Some Types of Error in Manuscripts of

Aeschylus’ Oresteia
Douglas Young

HILE conducting a seminar in Greek palaeography in the

i x- / University of Minnesota I happened to illustrate some of

the corruptions that occur in transmission by specimens
taken from the Oresteia, which I was engaged at odd moments in
turning into English verse. It having been suggested by colleagues
elsewhere that my collection of examples might be of wider interest,
I revised it and added a few comments. I have not aimed to set down
every instance of every type of corruption: for example, I take here
no account of errors in the ascription of speakers, arguably a field in
which manuscript authority is worthless; and I have usually neglected
singling or doubling of A, u, v, p, and o, and confusion of vowels
and diphthongs, such as of o, w, ov; €, 1, €&, a, ot, v, and «.

My main sources for variants have been the editions of Murray
(1955), Headlam-Thomson, and Groeneboom; and I limited my
interest to the manuscripts M, V, F, and Tri, agreeing substantially
with the evaluation of them by Fraenkel in the prolegomena to his
Agamemnon. I did not have available complete facsimiles of all the
extant manuscripts of the Oresteia, thorough collation of which would
be needed if one were to attempt a rigorous quantification of the
varying percentages of different types of error. But a general conclusion
emerges, that errors involving more than one letter or one syllable
are relatively a trifling proportion of the total of errors. This con-
clusion should be stressed, in view of the fact that very many so-
called emendations published involve changes of several letters,
syllables, or even words, and all too often fall into the category of
what Professor W. L. Lorimer terms “immendations.” Most of the
innovations found in Tri, the holograph of Demetrius Triclinius, are
such “immendations,” often motivated by his metrical notions; and
I have not listed all of them; nor have I paid exhaustive attention to
variants found or implied in the scholia.

For convenience, besides the usual sigla, I denote Triclinius’ holo-
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graph (Murray’s Tri) by T. I abbreviate the plays as A (= Agamemnon),
X (= Choephoroi), and E (= Eumenides). The assumed genuine reading
precedes the bracket.

Some confusions of letters in the extant manuscripts M V F T, or
some of them, appear to derive from the uncial stage of transmission.
Thus there are confusions involving the round uncial letters epsilon €,
theta ©, omicron O, and sigma C. A useful mnemonic for this group is
the word éfos. Examples: A 1655 6épos] ¢ épws. X 56 dpevds | péves.
X 71 Quydvre ] otyovre. X 74 {Bvoav ] loboav. X 374 dwveis: Svvaoou | pwvel
ddvvdoon. X 438 cdoipav | édoipav. X 718 BovAevodueoba ] BovAevduebor.
E 46 Adyos ] Aéxos. E 137 ov 8’ ] 098’. E 450 veobijdov ] vobrjrov M, dbveiov
FT. Here round epsilon has been dropped by a near-haplography in the
proximity of omicron. The initial nu has been attached in later Mss to
the end of the preceding verbal inflection, kafeipdéwor (-ovaw FT).

Some words show confusion of uncial forms of alpha, delta, lambda,
mu, and nu, AAAMN. A 1014 Aws ] Aos F. A 1291 7608’ éyds ] Tas
Myw. A 1418 anudrwv | Mpuudrov. X 45 p’ idMe ] pei. X 252 °HAék-
rpav Myw, with loss of A after N, or possibly after ~AN in the form A
with overstroke for nu. X 424 lodepiorpias | iepiorplos. X 474 8 ducw
épw ] awwpavaperw. Here confusion of vocalisation accompanies the
graphic confusion of uncial delta and alpha. X 566 8éfcur’ ] Mfaur’.
E 54 Mov (in the form AIA) may be the original reading, leading to
8{e M, whence Biov of F and T would be a mere conjecture of some
savant of the Palaeologan renaissance. E 938 mvéor ] wAéow FT.

Gamma and tau were liable to confusion in uncials. X 48 Adrpov ]
Avypov. X 137 péya ] péra. X 353 ya@s ] 7@s. X 399 I'a ] ro.. E 398 yijy ] ™.
A 768 Saluova e Tov of Mss may be derived from an original Saiuove
reydv, “‘a demon of the house.”

What some find odd is the occasional emergence of a kappa from
the misreading of uncial iota and sigma juxtaposed. This certainly
occurred at X 897, where M’s &«d must be from an uncial form of
& av, OICV. So too E 177 elow ob ] éxeivov. E 862 idpvoms *Apn ] idpvane
kapn M ] i8pvone kdpe M2FT. At A 985 a brilliant insight by Professor

Denys Page shows us how F’s ouuias dxdre derived from an original
ats
Jopplas. ére through an assumed intermediate stage yopules éra.

At E 119, for }¢idois ydp elow odx éuois mpooikropes, I would have
Klytaimestra’s ghost say, ¢idos yop elow odk éuots mpos loropas, “With
friends not mine he is going to judges” (cf. 81, dixaores . . . ebprjoo-
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pev). She had seen Orestes go out with Apollo and Hermes. TTIPOCIC-
TOPAC became TTPOCKTOPAC and, with €ICIN taken as from elul
sum, a nominative mpoagikropes.

Uncial gamma, carelessly written, was apt to be confused with the
round uncial sigma. Thus, at A 101, the original & dvagaives postulated
by Ahrens could, with misdivision, give rise to M’s dyouwe daives.
X 542 ovykoMws | ovoxdAws. E 58 7 7is ale ] i yaie, where there is
also some glossing mentality at work.

To the uncial period belong the confusions of round sigma and
iota. X 183 kapdicn ] kapdias. X 519 pelw ] péow. X 691 évmas vis of M may
have resulted from the adverb éumaiws, formed from the adjective
used at A 187, with internal correption.

Confusion of gamma and pi is an uncial error, as at X 835 Avypés ]
Mvmpés. Confusion of pi and the juxtaposition of iota and tau (either
way) is more likely to be uncial than minuscule. There is a curious
instance in the scholia at A 186, pdvrw otirwe Yéywr, where the scholiast
remarks: mepiooeder 6 mvedpa. Clearly someone had read the com-
pendium 7ve for rwe. That is to say, tau+ iota was read as pi. The same
mistake may lie behind X 958, where M offers xparetrow wds. The
omega would originally have been an o simpliciter, which could also be
interpreted as ov. Assuming the pi derives from tau+ iota, and re-
dividing, we get 958f thus: xparel 7’ airiovs 76 Oeiov maps 76 ) [
dmovpyelv kaxols, meaning: “And the divine (power) masters guilty
persons by not subserving evils.” In dochmiacs exact responsion is
not required, and, with internal correption of fetov, we get a doch-
miac in the form vv —vov —.

At E 1044 a misreading of iota+ tau as pi could have led to M’s
omovdoi 8 és 76 méy évdoudes oikwr. I suggest Aeschylus wrote omordg §’
elor’ o’ &daud’ olwov: “With a libation enter in, along the torch-
filled dwelling.” He would write this in the form ZITONAAIAEZ
ITANENAAIAOIKON. IT, misread as TI, led from EZITAN, wvia
EZITAN, to the common és 76 wév. omovdd, dative singular, written
STIONAAI, was misinterpreted as the nominative plural omovdei,
made subject of a sentence with the relevant part of the verb to te
supplied mentally, vig. elow. Then the adjective in the nominative
plural é&dmes was evolved from ENAAIA which originally stood
for &6oud(e). OIKON, originally meaning olkov, was made into a
genitive plural oikwv, depending on the new subject omovdal. A
relatively small number of corruptions involve more than a
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one-stage evolution, as this one does; but the original cause of error
was a simple graphical confusion.

Turning to errors arising from graphical confusions in minuscules
of various dates, one may note the occasional confusion of a form of
beta with a form of kappa. Thus A 889 BAdBas | kAdBas F. X 936 Bapvidi-
kos | kaptdixos. E 110 vefpo?d | vexpod FT. E 246 veBpov | vexpdv. A 1024
aPreBele ] addefeix F shows the reinforcement of the graphical
confusion by a Byzantine assimilation in pronouncing the diphthong,
with the upsilon consonantalized.

Beta is sometimes found for mu, as at A 1420, paopdrawv | Breondrawr
in G, a manuscript I am not here normally citing.

Gamma occurs for delta at A 310 788¢ ] 7éye M and E 752 68° ] 6 y” M.
But here it may be mere confusion of common particles. At X 989 M
offers Yéyw and = Aéyw; but I suspect Aeschylus may have written
Alylofov yep ov hédw pdpov, cf. Yédew - évrpémew, ppovrilew in Hesychios:
“I do not care about Aigisthos’s doom.” The scholiast’s Aéyw could
mean “I do not reckon in . ..”; but so common a word is little likely
to have been corrupted to M’s Yéyw. In minuscules the high
gamma sometimes has a loop at the foot which makes it very
like a delta of which the lower part is skimped and the flourish
above is drawn to the right. But this tendency is hardly evi-
denced before the date of M, around A.p. 1000; and it may be we
have here merely a substitution for a rare word of a commoner
one, itself in turn supplanted in the scholia by a very common
one.

X 530 veoyevés ] veopevés suggests that M’s minuscule antigraph had
a blotchily written gamma looking like a rho.

Theta is lost after phi at A 1187 adudboyyos ] odudoyyos F and E 371
émddlovos | émpovors.

Theta develops into rho at A 919 BepBdpov | BapBabov in F' (and
E', which I usually neglect here).

Theta is deaspirated to tau at A 946 éuBalvovd’ adovpyéow | éuBaivorr’
alovpyéaw.

One would expect interchange of theta and delta, as possibly at
A 1089, where we find ¢6n emerging as 46y in T; but as the form
Judn occurs at A 999a one cannot be sure that Triclinius was not
merely conforming to that earlier place.

At A 1595, for the Mss’ adpakas kafpuévos Professor A. J. Beattie
has a brilliant, as yet unpublished suggestion, évfpakas ke’ Huuévovs,
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“around kindled coals” (burning charcoal), which would involve
confusion of theta and delta in Byzantine pronunciation.

Kappa is liable to confusion with chi, as at X 35 élaxe ] édaye. X 39
édakov | édayov. X 180 yairny | kol miv. X 215 ééndyov ] ééndkov. E 170
pvyov | pvkév M, where F and T displace the word with the gloss
odv olxov. Confusion of «/y, as of 7/, is an “ear” mistake.

Mu sometimes develops to lambda, as at E 881 kouotuor | kadobuo
FT. Maybe this happened at X 814, where I would read ZvAXdfBo:
8’ évdikws mais 6 Maias, émel gpopdiraros mpaéw odplow Oéuev: molda &
M pavel xprilwrv kpvmr’, ... “Let Maia’s son duly take a hand, for
he is most furthering to make an operation favoured (by wind);
and many things else he will show forth, at his will, though hid . ..”

w

M offers felev, the suprascript omega meaning that the reading
should be 8éAwv, doubtless influenced by ypjlwv below in line 815.

Mu seems to have given rise to pi at A 1255, in F’s Svorafi for T’s
Svopads. But Verrall's hapax Svemvf7 deserves consideration with
reference to the foregoing mvfdxpavra.

Graphical confusion of minuscule nu (the type not “on a leg”) and
upsilon may occur, as at A 529, where F has rowvde (sic) for roudvde.
So too E 77, wévrov | mévrov. E 136 avrikevrpa | adrikevrpa F. E 670
xpovov | xpdvov ML

Pi and phi are liable to interchange. Thus X 418 ¢dvres | mdvres.
E 523 avarpénwv | avarpépwr. I read 522-525:

7is 8¢ undév év dae (= év Biw)
kapdiay avarpémwy, (= ¢ofovuevos)
N /’ 14 ] € ’

7 wéAis Bpords O opoi-

) 3 N ’ ’
ws, €7’ dv oéPor Aikav;

Comparing such phrases as Theocritus 8.90, dverpdmero ¢péve Avme, I
would render this: “Who that not at all in life upsets his heart (= has
his heart upset, gets terrified)—either a city or a human likewise,—
would still reverence Justice?”

Confusion of pi and tau is more likely to occur in minuscules than
in uncials. A 1571 8vorAyre wep | Svomdnrd mep F. X 600 dmépwros |
amépwmos ML E 356 7facos | miflacos M, mifacoos FT. E 914 mper-
T&v | Tpentdv FT.

Tau evolves to psi once, at A 1566, mpds drou | mpoodzheu.

Pi+ tau develops to double pi at A 590, évimrwy ] évimmwy.

G.R.B.S.—3
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Tau develops from sigma+tau at A 143, dudopdorois | ddopdrois
M}, and at A 145, where the paradosis has unmetrical orpovf@v, the
original reading may have been the dialectal form rpovf@v. Here
there is vulgarisation more than graphical confusion. Indeed, merely
graphical error is less common than error involving some thought,
or lack of thought, by the scribe, who would normally be familiar
with some sort of Greek.

Misdivision of the originally continuous text was a pregnant
source of error, usually entailing subsidiary errors of non-graphic
types, for example: A 254 odv Spfovavrais ] ovvopfov adrais MV, atdvep-
Bpov adrais FT. A 340 avfadoiev av ] &v Odvoiev v V, ab Ocvorev &v
FT. A 374 éyxovoioo ToAunTdv ] éyydvovs atoduijrwy. A 702 aripwow ]
aripws W’ F, aripws T. A 1091 koxafapro- vai | kaxe kaprdvow B, kaxc
kapravas T. A 1392 yavel ] yav €. A 1551 pélnu’ aléyew ]| pédnuc
Myew. A 1595 avlparas kol Hupévovs | avdparas kafnuévos. X 197 b
oad’ G 7 | €0 ooyl X 230 oképou, TouRi ] oxépouto piy. X 262 & dv
&pewas | Savapias. X 510 apeuds 76v8’ érelvarov | aududnrov 8¢ Twa Tov.
X 532 oBfap v $mo oTvyovs ] odxapny VmooTvyos. X 675 olkelar garyij |
olrious &yn. X 742 éxetv’ 6v ] éxeivov. X 956 éyypoviofetoar ] év ypdvois
fetoov. X 1021 alX’ s Qv €ldfjr’, od yap ] alloodv el &) Tobr dp. E 224
8¢ INoMas 1 &8 én’ d@Mas. E 435 &£ avr’ émafiwv | aflav 7 ématiwy.
E 890 tjode yaudpw ] mide v’ aupoipov.

The Oresteia exemplifies the tendency for articles to be added by
scribes, who were habituated to Attic prose usages: e.g. A 116 of F.
A 140 ¢ FT. A 145 7a&v FT. X 325 7. E 256 6. Bearing in mind this tendency
one may take a new look at A 102f:

éAmis auvver ppovrid’ amAnorov,
71w Qupodfdpov Avms Ppéve.

Wilamowitz thought that an iambic dimeter clausula could stand to
conclude the anapaests, rightly deleted the article, and then printed
for 103, with two changes, fupopfdpov Admms ¢pevi. Some may prefer
to interpret the residual paradosis, by adding an iota subscript, as
Bvpodldpov Abmys ¢péve. “Hope wards off insatiable anxiety, soul-
destroying with griefs my heart,” where the verbal compound
Bupodfdpov governs a direct object, ¢péve, cf. X 23, xods mpomop-
wos . . . Some might prefer the form Admous.

Particles and other small words added include: A 2 & MV. X 87 &¢.
X 788A 8¢. X 960 & (after &fwov, which should be kept, as the asyndeton
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is effective). A 448 ye T. A 1418 7¢ FT. E 121 o’ FT. E 546 ye T. E 378 yap.
A 387 &s T (probably metri gratia, cf. 369). A 1340 éyav T (again probably
from some metrical theory Triclinius had).

Copyists were liable sometimes to drop particles and other small
words, e.g. A 818" V. A 154 yap FT. A 539 ye (restored by Enger before
Tebvavan). A 741 7. A 546 o” (by haplography after ¢pevds). E 550 av T.
In A 410, for i@ id ddpa 8dpe, F negligently writes each word singly,
iw ddpe.

Fairly abundant are non-graphical “ear” mistakes, including
confusions involving the vowels and diphthongs o, w, ov, €, 7, €, o,
oi, v, t. A 87 meflol ] mvbot F. A 262 éAmiow | éAmicew M. A 297 mediov
’Aowmod ] maudiov dmod MV. A 312 érowpol | érvpor F. A 959 iodpyvpov]
eis apyvpov. A 1602 SAéofow ] oAéabn. A 1624 maicas ] mjoas. A 1652
mpdkwmos | mpokomos F, mpdkomros T. X 26 & lvypoioe ] Stovypoior M.
X 73 yewpopvai] | yawpopvoi). X 74 kabiepoivres | kaboipovres. X 87 i
¢d ] Todw ML, oluow T9uBe M2 X 126 Swpdrwv ] 8 Suudrwy. X 172
kelpoutd viv | kelperd vetv. X 291 kparijpos | kpatepos. X 380 ods | ws.
X 563 noopev ] oloopev. X 653 o, 7is | adbis. X 783 maparovuévou
pot | mapoutovpéy’ éuoi. X 992 €€ ob | éx oob. E 40 Oeopvoi] ] Oeopvoije
M, Oeopioi} FT. E 113 éykariAdipas | éxrariAdipos. E 186 of kapovi-
orijpes] odx &p cwvoripes T. E 257 ab teydv ] adré v’ odv. E 406 wou-
v | kol viv. E 409 £éve ] orévw FT. E 519 8et pévew | Seipaiver. E 656
mpoadéferon | mpoodéfaire M.

At X 482 the paradosis may result from an “ear” mistake. After
Orestes, at Agamemnon’s grave, has prayed for sovereignty over his
palace, Elektra is given by M these words (481f):

K&y, maTep, Towade. god ypelaw Eyw.

T Pvyety péyav mpoolfeioay AIyt'oHcpT e
Orestes then refers to Agamemnon’s future participation in the
palatial banquets, and Elektra, at 486ff, promises to give her father
libations from her marriage portion. Accordingly, at 482, some have
thought she had some reference to marriage. I would make 482 an
accusative and infinitive of wish, in this form:

dvew péyav mpoaleioay Alyicyw <tiow>.
“I too, father, am of such a mind. I have need of you. May I bear a
great (son) after inflicting on Aigisthos revenge.” ¢dew could evolve

to the commoner word ¢vyeiv by a slight aural confusion in the mind’s
ear. Further, the copyist might have obscurely in mind the notion
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Pvyeiv pe yav . .. “May I go into exile from the land after inflicting on
Aigisthos (?).” Such a wish would not be wholly absurd in view of
Orestes’s wish at X 438 to die after killing his mother. TISIN might
fall out by a near haplography after the element 'S in AIFIZOO0I.
The transmission offers samples of errors in inflection, some of
them due to the normalizing tendency of scribes or to metrical
theory. At A 263 and 271, F and T, to suit changed ascriptions of
speakers, offer the participles ovy@vr and ¢povovons with changed
genders. At A 680 F? and T offer the infinitive xMdew for the participle
khvdw after iof:, probably as a construction more normal in the
innovator’s conception. Datives in -ois or -owoi(v) are interchanged
too often to notice. The following will serve as examples of types of
inflectional error: A 26 onuaivw M ] onuavad VFT. A 48 xMdlovres ]
rdayéavres FT. A 80 tpimodas | Tplmodos FT. A 109 Bas | 7fav. A 222
Bpotovs ] Bpotois. A 236 ¢vdardr ] ¢vdaxdv. A 336 amaldoyfévres ]
amadayévres FT. A 736 mpoaelpédln | mpooerpagdm FT. A 833 HOovwr
F ] ¢0dvov T, dyov Stobaeus. A 1146 andods ] anddvos. X 15 pediyua-
T | petdiypaow. X 136 dedywv | devyew. X 144 8ikn | dikmqr. X 202
Sikmy ] 8lkn. X 217 éxmoylovuévmy | éxmoylovuérms. X 222 éuots | éuot-
ow. X 360 jo ] v ML, Js M2. X 365 &Mws ] d\wv. X 366 TefddOo |
1é0apon. X 480 ailrovpévan ] aitovuevos. X 556 wreivavres | -as. X 727
‘Eppijv ] éppije M (? **Epuée is possible). X 867 Oeios ] feiois. X 1004
dpéva ] dpevi. X 1057 mAnbiovor | mAnbvovoou. E 435 oéBovoai v’ ] oe-
Bouevar F, oéBowpev T (F2 fere). E 445 épelounv ] épelopévn, implying

an intermediate stage e’¢>e’Cop.Zv.

Collators are often in doubt how far to take note of the presence or
absence of the ephelkystic or facultative nu and of iota adscript or
subscript. The lability of non-facultative nu is, however, worth
observation. Sometimes it is lost internally, as at A 82, where M and
V have 7uepdparov for fuepdpavrov. E 138 wkatioxvaivovoa | katioyoi-
vovoa. E 267 loyvavao’ ] loydvaos’ FT. ({yvavas” M). E 705 ed6dvrwy ] ev-
8éTwv ML,

Conversely, nu is found intruding into the middle of a word:
A 84 klvroauprorpa M ] kdvroauprijorpe VET. A 110 Taydy | 78v yév M.
A 310 1d8¢ axrjmrer | 768’ évortmrer V. X 55 addpatov ] addupavrov
(a common variant). E 253 Bporelwv | Bpovreiwy ML

Non-facultative nu may be added at word-end: A 170 08¢ ] 0d8év.
A 1284 dfe | dfew F (vw follows). A 1486 wavepyéra ] -érav F. X 764
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oTeiyw ] oretywv. E 230 dye | dyew M. E 787 Padet | Badeiv. A 1068 o
pn M ] od unw M2FT is a dubious instance.

More often, nu is lost at the end of a word: A 1325 ¢dvevow | po-
vebor. A 1419 xpiv ] xpn. X 177 7w ] 9. X 282 émavréMew ] émavréler.
X 612 Moy 8 v | ala 67). X 641 odv ] ov. X 650 Tivew ] Telver. X 726
SoAiaw ] SoAic. X 949 & év poya | Sepaya. X 1003 voullwv | vouilw.
A 304 pav ] p is a doubtful case. A 984 émfjy | émei F, émi T may be
historically true.

Iota adscript is confusingly dropped at A 77 avdisowy ] avdoowy, and
A 431 8dpw: v | ddpwv.

At X 715, M offers in Klytaimestra’s speech:

3 A A U € b / 4
alvd 8¢ mpaooew s émevbivan Tdde.

Here I suspect an iota has been adscripted on the assumption that there
is a dative adjective. I would print émevfivw and render: “I bid you do
these things as I direct.” She is instructing her majordomo, rather
fussily.

A high proportion of errors in the Oresteia transmission involve
only one single letter, whether added, dropped, or altered: A 29
émopOudfew | émoplpialew MV. A 45 yhovostav ] *Ihov adrav M vyp,
F yp. A 64 épeidopuévov | épevropévov FIT. A 69 dmokaiwy | dmordaiwy.
A 94 xpluatos ] xpioparos FT. A 104 &8wov ] dowov Ar. Ran. 1276
plerique. 5s 8iov Ar. Ravennas, presumably from an intermediate

o
stage *G88wov. A 115 dpyds | apylas. A 127 Aayodairas ] Aoyodairas M.
A 137 mrdea M ] wréxe FT; V’s mrdwvke is an odd development.
A 141 &énrois | aédmrois M. A 246 edmoruov M2V | edmdrapov MIF,
ebmorov T. A 247 maudve | aldva. A 292 Edpimov | edpimmov MV. A 448
Swxi ] 8 B, ye i T. A 655 npewcov ] vjperrov T. A 898 orddov | arddov
F. A 976 detypo F ] Setua T. A 1093 edpis | edpos ML A 1143 Bods ]
Boés M, Bopés T. A 1148 aydve ] aldva M yp. A 1166 Opaduar’ ] Oov-
por’ T. A 1258 8imovs | 8imdovs. A 1411 8Bpuyuov | ouPpiuov. A 1414 1677°]
768°. A 1504 veapotis | vekpois T. A 1565 apaiov | pEov. X 68 Suadpet ]

Sopéper. X 182 pavoer | gllav'SZz. X 221 7épo ] Tappa. X 224 Tép’ ] 7ad’.
X 240 ce ] 7e. X 443 Svas aripovs | Svoariuovs. X 553 uév ] & év.
X 807 wripevov | krdpevov. X 1067 mvevoas | mveovoas. E 450 Borod |
Bpotod FT. E 452 Boroiat | Bporotor F. E 907 Bordv ] Bpordv. E 505
vmdéboaw | vmddnow F, dmédvow T. E 800 8’ éare | 8¢ Te. E 842 vmodverou |

Omdderon M.
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mpo- and mpoo- in composition seem to be interchangeable: A 391
mpoofolats ] mpofolais. A 1511 mpoPaivwy ] mpooPaivwy. X 647 mpoyol-
kever | mpooyadkevel. X 805 mpooddrois | mpoddrois M. E 445 mpoa-
Tpdmanos | mporpémouos ML. E 718 mpoarpomais ]| mporpomats FT.

Many corruptions affect only a single syllable of a word, thus:
A 87 Buookels ] Bvookiveis Mss fere, Bvookveis M olim, 8vos kweis VT,
Bvookoeis ZT. A 141 Aedvrwv ] Svrwr MV, senselessly, so that FT omit.
A 165 Aéeran ] Aééou. A 229 aid 1e | aldve. X 350 old ] cddve. A 416
8¢ yap T. A 714 woumopdij ] maumpdalny. A 766 Sre | Srav. A 1414 oddév |
ob gvv FL. A 1430 roppar Teiooan | moppa tioa. A 1471 kopdiddnkrov ]
kopdile dnrrov FT. X 8 mapav duwée | mepduwéa the scholiast on
Eur. Alc. 768, cod. Vatican. gr. 909. X 160 elo’ dropped out after
dopvolens. X 233 un ’kmdayfs | ppxmdayuii. X 590 meddopor | medduopo.
X 607 karaifovoa ] k” aiflooa (perhaps the preposition had been con-
tracted). E 225 Amw moté | Aimw wdmore ML, E 702 odris ] otimor” FT.
E 746 viv ] vad M. E 754 odoaoa ] odboe ML E 798 6 ypijoas | dpbijcas
M, ¢ Ojoas M2. E 802 oraddypara ]| orevaypara M yp. E 812 dvrimevds ]
avrimadi M. E 816 émodpevos ] émeoovuévos. E 849 kalrol Ta uév ] kairor
pév M, kairor ye unv FT. E 908 edfevodvra | edorevoivra FT. E 954 xpve-
pov ] kpvwy MF, 8arxpiwy T by mere conjecture, I fancy. My own con-
jecture makes better sense and explains the corruption better. In the
above examples some are simple cases of haplography or ditto-
graphy, or simple negligence; but others reveal a more or less sub-
conscious ecdotic attitude.

Metathesis and anagrammatism in various degrees occur, thus:
A 234 )deBeiv ] Badeiv T. A 1088 un 768° ] 70 und’ F, 1 mep und’ T.
A 1205 ofpiveron ] Bapiverar T. A 1594 yepdv ] xpedv F. X 23 krvme ]
kVmrwe. X 232 éaide ] els 8¢. X 391 kpadins | keepdios.

There are examples of the Byzantine tendency whereby words
are transposed to make a verse end with a paroxytone word: A 5 6épos
Bpotots ] Bporois 0épos FT. A 1064 kAver dppevidv | ¢ppevidv kAver FLE. A
1106 wAis Bo& ] Bo& moAis FT. A 210 médas Bwpot ] Bwuod wélas,in a syn-
copated lyric iambic trimeter, may be influenced by the same factor.

Glosses have sometimes been added to a line or have replaced the
original word in it: A 111 Sopi kel yepi mpdkTopt ] Sopl Sikas mpdrTope.
(Possibly, however, here 8ikas is a stopgap, not a gloss, to make up
for kai yept lost by homoeoteleuton. It would make up ten syllables,
which Byzantine editors might think a correct responsion, regardless
of quantities, to 129 as they had it). At A 153, V has cvupevet dvrd,
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where other Mss have oduduvror. (Read rather vewcéwr mékrova ovuds-
Twv, a glyconic in astrophic rhythm.) V has conflated odudvror with a
gloss uéver written over uiuver in the line below, 154. A 1143 ¢udoi-
krots | Tadalvas M, didolkrois Tadaivaus F, ¢udoikroioe T. A 1174 7{0no
Saipwy | Saipwy moel T. A 1454 amédbioev Blov appears in the Mss (F
and T only here), but the antistrophe would then lack a final iamb,
though its sense is complete as it stands. At A 857 Aeschylus uses
amodfivw intransitively, and he could do so again at A 1454 (making
the clausula there a hypodochmius, or anaclastic dochmius). I sug-
gest Biov is an intrusive gloss by a scribe who took the verb as causal,
as it mostly was. At X 32 the gloss ®oiBos has been unmetrically
intruded in front of Jpfdfpif Sduwv dvewpduavtis, having originated
in some mistaken process of reasoning. At E 560 the right reading is
clearly fepu, and the glossing process has been at work, as appears
from the collation: feppoepyd MF ] Oeppud, 77yovw feppovpyd T. Simpler
examples of gloss-intrusion include: A 198 aiveiv ] elmeiv FT. A 282
ayydpov | ayyélov. A 400 és SSuov ] els olkov T. A 549 kowpcwvwy ] Tv-
povvwy E. E 170 pvyov ] oov olkov FT. E 448 adfoyyov | adwvov FT.
E 934 amlaxduare vw | oumlaxdpare viwv M, apeprijpora FT.
At X 160-163 the text probably ought to run:

i, Tis dopvalerys <elo’ > arrp,

k A ’ A > 9 -~
avadvrnp Ouwy, Zkvbike 7' év yepoiv
madlvrov’ év épyw ‘mmawy " Apns

’ / 3 Yy /7 ~ 4
oxe€did T’ adTdrwme vwudv BéAn;

It is an astrophic run of dochmiacs, variously resolved, and means:
“Ho! What man will come, strong with the spear, liberator of the
household, and what warlike force brandishing in its hands Scythian
weapons bent back in action (= bows), and wielding at close quarters
weapons grasped by the hilt (= swords).” The fé\n at the end of 163
goes equally with Zkvfud . . . medivrov() and with oxédid . . . adrd-
kwma. In the paradosis an unmetrical féAn has been intruded before
*madMwv probably from an interlinear gloss, and some editors,
following Pauw, have extruded the final word Bé\y in favour of £ign,
which is part of the scholiast’s explanation of Aeschylus’s phrase.
Bédy can mean either missile weapons, as arrows, or others, as
swords. If the paradosis’ BéAn in 162 be not from a gloss, then it is
an example of influence from a word in the following line, of which
I can see some more in the Oresteia.
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Thus, at A 512, for kai moudvios we find ki moydwios F, kémaydvios
T. Some scribe’s eye had strayed to the line below, ending with +’
dywviovs feovs. At E 507 the unmetrical 8¢ 7is, deleted by Schwenk and
Pauw, arises from a scribe’s eye having caught in the next line the
same letters in undé 7is. (The intrusion is not from scholia, as sug-
gested by Groeneboom and Murray.)

The influence of an adjacent line may be negative, thus: at X 832f
the Chorus, inciting Orestes to slay his mother, say, as I supplement
the lacuna,

Iepoéws 7’ év dpesaiv (with synizesis making a dochmiac)

<méple > kapdiow oyebdv, . . .
“Keeping in your midriff the heart of Perseus, destroy (her) ...” In
uncials with round sigma to which the theta of TTEPOE was assimi-
lated, the imperative fell out below uncial TIEPCEOC. This is not the
place to argue what should be read at 819ff in the strophe; but in
819 the paradosis can be interpreted as a dochmiac, xai 7é7e &) mAwrdy
(original TTAOTON taken wrongly as wAodrov).

The influence of lost words in a strophe may cause loss in its
antistrophe, as the lacuna in A 1006f induced Triclinius to eject at
A 1031 the syllables Gupadyrs 7€ ki 0ddév ém. Fortunately the Oresteia
paradosis seems not to have suffered substantially from such free
ecdotic interventions before Triclinius, who was about as irresponsible
as many scholars of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the
Iron Age of Aeschylean corruption.

Influence from the line below seems to have been the root of the
trouble at X 64, the only corrupt place in lines 61-65, which can be
read thus:

pomy) &’ émokomel Sikav,

Tayeio Tols pév év dde,

70 8’ €V peTayUiw OKOTOV

péver ypovilovra Bpet,

65 Tovs & dxpavros éxer vUE.

“A turn of the scale controls justice, swift for some in the light; and
other events in the frontierland of darkness abound in power as they
delay; and other men night without fulfilment holds.” The chorus is
oracularly discussing the varying rates and manners in which guilty
persons are punished. The above text is exactly as in M, our sole
authority, except that in 64 M wrote uéver ypovilovr’ dxe: (altered to
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&ym) Bever. I suggest the scribe’s eye had taken in the ye: of éye in
the line below, and, having mistaken the dative of the noun uévos
for the third singular of the verb pévw, he was expecting a noun
in the neuter to go with the preceding re, and thus arrived, via dye,
at a@yn, which made nonsense of metre and of the ensuing Bpve..
Line 64 in the restored form was adopted by Hermann (at one time),
Weil, Verrall, and Groeneboom.

The foregoing brief discussion is a reminder of the infinite guerrilla
of interpretation that would face anyone who should attempt to
evaluate in rigorous percentages all the types of error in the Aeschy-
lean paradosis; for it is often impossible to satisfy oneself, much less
anyone else, what the true reading can have been from which a given
manuscript variant has deviated.

To conclude this paper I list a few miscellaneous errors in the manu-
scripts that involve more than one syllable. A 23 ¢dos ] viv ¢pis FT.
A 119 épikdpova | épikdpara M. A 119 dépuare | ¢épfovro FT. A 217
Oépis. €0 yap ein ] Oéus yop €0 FT. A 1030 BAémer F' ] Bpéuer F2T.
A 1041 SovAins palns Biav | Sovdelas palns Bie F, xai {uydv Ouyeiv Pio
T. A 1356 1i)s pedois kAéos | 7ijs pellodomns kAéos F, peAdovons xAéos
T, s peods xdpw Trypho. Aeschylus’ holograph may have had

variants. X 164 yamérovs ] amd rov. X 319 avriuowpov ] looriuorpov (from
Ltgo
avripopov as the presumed intermediate stage). X 797 krioow ] 7is dv.

X 896 &’ aideoon | Srjoeran. X 954 énwpbintev | én’ Sxbew afev. E 259 mepi
Bpérer mhexOels | wepiAémer mAaryybeis FT. E 286 ympaokwy ] ye 8iddo-
xwv F2T (influenced by a parallel at PV 981). E 343 wapoadopa ] mapd-
¢pove (330 mapadpova FT). E 476 odk edméumelov | odrodv ebmemov FT.
E 567 €lr’ odpavdvde Sudropos | 1 7" odv Sucropos M, 1) T odv SudkTopos
mnéler FT. ouv for odpavdy by compendium was the source of the
trouble. E 832 roluc ] kai xipe FT. kduaros later in the line influenced

the start. In many corruptions one can readily see the adjacent
24 24
influencing factor. E 845 mpdv Sawvoudy | Tipwy Sauc *wv M, ripav

dapéav FT. In the repetition at E 879, M switches to miudv douiov, and
F to 7rirdy Sapéov.

In A 1493, F had doefei favdrew, but in the repetition at A 1517 changes
to edoefel Bovdrw, whether by a monkish thought about a pious
death, or from a graphical confusion whereby a form of alpha was
read as the Byzantine ligature for ev. (This same confusion happened
in the paradosis at Theognis 1044, in XPD and some later Mss.)
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X 247 yéwav edvwv ] yéwariv M1, with ewv lost by near haplography
after oy, may be an example of the same graphical confusion of
alpha with a medieval ligature. But this type of corruption seems to be
extremely rare in the Aeschylus tradition, which is distinguished,
on the contrary, by errors deriving from uncial confusions.

Uncial confusion may be at the back of the crux in X 649, which
involves, as so many problems do, strophic responsion. The mildest
cures being applied to M’s readings, we find this:

788’ ayyt mAevudvwy Eldos otp. d
640 Siavraiav dfvmeviés ovTE Sual
Aikos Toufj. Oéus yop odv.
A médor marovuevor
A} -~ A} ’
70 wév Aios oéPas mapex-
645 Bavr’ éod Beuiords.

Aikas 8 épelberan mubuajv. avr. §

mpoyadkever 8’ Aloa dacyavovpyds: Téxvoy §

émeodéper 8 alayijs

Sdwpdrwy madairepov

650 tivew pdoos xpdvew kvt

Buoaédpwy *Epwis.
“Here near the lungs the sword, keen-timbered, strikes a straight-
through (blow), through, by the surgery of Justice. For it is right.
Trampled underfoot to the ground entirely, the majesty of Zeus
fills with Ruin a transgressor, righteously. The anvil of Justice is firm
fixed; sword-worker Destiny continues her smithy-work; and the
famous deep-minded Fury in time brings in a child to requite in turn
the older pollution of the household.” The Chorus’s sentiments are
suited to the moment where Orestes is about to enter the palace
and avenge his father. Changes from the paradosis are these: 639
70 8 M, 788’ Young. 640 codrar M, odré Hermann. 641 76 un M,
Topfi Young; oo M, odv A. Ludwig. 645 wapexBavres abepiorws M!,
mapexPivr’ 0@ Oepiords Young. elodw would be a correct formation
from the Homeric verb adw, which LSJ attest in the aorist from
Aeschylus and Sophocles. It would mean “fill with Ate,” cf. eloavpdw,
“to fill with men.” When a redivision of the paradosis offers acceptable
sense, no other remedy should be sought for a crux. Here all that is
needed is the addition of an iota subscript. 647 mpooyaAxeder M, cor-
rected by Jacob metri gratia, resulting in bacchius+ palimbacchius+ 2
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cretics. 648-9 Sipuace dwudrwy M (o in rasura) is an unlikely corruption
from 8dpots aludrwy, the original assumed by editors who follow the
readings of Schuetz (after Pauw) and Stephanus, who got the idea of
aipdrwv from the scholiast, who misunderstood the passage. Murray
reports an epsilon in M above the 8w of dwpdrwy, which he takes to
have the value o, and to imply aiudrwy. Even if this were by the first
hand and ink, it would have no more authority than the uncompre-
hending scholiast’s comment éreiodéper 8¢ Tots olkois Téxvov madaudv
aipdTwy, 8 éoTt, TikTeL S povos dAdov $évov. The child brought by the
Fury is Orestes, just as at A 1607 Aigisthos claimed to have been
brought home by Justice to avenge his murdered brothers and sisters.
M’s Siuaoe is meaningless, but looks like a conscientious effort to
reproduce a difficult antigraph, for M corrects a letter. Putting Siucce
into uncials we get AIMACE, and we need a diiamb for responsion.
The sense is suited by & @éMay#s, which originally would have been
AIAAAATEC. I suggest that AA became M (¢f. Thomson-Headlam on
X 995 [their 1001]), and the uncial gamma was taken for sigma, as at
A 101 and X 542 (with the converse phenomenon at E 58). Then we
have loss of uncial sigma after round uncial epsilon (standing for eta).
The suprascript epsilon in dwudrwv may be someone’s alternative
interpretation of the first O of an old AOMATON somewhat illegible,
which had been primarily interpreted as for omega. At 649, on my view,
M’s madourépwr should be re-interpreted as wadairepov. 650 reiver M,
rivew Lachmann. M’s form xAvr at 650, where editors change to the
lyric alpha, supports the eta forms of 641 roufj, and 648 & aAhays,
as do M’s forms at 22, 386, 430, 467 and, with suprascript alphas, at
383, 388, 468, 623 and 646 (cf. Fraenkel on A 1535f [II, p. 727 n. 3).
Contrariwise, there are Doricisms in anapaests, e.g. at A 1569. Why
suppose Aeschylus more pedantically consistent in dialectal purism
than Homer, Pindar or Burns?

In sum, though in this passage, as in many, there are several slight
adjustments of the paradosis to be made, most of them are routine
remedies of slight normal errors. Even the less obvious remedy,
8¢ &Mays for M’s Supaoe, will not appear very difficult to those who
have familiarized themselves with what has actually happened in the
transmission of the Aeschylus text to us.
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