb. 2252: ép&
¢#NVMBAVDE(L) 95 écti] éctar pNv 144 dowrac NM et (incertum quo loco
positum) Z™MnV: doiradéov Nv et fere cett.: doiraréov doirdc ¢ 149 yépcov]
xépcwv  ¢Nv 150 dlupac] -pawc B: -pumc $NVN® (-unc PvS, -wc Pv)
152 edmarpidav] -6a O: -8yv ¢Nv 178 Aaumpoc NMA: -ov $NVBOVCDELP
301 mévouc] Adyouc HNVO 303 7 NBOVLP: 8’ ¢NvKMACDE 329 éuot
Tiun] - é- ¢Nv 350 dvbpairmwv] -mov NVC 360 dAdo] GAdo Tv NV 365
i ot NMBOA: i) pot pot KLP: oiuot ofpwor VHCDE: duor ¢Nv 368 efég-
nac] -pavac Nv 393 wév om. HnOxNv: [Pv] 438 améaxmpav NBOACDELP:
ém- HnOXNVMVE?Tr: [Pv] 457 Beoic] Oeaww pNv (~ Nvs) 476 €éBovAnbn)
98- $Nv 485 dAyiwv] dAyiw H: ddywov dMO: ddyewoc Nv 593 uicopar
NBCDELV? et (P. Oxy. 2224): uvijc- A: pnric- $NvMOVA? 628 mpocleic]
mpof- §Nv 603 arnpov eic Séuouvc] elc 8- &- $Nv 638 76 om. gNv 640
8¢] 8¢ ye HNv 665 ¢ncl] ¢ice. PNV 700 av om. @Nv 702 yap]
Kal ¢>NVM?OA 703 Adyoic] Adyovc GNVMO (~ NvZM?) 758 an’] &r’ $Nv
759 éx yac] épyac E (n super ac): éx yijc $NvC 778 odkér’] obx $Nv 958
70076 ’] To07” HnOXxNv: [Pv]

(b) 20 viv $NVMBOA: odv VCDTrgE: yap E: y’ odv NP: [L] 34 Aeimed
Aeime C: Aime N(L)P 43 veaviav NVMBOAVCE: medurxéra NLPVS: v- 7-
D 100 cov] cov NAP (~ AY) 123 kdAmict] kadmn(t)ce NCLYE? (~ Tr) 132
koita(t) om. NM, post éxew habet O, post Secrowa C 317 éxer placud 74
éxerar pacpart NV (uidcpare etiam AD) 447 &v’] év ND 500 748°] Ténwd’
NBE (~ BS): 8’ H? ut uid.: om. HD 869 SAouévouc] dlovuévouc NBVTr

As a consequence of N’s unstable behaviour, there are several places where N,
deserting Nv, agrees with ¢ in truth, while Nv agrees with other mss. in error.

36 tyvée $NOACDELPB?V2: 77(:)¢ NvMBVV3YP 41 radry(t) $NDE-
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LPV3YP et (P. Sorb. 2252): -rpc NVMBOAVC 105 ce 6t ¢NACDELPgVgE:
ye det NVVE?gB: o’ &e. MBO 109 pédecBe] péreche V: éxecfe NvO
270 «kal om. NvD 503 8¢] rade NvM 745 véued] -ew D: -oo NVMO
816 TdAaw’] -awav CP: & TdAawa NVE

6 N and the Aldine edition

Turyn observed (p. 348) that from 1078 to the end N appears to be copied from
the Aldine edition of 1503.1* He cites a few passages where N and the Aldine agree
in a reading which is not found in any other mss. I give a full list of such agreements.

1127 & 8pupoc épetoc] dpuudc 7’ dperoc NAId 1167 Tod om. NAld 1169
6’ om. NAld 1235 émpdwv] émemndwv NAId 1238 mpoc] mpiv NAId 1274
kpadlar NAId: kapdia(L) cett. 1294 é&v > OAV?: & HnOxXNVBVHDELPgV: év
toic Tr: Toic NAld 1307 odv 8ikawov LP: fv dixarov NAId: o dikaioc cett. (aw
om. Ox) 1336 8] v’ NAld 1338 peév viv col HnOXBOADE: pév odv cot Nv:
wév cot viw V: viw 8% cot L: viv cou P: viw cot mov NAId 1352 7> HnOxELPgB:
8’ BOAVD: y’ NAld 1398 7ot 8dcmorude y’ NAId (for the other mss. see above,
p. 36)

The Aldine’s text (from 1078 onwards: I have not investigated the earlier part) is
constituted from L and P,'® and so there are several places where N and the Aldine
share a reading which is found only in L or P or both.

1090 dpapev] dpnpev NAIdTr 1108 aAXofev] dAror’ NAIALP 1128 énéBac]
éméfa NAIILP 1148 réAav’ NAIdTr: TdAav A(E?L>PB3'. TdAaw’ fere cett.
1178 éxwv] pépwv NAIIP 1201 Bpovry) pwvi NAIP 1248 6ot BO: 67y V:
émov HnOXNVADEL: érwc NAIdP 1277 dpeckéwr NAIAL: -d(Jwv cett.
1299 0dvn(c)] favor NAIALP et (ut uid.) H® 1314 oludén(v)c] -&n(:) NAIdP et
b (Ly ZM): -fec DL (~Tr) 1323 mapécxec HNOXNVBOAV: y’ &veipac
NAIdLP: évetpac D: éuewvac HE 1345 ofov] oloc NAIdL uel Tr 1372 pe om.
NAIALP 1393 70icid’ OAV: Toicow HnOxB: 10icéé v’ NAIAL: 10icd’ NVEPC?: 7ic
8 ChricD

Evidence which might disprove the hypothesis that N is copied from the Aldine
(namely, disagreements between N and the Aldine, excepting casual slips by N) is
slight.

1181 amadAaxfeic fere codd. et NYPNvAId: dmromdayfeic B et primitus uoluit O:
aAayfeic NHnO': draddayeic B? 1396 od Béuic N codd.: 0d8é pic Ald.

Slight though this evidence is, it raises some doubts. In 1181 the reading of N does
not look like a mere accident, since it is attested in two other mss. In 1396 it was

" Not earlier, because at 1077 N has Sekviel with V, while the Aldine has unvie with the
rest.

15 ¢, ..a printed text, most probably the Aldine edition’ (p. 348). Of the other printed texts
which come into question, we may rule out that of Lascaris (c. 1494), which has fundamental
differences from that of the Aldine and N (cf. Sicherl [below, n. 16] 206 n. 5); also the ed.
Hervagiana? (1544) and the edition of Canter (1571), both of which correctly give mpoc for mpiv
at 1238. (Canter has further divergences.) So far as I can see, we cannot rule out the ed.
Hervagiana' (1537) or the ed. Brubachiana! (c. 1558; I have not investigated the ed. Brubachiana?,
c. 1560), whose texts appear to be faithful copies of the Aldine’s (n.b. Hervag.! repeats the
Aldine’s misprint at 1396 [see below on this page]; it is corrected in Hervag.? and Brubach.?).

!¢ Itis not, however, a direct copy of either of these mss.: see M. Sicherl, ‘ Die Editio Princeps
Aldina des Euripides und ihre Vorlagen’, Rh. Mus. 118 (1975), 205-25, esp. 206-12. The only
divergence which I have noticed between LP and the Aldine is 1442 wapi NAIdBOAV?: rarpoc
HnOxNvVCDELPB®. But the reading of LP is unmetrical, and the Aldine editor was capable
of restoring the truth without the help of other mss.
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perhaps not beyond the scribe’s powers to restore the truth by conjecture out of the
Aldine’s misprint; but it would have required some percipience on the part of the
scribe.?? It is not possible to argue that the relationship postulated by Turyn should
be reversed — that the Aldine is a copy of N. This argument would be refuted by N’s
omission at 1376 of diapotpécar, which the Aldine does not omit. I can think of two
hypotheses which would explain the facts. First, the hypothesis that N is a copy of
the Aldine at one remove, the intervening ms. having received the two alterations at
1181 and 1396 from collation with another ms. This hypothesis is weakened by the
fact that at 1181 the alteration imported into the intervening ms. is not a correction
of an error but is itself an unmetrical error. The second hypothesis is that N is a twin
of the Aldine, copied from the text which was supplied to the printer of the Aldine.!®

7 Affiliations of PvHnOXxNvN with the other mss.

Barrett’s description of the affiliations of Hn with the mss. which he has collated
(pp. 76-7) is valid for the whole group @ and the sub-group ¢: @ is descended from
V (or a twin of V), and its divergences from V are the result of contamination from
two sources, a ms. related to O and a ms. related to CDE. NvN, when they disagree
with ¢, show signs of possible contamination from a further source, LP (see 205 uerd
0’ Hevytac] pebd’ Hevyioc NVNP; 220 éavfav NVNL: -y cett.; 1069 Euvorkotpouc]
Euv- HNOXNVNDLP: cuv- cett., -okotpovc NVNLP: -owcovpodc cett.), but Nv on its
own (when abandoned by N, and not agreeing with ¢) shows no sign of contamination
from this source,'® nor does any one of PvHnOx when it disagrees with the other two.
N, when it abandons Nv and does not agree with ¢, shows clear traces-of
contamination from LP (see 20, 34, 40, 41, 100).2°

8 Isolated preservation of truth in PvHnOxNvN

Barrett (see above, p. 34) records three instances where the truth, or nearly the truth,
is preserved by Hn, while the other mss. collated by him agree in error. In all three
instances some or all of the other ®@-mss. agree with Hn. I transcribe Barrett’s
apparatus criticus, to which I add my own information in angular brackets.

(i) 72 post SAvprov habent wapBévwv dpreut codd. (et N (postmodo, ut uid., add.
0), feawv Haun. et PvOx), {fedv apreut Nv); del. Nauck.

mapbévwv and apreut are two separate glosses, which have been incorporated into
the text; fecwv is an alternative gloss for mapfévwvy. In O the words mapBévwv dpreut,
although written as a continuation of the preceding text, are written in the margin
and so give every appearance of being an afterthought. ¢ and Nv are partly in
agreement, against the other mss. (half of Nv’s reading is peculiar to ¢, half is shared
with the other mss.). N, as often, has deserted Nv and sides with the other mss.

(ii) 641 mAelov’ Haun.2{PvOxNV): wAeiov codd. (mAéov O(N)) et Haun.{gVgE).

7 The first printed editions to correct the Aldine’s misprint are the ed. Hervag.? (of which
N cannot be a copy) and the ed. Brubach.! (of which, in theory, it can): see above, p. 38
n. 15.

18 N2 appears to have derived most of his corrections from the Aldine. In numerous places
his corrections agree with unique errors of P reproduced in the Aldine (e.g. 53 Témwv] 86wy
N2PAld). But that his source was the Aldine, not P, is suggested by 1010 oix7cew codd. et P:
-fcar N2Ald.

19 See the instances cited above, pp. 37-8. (§5(b) ad fin.). I observe (in view of the agree-
ment of Nv with M at 503) that M is closely related to O (see Barrett, p. 65). N, also, has
unique agreements with M at 132 (above, p. 37) and 144 (above, p. 40).

20 Cited on p. 37.
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The true reading is now seen not to owe its origin to the second hand of Hn (since
Pv, at least, is not a descendant of Hn).

(iii) 817 &rafov Haun.(PvOx): dv érafov M’BOVCDEL{PNVNgB): & Zrafov
A.

The omission of dwv is explicable as a casual error of haplography (after the preceding
KaK@V).

I have found three further instances of the truth preserved solely in one or more
of &:

130 mpdrra Pv: mpavra HNOXxNVN codd.

580 évemre 8 évemré Ox: eveme| P. Oxy. 2224: évveme & évvemé cett.

1070 Saxpiwv HnOx, sicut coni. Wilamowitz: daxpiwv 7° NVN codd. et (gV):
[Pv].

In the first instance Pv has made either a conscious or an unconscious change (so
that the adjective agrees with the following noun ¢dric); as for the second, éverr- and
éwvem- are constantly interchanged without regard for metre;?! in the third the source
of HnOx presumably omitted 7’ by mere accident.

9 The hypothesis in HnOxNv

The relationship established for HnOxNv in the text also holds good in the
hypothesis. A common origin for HnOxNv is proved by:?

1 vioc DEPN (bis E) et post mocetd@voc HnOxNv: om. cett. 8¢) om. BE: 8¢ v
6 fncevc HnOxNv 7 79jc om. HnOxNv 17-18 ad7i(r) mpocnpryuévyy
8édtov 8¢ Ac] &v Ti(1) xept adTijc yapTyy 8¢ 6v (v Nv) HnOxNv 31-2 (dramatis
personae) d¢. im. yo. Oe. 7p. da. &y. Huix. 0. ap. ol. HnOxNv (for the other mss.
see Barrett).

Hn and Ox are found alone in agreement at:23 20 émaxotcac] dmakoicac HnOx;
22 fycet) 7@ Oycet HnOx

10 The hypothesis in N

Once again, N is the odd man out. Although it shares one reading with Nv, when
Nv disagrees with Hn and Ox,?* that reading is shared by Nv and N with other mss.;
there is no instance of Nv and N alone in agreement, as there was in the text.2®

N has several unique (or nearly unique) readings, and some of them have been
accepted by editors.

@) 7 covéBawe] covéfn N.

Not accepted by modern editors.

(ii) 11 7édoc. . .éméfnke (PN: énre(v) cett.).

Not actually unique, since shared with P (a fact not recorded by Barrett); universally
accepted. We have seen that a relationship exists between P and N in the text.2¢ In
a literary work we should certainly expect the compound verb (see LSJ s.u. 7éXoc 1.

21 The Aldine restored half of the truth: éveme 8’ évveme. Similarly at 573 éveme AldOx: évv-
codd.

22 The line numbers are Barrett’s. The (very fragmentary) evidence of P. Mil. Vogl. 44 for the
hypothesis is given by Barrett, pp. 431-2. I have reported this papyrus only where it is available.
Where 1 do not report it, it may be assumed to be not available.

23 See above, pp. 35-6, for their unique agreements in the poetical text.

2 At 1 aiflpac kail mocelddvoc MVPNVN: ai- irmoddrnc kai m- (BYOACHNOX (ai- vidc
xal 7- B?): 7- kal ai- D: 7- E.

25 See above, p. 36.

26 See above, p. 38.
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1, II. 2, s.u. émrifyue A. IV); but in a hypothesis we cannot say that the
uncompounded verb is unacceptable.?’

(iti) 12 yap N: 8é cett.

Accepted by Barrett and others. I see no cause to reject 8¢, which is the only
connecting particle used elsewhere in the narrative part of the hypothesis.

(iv) 12 7 daibpa N: om. cett.

Accepted by Barrett and others. The name makes for clarity, but it is hardly
indispensable.

(V) 13 katemayyetdauévy MBOVDPNV: -ayyelapévmy A: -nyyeidapuévny CEHn:
-nyyetdapévyy OX: 7 8¢ katemnyyeilaro N.

The text is corrupt and the truth is a matter for conjecture. The required sense is
given by {(jric) katemayyeldapévy...[fric] mapa wrA. (Schwartz, and again
J. Whittaker, CR n.s. 21 (1971), 9).

(vi) 22 ob kareuéuparo OAD(E)HnOxNv: odk éuéuparo N: odx ameméuparo
M(B)VCP (&meuéu- B°).

N’s reading is an evident trivialisation.

(vii) 24 émywpiovc N: yijc MBOAVCPHNOX: 7ic Nv: om. DE: y3: Valckenaer.

émywpiovc is accepted by Barrett and others and is very much more interesting
than the flat y7c. But Valckenaer’s y7. is an easy correction: for the dative cf. 1T 982
MUKﬁVaLC é‘yKaTac‘rﬁcw.

(viii) 25 é8:8ax0n] é8:8axbn 8¢ CN¢ (25b-30 om. N).28

The 8¢ of CN€ is not reported by editors. The only testimony in favour of 8¢ after
&818dx0n which I can find is Med. second hyp. 17 (Murray): 8¢ habet D, om. FAP.
For é88axfn without 8¢ see Alc. hyp. 16 (Murray), A. ScT hyp. 4 (Page), Ag. hyp.
21 (Page), S. Ph. hyp. 17 (Pearson).

(ix) 26 = BDE: émi 7 MAC: émi v V: yap 7wl N¢.

No comment needed.

(x) 27 7piroc] kai TpiToc NC.

That «ai is unwanted (and, in these lists, against analogy). V has similarly
interpolated a xai before the preceding Sedrepoc.

(xi) 28 credaviac] credavnddpoc primitus Ne.

Not reported by editors. The epithet credpavnddpoc is used by N in the title of the
hypothesis and in the title of the play (so also by A and P. Mil. Vogl. 44), and is found
in the subscriptio in several mss. (see Barrett, p. 10 n. 1).

Schwartz?® was the first editor to report N (though only partially) in the hypothesis,
and later editors have taken all their information about N from him. No later editor,
nor even Turyn, has remarked that the readings of N reported by Schwartz are all
to be found in the Aldine edition (except for lines 25b-30, which the Aldine omits).
The Aldine’s text of the hypothesis is identical with that of N. In addition to the eleven
readings quoted above, the Aldine and N have the same (unique) list and order of
dramatis personae (31-2 Barrett),*® after which they both add mpodoyile 8¢ 7
"Adpodiry (E, alone of the other mss., adds mpodoyile dgpodirn). We have seen
reasons for believing that N copied the Aldine from 1078 onwards.3! It may be assumed

¥ ‘Verba réloc. .. éméfnke inutilia’, said Wecklein. O actually omits 11-12 7oic. . . ypdvawt,
and P. Mil. Vogl. 44, which is not available at the crucial point, evidently had a text different
from (and shorter than) ours at 10-12.

28 See below, p. 42 (§10 (a), (¢)).

2% Scholia in Euripidem ii (1891), pp. 1-2.

3¢ See below, p. 42.

31 See above, pp. 38-9.
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that N also copied the hypothesis from the Aldine.*? Here is some evidence which
supports that assumption.

(a) The Aldine’s hypothesis ends at 25 with the sentence 7 ckmvi). ..é&v O7Baic
keitat. The behaviour of the mss. from 25 onwards is multifarious. The salient facts
may be formulated as follows: 25a 7 cknvy). . . év 09Bawc keitar hoc loco habent CN
(et Aldina), post 32 MHnOXNV: %) ckqvy). . . dmérerrar év 879Bacc post 32 habent AV,
in scholiis B, om. ODEP; 25b (88407 «7A.) —30 hoc loco habent CDE et (exceptis
30 76. . . mpaTwv) N°, post 32 MAYV, in scholiis B, om. OPHnOxNvN®¢ (et Aldina).
From this formulation it may be seen that in 25a the only mss. which agree with the
Aldine are C and N; and that the only ms. which agrees with the Aldine in its treatment
of the whole of 25-30 is N&°.

(b) The layout of the index personarum (31-2), in two vertical columns, is exactly
the same in both the Aldine and N. In both, the item Xopoc éx Tpoilnviwy yuvaikdv
is divided between two lines (at Tpot/{nviwv). In both, the words mpodoyiler 8¢ 7
’Adpoditn appear in an identical position (centrally, beneath the two columns of
names). The presentation of the index in two vertical columns is characteristic of the
Aldine. For N’s usual practice I have available only the evidence of the hypothesis
of Andromache, where the names are presented in a continuous series.

(¢) The missing parts of 25-30 (absent from the Aldine) were not added in N until
after the index personarum had been copied. They were squeezed into the vacant space
between the right-hand column of names and the margin. So far as I can judge (from
microfilm), it was either the first hand or (more probably) the writer of the continuous
scholia3? (if his is a different hand) who added them. It was not, at any rate, the same
hand (N?) which made corrections throughout the poetical text.?* We cannot tell what
was the source of N° for 25b-30: the only significant shared readings are 25 é8:8dx0y
8¢ (CNC: 8¢ om. cett.), 26 dAvumiadoc VNC (-ad¢ cett.).

Nor is it clear what was the Aldine’s source. We have seen®® that in the poetical
text (from 1078 at least) the Aldine is based on LP. The hypothesis is omitted by L,
but Tr has added an index personarum. P, if it was a source for the Aldine’s hypothesis,
was not the only source, for P and the Aldine differ in a few places (2 dualovidwv]
dpalévwy DE et Aldina; 11 v om. P; 25a ) ckmw). . . keirar om. P). In the index
the Aldine shows the influence of Tr. The respective lists are: (Tr) a¢. im. yo. fe.
Tpoddc dpaidpac a. dy. O1. érepoc dyyeloc dp.; (Ald. N) éé. im. xo. éx Tpolniwy
ywvawaw fe. Tpodoc daidpac da. Oy. nuixdprov (-ixopoc N, -ixopov N°) dy.
(&vyyeroc N) érepoc dyyedoc ap. Both lists give the same (unique) order for the first
six items and the last two. They differ only in the middle section: (Tr) ay. 6., (Ald.
N) 67. fuex. &y. Both are unique in their reference to érepoc dyyedoc (in the other
mss. he is called oixérnc) and in adding ¢aidpac after rpedéc. Both lists also have
similarities with the lists in HnOxNv (given above, p. 40). These three mss. agree
with Tr and the Aldine in the order of the first six items and with Tr in the order of
the seventh. Only they and the Aldine (and N) introduce Mutydpov into the list.

The testimony of N should disappear from the apparatus criticus of the hypothesis,

32 Everything which I say about the Aldine in this section holds good for the edd. Hervag.
(1537, 1544), the ed. Brubach.! (c. 1558), and the edition of Canter (1571). The only difference
which I have noticed between any of these editions and the Aldine is that ed. Brubach.! writes
Tpoulfve in the margin as a correction for @7Baiwc at 25, and Canter puts this in the
text. — According to Turyn (p. 346) N copied the hypothesis of Hecuba from the Aldine; cf.
Matthiessen (above, n. 9), 129.

33 See below, p. 43.

34 See above, p. 39 n. 18. 35 See above, pp. 38-9.
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and we should say farewell to yap (12), 7 ¢aidpa (12), and émywpiovc (24), together
with the rest of N’s unique readings, in the conviction that they are the private
embellishments of the Aldine editor.

11 The scholia and lemmata in N

While the poetical text and hypothesis of N are of no value to an editor and have
merely a slight historical interest, the scholia are a different matter. This is because
‘the scholia in general were not written to accompany the texts to which they were
later appended; and in consequence they time and again preserve evidence for the text
which is independent of the mss. in which they now appear’ (Barrett, p. 78).

There are two sets of scholia in N: sparse marginal and interlinear scholia, and fuller
continuous scholia written in a separate section at the end of the poetical text. The
continuous scholia are reported by Schwartz and are, indeed, valuable;*® and Barrett
has made use of them, from Schwartz’s reports. But Schwartz generally fails to report
the lemmata,®? and these are not without interest, for a lemma may attest a reading
different either from the reading in the poetical text or from the reading attested or
implied by the scholium itself (or different from either reading). My reports of lemmata
in other mss. are based on my own collations. Where I report no other lemmata, it
may be assumed that there are no lemmata (or scholia) to be reported.®®

The lemmata very commonly disagree with the poetical text of N and were clearly
designed to accompany a text different from N. Occasionally they attest a reading
which is otherwise only very poorly attested:

19 BpoTeiac] -awc D (~ D?) et 12® (in marg., et supra lin. in textu) (~ 12mvd et
127 in textu) 104 aMdoc] d\wc O et 12 123 kdAmic] wkdAmq(i)ce
(LY(~ Tr)NE? et 1270 (et 12" in marg.) 201 pot] pov LP et 127 (~ 1Zmbv)
245 8dxpu P. Oxy. 3152 et DL¢ et 1.20: §dkpua cett. et gV et 12V 271 exéyyouc’
(P. Oxy. 3152) BAVCDELPN et ! 2P et Zmav et iXmnbv: 2Xéyyouc O et 127 &vvémovca
M 447 av’] & DN et 120 (et fort. !12¥ ante corr.) 660 éfopev] éfopar BEN
(et PvHnOxNv) et 120 669 Tddavec A°L® et 1.20: rdAawec codd. et 12V 828
&c 1ic] Seric VD (~ V2DC) et 12" et (in dc 7ic mut.) 12V (~ 12P) 927 7’ om.
DEN (et Nv) et 1270 (~ 1XPV) 1047 pé(t)ctoc] -ov CE et 120 (~ 13D),

It appears that the lemmata in N bear witness to a text which was no less eclectic
than N itself.

Queens’ College, Cambridge JAMES DIGGLE

% “Summi momenti est codex in Hippolyti scholiis quorum optimam recensionem praebet’,
Schwartz ii p. iii. Cf. Turyn, p. 348, Barrett, pp. 78-81.

" The lemmata are given twice: once in the continuous text of the scholia, and once in the
margin. I mention this in view of the reports on 19 and 123.

I draw attention to the lemmata to the scholia on Andromache in Ottob. graec. 339 (Turyn,
p. 355). Again, they are for the most part ignored by Schwartz; but they are of great interest.

% Except in the case of 29, where I have checked the lemmata only at 19 and 447.
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