OBSERVATIONS ON THE ACTIVITIES OF THE BYZANTINE GRAMMARIANS OF THE
PALAEOLOGIAN ERA., I. DEMETRIUS TRICLINIUS' EARLY WORK ON THE EURI-
PIDEAN TRIAD. (GAMLE KONGELIGE SAMLING 3549,8o AND RYLANDS HEBREW
1689.)

Bjarne Schartau.

In his monumental book on the medieval tradition of the plays of
Euripides professor Alexander Turyn has tentatively identified the
Copenhagen MS Gamle Kongelige Samling 3549,80, containing the Euri-
pldean Triad, as a product of the young Triclinius, probably writ-
ten about A.D. 1305; this would make the Copenhagen MS our earliest

preserved testimony to Triclinius' work on the Triadl. In his re-
view of Turyn's book J. Irigoin rejected this identificationz.
Later on, professor Glinther Zuntz has also expressed his doubts as
to the plausibility of Turyn's identificationa. In my unpublished
M.A.-thesis from 1967 I have tried to test Turyn's identification,
mainly on palaeographical and codicological criteria, but I have

obtained no definite result4.

1. A, Turyn: The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies
of Euripides (Urbana, Illinois Univ. Press 1957), in the following
quoted as Turyn: B.M.T. For GkS 3549 see in particular op. 180-81,
where it is grouped among MSS of the second Thoman recension.

2. Revue de Philologie 3 serie XXXII fasc. 1958 pp. 320-23.
Among other arguments Irigoin uses the arbitrary watermark criterium,
dear to the Dain-school.

3. Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, vol. 49, no. 2, Spring
1967 p. 516 note 3. ~ This publication supersedes the same author's
short announcement in Latinitas, October 1966 pp. 284-88. In the
following quoted as (Zuntz): Bul. Ryl. 1967 and (Zuntz): Latinitas,
Oct. 1966. .

4, The title was (translated from the Danish) "A Codicological
Analysis of the Euripides MS GkS 3549 with particular regard to
the Number of 'Hands' Including a Critical Estimation of Alexander
Turyn's Identification of the MS as a Work of Demetrius Triclinius."
English synopsis in Museeum Tusculanum nr. 1, Copenhagen Novémber
1967 and Danish in Extracta nr. 1 (Akademisk Forlag, Copenhagen
1968) . I wish to thank my friend and former teacher dr. phil. Jgrgen
Raasted for his kind encouragement and for many pieces of good ad-
vice. My English has been revised by my wife, stud.mag. Anne -Schar-
tau; needless to say that I alone take the responsibility for any
inadequacies and shortcomings.
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In his publication of the MS Rylands Hebrew 1689, - a fragment
of an Euripides MS containing some 300 verses of the Orestes5 -
professor Zuntz has demonstrated that Ryl, directly or indirectly,
represents a preliminary stage in the working process which ends
with the Roman Angelicus 146.

In the present article I shall attempt a new approach towards an
understanding of the Copenhagen Euripides. My starting point will
be Turyn's analysis of the working process in Angelicus 14'7 and
Zuntz' corresponding remarks on the Rylands fragments. My question
is: what can a similar investigation tell about GkS 3549 and will
it tell anything about the relationship between this MS (on the
hypothesis that it was written by Triclinius in his youth) and the
Rylands fragment (considered a preliminary stage towards the Tri-
clinean edition in Angelicus 14)?

In this article I shall try to demonstrate that the Rylands MS
(Ryl) cannot be derived from the Copenhagen MS (GkS) neither direct-
ly nor indirectly. Other problems connected with the Copenhagen MS
will be separately treated in a series of articles which I plan to
write on the subject.

First I give my statistics from the collation of the poetical
text as found in the two MSS, and a brief comment on some of the
readings. The collation itself is printed below, APPENDIX I. My
calculations yield the following statistics (with allowance for
the definition of a few cases as respectively 'cases of agreement'
or 'cases of possible or approximate agreement'):

Or. 13-156 and 206-374:

75 cases of agreement

9 cases of possible agreement

45 cases of disagreement

45 cases of disagreement versus 84 cases of certain .or possible
agreement at first seem to suggest quite an intimate relationship
between Ryl and GkS. But once we consider the trite character of
the majority of cases where the two MSS agree, the statistics be-

come less impressive. In fact, at least 6 of these cases show

See note 3.

. Bul. Ryl. 1967, in particular pp. 515-16.
Turyn: B.M.T. pp. 31 f.

Bul. Ryl. 1967 pp. 515-16 and passim.

0w 3 & U
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agreement between all MSS against modern conjectures Or correc-—
tions which have been adopted in the OCT editiong; 13 cases exhi-
bit agreement with the OCT with no comment in the apparatus; and
as to the remaining cases of agreement, these, too, seem to be
devoid of interest for the present investigation. The cases of
disagreement are far more interesting. In éommenting some of them
I shall treat these selected readings in the traditional order

of veteres, Moschopoulos, Thomas, Triclinius.

The first reading we select for a brief comment is v. 61 ocuvugo-

pdo for cuu¢opdv10. Here Ryl has the plural, which both Turyn

and Zuntz show to be the original reading against the singular

of all the old MSS and many recent: among these GkS 3549. The
plural occurs in Pap. Ox. 1616 of the fifth century A.D.and cod.
Salamanca 31 of A.D. 1326 roughly contemporary of our MSS. The
plural was accepted by Moschopoulosll. This reading is not men-
tioned by Murray in the OCT.

Neither Ryl nor GkS have the spurious verse, which many 're-
centiores' (i.e. late descendants of the 'old' tradition) add
12
after Or. 108~ °.

As to Moschopoulos 8 of the readings characteristic of his work

come in for consideration®®; vv. 691%, 116, 228, 286, 326, 327,

34515, 373. In seven of these, our two MSS go together against
the Moschopoulean conjectures, even in v. 373 where Moschopoulos
correctly conjectured diitdnwv for diixtdnwv. In v. 286 GkS reads
é¢ndpaoc elo €pyov, the Thoman modification of the Moschopoulean

interpolation éndpoac &pyov éo, whereas Ryl has éndpaoc é&pyov.

9. Euripides, Fabulae ed. G.Murray (Oxford Classical Text),vol.III

10. Turyn: B.M.T. p. 109. Zuntz: An Inquiry into the Transmission
of the Plays of Euripides (Cambridge U.P. 1965) p. 155. Zuntz:
Latinitas Oct. 1966 p. 286 and Bul. Ryl. 1967 p.506.

11. "It must have been in the early Byzantine archetype, at least
as a variant; its corruption was easily caused by the preceding
singularis &&eigny ". Zuntz: Bul. Ryl. 1967 p.506.

12. For the text of this interpolation vid. Turyn: B.M.T. p.321
and ibid. p. 308 for the place of the recentiores in the stemma.

13. ibid. p. 109.

14, The reading of GkS (see my appendix I ad loc.) seems to be
a mere slip.

15. Here GkS adds the variant wv s.l. in diiov. I have not been
able to account for this variant.



Evidently neither MS is Moschopoulean in the examples quoted.

For Thomas we use the 8 readings characteristic of his text16
vv. 42, 47,97, 142, 282, 286, 289, 326. Our MSS seem to agree on
6 of the readings i.e. against the Thoman 'slips' in spite of the
fact that GkS is a Thoman MS. In v, 42 and v. 286 (as we have
already seen) GkS has the Thoman readings. As Ryl opposes all 8
it is obviously not Thoman in character. But how about "the two
or three instances which could seem to militate against the con-
clusion that Ryl is unrelated to this variety (the Thoman) of the
Byzantine text ..."?17

The spurious #al after dve or 8ye in v. 81 is neither in Ryl
nor in GkS. It is absent from the Moschopoulean MSS and from the
MS representing the first Thoman recensionla. It is absent from
VLP and O (Laur. 31.10) a carrier of the ‘'older' tradition. Final-
ly the xa{ is also omitted in Angelicus 14, Triclinius' working
copylg. The reading in v. 35 008¢ for the correct 66¢ is prac-
tically confined to Thoman MSSZO. The Thoman GkS has 86¢, Ryl
shares o08¢ with Angelicus 14 (here Triclinius let it stand in
his originally Thoman MS). It was introduced into L (Laur. 32.2)
in rasuraZl. This reading need not detain us further here. As to
its occurrence in Ryl I refer the reader to professor Zuntz' ex-

planationzz.

This bfings us to Demetrius Triclinius. According to Zuntz
"Priclinian features stand out markedly in Ry1"23. He lists 7
Triclinian conjectures (all of them due to metrical considera-

tions): Vv. 143, 258, 328, 332, 335, 337, 349 (see my Appendix I

16. Turyn: B.M.T. pp. 172-73.
17. Zuntz: Bul. Ryl. 1967 pp. 507-8.
18. According to Turyn: B.M.T. p. 180, Cambridge Nn.3.14.

19. "The obvious conclusion seems to be that this true reading
was transmitted, from of old, by some other MSS and thus reached
Thomas and Triclinius and Ryl, while most of the surviving carriers
of the 'old' tradition were infected with the interpolation.”
Zuntz: Bul Ryl. 1967 p. 508.

20, Turyn: B.M.T. p. 49 and p. 172.

2l. Zuntz: "Inquiry ..." p. 127, n.l. Bul. Ryl. 1967 p. 508.
22, ibid.
23, ibid. p. 509.
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ad loc.) plus an "additional instance" v. 303, where the Tricli-
nian ypodoc (the original reading of Ryl) was 'improved' by the
corrector into the dative, which is also in GkS. None of these

Some Triclinian readings of-the very same kind as those quoted
above do not appear in Ryl. Our MSS agree in vv. 153, 261, 331
against the Triclinian readings24. In v. 335 Ryl has (post cor-
recturam) the Triclinian é made out of the non-Triclinian §. The
Copenhagen MS reads §. Zuntz adds a "minor difference"25 v. 147
Undpogov Ryl. Following Thomas Triclinius here has the correct
dndpopov-which is also in GkS.

Summing up: The absence in GkS 3549 of any of the Triclinian
readings found in Ryl precludes a direct relationship between
our two MSS. Furthermore none of the cases of agreement seems to
be significant. Neither MS shows markedly Moschopoulean features,
but as regards Thomas ~ although some of the Thoman 'slips' men-
tioned by Zuntz (vid. supra) do not appear in GkS - the Copen-
hagen MS is indisputably a Thoman MS which Ryl is not. Cod. Ange-
licus 14 contains per definitionem all Triclinian readings. Ryl
has some of these (one post correcturam). The date of Ryl excludes
the possibility of its actually being an ancestor of Angelicus 14,
but as professor Zuntz has shown, it must descend from a MS in
which Triclinius was working on the Triad before he took up the
originally Thoman Angelicus 14 and reshaped it into his final edi-
tion of the Triad. (Hence the presence of some and absence of
other Tricliniana in Ryl.) GkS has no Tricliniana in the relevant
section (for the one or two possible Tricliniana found in another
section of the MS vid. infra in my conclusive remarks), but if it
was really written by Triclinius already about A.D. 1305, this is
not at all surprising. At that early age he would not yet have
become the mature Triclinius, the Triclinius Metricus. As to the
textual basis we must bear in mind that the Triclinian edition
need not have had the same basis in all its various stages. Tri-
clinius may have started with a Thoman text (perhaps the Copen-

24, For an explanation of this vid. Zuntz: Bul. Ryl 1967, con-
cluding section pp. 516-17.

25, ibid. p. 510 n. 4, Turyn: B.M.T. p. 172.
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hagen MS) which he eventually discarded in favour of another re-
cension to return to a Thoman text (Angelicus 14 72 Turyn) as

basis for his final edition (Angelicus 14 Tt

Turyn). As to Tri-
clinius' earliest activities on the Euripidean Triad we may thus
conclude that the evidence of GkS is negative at least in re-
spect to the poetical text. If written by Triclinius, our MS
shows that at the time Triclinius had not yvet begun to take an
active interest in textual criticism. Concerning possible indi-
cations of Triclinian activity in the division of cola, hardly
anything can be gathered from the present comparisonzs. In v. 142
GkS has one line (with the majority of the MSS, it seems) while
Ryl divides after éxeloe. In v. 147 Ryl agrees with P and Angeli-
cus 14 against BM in putting {6'...Bodv on one line. GkS is in

agreement with BM (and, in fact with the majority of the MSS?).

We then turn to the explanatory matter - argumenta, scholia,
glosses. Whether or not that MS of which nothing survives but the
deplorably few Rylands Folia originally contained more drno9%écero
than the Thoman Argumentum IV27, we shall never know. Taking other
MSS into our consideration, we find nothing improbable in the idea
that there were several argumenta in the MS. GkS has Dindorf's

argumentum I and II plus a pedigree of Orestes accompanied by
rhetorical and/or grammatical diagrams. Ryl has no pedigree etc.28
Scholia and glosses of Ryl are ... "not those which the older MSS

exhibit, but again29 products of Palaeologian scholarship. Nearly

26. Zuntz: Bul. Ryl. 1967 p. 515 n. 2 shows that virtually noth-
ing can be gathered from a collation of Ryl with facsimilies of B
and M and P and (through Turyn) with Angelicus 14 as regards Tri-
clinean collometry in the section of the play contained in Ryl.

27. Dindorf: Scholia Graeca in Euripidis Tragoedias ex codicibus
aucta et emendata edidit Gulielmus Dindorf vols. I-IV (Oxonii 1863
vol. 1 pp. XV-XX, description of Gudianus 15, from which Dindorf
edited Arg. 1IV.

28. Such diagrams seem to be part of the apparatus philologicus
of the era. Pedigrees and diagrams in GkS 3549 fol. 49V. For other
examples (highly varied in content) see e.g. Upsal. Gr 15 fol. 45T
(pedigree and grammatica) - Brit. Mus. Arundel 522 fol. 104T (pedi
gree) - Cambridge Nn.3.14 fol, 154 (pedigree) - Cambridge Mm.1l.1ll
fol. 30T (pedigree). As examples of MSS where these ancillae do no
occur I refer to e.g. Vat. Ottobon. Gr 346 - Vat. Gr 908 - Vat. Gr
2376 - Brit. Mus. ADD. 10057 - Brit. Mus. Ar. 540.

29. i.e. like the argumentum of Ryl, which - as we have seen - 1
substantially the argumentum IV of Dindorf's edition.
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all of them recur almost ad verbum, among those which Dindorf
(after Matthiae) edited from the cod. Gudianus and from the com-

pilation published by Arsenius in 1534.“30

The marginal scholia
can be summarily dismissed. GkS has none in this section of the
Orestes and no collation is possible. As to the glosses, Zuntz
states that many of those in Ryl have no counterpart in Dindorf's
edition. The same goes for GkS. Dindorf's edition is selective

and leaves out many of the most trite examples. To illustrate

this class of glosses Zuntz quotes a few of which adtdv for viv
(vv. 36 and 119 but cf. v. 289 in my Appendix II) is missing in GkS
as is also o¢' (v. 29) while £r%o0Uc0a for Bdce in v. 301 is super-
seded by another gloss (Appendix II ad loc.). Another group of
glosses in Ryl is constituted by single glosses recurring in a lon-
ger context in Dindorf's edition. Zuntz' example does not occur in
GkS. (v. 42 gl. luatf{wv for yxiavis{wv: Dindorf vol. II p.47.10

where the gloss is quoted as part of the longer Gu explanation.)

Let us collate the GkS 3549 material with the few selected ex-
amples quoted explicitly by Zuntz from Ryl 1689.
Or. 25 4nelpyp: nvurotepet Gr (cf. Dindorf II p. 39.19)
This is also the reading of GkS.
Or. 25 mepiLBaroToo: nepnuakd@aca Gu (part of the longer explana-
tion, Dindorf 41.24-25)
No gloss in GkS.
Or. 26 od ydp..... ueuvnodar Gu (cf. Dindorf p. 42.8-9)
No gloss in GkS.
Or. 27 doagéo: &6niov Gr (Dindorf p. 42.9 and cf. ibid. p. 21-22)
No gloss in GkS.
Or. 30 elurerav: tipdv 88EavGu (Dindorf p. 43.29)
No gloss in GkS.
Or. 30 ibid. xaAifiv ghunv Gr (Dindorf p. 43.29)
This is also the reading of GkS.
Or. 32 é¢xoLvdvVnod..... yuvi Fl. 6...59 (Dindorf p. 44.18)
If I read GKS correctly, this reading is found also there, with
two slight variations: txoLvwvisno and the &v following petdoxot
instead of preceding it.

30. Bul. Ryl. 1967 pp. 511 ff.
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Or. 46 E6ofa: éxupddn Gr (Dindorf p. 49.4 cf. ibid. p. 47.25)
This is also the reading of GkS.

Or. 46 Xpyei: &dvil 100 toto Apyeloro

This is also the reading of GkS although the words dvti toU are
omitted.

Or. 46 otéya.o: oluows Flor. 59 (part of the longer explanation
Dindorf pp. 48-49.1)

No gloss in GkS.

Or. 47 mup(: &v Svcfaiwo (cf. Fl. 59, Dindorf p. 49.2)

No gloss in GkS.

As noticed by Zuntz all glossation in the vv. 46-47 in the Ryl
ultimately comes from the paraphrasis (Planudes) (Dindorf pp.
47.25-48.18 sigl. I.)

Or. 47 mpooguwvelv: XolpettlZetv Gr (Dindorf p. 49.5)

This is also the reading of GkS.

Or. 47 ibid. npoocialeiv Gu Fl.6.....76 (Dindorf p. 49.2-3,5)
No gloss in GkS.

Or. 91 édrefpnu'dv xaxnoTo: danydpevoa Gu

No gloss in GkS.

Or. 91 ibid. év toto svotuxlaio Gr (Dindorf p. 57.21-22)

This is also the reading of GkS.

Of the above 15 readings in Ryl, 7 are shared by GkS. It is a
remarkable fact that 5 out of these are "agreement on Gr", while
none of the Gu glosses appears in GkS (cf. infra my statistics
from the Appendix II). Not in a single of the above cases does
GkS exhibit a glossation different from that of Ryl; the Copen-
hagen MS is either in agreement with Ryl or it has no glosses at
all. Concerning the absence of Gu in GkS it should be borne in
mind that the Angelicus 14 ante Triclinium (T%) had very few Gu
glosses. Gu material was added to the MS by Triclinius as part of
his apparatus philologicus to his final edition of the Triad.

As we have seen, the poetical text of Ryl is to be derived from
a MS in which Triclinius was working on the Triad prior to his
final edition in Angelicus 14. Similarly, the glossation of the
Rylands MS shows him at work, introducing a certain amount of that
Gu material which he later on made use of in his final edition.
Consequently it is not surprising that GkS exhibits so little Gu -
nothing in the above section and in my selection Appendix II, and
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even in the other sections of the Triad less Gu than Gr. On the
contrary it would have been surprising if it had contained many
Gu glosses .(on the hypothesis that it was really written by the
young.Triclihiué about A.D. 1305).

To put the glossation of our MSS more in relief I adduce glosses
to Orestes 255-302 from Ryl and GkS and from the following MSS,
all textually belonging to Turyn's Thoman group3l: Cambridge Nn.
Nn.3.14 - Cambridge Mm.l.ll (only partially Thoman) - Vat.Gr.51,
for the section Or. 255-~74 only (the folia comprising the follow-
ing section are lost, fol. 39% takes up anew at verse 368) - Vat.
Gr.908 - and occasionally Vat.Gr.2376. Of these the two Cambridge
MSS are almost identical as regards scholia and glosses which are
predominantly Thoman (Gu Dindorf). Vat.Gr. 51 is also predominant-
ly Gu in scholia and glosses. Vat.Gr. 908, while sharing a few of
the readings of these three MSS, mostly lives a life of its own.
So does Vat.Gr. 2376, to an even larger extent, being but sparse-
ly glossated and following, as it seems, a different tradition for
its few glosses. (Unless quoted explicitly a MS does not share the
reading in question. But I have occasionally quoted the deviating
reading from one or other of the MSS for the sake of comparison.)
It will be seen that Ryl shares the readings of the two Cambridge
MSS (mainly Gu) to a higher degree than GkS does. This will not

surprise us when we consider the above remarks about the Copenhagen
MS and Angelicus 14.

I wish to point out that my collations of Ryl and GkS were not
made from the original MSS but from professor Zuntz' photographs
32 33

of Ryl
published his transcript of any of the Ryl glosses quoted in my

and my own microfilm of GkS ..As professor Zuntz has not
selection, I alone am responsible for misreading any of them. The
collation will be found as my Appendix II.

31. Turyn: B.M.T. pp. 165-187.
32. I wish to thank professor Zuntz for lending me the photographs.

33. I have used microfilms also of the other MSS.quoted in the
collation.



The sigla used are those employed by Dindorf:

Gr = part of the explanatory matter attributed to Manuel Moscho-
poulos.

Gu = part of the explanatory matter attributed to Thomas Magister.
(The sigla denotes various hands in the cod. Guelferbytanus (Gudi-
anus 15) a paper MS of the XIV century34.

Fl1 followed by ciphers denotes various Florentine MSS grouped to-
gether by Dindorf35.

I. = The edition of the scholia to the first seven plays of Euri-
pides prepared by Arsenius Apostolis and printed in Venice in
153436,

Other sigla occurring in a few places are:

A = Vat. Gr. 909 (Murray sigl. V)

B = Parisinus 2713
C = Monacensis 560
M = Marcianus 471
Bar. = Oxford Barocci 74

Provided that my calculations are correct (and I cannot guaran-
tee that they are) the selection yields 35 cases of agreement

(with allowance for 3 cases of 'approximate agreement', which for

the sake of convenience have been considered full agreement37J

34. The Dindorfian distinction Gr (Moschopoulean material) Gu
(Thoman material) is predominantly correct but should be taken
cum grano salis. See Turyn: B.M.T. p. 63 ff. for a clear exposition
of the real state of this material in Gudianus 15. cf. further
ibid. p. 164, bottom.

35. cf. Zuntz: Bul., Ryl. 1967 p. 513. The Florentine parallels
often confirm Moschopoulean origin. c¢f. further Turyn: B.M.T.
p. 65 and p. 128.

36. The Arsenian 'paraphrases' often represent Planudean activity.
cf. Dindorf's preface pp. XXI-XXIII. For Arsenius Apostolis vid.
D. J. Geanakoplos: Greek Scholars in Venice pp. 167-200., For this
edition ibid. p. 184 note 65 and in particular pp. 197-98. cf.
Turyn: B.M.T. pp. 19, 66 ff, 158.

37. The reader may have a look at the collation (my Appendix II)
and judge for himself, whether or not he will consider all my cases
of 'approximate agreement' worthy of being reckoned among the cases
of agreement. A few trite alterations in this respect will not
change my overall picture of the nature of the glossation in this
section.
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These 35 cases of agreement can be tabulated thus:

Gu 0
Gr 9
Fl 4
"part of the I.-explanation" 16
other sigla from Dindorf B.M. 1
A.B.C.M. 1
glosses not quoted by Dindorf 8 (with allowance for

2 cases of 'approxi-
mate agreement')

As to the cases of non-agreement we get the following statistics:

Ryl 1689 GkS 3549
Gu ca. 18 (including a few 0
cases of 'approximately
Gu')
Gr 4
Fl 2
"part of the I.- ca. 18 (including a few
explanation’ cases of 'approximately

I." If we include another
few cases of 'probably I."
the total will be 22)

other sigla 5 2
from Dindorf

glosses not quoted 16 9
by Dindorf

I have had to leave out 6 cases in Ryl as 'non-liquet'.

As will be seen the cases of agreement on glosses that are "part
of the I.- explanation" are the most numerous. Next comes agreement
on Gr while there are no cases of agreement on Gu. We find only 2
cases of agreement on glosses quoted by Dindorf with other sigla,
(one case with B.M., one with A.B.C.M.). Cases of agreement on
glosses not quoted by Dindorf are 8. This is not very surprising.
They seem to belong to that category of glosses which Dindorf ex-
cluded from his edition. We thus find that our MSS predominantly
contain Gr, Gu (only Ryl), Fl, and I. glosses.

The figures of the second part of the above statistics - i.e.
the cases where our two MSS do not agree as to theilr glossation -
are interesting, since they clearly show that Ryl is provided with
far more glosses than GkS (approximately 30 against more than 60
in Ryl). For the highly interesting fact that no Gu glosses appear
in this section of GkS I refer the reader to my remarks above con-
cerning the collation of the glosses guoted explicitly by Zuntz.
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We know that Triclinius even in his mature period took over prac-
tically all non-metrical scholia (and most glosses) from his pre-
decessors and concentrated his efforts on metrica. Ryl outside the
poetical text seems devoid of Tricliniana and as regards the "very
few sporadic remarks by Triclinius himself" which professor Turyn
claims to have detected in GkS38 I must admit that I for one have
not been able to find them. Anyhow they cannot be metrica in the

. oo 39
Triclinian sense™".

It must, however, be borne in mind that the combination of pre-
dominantly Moschopoulean and Thoman glosses and scholia is a cha-

racteristic feature of the Triclinian editions40.

From our collation of glosses we have seen that of our two MSS
Ryl is the most Triclinian in this respect, in so far as only Gr
and no Gu are found in GkS to the relevant section. However, col-
lation of the glossation in other parts of GkS has yielded a fair
amount of Gu glosses41. But the general impression remains: while
Ryl (cf. also the collation with the Cambridge MSS and the 3 Vati-
cani) exhibits the Moschopouleo-Thoman glossation, the Copenhagen

MS seems to be predominantly Moschopoulean in glosses. Considering
professor Turyn's remarks about the scholia and glosses in Angeli-
cus 14 ante Triclinium42 we would not be surprised if Triclinius'
first MS of the Triad did not contain many Gu glosses. Therefore,
while the collation of the glosses (as well as the collation of
the poetical text) seems to preclude a direct relationship between

38. Turyn' B.M.T. p. 181.

39. For Triclinius metrical prolegomena vid. Zuntz: "Inquiry..."
p. 27 ff. and Turyn op. cit. p. 37 ff.

40. ... glossae partim Moschopuli partim Thomae (Gr et Gu Din-
dorf) quam commentariorum conjunctionem Tricliniarum editionum
insigne esse nemo nescit ... Zuntz: Latinitas, Oct. 1966 p. 288.
cf. Bul. Ryl. 1967 p. 514.

41. Within the present section Orestes vv. 13-374 I have come a-
cross at least two Gu glosses. I have examined the glossation to
the entire Phoenissae in GkS and I have found the amount of Gr to
be about 47 against 37 Gu glosses.

Dr. Raasted has drawn my attention to a curious detail which may
deserve a more thorough investigation: On some folios, different
colours of ink seem to coincide with the distinction into Gu and
Gr glosses. Thus, on fol. 4lr practically speaking all grey glosses
are Moschopoulean, whereas the three red ones are not; these red
glosses are written in the original rubrication ink and evidently
belong to the MS as originally planned. Fol. 4lr, which contains
lLecuba 1082-1098, is reproduced below, p. 35.

42, Turyn: B.M.T. p. 31 f,
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GkS and Ryl, the overall picture of the glossation in GkS might
be taken in support of Turyn's suggested identification.

Addendum: Doric alphas glossated with attic etas in GkS and Ryl,

Under normal circumstances only lyrical passages will exhibit
this type of glosses (if these single letters are worthy of that
name) . Ryl comprises two lyrical passages of the Orestes:

1) a fragment of the parodus i.e. vv. 140-156 (fol. 12V = 7V of
Zuntz' rearrangement) and vv. 206-7 (fol. 15F =-8% of zuntz'
rearrangement) .

2) first stasimon vv. 316-47 (fol. 10'-11Y = 12V-13Y of Zuntz' re-

arrangement) .

Fol. 7' is for the most part hardly legible while fol. 13V is
the most illegible of all the folia of Ryl. Consequently I cannot
guarantee that one eta or two may not have escaped my eyes. In GkS
the parodus is found on foll. 54V - 56Y while first stasimon is on

foll. 60T - 61F. The collation will be found as my Appendix III.

From this collation we clearly see that if such 'miniglosses'
(a term suggested by dr. Raasted) are an established part of some
edition, Ryl and GkS do not represent the same edition. Their em-
ployment of the 'miniglosses' is too different.

GkS, however, is highly inconsistent within itself (all doric
alphas in the entire parodus vv. 140-207 are glossated with etas
except one, while there is only one out of seven in the first sta-
simon which has the eta) and so is Ryl (4 out of 7 alphas glossated
in the latter section against only one out of 6 in the former).
Consequently the present collation will probably tell more about
the arbitrary nature of the most primitive part of the ‘aids to
the reader' in the MSS of the palaeologian Renaissance than about
the relationship between our two MSS. (The question of the true
nature of these 'miniglosses' will of course be clarified only
after the investigation of a far more extensive material.)

In the light of the evidence of the preceding investigation, let
us now return to the question of the relationship between GkS and
Ryl, raised at the beginning of the present article. We have seen
that as regards the poetical text, nothing Triclinian één be ga-
thered from GkS in the section investigated. Consequently a col-
lation of the Copenhagen MS with Ryl will be of no use in deéi&ing
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the 'Triclinianity' of the former. If the two corrections Phoen.
vv. 1357 and 1359 are in fact by Triclinius43, the presence of just
one or two Triclinian corrections/conjectures in the entire Copen-
hagen MS against 7 or 8 in Ryl, which comprises less than a fifth
of the Orestes, should be taken as a proof among others that GkS

is older than the Triclinian MS from which Ryl descends.

In his final analysis of the Rylands MS Zuntz (Bul. Ryl. 1967,
pp. 515-16) assumes that Triclinius changed his textual basis while
working on the Triad; Angelicus 14 was, in its primitive form, a
Thoman MS, whereas Ryl (and its ancestor) had no specific Thoman
readings. Provided that Turyn is right in identifying GkS as a pro-
duct of the young Triclinius, we are led to the conclusion that
Triclinius changed his textual basis several times; for GkS, too,
belongs to the Thoman MSS (cf. above p. 5, bottom).

6 out of 8 Triclinian readings in Ryl are original readings, not
corrections made by the scribe himself or a later corrector. Of
the remaining two, the one in v. 303 was (as we have seen) altered
by a later corrector into a non-Triclinian reading while in v. 335
the originally non-Triclinian reading was made into a Triclinian
by a corrector. The two instances in GkS (vid. supra) are correc-
tions made in the MS itself by means of erasure. They may have
been entered at a later collation with another MS, but they may
as well have been made 'on the spot' as a conjecture introduced
by the scribe himself; the latter explanation - which is Turyn's -
is not contradicted by palaeographical observations. Corrections
for metrical reasons, made in a MS which on palaeographical cri-
teria must be dated not much later than the first quarter of the
XIV century44, can hardly have been made by any other scholar than
the future Triclinius Metricus. Although this evidence is not con-
clusive in deciding the Triclinian nature of GkS, it is a strong
case in favour of Turyn's identification - provided that there

were no other true Metrici before Triclinius.

43, Turyn: B.M.T. p. 181.

44, This I have tried to demonstrate in chapter 4 of my unpub-
lished M.A.-thesis. Some of the criteria employed there were my
own. For other criteria see W.J.W. Koster: Autour d'un Manuscrit
d'Aristophane Ecrit par Demetrius Triclinius. Groningen/Djakarta
1957. In the same chapter I have criticized Koster's criteria in
some detail.
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As for the 'aids to the reader' (argumenta, scholia, glosses)
we have seen that neither MS contains metrical prolegomena or
scholia and that they are incomparable as to the argumenta: The
Copenhagen MS does not exhibit the Thoman hypothesis (Dindorf.Arg.
IV); on the other hand Ryl may have contained the argumenta I and
II (Dindorf) found in GkS, but as the folia, on which they may
have been, are lost no evidence can, of course, be gathered from

this material.

In evaluating the total lack of scholia in the relevant part of
GkS, we must not forget the inegalities of this MS. In some parts
the scholia and glosses are abounding, in other parts there are
no scholia but a fair amount of glosses, and in the last play of
the Triad (Phoenissae) the scholia, which are at first crowded,
stop abruptly while the glosses are in gradual decline till scarse-
ly one or two are found to a page. It is in fact this unevenness
of lay-out that constitutes the real interest of the Copenhagen
MS. We have noticed that the amount of glosses (identifiable as
well as unidentifiable) in Ryl is higher than in GkS. This in con-
nection with the scholia found in Ryl leaves us the impression of
the more finished state of Ryl. We have here another argument in
favour of placing GkS earlier than the Triclinian ancestor of Ryl,
to be combined with the exceedingly few Triclinian corrections or
conjectures which are to be found in GkS (cf. above, p.l4), and
with the interpretation of the palaeographical data which I have
elaborated in my M.A.-thesis, following in more details the ideas
of professor Turyn. Again and again the Copenhagen MS appears to

be the more primitive and immature of the two.

This brings us back to Turyn's identification of GkS as a product
of the young Triclinius, written for his private use. Are we to
see in the uneven, inharmonious lay-out of the Copenhagen MS a
reflection of Triclinius discarding his MS in favour of another
textual basis before he had filled in all those 'aids to the read-
er' with which he wanted to provide his copy of the Euripidean
Triad? Or does the unfinished state of GkS simply indicate that
there was a break in Triclinius' work on the Triad, after which
he - for reasons unknown - never returned to the incomplete pro-
duct of his youth? These questions I intend to take up at some
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later occasion. In the present article my sole concern has been
to show that the Manchester fragment cannot be deduced neither
directly nor indirectly from the Copenhagen MS. And that converse-
ly Ryl is of no help in deciding the questioﬁ of the 'Triclinia-
nity' of GkS 3549.
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APPENDIX I.

a) or, 13-156 (The left column is fromIZuntz Bul. Ryl 1967 pp.501-4.
‘text' means Murray OCT™)

’ Ryl 1689 GkS 3549

(13 —14 legi negueunt praeter
deod

~(15 5708y viv vid. ) same reading
(18 text) . same reading
20 uevérews - - SR same reading
24 dponv 7 - o L same reading
26 (€xteLvev) : same reading
tapdé€vov: -%evuw suprascr man.2 tep9€évov Sic: ipse

librarius corr.
(30 de gépwv: —ov non constat) g€pov
(31 dner9foac) ant9foac
34 véoyp vooel same reading
35 od6c (pro 86e) 86¢
(42 xraviéslwv) xiavdswv
45 46 same reading
(47 ufte) same reading
51 eﬁEavraa same reading
‘53 elo same reading
(54 vaunkfetov) vadtiLov
56 uAaLcL- same reading
(59 elo (quod non amplius notatur) 1é1pwv GEet Fp EA9n
uétpmv €190 supra lineam
60 EoT. 5 same reading
61 cuugopaoc Te oUHQOPAEY TE
(67 eloobov) same reading
(69 dxoldued”) oVxodued’’
(71 xd&yopéuv) same reading
74 Zgv (pro #yet) same reading
75 mpocgdéyuaot ydp same reading
77 wxAvtoiuv. (sic semper) same reading
79 dnwo &' same reading
(81 &ve napodos’) same reading
82 ¢v ocuugatol (opaLoc suprascr.man.rec.) guugopailc
Yévov (pro 88uov) same reading
(86 cu &' €1) same reading
(87 nuerov) same reading
88 ée Gequouc (...86¢) same reading
91 &melpnusév same reading
(93 do) same reading
(94 yao Lyuﬁtnc) same reading
(96 &ufio) same reading
97 pCfrov (cum glossa gpiiroduevov cf. same reading includ-
59.26 Dindorf sigl. I.) gre(yewv ing glossa

(100 dpdBo ...6e mou) same reading

1. Zuntz op.cit. pp. 500-01
"In view of the damaged state of Ryl, 'its agreement with
Murray's text (guoted "text") is stated explicitly, in brackets,
for passages where Murray, Wecklein or Turyn quote variants of
some relevance. If, in passages of this kind, Ryl is illegible,
this, too is stated: "vid." means that the reading is uncertain
but probable."™
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101
102
(109
(110
111
112
(115

(116
119

61 telo

tatov veunp

[tedv] nudila e corr?)
dpBiac)

téudouat
swpdtwv(pro &8uwv)
dxvnv)

rar otéic’én’)
apyelwv

eVLEVH

121
122

126
128
130
131
(140
141
143

145-

147
(148

150 post Adyov 6’ minutum add. vid.

(154

b) Or.

dndrece 9.

de éué¢ - éudv non constat

] A [}
€v avéLo wo
anédpLoe Tp.

%eoL ceonicerav (ut add. ipse s.l.)

exras’ &
otlyo-0tya-Aentdv)

~ ~ /
TL9eTTe-un utvnelte-und’ &oTw #TUTOO
anonpoBat’ (de accent. non constat)
Aéxovo (pro uoltac cum glossa tfic xoltnd

56 passim obliterata
vndpogov
Bodv)

tl{va bis)

206-375.

206
212
(215
217
(218
(221
223

Enud’ dtexuvoo:

vye in te mut.corr.
hab. 67)

edppavaoc (? accent.)
8 éuao)

dvaluaL: corr. ipse)
(rredpd vid.)

(xadxndén)

225
227
(228
(233
234
238
239
242
(244

ag g
(892,89 »dP& superscr. corr.)

u'dvh

uéin)

yaloao)

n6¥ (pro yiuxd)

two &Botv o’ed (vid.)
pépeiro xdp.uv (trp.)

versum om. dum paginam vertit
Sduoyevho xual, sed in fine

fpdéo (2 %p() evanuit

(251
(254
258
(261
264
266
270

(272

ol QUV)

Taxdo)

» r3 ] -~
QATpEURC €v colo 6.
téperalr @ prima manu)
épitvviaev

ol tyd (vid.)

EngoBotev naviaoL AveoduacLv

"Eapelder)

&% ti{d

talw vewnp

non ligquet

same reading

same reading

§duwv

same reading

same reading

ApyeTov ¥p dpyeluwv
supra lineam

same reading

same reading

¢udv sed ¢ supra li-

neam notavit ipse

librarius.

¢v dvdpdroLoLy

anédpLie

ce ptodoeLav

same reading

oiya olya Aemtov &' Uy

same reading

same reading

Tfc xoltao cum "mini-

gloss n s.1l.

Sndp8gov

same reading cum
"minigloss" n s.l.
Ad8yov amn’

same reading

same reading

ye

same reading
ntopavac (ut videtur)
same reading
dvaivouar

tievpdv

same reading

d8iLov udpa
same reading
same reading
same reading
yiuxd

same reading
xdov pépelLo
versum habet

..Buoyevﬁc nal..natpd
same reading

same reading

atpéuac ocolo év Sepvl
téperat

same reading

same reading

same reading ¢+ v ephe
custikon in the last

t€aueldn
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(273

eloanodet’)
279

yainy’ (cum glossa yganvd)

(280
(281
(282
(286
287
289
290
(291
292
293
294
298

wialerLo

ce vid.)

" text " )

¢ndpaoc €pyov dvoo.)
edgpave

xtetvar pe xpih
EntTvar

ufirnote)

Epedre (2 ex fAu-)
¢yw 6'...éxnANoeLY
raolyvntov

{oxave

(302 "text")

303 oTTov...2nL Ypodo (ypol vid. corr.)
Bdie (vix BdAev)

304 npoiefdero u': # mpocedbpla vooov
(307 xaL Savelv)

314 6o&dgeLo

315 y(lveTat

322 aqundireode

(323 t.viéu bis) )

(326 ydvov &doat’)

(327 paviésoo 9. ge¥ udyxSwv

328 olwv tdrooc: ante 1. iser. & corr.
329 é4ndgativ (cum glossa HOUNV HOVTE(QV
cf. p.106.1 Dindorf sigl.I)

Eran()semel, sed €iraxev add.man.2
marg (cf. 332)
331 puyxol v&o (sic, a prima manu)

332 & zel, sed tw marg.man.2 (cf. 329)
(334 gdvioo)

335 § mut. in § a corr.

337 elo 66uov (a manu prima: cum
glossa tov olxov: cf. p.111l.1, ib.15:
112.5 sq. Dindorf)

339 post 338 et ante 340

(340-51 male habita)

de 344 et 347 non constat

346 olxov &rlov €1epov (lectio dubia)

349 dvaE+noAlfi &Bpoocdvn (lectio satis
certa)

(356 tfi...7H vid.)

358 &9aloo (vid.)

(360 "text")

(364 yralUuoo)

365 t46' (vid.): de wnata-(? mapa-)
ota®eto non constat; extat glossa
mAnolov ortadelo; cf. p. 118.16 Dindorf
368 6¢ E&mA.

(372 nepiBalreiv)

373 drvutdnev

374 (pro ra.§dc)%vyatpdo

21

eloaxodoet’

same reading (sine
glossa) -

same reading

gaotL

same reading
¢ndpaoc elo €pyov
nlgpave

same reading
Extelvat

same reading

¢ ' Aueirev

same reading
same reading
same reading
same reading

otlzov Qut videtur)...
gL xpot Bdre

same reading + .+ sub-
scr. in mpoocedpla.
natHavelv

same reading

same reading
dundirocde

same reading

same reading

same reading

otwv ¢ tdiac
andpaciLyv cum
glossa x.u.

semel

same reading with
"minigloss" n on top
of vyéo.

lw ze©

same reading

elo 6dpuoiLc (sine
glossa)

same arrangement

same reading, but
above dAiov wv is
added by the main
scribe (ut videtur).
ToAAR 6’ &Bpoodvn

TH...nf

same reading

same reading

same reading

48’ --~notacTadelo,
(sine glossa)

§'€ninoev
same reading
same reading
ta.ddo
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APPENDIX II

The selection comprises Orestes vv. 255-302 incl.
(Ryl fol. 13%-14V = fo1. 10%-11Y of Zuntz' rearrangement and
GkS fol. 587-59V),

Ryl 1689 GkS 3549
Or. 255
above gloss un énlgepe Cambridge gloss un &neliet
un 'nloece Mm.l.11l - Cambridge Nn.3.1l4 cf. dnelre. Gr.Fl.21
+ ufd = Vat.gr.51 (un &nlgope?
for un énfpepe)
Or. 256
above gloss dypiaL? in very clear no gloss
dpanoviddeLo letters; the rest I am not able
to decipher. cf. dypflac Gr. and
I. - Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cam~
bridge Mm.1.11 - vat.gr.51
Or. 256
above
népaoc gloss tdo map9évaoc no counter— gloss épivdac
part in Dindorf. - Cambridge part of the
Nn.3.14 - Vat.gr.51 I.explanation.
Cambridge Mm.1.1l1
Vat.gr.51 + 1do
Or. 257
above the end gloss #ivw Or uLvou=———woLv no gloss
of the line. this can hardly be anything
else but u.vodvtaL Spudor(v)
Cambridge Nn.3,14 - Cambridge
Mm.l.11 - Vat.gr.51 cf. Dindorf
IT p.93 11l.6-7.
part of the I.explanation
Or. 258
above
dtpéualo) gloss fodywo part of the I.- same gloss
explanation. - Cambridge Nn.3.14
Cambridge Mm.1.l11 - Vat.gr.51
Or. 259
above
ga¢’(é) gloss goagio part of the Gr.Fl. same gloss
6.9.17.23.56.59.exp1anation
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1l.11 - Vat.gr.51
Or. 259
above
v no gloss gloss &g’
Or. 259
above
elééval no gloss gloss yuvdonerv

no counterpart in
Dind. but cf.p.94
1.19-20.
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Or. 260
gbove
axoxTeEVOUQL

Or. 260
above
®ovdniLdeo

Or. 261
above
Yopylineo

Or. 261
above
évépuv

Or. 261
above
téperar

Or. 261
above
SeLval
Seal

Or. 262
above
uedfow

Or. 263
above
gxficw

Or. 264
above
ueséo

gloss govedoouvoL part of the I.
explanation.

Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.l.11] - Vat.gr.51

gloss al availbelo xat &yprat

cf. atl dypraL xar Gvardeio:

part of the I.explanation, and
al &ypLoL Vat.gr.908, Gr.
dvaLéelc Gu, Cambridge Nn.3.14 -
Cambridge Mm.l.11 - Vat.gr.51

gloss uaranknurtual Tolo
dp8ainolo part of the Gu ex-
planation and cf. I. - Cam-
bridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge Mm.
1.11 - Vat.gr.51

gloss veup®v part of the Gu
explanation, cf. also I. -
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1.11] - Vat.gr.908 - Vat.gr.
2376

gloss povétpraL (sic!)

cf. govelrtpiot I. Cambridge
Nn.3.14 - Cambridge Mm.l1l,1l1 -
Vat.gr.51 - Vat.gr.908 (ut vide-
tur) and govedtpLoL Gr.

gloss goBepal part of the
I. explanation.

gloss dofdocw Gr
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1l.11 - Vat.gr.51 add oce

gloss uwidqw
Gr.F1.6.9.17.21.56.59

(but omitting é¢éfw ibid)
Cambridge Nn.3.,14 - Cambridge
Mm.1.11 ¢ oe - Vat.gr.51 - Vat.
gr.908 add ge and xo. upoaticw
(F1.33)

gloss dpeo locov (sic!)
cf. &acov dgeo I.

no gloss

no gloss

gloss vopydribeo

Gr.

no gloss

same gloss, but
placed with the
following at the
end of the line.

same gloss

same gloss

same gloss

gloss dgeo
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Or. 264
above

TV

Or. 265
above
u'dxudzero

Or. 265
above
bo

Or. 265
above
BdAino

Or., 265
above
¢o Tdpropov

Or. 266
above
dninovp Cav

Or. 267
above
T0 %elov

Mm.1l.11 Vat
Or. 267
above

suouevéo
Or. 268

above
nepovind

Cambridge Nn.3.14 - vVat.gr.51 -
Vat.gr.908 add E&ué
€acov solum Vat.gr.2376

no gloss

gloss cuvéyeiLo Gu
cf. A.B.M.I.
Cambridge Mm.1.11 - Vat.gr.908
add. uivelo eué -

novglZero Gr

no gloss

gloss p{léno
(no counterpart in Dindorf.)
Vat.gr.51

gloss elo dndirerav

(no counterpart in Dindorf.)
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm, 1. ll - Vat.gr.51 cf.

ol EbLo wéoov 100 TdpTopov
vVat.gr.908

gloss Bondeila Gu
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1l.11] - Vat.gr.51

gloss 1oVU0 9eobo f tdo
¢pLvvdac Gr and Gu.

140 &pivvdec solum, habent
Cambridge Nn,3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1l.11 - Vat.gr.51

gloss ¢ygpdv Gr.
F1.6.9. %7 21.34.56.59.76

gloss Ta éx uepdTWV HATACHEVG-
téueva naL €invdéueva cf. Gr.F1l.
6.9.17.21.33.56.59.76
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1l.11 - Vat. gr. 51 - Vat. gr.
908 all read T& 610 THY nepdTwv

"eAnovra TNV vevpdv cf. A.B.C.M.

- Cambridge Nn.3.14

130

gloss 4nd

gloss uouvop({fevo Gr

gloss iva

Cambridge Nn.3.14 -
Cambridge Mm.1l.11l -
Vat.gr.51 - Vat.gr.
908 adding wnal.

same gloss

no gloss

no gloss

no gloss

no gloss

gloss ta éx uepdtwv
HATEOHEVOAOUEVD
Gr.F1.6.9.17.21.33.
56.59.76. < xol
grxnvdueva
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Or. 269
above

ofo

Or. 269
above
tequdvaodar

Or. 270
above

el u’'éugoBolev

Or. 270
above
pavidoLlv

Or. 270
above
Avoochuaoc Ly

Or. 271
above
BeBAroeTal

Or. 271
above
{0 9edv
Or. 271
above
Bporncfg
Or. 271
above
xevpl

Oor. 272
above

el un 'Eouelder

gloss 8v?

gloss tiuwprdoacaL Gr

(ut videtur)

Cambridae Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm,1.11 - Vat.gr.51 all read
udyxecSal

gloss elo ¢dBov dyorev
no counterpart in Dindorf.

gloss pavinotlopart of the

Gu I.explanation cf. Cambridge
Nn.3.14 xoa. upavialor (ut vide-
tur) and Vat.gr.51, Vat.gr.908
HavixKoTo

gloss paviowc part of the

Gu I.explanation and B. and M.
Vat.gr.51 voodpaadt

Vat.gr.208 goBrhnact

gloss Ttpwddhoetar

(no counterpart in Dindorf)
Cambridge Nn.3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.1.11 - Vat.gr.51 - Vat.gr.
908. cf. tpauuaTLc%ﬁcsraL
Vat.gr.2376

no gloss
gloss —-- fi-—-

gloss xeLpdo &vSpwrnlvno
part of the I.explanation.
cf. Vat.gr.908 éu xp.d&vdp.

gloss ToEed¥noetaL
part of the I.explanat%on
Cambridge Nn.3.14 BeBincetal

Cambridge Mm.1.11 val BeBAidoetar

Vat.gr.51 val xal BeBAfoeTat.

25

r T

gloss 6. 'B&v

same gloss

same gloss

no gloss

no gloss

gloss totcuddoetat
part of the I.
explanation.

~
gloss &mo 10D
no gloss

same gloss
(ut videtur)

gloss voal tofevdfoe-
TOL
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Or. 272
above
'Eanelder

Or. 273
above
xwp (o

Or. 273
above

odx eloaxnodet’

Or. 273
above
éunBéAwv

Or. 274
above

TTEPWTQO
Yiuvgloac

Or. 274
above
¢topuwpévoo

Or. 275
above
&

Or. 275
above .
periet’

gloss dnoywpdow?

(written in a darker ink than
the surrounding glosses)

cf. Cambridge Nn.3.14
droxwprfoe. - Cambridge Mm.1l.1l1
dnoywp (oeL (sic!) and Vat.gr.51
(BeBArfloetaL) &noywpéoac

gloss uanpdv

part of the I.explanation
Cambridge Nn3.14 - Cambridge
Mm.l.l1 - Vat.gr.51

gloss & eplvueo (sic!)

part of the I.explanation
Cambridge Nn.3. 14 - Cambrldge
Mm.1l.11. cf. npdo a0 ¢pLvidac
Vat.gr.51

gloss THv uonpdev meundvrtwv

76 B€An

Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Vat.gr. 51
the same but with uaupav for
uaupd%sv -~ Cambridge Mm.1l.1l1l
Thv uaupav TeundvTwy -

gloss Tao ¢ntepwuévac

cf. tovo tntepwuévovo

ototodoc Gu. Cambridge Mm.1l.1l1,
Vat.gr. 51 and Cambridge Nn,3.14
TOUO' ITEONTOUO’ o] LO’TO\SU

gloss Béin part of the I.ex~
planation.

gloss éEepyopévac

part of the I.explanation.
Cambridge Nn3.14 and Mm.1l.1l1
cf. meurouévao

Vat.gr.51 and Vat.gr.908

no gloss

gloss Bpaddvete M.

132

no gloss

same gloss

no gloss

gloss t@v Paupav
BaAAdvTwy
Vat.gr.%908 the same
but with upoxpd9ev
for paunpdv.

gloss t& B8£An
part of the I.ex-
planation

no gloss

gloss £gentLndv
énlppnua

no gloss
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Or. 275
above

taup(zet’

aldépa

Or. 276
above
alTidode

Or. 276
above
séagata

Or. 277
above
ga

Or. 277
ibid

Or. 277

aobve

Tf xpnu’
&rdw

Or. 277
above
dvelo

Or. 278
above
nAdueda

gloss Thy oxpdv 100

dépoo EéniLranBdveade(?)

Gu. cf. Cambridge Nn.3.14 and
Vat.gr.908. (ut videtur)

Thv aupdv tod al%époo.-

T&v aupiv 1ol alddpooc émirap-
gdveocde Cambridge Mm.1l.1ll

gloss altio fiyeTode
Gu. Cambridge Nn.3.14 and
Mm.1.11

gloss pavteduato

no counterpart in Dindorf.
Vat.gr.908 - cf. xeredopata
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.11

gloss ¢e¥
no counterpart in Dindorf.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.l.1l1

gloss én. éunAfEeuwc
part of the I:. explanation

gloss -odto (or adtd) to xat'
gue &énuovi? (the last two
letters seem to be written
very faintly on top of the
others) &énuovd part of the
A.B.C.M.I. explanatlon.

cf. t( tolto 1O nat'iue
aénuovm Cambridge Nn.3.14
uénuovw solum vat.gr. 908
uénuov& uou HOHO, GLa Tdv
tpérnovrta? Cambridge Mm.l.1ll

gloss dvanéunwy
cf. néunwv Cambridge Nn.3.1l4
and Mm.1.1l1l

gloss ¢rnéfocuev Gr

cf. éxrovifnuev (Gu) -
gxiLvidnuev Cambridge Nn.3.14
and Mm.1l.11 and Vat.gr.2376
gnividnuev

27

gloss elo tov
atl9épa Tpéyete
Gr.Fl1.6.9.17.21,
34.56.59.76. add-
ing &upov before
al8épa

gloss péugpeode
part of the A.B.
C.M.I. explanation

same gloss

no gloss

gloss éuninxtiudv
cf. A.C.M.

gloss 76 mvelua
part of the I.ex-
planation

gloss év aunxavua
elpy —=----
part of the T. ex-
planation

same gloss
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Or. 279
above..
¢n nvudtwyv

Or. 279
above
yainv’®

Or. 280
above
olyyove

Or. 280
above
updto

Or. 281
above ,
uetadLdovo

Or. 282
above
SxAov

Or. 282
above
véooLo
tuaio
Or. 283
above
ExraTt

Or. 283
above
cuvvidnovu

Or. 284
above
¢névevoao

gloss ——— Ttfig uavfuo
ux06wvoo, must be R dno Tod
TAo uaviao xidswvoo Cambridge
Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.11 (no
counterpart in Dindorf)

gloss yoainvd - flouyo
no counterpart in Dindorf
fouxe solum Cambridge Nn.3.14

gloss hiéutpa.

no counterpart in Dindorf
cf. Ca@bridge Nn.3.14
1pdo TNV nAdutpav

gloss TThv regoAidv
part of the I. explanation

gloss uetéyeLv SL8o0do
(ut videtur) Gr.F1.6.9.17.
21.54.56.59.76

gloss &xinouv (ut videtur)
part of the I. explanation.
Cambridge Mm.l.l1ll - Vat.gr.
908 - Cambridge Nn.3.14
8xAngro

gloss S5i1a T@v Eudv véowv
part of the I. explanation

gloss ydpLv

part of the I. explanation
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.11
Vat.gr.908 (there may be some-
thing before this. But I can-
not decipher it)

gloss wndoye,baudzouv Gu.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.11
cf. ouvéaudfou Vat.gr.908

gloss natévevoaoc Gu
Cambridge Nn.3.14 xatévevoao
cuviveoao

Cambridge Mm.l.11 xoatévevoag
tnlvevoaos (?) A
Vat.gr.908 cuveBodievoas (Gu)

no gloss

same gloss

no gloss

same gloss

no gloss

no gloss

no gloss

same gloss

gloss &v coaut®

pdelpov Gr.

gloss cuvivecgaoc Gr
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Or. 284
abaove
Tdbe

Or. 284
above
elpyaoctal

Or. 285
above
uptedov
alua

Or. 286
above
endpac

Or. 288
above
#at ' Supata

Or. 289
above
¢ELotdpouv

Or. 289
above
VLV

Or. 289
above
natép’

Or. 289
above

xp

Or. 290
above
yevelov

Oxr. 290
above

éntetvar Altao

gloss # 10 utetvaL Tnv
untépo Gr,
Gl1.6.9.17.21.56.59.76

gloss énpdydn.
no counterpart in Dindorf
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.1l1

gloss fi & tfic untpoo ¢dvoo
no counterpart in Dindorf

gloss mopantviocao eto £(pyov). .?

part of the I. explanation
cf. Gu nrepaxivdoac solum,
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.11

gloss évdniov cf. évdniov
tpoo mpdowrov. évdniov solum,
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.l.1ll

gloss fpditwy B.M.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.1l1
cf. dputdv (sic!) Vat.gr.908

gloss adtov

part of the longer A.B.C.M.
explanation. Cambridge Nn.3.14
Vat.gr.908

gloss? there may be something
here. But I cannot decipher it

gloss wpénel
part of the I. explanation

gloss wpco

no counterpart in Dindorf
cf. Vat.gr.908 npooc 100
(ut videtur)

gloss 6o0valL TapaxrAnoteLo??)
no counterpart in Dindorf

cf. 600vaL solum, Cambridge
Nn.3.14 and Mm.l.l11 - Vat.gr.
908 has rapdxAno.v above A{tac

29

same gloss * A

no gloss

N\
gloss tfic untpoo
é ¢dvoo

gloss Sieyelpaoc Gr

gloss XQATO anﬁ-
wrtov Gr and part
of the I. explana-
tion - Vat.gr.908
(ut videtur)

same gloss

same gloss

no gloss

no gloss

same gloss

no gloss



30

Or. 291
above .
elo cgayaa
oo

Or. 292
above
el unt'

Or. 292
above
dvalaBelv obo

Or. 293
above
TAfuwv tolabde

Or. 293
above
EutAfoeLv

Or. 294
above
dvanarvnt’

Oor. 294
above
naolyvntov
udpo

Or. 295
above
dneide

Or. 295
above

] ,
HEL HAA

Oor. 296
above
éxouev

gloss éuBarelv

no counterpart in Dindorf
Cambridge Nn,.3.14 and Mm.l.11,
Vat.gr.908

gloss éneivbd: part of the
I. explanation.
Vat.gr.908, Vat.gr.2376
(ut videtur) -

gloss &vaBiLdval
part of the I. explanation

gloss €ueiiov
part of the I. explanation
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.11

gloss ola vuv ndoyw (ut videtur)
no counterpart in Dindorf.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 (ut videtur)
Cambridge Mm.l.11 - gloss
Unouevelv part of the I. ex—
planation. - Cambridge Nn.3.14
the same, adding gloss mAnpdoeLv
Cambridge Mm.l.11 the same two
glosses but reading Odunopéverv

gloss oceavtiv
part of the I. explanation
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.11

no gloss

gloss &xdotndL (ut videtur)
part of the I. explanation

gloss Alov
part of the I. explanation
Cambridge Mm.1.11

gloss Sianeluedao
part of the I. explanation
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.1l1
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gloss ela oway%v
xLvfical -no counter-
part in Dindorf.
cf. elo Thv ggayny
Vat.gr.908

same . gloss preceded

by xat

same gloss

same gloss (ut vi-
detur)

’ ??°?
gloss dvartifoerv=-=-=
1.0 counterpart in
Dindoré£.

same gloss

gloss fiyouv AbeAph?
no counterpart in
Dindorf. cf. &seropt
Vat.gr.908

same gloss

no gloss

same gloss
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Or. 296
above

&dovudoavt?

Or. 297
above .
Svagpdapév

Or. 298
above

toxvailve
(toyxave)

Or. 298
above
ropoapuvdoD

Or. 298
above
stévno

Or. 299
above
fudo

Or. 299
above
voufetelv

Or. 299
above
plia

Or. 300
above
alde

Or. 300
above
éxvnoup ot

gloss Aeivnofupfogavta i uavévro
part of the I. explanation
and Gu (Dindorf vol.II p.l02,
note 2J

gloss poavév (ut videtur)

no counterpart in Dindorf

f 1o uavév Cambridge Nn.3.14
and Mm.1,11

gloss udAve

part of the I. explanation.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.1ll
adding gloss é&neyxe

gloss ———uaf—-——2?

gloss otevdcelo (ut videtur)
no counterpart in Dindorf.
cf. AvretloaL? Vat.gr.908

gloss 1| ¢ué (ut videtur)
no counterpart in Dindorf

gloss wrapatvelv Gu.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.11

gloss 10 TPOoadQLAf

Gr and part of the I. ex~
planation.

Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.11l
T 1d

gloss altar al nap’arrfrwv---
There is a hole in the text
here; what can be read is part
of the text: adrai al wap’
dArdrwv 1pdc dAArfAovo éyuuupmo
y.véuevaL. Gu. Bar.

Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.l1l.11

gloss Bon%o(

31

no gloss<

gloss SiLagpdopdv
part of the I. ex-
planation

same gloss

no gloss

no gloss

gloss éué

gloss napouvdeto-
faL Gr.

gloss the same =
Td

no gloss

no gloss
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Or. 301
above
BGga

Or. 301
above
Swpdtwy fow

Or. 302
above
Bredapov

Or. 302
above
¢ntadeton

gloss éAr%oloca

no counterpart in Dindorf.
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.1l.1l1,
Vat.gr.908. cf. elcaldobon
Vat.gr.2376

gloss w or év??

gloss to Supa Gu
Cambridge Nn.3.14 and Mm.l1l.1l1

gloss dvaxindeloa mpoo TNV
¥Afvnv. cf. mpoo thv xALvnv
dvauindeioa Gu. Cambridge
Nn.3.14 and Mm.1.11

138

gloss mopevdelon
part of the I. ex-
planation

no gloss

no gloss

no gloss
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APPENDIX III

Ryl 1689 GkS 3549
v. 142 noltaoc as the reading is A€yxouo n on top of
gloss tHc noltno (cf. textual
section) no n is to be expected.
v. 145 nvod no n n on top of
v. 146 & 9{)a no n n on top of
v. 148 Bodv no n n on top of
v. 153 § ¢lAa n on top of the a n on top of
v. 154 1dxav no n n on top of
v. 206 & no n n on top of
v. 323 s{nav no n no n
v. 326 Adocaoc no n no n
v. 329 &v n on top of the o no n
v. 331 ydo n on top of the o n on top of
v. 338 uatépooc non top of the a no n
v. 338 géo n on top of the a no n
v. 342 $odo no n no n

33

the a

the o



GkS 3549,8°, fol. 41r (Hecuba 1082-1098), cf. above

p. 14, note 41. Only the 3 glosses signalized by ar-

rows are writtem in red ink. NB. A "minigloss" (cf.

above, p. 15) is seen over the last word on the page.
(Photo Kgl. Bibl., K¢benhavn)
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