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FIVE LATE MANUSCRIPTS OF 

EURIPIDES, HIPPOLYTUS 

Pv (Vatican, Palatino greco 343), 2nd half of the fifteenth century; only 
20-386, 447-9391 

Hn (Copenhagen, Gamle Kongelig Sammling 417), c. 14752 
Ox (Oxford, Bodl. Auct. T. 4. 10), sixteenth century3 
Nv (Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, Vindobonense greco 17), c. 15004 
N (Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, II. F. 41), early sixteenth century5 

Barrett6 has given a brief account7 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.'8 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. Matthiessen9 has voiced a mild regret that Barrett did not settle the question 
by collation. I have collated these five manuscripts from photographs or microfilrls. 

I use the following symbols:'1 
[A] A is illegible or unavailable 
<A> A's reading 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 
A2 A after correction by the second hand 

(- AC) Ac agrees with the other manuscripts against A 
AYP a variant in A accompanied by the sign yp(a(dEraL) 
Z1 scholium in A 
i -a a reading implied by the scholium in A 
Z'. 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 

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

2 See Turyn, pp. 329-33. 3 See Turyn, pp. 351-2. 
4 See Turyn, pp. 348-51. 5 See Turyn, pp. 345-8. 
6 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 I designate their agreement by the symbol 
(P12 

49 Tro fl' O9] Toi tt-3j oi D(P)V': TiO /'j (P 80 Elc] Ic D: Jc (P 243 liov 
ICp'/ov] tiOV Kp6/Jw D: KP6/iOV t iov 308 -TKVOLCL] TEKVOLC ~P 387 7)CT?7V] 

,qcO-v HnOxNvN: [Pv] 707 KIXTrEXEt'P.qCaC] KQTrEKVPWCcC PvHnOxNv<N> 
855 7rciAat] rasura in L: 7raALV t'P 866 'KScoxadc] ev super EK- B2: 'v 8a(3oXaic 
PvHnOxNv: 'v (L&aXaicC N 897 Xc.?ac] y-jc 'P 1024 KaLKovc] Ka/XOvC 
HnOxNvN: [Pv] 

They also agree quite often in a reading which is otherwise poorly attested: 
202 W.Lotc] W'LOL4oc 0: 6'y.to tPDM' et 1D'fV: OLFLOL P: q Ei0 .kEv YPL'mv 

235 ir;Awv] 7r'Aotc 'PMKB> et 'l" (., Dl"mb et M2B') 291 6'] (' 'CE (- C2 
ut uid.) 337 TA7tov] fLzTEP OYVE /7-qTEPp TA~1Ov HnV: -rA'pov' PvOxNvN: 
T-A'I.OV (pot. qu. -wv) E 352 cofi] ci' 'PgE 354 OV'K prius] OUKET T'V 
379 i-r6] ir4(3E OPMPgV 406 TE LP et flor.: (3E plerique et '2n: om. HnOxNvNO: 
[Pv] 467 Wlov AMav fpoTo6c] f3'ov fp- A- 0: A- gWov fp- 'PV 527 oikr'] oLC B?M2B2: 
aTc OP<E> (ac EC) 541 CEf3SO)UEV] CE3a'l- PVHn0XNVCgE:CEgLaiS - N 
563 7Ta'VTa yE 7TLTVIE 'POV (for the other mss. see Barrett) 657 ar/paKTOc] EVIb- 

'PE 659-60 xGov'c / 'rqcEVc] 6TCE5c / xOov'c 'PV 660 EoiEv] E'Oo.LaL 'PBE 
811 IC; h%] L1J 'P0 830 fzEAea .LEAEa -TaWE 7rTaci6] xLECAEa (bis V') 7Ta'O-q TaCSE 'V 
834 TaS'... KaKaL] 76(3' (- V'; .'N)... KaKO'V 'V 889 O6yot] O6yl 'PC (uvy' 
cac) rfly E: Ob6yw 0 (- OS) 911 (3' Om. 'PVgV 949 KaKw;V] KaLKWV T' 

LinOxNvNCE et pac ut uid.: [Pv] 1072 TO'TE] TI-6TE (3~HnOxNvNV: (Pv] 
1077 ti-qv6et] 83ELKV6Et HnOxNvNV (_. V3YP): [Pv] 

2 PvHnOx -NvN 

Within 'P there is a division between PvHnOx (which I shall designate 0) and NvN. 
are often isolated (or nearly isolated) in error. 
42 Ka'Koafv?CETat] KaJvaoav- 0: KaL' oav- k 94 yE] om. E: TE / 190 KOV'K] 
OVK 213-14 Ao6yov post Ta(3E (T-6V(3E Ox) non post /(.TT-rvca j, 220 ad- 

YELpocC] -patCf 224 KVV77YEChWV KaQL co] COL KUV7/qECLWV ~ 268 (3VCT'? VOUC 

(K)MBOAVLP: -vov NvNCDE: (3vc7-r6Xovc PvHnOxc (-Xac Ox ut uid.) 274 
KaT7E'eLav-a] -caTat OE 288- 7Tai om. q~300 a&Opqcov] a'Opotcov 4 305-6 
coi'c / 7Tirc8ac] / 306 co'vc moi(3ac f~356 c4ol' J ATAaX6'coiaL] CW/.ca Ka.L7TaAA- 

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 
avai'lable: 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 
Oxyrh vnchus 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. 

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

13 cf. 823 7Ta'ALP 7Ta'AaL E. 
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j 385 ov KaK'] oiv KaA7 f 552 qOovloLc] bOLVtotc qC 562 Oovlw(L)] 

OLvIW(L) q) 566 86tLOtct] 86iotc ( 589 r1v] TrJV 638 pd(t)crov] pd&()ov 
688 SEi c/E &' MBAELPOC: 3el /LE 6el 0: 8el /LOL S3 V: 'el LOL S? /: 8Ei /E 

NvN: SEt CD 708 aTrcEA0] EcEA0E ) 709 0r copal] y7 0,rcow) q 715 KaAcoc] 
KaAWc 8' 737 ' Pv<Hn>Ox (- Hn2) 746 cE/vov] -v-v A 778 OVuKT] 

OVK ( 784 rapEtlcL] TrdplrE c (-L7T PVC, -ITrE Pv) 797 T-Xr] uvX3 D: 8i'K-q 

828 XEpCov] XELpoc ) 874 aAAo] aAAo(t) NvNE: aAyoc q 903 c7Tov8it 
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 'XovTr] -OlTE E (~ E2): -OVTEC HnOxC: -ovTa AN: 'XovcaL Nv 1041 ravra 

KdpTa L: Kdpra TavrTa NvNMBOAVDE: TravTa ravira P: Kapra HnOxC 1104 

7rapatpcE] TrapaLvel HnOxBO (~ B2) 1125 IJtECvov] lEtECVOV NvE: IlOCLVOV 
HnOxO 1398 t0ot 7rpocXltAc y' BOAV: Trot SV6rroTrOC 7' LP: Trolt SC7rOTOC 

NvCD: L,ot bvc7TorIuoc HnOxE: rolt bVcrOTO6C y' N 
NvN are also found isolated (or nearly isolated) in error: 
50 CtcrE /Ol] OCT' E/LOl LP: rCTE tOV C: ('CT?E / NvN 96 ye alterum om. 

NvNCEgV 166 3' om. NvN 169 0Eoict] Oeolc NvN 205 /cITa 0' 

-icvXtac] , eO' 77cvXtac NvNP 220 trapa] 7Trpl NvN 227 cot] rot NvN 585 

cafcc] cac6Jc NvNBO 688 3EL /E NvN (for the other mss. see above) 813 

cvyXcat 0o4/ovc] 3- c- NvN 834 w,va6 (avae MA) ',AOe (EcTrA6e MO)] cJv (Jv 

Nv) ?'c6AE0 NvN 854 KarTaXvO'Ta] KaTraXOvra NvN (~ NYP) 874 aAAoc] 
aAAco(t) NvNE: daAyoc 4 904 3' om. NvN 920 Cvecrt] 'CCTL NvNAgB 927 
r' om. NvNDE 947 3eip' om. NvN 976 y7 om. NvN 988-9 cobotc 
/ faiAot] 988 cogolc qaevAot / NvN 994 'Vecr'] ECT' NvN 997 TE om. NvN 

'i &LKELv] j 'LbKCElV LP: u73S' a&LKEtv NvNV2gB 1016 KpaTelv] KpaTrcv 
NvNV (~ V3YP) 1024 av] 3' av NvN 1028 aKACEqc] aKACE5C r' NvN 1029 
aXAr7TEVfov] &Atr- NvND(P) 1032 aTrcoJAccev] &JrW,AEc?v NvN 1049 avrTA5- 
ceLc] aprTcetc NvN 1071 ye MBOACV3gV: TE 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 KaKcoC] 7TOrT /: 
TOTE KaKdKc NvN 829 /pot] /xLv C (- CC): rrov (qV (~ V3P): rwc NvN 

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

31 ~EyKaOtecaTo qAL et (P. Sorb. 2252): -0ic- NvNMBVDEP: -O'cr- 0: -O-0c- 

C 160 /vXad <MOAELV2: -av NvNCDBSV3: -d(t) BVP 349 etLE NvN et fere 
KMBHCDLP: '/Lev qOAVE 445 av NvNMBOV<L>PAc: av HnOxACDETrgE: 
[Pv] 491 S3tc-rov NvNBOVCDEL: 3totIcrov (MAHP 500 KaAXv 
NvNBACLPM2V2H2E2: KaKCOV qKMOVHDE 525 o NvNBCDEM2gB: o 
M: oc qOAVLPB2 817 -rAac L: raAatva NvNBVCDEPgB: 7roAtc qSMOAV3YP 
823 W'cre qBCDELPgB: c NvNMOAV 854 cda() (qMOACTr: Trd() ca(t) 
NvNBVDELP 871 co'A-(t))c qBVCDELP: c0a'A(t)c NvNMOAV3 

3 PvHn ~ Ox 

Within q5 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 f3ovAoitcE'] -65E0O' PvHn 348 I3tcrov] 83vcrov PvHn 385 3tccal] 
3tcai MC: i3t3ai PvHn 504 7rcEtpyaclat] vr7e;pyacov PvHn 686 KaKvvoiat] 
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KaKeLvolat PvHn 762 7TELCfLaTwv] 7rvjC- PvHn '803 7TaXvwcOEic'] 7rayxv- 
PvHn 846 aTrwuAo6rv] arrohctxrv PvHn 862 rTVrol] -rTVoc 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 EKaLdcOw HnOxNvN plerique: cc /dacow PvVTr 637 vucTrvxe HnOxNvN 
codd.: SvcXEpEc Pv 

5 PvHnOxNv ~ N 

The ms. whose adherence to 0 is least stable is N. This ms. (a) frequently 
agrees with other mss. in truth, when the rest of 0 (i.e. ONv) are wrong, (b) less 
frequently agrees with other mss. in error, when the rest of 0 are right. 

(a) 25 cEtvqwv] -ic NNv 28 fovAEv,uacL(v)] Troev/.uact (Nv 32 K86rltov 
NBAPTr: 'K6r-Aov qNvMOVCDELB2 37 evtavctav NADLP: -arctov ^NvMB 
OVCE 40 v:volSE 8' NTr: CVVOl8E 8' qNv plerique et gE: fVvolSEv <L?>P oiVrc] 

ovELtc qNvO<L> (- Tr) 41 Xp? NLP: 8E6d Nv cett. 62 yEvE0Aov] 
yEvEOAtov (Nv 82 KO6/r/c] KOtiac CNv 84 TroiT' tJiol yEpac /pOT-JV] yEpac 
r- E- ]3- C: T- E- /t- y4pac <NvO 86 Opojv NOCPLLc et P. Sorb. 2252: O6pc 
4NvMBAVDE<L> 95 Ecri] EcTraLt Nv 144 otardc NM et (incertum quo loco 
positum) Zmntnv: qoLraAcov Nv et fere cett.: (qotraAcov 9oLTac 0 149 XEpcov] 
XEpcwv bNv 150 aAt/ac] -iLatc B: -/?c ONvNs (-,U77c Pvs, -fLLC Pv) 
152 EvrrarpiSav] -Ba 0: -r8-v qNv 178 Aal7rpoc NMA: -ov (qNvBOVCDELP 
301 ro6vovc] Aoyovc bNvO 303 r' NBOVLP: 8' ?NvKMACDE 329 i/Ol 

T/l(v] r- C- 4Nv 350 avOppn7rwv] -7rov 4NvC 360 aAAo] aiAAo rt 4Nv 365 
lo ,Iot NMBOA: Id) /lot /IOL KLP: otot o' O'ot VHCDE: C'oit 4Nv 368 Ecfi- 
r-vac] -bavac qNv 393 xe'v om. HnOxNv: [Pv] 438 a7TrcKrl0av NBOACDELP: 
C7T- HnOxNvMVE2Tr: [Pv] 457 0o6vc] OEcJv 4Nv (~ Nvs) 476 ct3ovA5r6] 
'qf- <Nv 485 aAyitwv] aAyico H: 'aAytov qMO: aAyctvoc Nv 593 /z5cozatL 
NBCDELV3 et (P. Oxy. 2224): FLv'c- A: /vITpc- (NvMOVA2 628 7rpocOElc] 

7rpoO- (Nv 603 ar7pov Elc 86txovc] elc 8- a- ONv 638 ro om. qNv 640 
S6] 86 yEc Nv 665 0dcd] OcCE <NvV 700 av om. (Nv 702 yap] 
Kat qbNvM?OA 703 Aoyotc] Aoyovc qNvMO (~ Nv2M2) 758 a7r'] &rT' (Nv 
759 CK y&c] opydc E (r super dc): EK y6c (NvC 778 OVKCT'] OVK qNv 958 
TroVT c'] rotr' HnOxNv: [Pv] 

(b) 20 vvv qNvMBOA: ofv VCDTrgE: yap E: y' ovv NP: [L] 34 AEt'reL] 
AEiTre C: Ai7re N<L>P 43 veaviav qNvMBOAVCE: 7TrevKoTa NLPVs: v- 7r- 
D 100 cov] cov NAP (. AC) 123 KaA7rtCt] KdATT7q(t)ct N<L>E2 (~ Tr) 132 
KOLra(t) om. NM, post 'Xetv habet 0, post &ecrotva C 317 E'XEtL tiaclia Tr] 

EXeTaLt iLdcJiaTL NV (tLcictart etiam AD) 447 av'] ev ND 500 rd1'] Tr)v' 
NBE (~ Bs): 8' H2 ut uid.: om. HD 869 oAozEMvovc] oAovtevovc NBVTr 

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

36 T7v86c qNOACDELPB2V2: Tr(t)86 NvMBVV3YP 41 rav6rri() 4NDE- 
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LPV3YP et (P. Sorb. 2252): -Trc NvMBOAVC 105 cE $ei qNACDELPgVgE: 
yE 8dE NvVE2gB: y' oSEL MBO 109 iEAEcOE] teAAEcOE V: ~AEc6E NvO 
270 Kal om. NvD 503 SE] Ta&E NvM 745 VELt] -Etv D: -OL NvMO 
816 rdAaLv'] -aLvav CP: co raAaLva NvE 

6 N and the Aldine edition 

Turyn observed (p. 348) that from 107814 to the end N appears to be copied from 
the Aldine edition of 1503.15 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 J 8pvJioc OpELoc] pvtui6c T' OpELoc NAld 1167 TOi om. NAld 1169 
0' om. NAld 1235 E,rcsowv] E,rE7rT78WV NAld 1238 Trpoc] Trplv NAld 1274 

Kpa'iat NAld: Kap&ia(t) cett. 1294 'v r' OAV3: ev HnOxNvBVHDELPgV: ev 

TOlC Tr: rolc NAld 1307 o&v &IKaLov LP: 'v 'Katov NAld: (ov LKaLoc cett. (Jv 
om. Ox) 1336 3'] y' NAld 1338 iev viv col HnOxBOADE: Ev omiv COL Nv: 

iEV cot vir V: viv 3, COL L: vvv col P: viv co TTOV NAld 1352 r' HnOxELPgB: 
3' BOAVD: y' NAld 1398 rTOt 6C7TOTtO6C y' NAld (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,16 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 apapev] apr-pev NAldTr 1108 aAAoOev] aAAor' NAIdLP 1128 Ecrr3ac] 

rwE/?a NAldLP 1148 rTaAav' NAldTr: rTaAav A<E?L>PB3: TaAatv' fere cett. 
1178 Exov] O+Epov NAIdP 1201 povrr)] owvr NAldP 1248 OrTot BO: 0oT V: 
07TOV HnOxNvADEL: JOrcoc NAldP 1277 opECKOwv NAldL: -ac(L)wv cett. 
1299 0iav/(t)] OavoL NAldLP et (ut uid.) Hs 1314 o/4/ab(t)c] -r(t) NAldP et 
Zb (- Z'?n): -elc DL? (~ Tr) 1323 TrapcXEc HnOxNvBOAV: y' EvEtl/ac 
NAldLP: E'vetLac D: EtpELvac HE 1345 otov] otoc NAldL uel Tr 1372 *E om. 

NAldLP 1393 ocCL8' OAV: rTOltv HnOxB: Trolc y 7' NAldL: tro&c' NvEPC2: TlC 

3' C?: Trc D 
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 a7TraAAaxOe,c fere codd. et NYPNvAld: arrowrAax0Oec B et primitus uoluit 0: 

aAAaxOe?c NHnOc: aTraAAayEcc B2 1396 ov OetLtc N codd.: ovbS Jutc 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 

14 Not earlier, because at 1077 N has SElKVVlt with V, while the Aldine has tL7)vvet 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. 
Hervagiana2 (1544) and the edition of Canter (1571), both of which correctly give rpoAc for Vptv 
at 1238. (Canter has further divergences.) So far as I can see, we cannot rule out the ed. 
Hervagianal (1537) or the ed. Brubachianal (c. 1558; I have not investigated the ed. Brubachiana2, 
c. 1560), whose texts appear to be faithful copies of the Aldine's (n.b. Hervag.1 repeats the 
Aldine's misprint at 1396 [see below on this page]; it is corrected in Hervag.2 and Brubach.1). 

16 It is 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 Trarpi NAldBOAV3: TraTpoc 

HnOxNvVCDELPB3. 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.17 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 8taotLpdca,L 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.18 

7 Affiliations of PvHnOxNvN 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 0 and the sub-group 4: 0 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 4, show signs of possible contamination from a further source, LP (see 205 LETrd 
6' 'cuvXac] E?O0' 7cvXt'ac NvNP; 220 6avOav NvNL: -7v cett.; 1069 UvvoLKoVpOVC] 

evv- HnOxNvNDLP: cvv- cett., -OtKOVpoVC NvNLP: -oiKovpoVc cett.), but Nv on its 
own (when abandoned by N, and not agreeing with 4) shows no sign of contamination 
from this source,19 nor does any one of PvHnOx when it disagrees with the other two. 
N, when it abandons Nv and does not agree with 4, shows clear traces of 
contamination from LP (see 20, 34, 40, 41, 100).20 

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 Q-mss. agree with Hn. I transcribe Barrett's 

apparatus criticus, to which I add my own information in angular brackets. 
(i) 72 post 6Av[irrov habent rrapOevcv apTE/L codd. <et N> (postmodo, ut uid., add. 

0), Oejov Haun. <et PvOx>, (OeoJv apTrEt Nv>; del. Nauck. 

rrapO0vw)v and apre/tu are two separate glosses, which have been incorporated into 
the text; OecLv is an alternative gloss for 7TapOevwv. In O the words rrapOevwv apreLEpt, 

although written as a continuation of the preceding text, are written in the margin 
and so give every appearance of being an afterthought. 4 and Nv are partly in 

agreement, against the other mss. (half of Nv's reading is peculiar to 4, half is shared 
with the other mss.). N, as often, has deserted Nv and sides with the other mss. 

(ii) 641 TrAeiov' Haun.2<PvOxNv>: TrAEcov codd. (TrA,ov O<N>) et Haun.<gVgE>. 

17 The first printed editions to correct the Aldine's misprint are the ed. Hervag.2 (of which 
N cannot be a copy) and the ed. Brubach.1 (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 -roorwv] 660ouv 
N2PAld). But that his source was the Aldine, not P, is suggested by 1010 OLiKrCELV codd. et P: 
-rcat N2AId. 

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. 



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 &raOov Haun.<PvOx>: wv '7TaOov M?BOVCDEL<PNvNgB): X rTaOov 
A. 

The omission of Jv is explicable as a casual error of haplography (after the preceding 
KaKcOv). 

I have found three further instances of the truth preserved solely in one or more 
of 0: 

130 rrpnTra Pv: rrpcra HnOxNvN codd. 
580 Evr7Tr ' EVE7T Ox: EvE7rr[ P. Oxy. 2224: EvvE7T ' EvvE7Tr cett. 
1070 SaKpvcWv HnOx, sicut coni. Wilamowitz: 8aKpVuv r' 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 iaTdr); as for the second, EvErr- and 
EvvEcr- are constantly interchanged without regard for metre;21 in the third the source 
of HnOx presumably omitted r' 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:22 

1 vo'c DEPN (bis E) et post 7TocEtSovo c HnOxNv: om. cett. &S] om. BE: 'c qv 
6 80rcEvc HnOxNv 7 rrc om. HnOxNv 17-18 avrTi(l) rpoCqprT77xCviv 
8ATrov St' Jc] ev Tr(t) XEtpl avrTc Xa'prT-v 8&' ov (4v Nv) HnOxNv 31-2 (dramatis 
personae) a+. Trr. xo. Oe. rp. Oa. 7y 1. alpX. . aP. ol. HnOxNv (for the other mss. 
see Barrett). 

Hn and Ox are found alone in agreement at:23 20 ErraKovcac] 7rraKcovcac HnOx; 
22 071cel] TO) 0,lcE 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,24 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.25 

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

(i) 7 cvvefatve] cvvefrq N. 
Not accepted by modern editors. 
(ii) 11 TEAoc... 7rT7E1rKE (PN: 071KE(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.26 In 
a literary work we should certainly expect the compound verb (see LSJ s.u. TEAoc I. 

21 The Aldine restored half of the truth: EvE7TE 
' EvvE7rE. Similarly at 573 EvErET AldOx: Evv- 

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 I 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. 
24 At 1 aWpac KaL 7rroc?EL8voc MVPNvN: a7- 7iTroTrTOAVTC Kal 7T- (B>OACHnOx (al- vloc 

Kal 7r- B2): 7T- Kai a'- D: 7r- E. 
25 See above, p. 36. 
26 See above, p. 38. 

40 JAMES DIGGLE 



MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES' HIPPOLYTUS 41 

1, II. 2, s.u. E7TrTL'OnLL A. IV); but in a hypothesis we cannot say that the 
uncompounded verb is unacceptable.27 

(iii) 12 yap N: 8c cett. 

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

(iv) 12 7 bcaiSpa N: om. cett. 
Accepted by Barrett and others. The name makes for clarity, but it is hardly 

indispensable. 
(v) 13 KaTE7rayyetalAatLEvrI MBOVDPNv: -ayyetLAatLevrv A: -r,yyet,AapLevr CEHn: 

-rlyyELAaLLEv)qv Ox: 7' 8E KaTrEr7TyyeiAaro N. 

The text is corrupt and the truth is a matter for conjecture. The required sense is 
given by <(r7TC> KarTE7ayyELAafJVr.E ... [irtc] ,rapa KTA. (Schwartz, and again 
J. Whittaker, CR n.s. 21 (1971), 9). 

(vi) 22 ov KaTrECl4fbaTro OAD(E)HnOxNv: OVK c Lt,upbaro N: OvK aC7Tr7ErTCfJaro 
M<B>VCP (7TrEC/pL- BC). 

N's reading is an evident trivialisation. 
(vii) 24 TrtXcwptovc N: y/c MBOAVCPHnOx: TLC Nv: om. DE: ytL Valckenaer. 
?7rtLXcwpovc is accepted by Barrett and others and is very much more interesting 

than the flat yic. But Valckenaer's y7t is an easy correction: for the dative cf. IT 982 

MvKrjvaLc 'yKaracTrrc). 
(viii) 25 EtSLtaXOL ] iSalaX0rl 3 CNe (25b-30 om. N).28 
The 6e of CNC is not reported by editors. The only testimony in favour of Se after 

E&StaX7O, which I can find is Med. second hyp. 17 (Murray): be habet D, om. FAP. 
For :&&iaX6rX without Se see Alc. hyp. 16 (Murray), A. ScT hyp. 4 (Page), Ag. hyp. 
21 (Page), S. Ph. hyp. 17 (Pearson). 

(ix) 26 v BDE: ird T MAC: bmrt v V: yap iT NC. 
No comment needed. 
(x) 27 Tptroc] Kal TpLTro NC. 

That Kat is unwanted (and, in these lists, against analogy). V has similarly 
interpolated a Kal before the preceding SeVrepoc. 

(xi) 28 crTeavlac] creqavr-qo6poc primitus NC. 
Not reported by editors. The epithet CTre#avq??fpo c 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). 

Schwartz29 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),30 after which they both add 7rpoAoyiE S'e 7 
'AQpoSitrr (E, alone of the other mss., adds 7rpoAoyi'et a&cpoSt'rT). We have seen 
reasons for believing that N copied the Aldine from 1078 onwards.31 It may be assumed 

27 'Verba reAoc... .Er7EOrKe inutilia', said Wecklein. O actually omits 11-12 TOC... Xp6voWt, 
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), (c)). 
29 Scholia in Euripidem ii (1891), pp. 1-2. 
30 See below, p. 42. 
31 See above, pp. 38-9. 
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that N also copied the hypothesis from the Aldine.32 Here is some evidence which 
supports that assumption. 

(a) The Aldine's hypothesis ends at 25 with the sentence j CKqc17v... EV O9f3aLc 
KEiTra. The behaviour of the mss. from 25 onwards is multifarious. The salient facts 

may be formulated as follows: 25a 7j CK-cV- ... EV Oflalc KEie-al hoc loco habent CN 
(et Aldina), post 32 MHnOxNv: 7 cKrvirq... V7rKEtTaL Ev Orf3atc post 32 habent AV, 
in scholiis B, om. ODEP; 25b (EtLLaXOrq KT-A.) -30 hoc loco habent CDE et (exceptis 
30 T . . .rp, Twv) Nc, post 32 MAV, in scholiis B, om. OPHnOxNvNac (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 Nae. 

(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 (K TpoLtrviov yvvatKWv 
is divided between two lines (at TpoL/7rvtiwv). In both, the words 7rpoAoylELt Se 17 

'AbpoSbiTr7 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. 

(c) 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 
scholia33 (if his is a different hand) who added them. It was not, at any rate, the same 
hand (N2) which made corrections throughout the poetical text.34 We cannot tell what 
was the source of N0 for 25b-30: the only significant shared readings are 25 EiL3aX8r/ 
be (CNc: be om. cett.), 26 oAvurlmd80oc VNC (-adS cett.). 

Nor is it clear what was the Aldine's source. We have seen35 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 alta,ovtwov] 

aLuago6vwv DE et Aldina; 11 rTv om. P; 25a 7 CK1rV7.... Keirat om. P). In the index 

the Aldine shows the influence of Tr. The respective lists are: (Tr) a4. ITr. xo. OE. 

rpo0oc kadi$pac qfa. ay. y . Or. Epoc ayyEAoc ap.; (Ald. N) a &r. xT. Xo. K potr17vlwv 
yvvaLKCOv OE. TpoOOc cfat6pac O/a. O87. 7itX6ptov (-tXopoc N, -IXopov NC) ay. 

(avyyEAoc N) E'rEpoc aYyyEAoc 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. 6Or., (Ald. 
N) Or7. 7-qjtX. ay. Both are unique in their reference to eTEpoc ayyEAoc (in the other 
mss. he is called OIKEbTc) and in adding aiL6pac after Tpoo6c. 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 'ptLLXopLov 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.1 (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.1 writes 
TpoLEiVLt in the margin as a correction for O&93alc 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 q(at'pa (12), and CnTXtpiLovc (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;36 and Barrett 
has made use of them, from Schwartz's reports. But Schwartz generally fails to report 
the lemmata,37 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.38 

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 /poreiac] -atc D (- D2) et '2t" (in marg., et supra lin. in textu) (, lZTvd et 
''n in textu) 104 aAAoc] aAAcoc O et ''n 123 KaA7TLCL] KadA7rq(L)cL 

<L>(~ Tr)NE2 et 1'n (et Z'n in marg.) 201 poL] /~ov LP et 10Z (, l-'bv) 
245 8a'Kpv P. Oxy. 3152 et DLC et 'ln: 'adKpva cett. et gV et 'Lv 271 cAEyXouc' 
(P. Oxy. 3152) BAVCDELPN et T1b et 2"nv et i'mnbv: EAEYXovc 0 et l'n: EvvE7rovca 

M 447 av'] Ev DN et 'l" (et fort. 'Cd ante corr.) 660 SeoL?ev] $otual BEN 
(et PvHnOxNv) et 12" 669 rTaAavec ACLc et '1'n: TaAatvec codd. et 1'?bv 828 
c)c TcC] OCTLc VD (- V2DC) et 1L' et (in tOc Tnc mut.) 1Z- (, 1b) 927 r' om. 
DEN (et Nv) et '"n (~ lZbv) 1047 pda()crocJ -ov CE et L'2 (- 12b). 

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 
36 'Summi momenti est codex in Hippolyti scholiis quorum optimam recensionem praebet', 

Schwartz ii p. iii. Cf. Turyn, p. 348, Barrett, pp. 78-81. 
37 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. 
38 Except in the case of 2-3d, where I have checked the lemmata only at 19 and 447. 
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