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THE PAPYRUS HYPOTHESIS OF EURIPIDES' ORESTES
(P.OXY. 2455 FR. 4 COL. 1V 32-9 + FR. 141)

32 [ropBet]v- o1 8e [gBocovtec vooyery
nn]a?mcow en[1paveic & AmoArov

E?»evnv] pev awtoc [egncev eic Beovc

] uev Epuiovn[v Aaet]v yov[oko
Mo ]01811 de HAextpalv covork]ic[on
kool pBevtt Se Tov [tne untpoc povov
39 plyouc 81)voccret)e[w
This is, in effect, the text which emerged after W.S.Barrett! suggested that the scrap
reported by E.G.Turner? as |v yov[, with Jic[ below vv, may be fitted in the gaps in lines
36-7. The scrap has now been detached from the back of fr. 18 and numbered as fr. 141,
and W.Luppe has vindicated Barrett's suggestion, by showing that fr. 141 contains traces of
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35  [dwoxo]ulewv- Opz—:[crm d¢ enetaev
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32-5 as well.? The combination of fr. 141 with fr. 4 gives, in Luppe's reconstruction:
32 [nopBet]v- o1 8e [pBocavtec eun]pn[(c)

cew nn]a?mcow en[1paveic]  AmoAr[wv
EAevnv] pev avtoc [egncev] gfic] O[e]ov[c
drako]uilev - Opz—:[crm de] eneroc&e (or emeteil[ev)

] uev Epuiovn[v AaBet]v yovo[ikor

[Hul]qé}n de HAextpa[v covorkt]cou|

I In 32 Luppe suggests eun]pn[(c)-l[cetv (bodwyerv codd., except Cr, which has
vedntety), comparing Sisyphus (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 99 (Austin 93) |toc epnpnecewv[, which he
supplements anetAodv]tac. I doubt |pn[. Luppe describes the first trace as 'der Auslaufer
einer unter die Zeile reichenden Senkrechten'. The trace certainly projects well below the
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line, and bends back to the left. But I have not seen p in this papyrus with such a prominent
left-projecting tail. The letter which sometimes does project left, well below the line, is iota,
when it follows (and is partly joined to) e. Examples are visible on the published plates:
Plate IV fr. 14 col. xiii. 176 JxAewcoc[, 181 mpoceumo[v]toc, Plate VI fr. 5 col. v. 54
Teip[vvBoc, fr. 6 col. vi. 72 etAngevo[t, Plate IX fr. 12 col. xi. 158 amec]teihev. It is
therefore not inconceivable that we have here the iota of bdyetv. But the ink of this trace

1 CQ n.s. 15 (1965) 68. My observations on the papyrus are based on autopsy. In line 32 I have printed
de[ not O[e (the lower arc of e is visible) and in 38 tov[ not tov[ (o certain, v not; but much more likely v
than v [see below, n.50]).

2 The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part xxvii (1962) 67.

3 ZPE 60 (1985) 16-19, with Tafel Ib, and 65 (1986) 29-30.
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has a discoloured appearance, and the tail is rather larger than is normal for the tail of iota,
and so I have no confidence in this diagnosis. The following trace is described by Luppe as
'der rechte Teil einer Waagerechten, an den eine Senkrechte anschliesst'. The trace is, rather,
a small arc, but to what part of what letter it might belong is quite unclear. I doubt if it is
compatible with v (so that vponye]wv[ is probably excluded). Since Luppe's eun]pn[(c)-[cetv
does not commend itself, and there is no good reason for supposing that the papyrus had a
reading different from that of the manuscripts, I suspect that line 33 began, as Turner
suggested, with a compound (e.g. kotnm]etAncaw).

Luppe's readings in 33 and 34 (]6 AnoAMov and Je[ic] O[elov[c) are possible. In 35
enet seems possible (the 1 is probable), and of (in spite of Luppe's reservations) is not
excluded, and indeed seems at least as plausible as elA[. And I should be surprised if
both émitéicco and mpoctdicco (see below, under III). In 36 v yvvol is right. In 37 the
traces are very unclear, but are perhaps compatible with Jcat, and, as Luppe observes, the
preceding iota identified by Turner may have been lost when fr. 141 was detached from the
back of fr. 18. A count of the letters which will have preceded shows that ican are the letters
which we might expect here (covoikicon is the reading of RfSa and was conjectured by
Brunck for -ficot of the remainder). Because the line will have ended about three letters
earlier than the preceding line (and than 33 and 34), Turner and Luppe consider the
possibility that kol may have been added after cuvoikicor, as in V (and also Sa, which
however omits the following &¢). kol ... 8¢ is found at Med. (a) 74 and Phil. P.Oxy. 2455.
256 (Austin  100). A further possibility, remote indeed, is cvykaTolKicON
(cvykat]owk[icon? But the traces are not verifiable). Euripides has cvykotoukiCewv at Hi.
646, and our author has cvykotaAoyilewv (otherwise unattested) in P.Mich. 1319.5 But
covoikilewv is found at Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457.28 (Austin 39).

IL. 34 owtoc (om. codd.) is a positive gain. See Herc. 2-3 xotalinmv d¢ tovTovC v
toic OfPotc adtoc eic "Apyoc NABev, Or. 12-13 adtol pev odv émt todtotc EABOVTEC
SdreyedcOncav 1hc éAnidoc ... 'HAéxtpo 6 ..., Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 12-13 oht0c
uev odv @ovov] nlocac €]n’ évia[vtov anfjAbe guydc-] v 8¢ Me[AJov[inanv ...
(restored from Iohannes Logothetes and Gregory of Corinth),® Pirith. (ap. Ioh., Greg.)
00TOC UEV YOp €Ml TETPOC ... EPPOVPELTO ..., Onceve &8¢ ..., Sthen. (Ioh., Greg., deest

4 For hypotheses to plays in volumes 1 and 2 of the Oxford Text, I refer to my own line numbers; for
those in volume 3, to Murray's numbers.

5 See below, n.23.

6 The hypotheses of Mel. Soph., Pirith., and Sthen. are preserved by Iohannes Logothetes (H.Rabe,
Rh.Mus. 63 [1908] 144-7, reproduced by H. von Arnim, Suppl. Eur. 25-6, 40, 43) and Gregory of Corinth
(Rhet.Gr. 7. 1312-13, 1321 Walz [fuller text of Sthen. in F.G.Welcker, Die griechischen Tragodien 2 (1839)
777-8], reproduced by Nauck 509, 546-7, 567-8). Mel.Soph. may also be found in H. van Looy, Zes
Verloren Tragedies van Euripides (1964) 199-200, Pirith. in Diels-Kranz, Vorsok. 88 [Critias] B 16, and in
TrGF 1 [Critias] F 1.
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P.Oxy. 2455. 56-8) BeAlepogovinv 0¢ o@edyovia (-tov O& @evyovtoc Greg.) éx
KopivBov 810 @évov adtoc (Wilamowitz:”? -ov Ioh., Greg.) pev fiyvice 100 pocove, 1
yovny 8¢ o010V ..., Sthen. (Ioh., Greg., and for the greater part P.Oxy. 2455. 69-70) 6
BeAlepogovine mpoc tov Ilpoltov odTOC MUOAOYMCE TEempoyévol ToDT, Sciron
P.Oxy. 2455. 80-1 kol t[v 1@V ctevddv ad]toc éuPocty ob Oewpdv (suppl. Barrett ap.
Austin 94). I exclude Rh. 15 v o010C Tteprylvnton TV menpoyuévov, where the truth is
preserved by PSI 1286 col. i. 13-14 [{]vo. adténne t[@v] nenporypé[v]ov yévnron.

IL.36 [ ] pev. Turner hesitantly prints [e06V]c. Luppe describes the trace as 'der
untere Teil einer Rundung oder Schrage', and suggests [np@dt]o. The trace, rather, is a low
curve, inclining upwards towards the right and apparently curving backwards again to the
left. It is scarcely compatible with c or o, but resembles more the bottom right curve of o or
. I therefore doubt if either Turner's or Luppe's supplement is compatible with the trace.
Further, neither proposal accords with this author's style. He uses uév and 8¢ regularly, and
with some precision. If he had written e08vc pév or mpdto pév, he would have followed it
with €rerta 0¢ or the like. In fact, he has no attested instance of pév after a temporal
adverb.8 Usually, (i) he achieves a perfect syntactical balance. Sometimes, (ii) the balance is
not perfect, but it is a balance none the less. There are (iii) few divergences from these
norms. In the passages which follow I quote first the instances which are guaranteed by a
papyrus, and second the instances where we have no papyrus evidence.

(i) Perfect syntactical balance: Tr. 2-3 (P.Oxy. 2455. 165-7) 100 pev ... tfjc 6¢ ..., Ph.
12-14 (P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 48 + fr. 125)% 6 puév odv veavickoc ... OnPaiot 8¢ ... (the former
clause is variously corrupted in the mss.), 10 Ph. 16-17 (P.Oxy. 2455. 291-4) f| pév ovv
unmp vty Tokdactn ... 0 8¢ tovne adeApoc Kpewv ... (Toxactn is rightly omitted
by the mss.),!! Ph. 19-20 (P.Oxy. 2455. 298-301) tovc vro v Koaduelov (tove pgv
uro tht Kadueton the mss., rightly)!2 ... TToAvveixkny 8¢ ... Oidwwdda O¢ ..., Ph. 21-2
(P.Oxy. 2455. 302-3) ¢’ Gv pev ... £¢° @v 8¢ ..., Rh. 10-12 (PSI 1286 col. i. 3-6) to0t01]c
0’ ém[poavelc pev 0 ‘ARéEovdpoc] émncOn[uévoc v moleplwv  moplovciaw,
[é€amatnOeic 8°] bmo thHc "Abnvac ...,13 Alex. P.Oxy. 3650. 13-15 0 pév noic ... ot &’
GAAoL vopgic ..., 27-9 Koc[cav]dp[o] pev ... ‘Exdfn [6¢ ..., Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455.

7 CLPh. 3 (1908) 226 = Kl.Schr. 1.275, and so anticipating Luppe, Wiss. Zeitschr. Univ. Halle 34
(1985) 99-102. Luppe's dc {(eic) Kaplov (ZPE 49 [1982] 19 n.14) was also anticipated by Wilamowitz.

8 The supplements (tp@dtov pév) and (Enerta) 8¢ printed by Nauck in Sthen. are proved false by Ioh.

9 See Barrett, loc.cit. (n.1) 67. The text after veavickoc is plausibly restored by Luppe, Philologus 126
(1982) 313-15.

10 gee Barrett, loc.cit. 60.

11 Barrett, loc.cit. 64.

12 Barrett, loc.cit. 65.

I3 év 6 (om. codd.) supplied to fill the available space by Luppe, Anagennesis 2 (1982) 74-82;
gnncOn[uévoc v nokepiov, where the mss have énictacBon (émt and a space of c.6 letters in V) moAépov
(moAeptov coni. Kirchhoff), restored by Gallavotti.
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9-10 [€]x pev ... (with éx 8¢ restored from Ioh., Greg.),!* 21-2 gvAort[Opev]o uev ...
[6nAa]Coulevar 871 ... (item Ioh., Greg.), Rhad. PSI 1286 col. ii . 2-3 (Austin 92) éni uev
. éni 8¢ ..., Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455. 53-4 + P.Strasb. 2676 B(d)'> IIpoi[t]o[c "ABdv]tov (a
mistake for -toc) pgv fv vide, [Axpiciov] 8¢ ade[Apoc], Poacikeve de Teip[vvboc
(TTpoitoc Av ‘Axdpoavtoc ["APavtoc Nauck] viéc Ioh., Greg.), Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455.
72-3 tiic] pev ... [tod 6¢ ... (ita Ioh., Greg.), Sisyphus (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 91-2 (Austin 93)
o[t pelv obv cdrvpot ... ‘Epufic 8¢ ..., Syleus P.Oxy. 2455. 106-7 (Austin 96) to0tov|c]
uev of)\g [ ... Zevodi]kmv 8¢ ... (suppl. Harder), !¢ Temenos (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 119-23
(Austin 12)!17 t[nv plev "Apyei[av ... Ty d¢] Mecenviav ... v 8[¢] Aok[wviav, Tennes
P.Oxy. 2455. 182-3 (Austin 97) v pev vijcov ... [t|nv d& yevca[uévinv yovaixo ...,
Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 197-8 (Bond 21) to0t[o]u[c] pev .. v [un]tépa & adtdv ...,
Phrixus A P.Oxy. 2455. 224-5 (Austin 101) + 3652. 18 vioc pg[v] ... Bacikede 8¢ ...,
S.Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013. 31-3 (TrGF 4 p. 436 Radt) £yé[vovto 1| uev] andawv, 1 &¢
xe[Mdav, Enoy] 6¢ 0 Tnpede.

No papyrus available: Held. 1 vioc pev ... d8edpiSodc 8¢ ..., 14-15 tadtnv pev odv ...
0070C 8¢ ..., Hi. 1 vioc pev ... Pacikeve 6¢ ..., 22-3 v pev daidpav ... todTOV OF ...,
Andr. 11-12 Mevéhaoc pgv odv ... ‘Epuidovn 8¢ ... (P.Oxy. 3650. 44-5, in which only
Joov &m| survives, will have had the same text), 16-18 todtov p&v .. THV Of
"Avdpouayny ... avtov O¢ ...,18 Hec. 1-2 ol pév “EAAnvec ... ‘AyiAdevc o€ ..., 3-5 ot
ugv oov "EAAnvec ... lodvunctmp 8¢ ..., 15 tobc pév viovc ... adtov 8¢ ..., Tr. 8-9
OOV HEv 0OV ... ‘Actudvakto 8¢ ..., Hel. 5-7 ol ugv yop ... 0 8¢ ..., 7-8 v uev
aAnBdc ‘EAévny ... 10 €ldwhov 8¢ avthic, 12-13 1dc pgv vodc ... dAlyouvc 8¢ Twvoc ...,
Or. 6-7 vuktoc pev ‘EAévny eicaméctelhe,!® ped’ nuépov 8¢ adtoc AAOev (adtoc &t

14 Cf. Luppe, ZPE 73 (1988) 30.

15 Ed. J.Schwartz, ZPE 4 (1969) 44. Combined with P.Oxy. 2455 by Luppe, ZPE 55 (1984) 7-8.

16 7PE 35 (1979) 11 n.12. See also Luppe, SIFC ser. 3,2 (1984) 37-8.

17 On the ascription of this fragment see A.Harder, ZPE 35 (1979) 12 and Euripides' Kresphontes and
Archelaos (1985) 288-9; also Luppe, Prometheus 13 (1987) 193-203.

18 For P.Oxy. 3650. 52-6 in this passage, see below, n.36.

19 gicomécteihe(v)] améctetke V, elc dctv dnécteide C. The compound eicamoctéAlo is barely attested,
and I doubt it here. We need to know where Helen was despatched; and the answer is 'into the city'
(elc dctv, as C, accepted by Di Benedetto). The verb dmoctéAlm (usually with a prepositional phrase
indicating direction) is found at Andr. 17 (eic Moloccodc), Ph. 21 (P.Oxy. 2455. 301) dmécteide[v]
(dménepyev codd. plerique, dnenépyoato GXXaXb), Ba. 6 (én° odtov 10V Bedv), Temenos (?) P.Oxy. 2455.
146 (Austin 98) a[nécte]id[e] (Turner) ... eic Cmépt[nv], Telephus P.Oxy. 2455. 158 (Austin 67) é]ni t[0]v
xpncpov[ | amécltedey, Pirith. (Toh., Greg.) éni tov KépBepov ... dmoctodeic. T have two reservations: (i) T
have not found Gctv elsewhere in these hypotheses (mdAic would be normal); (ii) elc dictv dmécteihe
introduces hiatus (sometimes found where the mss are our only source, very rarely in papyrus sources: see
Barrett, loc.cit. 61 n.2, 62 n.1, imperfectly answered by Luppe, Philologus 120 [1976] 15, 127 [1983] 139
n.19, who fails to distinguish between unavoidable instances and instances which are avoidable by elision).
The transposition dmécteidev eic dctv would answer (ii). We should then suppose that eic dctv was
accidentally omitted, written above the line or in the margin, and then incorporated in the wrong place
(entirely in C, in part in the majority, not at all in V). Alternatively, eic ("Apyoc) dméctelde, since it is
appropriate that the city should be named.
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ned’ nuépov eicid@e BFG), 12-14 adtol peév ovv ... HAéxtpo 8¢ ..., Rh. 8-9 1ov pev
“Extopo ... ‘PRcov 8¢ ..., Pirith. (Ioh., Greg.) adtoc ugv yop ... Onceve 6¢ ..., Sthen.
(Ioh., Greg.) o010c20 pev ... | yovn 8€ ovTod ... . I exclude Ph. 8-9 1 pev ’lokdctn ...
[ToAvveixnc O¢ ..., where P.Oxy. 2544. 10 shows that | uév *Ioxdctn is intrusive.2!

(iii) Less than perfect syntactical balance: Andr. 7-8 (P.Oxy. 3650. 38-9) 10 noudiov]
nev €Eenkfev (bme€ébnkev codd.), ovth &€ ..., EL 1-5 (P.Oxy. 420. 1-5) v pev
H]Aéx[tplav  to0c  avdpoac elchyery  [€]lkér[e]ucev, mevigpdv pev  dAAC
[p]Aotinwy Eeviov pebebovtac, [ad]ltoc 8¢ ... anfidfev,?? Or. 18 (P.Oxy. 2455. 34-
5) ‘EAévnv] pev ... 'Opé[ctnt 8¢ ... (uev om. R; -tn(1) uel -tnv codd.), Mel.Soph. P.Oxy.
2455. 12-14 (o0t0C pgv odv) ... ™y 8¢ Melavinany ... (restored from Ioh., Greg.),
Sciron P.Oxy. 2455. 83-4 (Austin 94) éketvol pgv ... adtoc ¢ ..., Temenos (?) P.Mich.
131923 + P.Oxy. 2455. fr. 107.4 10 uév odv kpiuo THe pdymc €yéveto ... dpictoc d¢
gkpiveto "ApyéAooc.

No papyrus available: Hi. 15-16 tfji pev tpoe®dt ... Eavtny O£ ...,24 19-20 tov pev
‘InrdAvtov ... adToC 8¢ ..., Andr. 13-14 tavtny pev ... Neontodéumt 6€ ... (and probably
the same in P.Oxy. 3650. 48-9), Tr. 6-8 'Ayouéuvovt pev Koccdvdpov, "Avdpoudymv
0¢ NeomtoAéumt, IMToAvEevnv 8¢ ’AyidAel,?> 11-12 1tfic ugv ‘EAévne ... tolC
avorpedévoc 8¢ ..., Ton 8-9 TovT™L UEV 0DV ... TOV & €xTpopévia ..., Ba. 5-6 kol Tivoic
uev 1dv Boky®v colaPov #ncev, én’ adtov 8¢ tov Bedv TéAhmct drécteihev, Rh.
6-7 Adhwvor ugv avmipnkotec, €ni 0¢ v “Extopoc kotnvinkodtec cxnvnv,26 Pirith.
(Ioh., Greg.) 10V pev Onplov (Bnpoc Greg.) ... Tovc O¢ mept ONcéa ... .

(iii) The following diverge, in some degree, from the norms established above: Alex.
P.Oxy. 3650. 9-11 kotwdOpoto pev [t0]v éxtebévta, Tplopov [ €]me[i]cev, Rhad.

20 gee above, p. 3.

21 Barrett, loc.cit. 64, 65.

22 This restoration (which T have verified by autopsy) was suggested to me by Mr Barrett, to whom are
owed v pev ‘H]Aéx[tplav, [é]lkéA[eJucev (Luppe, Philologus 125 [1981] 181-7, had suggested
[¢]Ix[éAevc]ev), and [(pt]l?»onucov (Barrett compares Mel. Soph. [Ioh., Greg.] piAdtipov). Luppe remarks that
'Auch der éxélevcev-Satz wird tibrigens ... mit pév eingeleitet worden sein'; and I should suppose that the
writer chose the (for him) unusual variation pév dAAG at the end of the first half of the sentence because he
was using pev ... 8¢ to link the two halves of the sentence.

3 Ed. Turner, Papyrologica Lugduno-Batava 17 (1968) 133-6. The proof that this is from a hypothesis
was supplied by Harder, ZPE 35 (1979) 7-14, who detected the link with P.Oxy. 2455 fr.107. See also
Luppe, Philologus 122 (1978) 6-13, ZPE 35 (1979) 15-19, APF 27 (1980) 243-4, ZPE 49 (1982) 15-19,
J.S.Rusten, ZPE 40 (1980) 39-42, 45 (1982) 270, Harder, Euripides' Kresphontes and Archelaos (1985) 289-
90.

24 For a speculative reconstruction of P.Mil.Vogl. 44. 14-16 see Luppe, Philologus 123 (1983) 155-62.

25 Of these words P.Oxy. 2455. 171 has only ’Ayapéuvolvi]. Luppe, Aristoteles, Werk und Wirkung,
Paul Moraux gewidmet, i (ed. J.Wiesner, 1985) 615, considers restoring full syntactical balance with
Neontoléumt 8¢ "AvSpoudymyv, AxtM»a 8¢ TMolvEévnv. But the variation has a certain elegance, and is
comparable with Sthen. ABowtoc pev fv vide, "Axprciov 8¢ ddehpdc, Pacideve 8¢ TeipuvBoc, S.Tereus (?)
N Uev andav, i & xeAdav, Enoy 8¢ 6 Tnpedc, both cited above under (i).

26 So Q (Harl. 5743); énl 8 v “E- (om. kotnvtnkodtec) kottnv (tum spat. fere ix litt.) V; (émi 8&
v “E- xot- om.) cknvAv Ambros. O 123 sup.
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PSI 1286 col. ii. 4-8 (Austin 92) mp[oc|étage v pev ‘EAévnv a[uotépoic] 1oic
ddelpoic tolc tebv[nrdca tac]?? Tpdce xatocticacBor, [toc Buyo]tépac & avtod
Bedic Egnce y[evécBou (the balance is slightly upset by the change of construction, the writer
having realised, as it were, that he needed a verb other than ntpocétaée to govern the second
infinitive),?8 Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 24 + fr. 95 to[v pev Ilpoltov xoreuéuyarto,
av]éc[et]ce d[& v (BevéBorav (a speculative restoration,2® based on kotepéuyoto Tov
[Ipottov, dvécerce 8¢ (8¢ wol Greg.) v CO- Ioh., (Greg.)), Sthen. (Ioh., (Greg.))
yevouevoc 8¢ kot MAlov v vijcov tovtnv (sc. (BevéBorov) améppryev. odV
ugv ovv (odv om. Greg.) dmoBovodcav Ghelc dvoroBdviec Stexdpicay eic Ty (Thy
om. Greg.) TipuvBa, mdAwv 8¢ émictpéyoc (bmo- Greg.)) 6 Behlepoedvinc ..., where
P.Oxy. 2455. 65-7 should probably be supplemented x|atoe M[fAov thv vijcov
yevouevoc  éxellvnv  anéperyle ( ). TOOTMV W&V odV amo]Oavodcoy  aAfteic,30
Temenos (?) P.Mich. 1319 obtot pgv odv Procdpevol ... covikateloxlctneow -
(&v)aPiBocduevor 8¢ ... (the drift of the passage remains unclear, and there is likely to be
corruption).3!

No papyrus available: Hcld. 8-10 to0TOL pHEV ®ALYOPEL, XPNCUOV O OOTMOL
ViIKNeopov yevnOévtov ... tolc Aoyloc Popémc Ecxev, Ton 4-6 10 pev odv Ppégoc
‘Epufic ... fveykev- ebpodco &’ 1 mpogfitic dvélBpeye, Hel. 1-5 xol enav EADelv pev
o0V ... 00 uNv 08¢ oVtwc oc Evpwmidnc onciv,3? 14-15 dmotdct pev  TOV
OcoxAvuevov, avtol 8¢ vni gufavrec ...,.33 Ba. 15-16 Awdvvcoc 8¢ émipoveic (Ta) pev
TOCL ToLPNYYELAEY, EKOCTOL OE O copPrceton diecapncey.34

27 Or 1eBv[nkdcwv]1? The article is unwanted, and the line-endings were not all aligned in this papyrus.

8 At the end read £pnce ylevécBon or y[eviicecBou (Luppe, Anagennesis 2 [1982] 81) and not £pn yev|
(ed.pr.). Similarly at Phaethon P.Oxy. 2455. 207 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) not £€p[n to0]v but €en[ce(v)] t[ov
(Luppe, Philologus 127 [1983] 135-9) or possibly €gn[ce 10]v[. At Hi. 24 &pn will be a corruption of €gnce
(Luppe). At Or. 18 €pncev is corrupted to €pn by Cr.

9 Luppe, ZPE 49 (1982) 19-20, Wiss. Zeitschr. Univ. Halle 34 (1985) 99.Wilamowitz, C1.Ph. 3 (1908)
226 = Kl.Schr. 1.275, had already suggested xatepéuyoto (uev) tov I1- in Ioh., Greg.

0 The first part (to éxeilvnv) supplied by Turner, whose following eic thv @dAaccav: fiv dmo] was
prompted by the false supplements printed in Greg. by Nauck and therefore has no foundation. Luppe restored
adTHV [EV oV omo] from Ioh. But we must have o0tV pév odv and not adtiv puév ovv, and now that the
papyrus offers ékelvnyv in the preceding clause in place of tadtny (Ioh.; Greg. is defective), there is no
obstacle to writing tovmnv here. For todtnv (todtov, tovtovc) pgv ovv see Held. 14, Tr. 8, Ton 8, Syleus
P.Oxy. 2455. 106 (Austin 96). Our author uses only (as we should expect) nominative o0TOC (-01) pgv 0OV
(Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 12, Or. 12).

31 See the contributions cited above, n.23.

32 But this sentence does not belong to our author: see G.Zuntz, The political Plays of Euripides (1955)
133-4, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides (1965) 143 n. §, and Kannicht's
commentary, pp. 7-9.

3 Normal usage would be restored by writing tov pév Oeoxhdpevov dmotdety, odtol 8¢ ..., like Hi.
15-16 i1 pev tpoedt énénAnéev, tavthyv 6¢ ..., 19-20 tov uev ‘Itmédvtov énétabe @evyely, odtoc OF
.., Andr. 7-8 10 noudiov pév (bm)e€énkev, adn 8¢ ... .

34 Elmsley's {(t&) is certainly not the right supplement.
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We may now return to line 36 of our papyrus. The word which will restore the balance
we need was found by H.Lloyd-Jones,3> who proposed a010]c, to be taken as a scribal
error for o0TOvV or ovtdl. Examples were given (under II) of adt0oc pév balanced by a
second noun + &¢: Or. 12-13 adtol pev odv ... HAéxtpo 8¢ ..., Mel. Soph. adtoc pev
oOvV ... v 8¢ Melavinmnyv ..., Pirith. adtdoc pgv yop ... Oneve 8¢ ..., and above all
Sthen. ovtoc (Wilamowitz: -ov Ioh., Greg.) ugv ... 1} yovn 8¢ a0To ... .

It is reasonable to assume, since there is no positive evidence to disprove the assumption,
that the papyrus, like the manuscripts, had the verb érnétae in 35. Both émitaccom and
npoctocco may be constructed with accusative or dative: Hi. 19-20 tov uev ‘InmdAvtov
énétale @evyely, oOToc Of ..., Andr. 15-18 TInAel 8¢ ... Oftic €mpavelco TOVTOV UEV
énétolev év Aelpoic Bdwyar, v 8¢ ’Avdpoudynv eic  Moloccovc dmoctellon
(Lascaris:  dméctelde(v) codd.) upetdr 100 moddc, ovtov  d¢  dBavociov
npocdéxecBo,3® Rh. 8-9 odc ’Abnva xotécyev émigaveicor kol tov pév “Extopa
ékédevce un Cntelv, Phicov 8¢ avoupelv énétoe, Syleus P.Strasb. 2676 A(a) 5-737
én[étalev elc SovAeiav dmleumodn{t}Oévti[ | ... Aotpedei]v,®® Mel. Soph. (Ioh.,
Greg.) Mehavinam it Buyorpl mpocétalev éviagiolc ovtd kocuficon, Phaethon
P.Oxy. 2455. 210-12 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) dmictodvtt 8¢ ... mpocétaev £[A]0elv,
Rhad. PSI 1286 col. ii. 4-7 (Austin 92) np[oc]éta&e thv uev ‘EAévnv a[upotéporc] 1oic
adelpoic 1olc Tebv[nrdar Toc]? Twoc  xoatocticocBor, Sthen.  (Ioh., Greg.)
npocetaley ovTdL droktvouvedcol. Among these there is no instance of émitdccw and
dative (at Andr. 15-18 TInAel takes its case from the nearer verb €mipaveico, and so we
should not assume that the construction changes from dative to accusative with oOtoV),
unless Luppe's én[éto&e is right in Syleus. There are two instances of émitdcco and
accusative (Hi. 19-20, where a dative would give an unwelcome hiatus, and Andr. 15-18
ovtov; Rh. 8-9 is not to be counted, since ovc takes its case from the nearer verb
kotécyev). For mpoctdccw there are three instances with dative (Mel. Soph., Phaethon,
Sthen.) and one with accusative (Rhad., where a dative would give hiatus and an unwelcome
collocation of datives).

In our passage, the manuscripts are divided between 'Opéctn(1) (BOAAbCrGZc) and
‘Opéctnv  (MVAaAdAnAtCFKMnPrRRfRwSSaXXaXbZu), just as they are divided
between TITvAadn(t) (MBOAAaAbAdJAtCCrKMnPrRRwSSaXXbZu) and ITvAddnv

35 Gnomon 35 (1963) 439.

36 P.Oxy. 3650. 52-6 had a different wording. Hardly ... émoo]ve[i]ca [Neontéhepov pdv énérolev
év Ae]holoic Bdwyou, AvSpoudynv] Ot pe[ta tod mondoc eic Moloccovc] dmoct[eihan, adtov §
éBovociov mpocdélyecdalt (so R.A.Coles, BICS Suppl. 32 [1974] 67-9), with two unwelcome instances
of hiatus and much too short a line in 53 (the second hiatus is avoidable by v ’Avdpoudynv] 8¢, but the
line remains too short). For an alternative see Barrett ap. Coles 69.

37 Ed. J.Schwartz, ZPE 4 (1969) 43-4.

38 A speculative reconstruction by Luppe, SIFC ser. 3,2 (1984) 37.

39 See above, n.27.
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(VGMnC?RfXaZc) and even IToAédnc (FZu) and TTuwAéSov (An), and between
"HAéxtpov (BOAAJFGKMnPrSSaZcZu) and "HAéxtpou(1)
(MVAaAbAnAtCCrRRfRwXXaXb). The choice of ITvA&dnt ... 'HAéktpav is dictated by
the verb cuvoikicor, which must have Electra, not Pylades, as its object.#0 Between
"Opéctnt and "Opéctnyv the choice is dictated by the following dative xaBopBévt, attested
not only by the papyrus but also by the greater part of the manuscripts (the exceptions are
-to. R, -toc K, -tec CrGaC, -toc FS,4! -tov XaZcZu).

Now, the trace visible at the beginning of 36 is probably not |c, and it is certainly not Jv
or Ju (i.e. not owto]c, avtolv, awvtw]y). But it is compatible with Jo (i.e. avt]w ). The
papyrus sometimes omits final adscript iota (as at 37 [TvAadn, 83, 194, 209), and sometimes
adds it (as at 18, and possibly 286, 295 1, 297 t1 Tv[xn]1).4?

M.L.West43 prints, without comment, ‘Opéctnt 8¢ énétaev adtov pev ‘Epuiovny
AoPetv, ToAddnt 8¢ "HAéxtpov cuvoikicot, kaBapBévtt 8¢ ... . But, while ‘Opéctnu ...
énétoev o0TOV pev AoPelv ... kaBapBévta 8¢ ... would be without offence, a reversion to
the dative in koBopBévTt is not acceptable.

The loss of the intervening adt®d1 pév has been accompanied in the manuscripts by a
change in the order of énétaev ... ‘Epuiovny to ‘Epuiovny énétale, except in KSa,
which have érnéta&ev ‘Epuiovny (the order was corrected by the first hand of K).

IV. 36 Aofei]v yova[iko. I know of only two manuscripts which have the word
yovaixe. Xa (Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 120),%*4 dated c. 1320-30, one of the
manuscripts containing scholia by Moschopoulos, has yovoiko Aofeiv. This was noted by
Barrett.4> Ad (Athos, Movn Atovuciov, 334),4 from the 15th century or later, hitherto
uncollated, has the same order as the papyrus. Ad has a text very similar to that of the
'Moschopoulean' manuscripts. I shall discuss elsewhere agreements such as this between
the 'Moschopoulean' manuscripts and older witnesses, and the implications of such
agreements for the textual tradition of Orestes. For the present it is sufficient to observe that
the reappearance in the 'Moschopoulean' manuscripts of a reading whose antiquity is
guaranteed by a papyrus is not unprecedented,*” and that, although we should have every
right to suspect yovaiko of being a late intrusion if it were attested only by Xa and Ad, its

40 Cf. Acolus P.Oxy. 2457. 27-8 (Austin 89) [t Ov]yorépoc covotkicon toic vioic, LST s.u. 1.

41 This corruption was caused by the following 10D @évou for 1OV edvov, an error (for so I take it to be:
see below, n.48) shared by FS with several other mss.

42 For 295 and 297 see Barrett, loc.cit. (n.1) 67.

43 Euripides, Orestes, edited with translation and commentary (Aris and Phillips, Warminster, 1987).

44 A.Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides (1957) 98, K.Matthiessen,
Studien zur Textuberlieferung der Hekabe des Euripides (1974) 48, D.J.Mastronarde and J.M.Bremer, The
Textual Tradition of Euripides' Phoinissai (1982) 11, N.G.Wilson, Mediaeval Greek Bookhands (1972-3) 30-1
(Plates 64-5).

45 Loc.cit. 66, 68.

46 Turyn 121-2, Matthiessen 37-8, Mastronarde and Bremer 13-14.

47 Readers of Barrett's article will know why.
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appearance in the papyrus proves that, if it is intrusive, the intrusion is a very early one. I
believe that yvvaika is not intrusive but genuine. 'To take as a wife' adds a desirable
specification to the verb.

V. 38 tov [tfic untpoc @évov (Turner, who however reads tov [). The manuscripts
have OV @OVov (MOACKPrRfRwSa) or 00 @OVOL
(VAaAbAdAnAtCrFMnPrISRSXXaXbZcZu) or tdv ¢bvev  (BGRIS)48  Turner's
supplement is probably right. Something is needed to fill the available space, and Thc
untpdc, which is just the right length,4? tells us what we need to be told. After the allusion
at the beginning to the murder of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra (1-2) and in the middle to the
attempted murders of Helen and Hermione (12, 14-15), a bare reference to purification for
'the murder' is undesirably imprecise.

But, in view of 1 tov @dvov t0d rnotpdc (Tov 10 nt- ¢- K), we may wonder whether
the order tov @dvov thc untpdc may be preferable to tov Thic untpoc eovov.50 Decision
is impossible. Our author uses both orders. As before, I give first the passages for which we
have papyrus evidence.

(i) tov tic untpoc edvov: Tr. 2 (P.Oxy. 2455. 164-5) 10 tdv "Alyoudv ctpdrev[uo
(ita codd.), Rh. 16 (PSI 1286 col. i. 15) 0 t®[v (or t0[D) Ph]cov ndAwv £[mu]eAntnc
(0 100 ‘PAcov émi- codd.), Rh. 20 (ibid. 22-3) 10 [t0D modoc mévB]oc (ita codd.),
Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457. 21 (Austin 88) tnv tdv dvéumv 8[,5! Auge P.Koln 264. 452 6 11j]c
‘Apkadioc  d[vvactne3  Temenos (?) P.Mich. 131954 10 1dv Ilelomovvnciov
ctpdrevpa, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 193 (Bond 21) v tiic untpo[c] {nmawy, 194 1fit 100
Avkovpyov yvvouki, S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013. 2 (TrGF 4 p. 435 Radt) 0 t@dv
"Abnvoiov duv(dctme, ibid. 5-6 [t]dt [t®]v Opaikdv Boctiel.

No papyrus available: Hec. 5 0 (om. FPaRRwYvZc) tov Opoikdv PociAeve, 10-11
TOC TOV alyuoAntidov cknvac, Tr. 8 1hic 100 "AyiAléoc Tofic,’d IT 2-3 10 ... THic

48 100 @bvov is possible (cf. S. fr. 434 Nauck, 475 Pearson, Radt xoBaipovd’ {rmov odyunpéc tpiydc
[-&v tpixor and -dic Tpiyoc have been conjectured]), Hdt. 1.44.1 tov odtOC 9évov éxdBnpe, Plut. Mar. 6.1
kobapor Ancmpiov v énapyiov), but there is no good reason for prefering it to the accusative (cf. H.
Il. 16.667-8 oino k&Onpov ... Capnndbva, A. fr. 45 Nauck, Radt, 126 Mette xoBaipopon yRpoc, Hdt.
1.43.2 6 xaBapBeic Tov pdvov).

49 Line 38 will have 29 letters. The preceding lines vary between 26 letters (377), 28 (32, 34), 29 (357;
36) and 30 (33). I have counted a colon as equivalent to a letter.

50 If (what seems improbable: see above, n.1) the papyrus had tov[ not tov[, we should have to prefer 10
@OVOoV Thic uNTpdc, since Tod THc unTpoc povov would give hiatus (see above, n.19).

For suggested supplements see below, under VI.

52 See L.Koenen, ZPE 4 (1969) 7-18.

53 The supplements (Luppe, APF 29 [1983] 19-23) are speculative. Luppe introduces another instance by
his supplement at 9-10 thv tfic "’ABnvac £cB]fito (v Tfic Oedic £cB]Rto. Koenen).

54 See above, n.23.

55 Rather, tfic 100 npoetpnuévou (Q: eip- P: "AxtAémc V) taefic, as commended by Luppe, DLZ 104,
12 (1983) 1052, and in Aristoteles, Werk und Wirkung (see above, n.25) 615, comparing Ton 8 tov tfic
npoetpnuévnc yapov, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 196 (Bond 21) t[o]vc n[ploetpnuév[ovc], to which add Syleus
P.Oxy. 2455. 104 (Austin 96) 10D npoetpnu[évov. '
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"Aptépidoc Edavov, 6 10V Thc "Aptéutdoc 1epov, Ton 8 toOV Thc mpoelpnuévic YoUov,
Hel. 6 v thc TAMov mopOncv, 11-12 tdr 100 Ilpotéwc uvAuott, Ba. 2-3 toc tdv
OnPoinv yovaikac, 3 ai 100 Kédduov Quyatépec, 4 0 tfic "Ayavmc moic, 14-15 taic
Thc TexovencC ... xepciv, Rh. 18 | 100 ‘Phcov untnp f Movca: (but PSI 1286 col. i. 19
has the preferable 1 (?)] KaAAionn), Mel.Soph. (Ioh., Greg.) tht 100 motpoc “EAAnvoc
YvounL.>6

(i) tov @ovov tihic untpdc: Andr. 12-13 (P.Oxy. 3650. 46-7) v napovciov] tod
Ne[ontoAépov (ita codd.), Ph. 14-15 (P.Oxy. 2455 fr.48)7 tovc myeudvoc]| t@dv
‘Ap[yelwv (ita codd.), Rh. 14 (PSI 1286 col. i. 10-11) 7| cougopar 8¢ (koi M ¢- codd.)
v avmipnuévov,  Mel.Soph.  P.Oxy. 2455. 18-19 t[v  évtoAv 10D
ko]rocneipav[tloc (ita Ioh., Greg.), ibid. 19-20 thv xkd&Bodov T0V] Suvdcto[v (ita
Ioh., Greg.), Syleus P.Oxy. 2455. 104 (Austin 96) v Buya]tépo 100 mpoerpnu[évov
(Turner's tnv is less than certain), Temenos (?) P.Mich. 1319 + P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 107. 438
1O Hev odv kpipo the udyne, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 195 (Bond 21) tov émitdelov tod
moudoc, Phaethon P.Oxy. 2455. 212 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) tac in[noct]dceic 10D
Beo[D], Phil. P.Oxy. 2455. 253 (Austin 100) tov €Aoitov (EAeov) TOV EVIVLYXOVOVI®V.

No papyrus available: Alc. (a) 3-4 i yovn t00 ’Aduntov (tov 'A- BOV: om. PTr),
Med. (a) 22 Tt mpouvnt the "Apyodc, Andr. 8-9 10 1epov thic Oft1d0c,>® Hel. 9 1in
Boacidel thc Atydmtov, Or. 1 tOov @ovov 100 motpdc (tov 100 n- ¢- K), 3-4 100
TaTPOC THC Avmpnuévnc.6o

Occasionally the dependent genitive precedes: Rh. 19 (PSI 1286 col. i. 20) t0]d "Pficov
10 copo (o Prcov omitted by the mss, but they had the interpolation 1 t0od ‘Pfcov
untmp N Movca for () KaAAidonn just before, as noted above), S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy.
3013. 9-10 (TrGF 4 p. 436 Radt) thic [Tpoxvnc ... tnv G.dehonv.

(iii) Occasionally the two constructions are combined: Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 15-16
v  wpoc]dokiov  thc 10[d] motpoc [mapovcioc (item  Ioh., TV 10D mOTPOC
npocdoxiov Greg.), Cycl. 4 v aldtiay thc TdV 1dlwv Ekeophicenc.

VI. 39 duvoctebde[tv (Gpyewv fere codd.; €ewv Z et ante "Apyovc Sa). This writer
affects the root dvvoct-: Herc. 7 dvvdctny, Alex. P.Oxy. 3650. 17-18 duvdctov, Mel.
Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 20 duvdcto[v (item Ioh., Greg.), Scyrii PSI 1286 col. ii. 16-17
(Austin 96) duvélctnt, S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013.2 (TrGF 4 p. 435 Radt) duv(dctinc,

56 To be rejected is Ph. 1 v t@v OnPdv Bactkeiav (tdv O- BAaAbSAtCrFGMnPrRwSSaXXb, O-
codd. cett.: év OnPoic P.Oxy. 2455. 172 and 2544.1). See Barrett, loc.cit. 64, 70.

57 See Barrett, loc.cit. 67.

58 See above, n.23.

59 10 @étidoc tepdv (Barrett ap. Coles, BICS Suppl. 32 [1974] 68) eliminates the hiatus and an unwanted
article and is a little better suited to the space in P.Oxy. 3650.40.

60 To be rejected is Ph. 3 thv Buyotépa 100 Pacthémc (thv MAALCCrMtXaZc, om. P.Oxy. 2544.4
et codd. plerique).
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and conceivably Auge P.Koln 264. 4 d[vvdctnc.®! The choice is unclear at Ph. 17
dvvactelioy XXaXb: Bocidetav P.Oxy. 2455. 295 et codd. cett.52 T add a further possible
instance: Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457. 21-2 v 1t@v avéuov O | Jovexncev (8[woikncwv]l
avokncev Turner, d[ecrmotet]lov 1kncev Kassel ap. Austin 88, d[vvoctet]lov 1encev
Diggle).

Finally I observe that after dpyewv (after £xewv Zc) XaZcZu add n&idOncov and G adds
nEwwbn. This (evidently intrusive) verb goes hand in hand with the corruption of
koBopBévtt to -tec (CrGa¢) and -tov (XaZcZu),%3 and calls to mind Hec. 3 codytov
fitet, where AGXXaXb have coayfivon n&iov.o4

Queens' College, Cambridge James Diggle

61 Luppe, APF 29 (1983) 20.
2 See Barrett, loc.cit. 61, 65. Bocidelow is found with mopolapPdve at Ph. 1, Ba. 4-5, with
nopadidmpt in P.Mich. 1319.
63 See above, p. 8.
64 Rightly described by Barrett, loc.cit. 66, as 'manifestly inferior'.



