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

 
  32 [poryei]ǹ: o`i` de [fya!ante! ufacein 
   [  ̀  ̀  ̀  hp]èilh!an: èp`[ifanei! d Apollvn 
   [Elenhn] men auto!̀ [efh!en ei! yeou! 
  35 [diako]mizein: Ore[!thi de epetajen 
   [  ̀  ̀  ̀  ̀ ]  ̀̀ men Ermionh[n labei]n gun[aika 
   [Pul]àd`h de Hlektra`[n !unoik]i![ai 
   [kaya]ryenti de toǹ [th! mhtro! fonon 
  39 [Ar]gou!̀ duna!teuè[in 
 This is, in effect, the text which emerged after W.S.Barrett1 suggested that the scrap 
reported by E.G.Turner2 as ]n gun[, with ]i![ below un, 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 
32-5 as well.3 The combination of fr. 141 with fr. 4 gives, in Luppe's reconstruction: 
  32 [poryei]ǹ: o`i` de [fya!ante! emp]r`h`[(!) 
    [!ein hp]èilh!an: èp`[ifanei!] d Ap`o`ll̀[vn 
    [Elenhn] men auto!̀ [efh!en] è[i!] y[e]où[! 
  35 [diako]mizein: Ore[!thi de] èp`èt`a`j̀è[n  (or èp`èt`èi`l̀[en) 
    [  ̀  ̀  ̀  ̀  ]  ̀  men Ermionh[n labei]ǹ guna`[ika 
    [Pul]àd`h de Hlektra`[n !unoiki]!̀a`i`[ 
 I. In 32 Luppe suggests emp]r`h`[(!)-|[!ein (Ífãcein codd., except Cr, which has 
Ífãptein), comparing Sisyphus (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 99 (Austin 93) ]t̀a! emprh!̀!ein[, which he 
supplements épeiloËn]t`a!. I doubt ]r̀h`[. Luppe describes the first trace as 'der Ausläufer 
einer unter die Zeile reichenden Senkrechten'. The trace certainly projects well below the 
line, and bends back to the left. But I have not seen r 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 ]klei!a!̀[, 181 pro!eipo[n]to!, Plate VI fr. 5 col. v. 54 
Teir[unyo!, fr. 6 col. vi. 72 eilhfena[i, Plate IX fr. 12 col. xi. 158 ape!]teilen. It is 
therefore not inconceivable that we have here the iota of Ífãcein. 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 d[e (the lower arc of e is visible) and in 38 toǹ[ not tòn[ (o certain, n not; but much more likely n  
than u [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 n` (so that uface]ìn`[ is probably excluded). Since Luppe's emp]r`h`[(!)-[!ein 
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. kathp]èilh!an). 
 Luppe's readings in 33 and 34 (]d Ap̀o`ll̀[vn and ]è[i!] y[e]où[!) are possible. In 35  
èp`èt` seems possible (the t is probable), and a`j̀ (in spite of Luppe's reservations) is not 
excluded, and indeed seems at least as plausible as èi`l̀[. And I should be surprised if 
èp`èt`èi`[len were right, since this verb is not attested in our author, who does however use 
both §pitã!!v and pro!tã!!v (see below, under III). In 36 ]ǹ gunà[ is right. In 37 the  
traces are very unclear, but are perhaps compatible with ]!̀a`ì, 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 i!ai are the letters 
which we might expect here (!unoik¤!ai is the reading of RfSa and was conjectured by 
Brunck for -∞!ai 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 ka‹ may have been added after !unoik¤!ai, as in V (and also Sa, which 
however omits the following d°). ka‹ ... d° is found at Med. (a) 74  and Phil. P.Oxy. 2455. 
256 (Austin 100). A further possibility, remote indeed, is !ugkatoik¤!ai  
(!ugkat]òìk`[i!ai? But the traces are not verifiable). Euripides has !ugkatoik¤zein at Hi. 
646, and our author has !ugkatalox¤zein (otherwise unattested) in P.Mich. 1319.5 But 
!unoik¤zein is found at Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457.28 (Austin 39). 
 II. 34 aÈtÒ!̀ (om. codd.) is a positive gain. See Herc. 2-3 katalip∆n d¢ toÊtou! §n  
ta›! YÆbai! aÈtÚ! efi! ÖArgo! ∑lyen, Or. 12-13 aÈto‹ m¢n oÔn §p‹ toÊtoi! §lyÒnte! 
dieceÊ!yh!an t∞! §lp¤do! ... ÉHl°ktra d° ..., Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 12-13 aÈtÚ!  
m¢n oÔn fÒnon] p̀[oiÆ!a! §]pÉ §nià[utÚn ép∞lye fugã!:] t`Øn d̀¢̀ Mè[l]an[¤pphn ... 
(restored from Iohannes Logothetes and Gregory of Corinth),6 Pirith. (ap. Ioh., Greg.)  
aÈtÚ! m¢n går §p‹ p°tra! ... §froure›to ..., Yh!eÁ! d° ..., 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 Tragödien 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) BellerofÒnthn d¢ feÊgonta (-tou d¢ feÊgonto! Greg.) §k  
Kor¤nyou diå fÒnon aÈtÚ! (Wilamowitz:7  -Ún Ioh., Greg.) m¢n ¥gni!e toË mÊ!ou!, ≤  
gunØ d¢ aÈtoË ..., Sthen. (Ioh., Greg., and for the greater part P.Oxy. 2455. 69-70) ı 
BellerofÒnth! prÚ! tÚn Pro›ton aÈtÚ! …molÒgh!e peprax°nai taËta, Sciron  
P.Oxy. 2455. 80-1 ka‹ t̀Ø`[n t«n !ten«n aÈ]tÚ! ¶mba!in oÈ yevr«n (suppl. Barrett ap. 
Austin 94). I exclude Rh. 15 ·na aÈtÚ! perig¤nhtai t«n pepragm°nvn, where the truth is  
preserved by PSI 1286 col. i. 13-14 [·]na aÈtÒpth̀!̀ t`[«n] pepragm°[n]vn g°nhtai. 
 III. 36 [  `  `  `  ` ]  `  men. Turner hesitantly prints [eÈyÁ]!̀. Luppe describes the trace as 'der 
untere Teil einer Rundung oder Schräge', and suggests [pr«t]a`. 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 !̀ or a`, but resembles more the bottom right curve of ò or 
v̀. 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 m°n and d° regularly, and 
with some precision. If he had written eÈyÁ! m°n or pr«ta m°n, he would have followed it 
with ¶peita d° or the like. In fact, he has no attested instance of m°n 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) toË m¢n ... t∞! d° ..., Ph.  
12-14 (P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 48 + fr. 125)9 ı m¢n oÔn nean¤!ko! ... Yhba›oi d° ... (the former 
clause is variously corrupted in the mss.), 10 Ph. 16-17 (P.Oxy. 2455. 291-4) ≤ m¢n oÔn 
mÆthr aÈt«n ÉIokã!th ... ı d¢ taÊth! édelfÚ! Kr°vn ... (ÉIokã!th is rightly omitted  
by the mss.),11 Ph. 19-20 (P.Oxy. 2455. 298-301) toÁ! ÍpÚ tØn Kadme¤an (toÁ! m¢n  
ÍpÚ t∞i Kadme¤ai the mss., rightly)12  ... Polune¤khn d¢ ... OfidipÒda d° ..., Ph. 21-2 
(P.Oxy. 2455. 302-3) §fÉ œn m¢n ... §fÉ œn d¢ ..., Rh. 10-12 (PSI 1286 col. i. 3-6) toÊtoi]!  
dÉ §pi[fane‹! m¢n ı ÉAl°jandro!] §ph!yh[m°no! tØn polem¤vn par]òù!¤an,  
[§japathye‹! dÉ] ÍpÚ t∞! ÉAyhnç! ...,13 Alex. P.Oxy. 3650. 13-15 ı` m̀¢n p`a`›̀! ... ofl dÉ  
êlloi nome›! ..., 27-9 Ka![!ãn]dr[a] m̀¢n ... ÑEkãbh [d° ..., Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455.  

                                                
7 Cl.Ph. 3 (1908) 226 = Kl.Schr. 1.275, and so anticipating Luppe, Wiss. Zeitschr. Univ. Halle 34  

(1985) 99-102. Luppe's …! <efi!> Kar¤an (ZPE 49 [1982] 19 n.14) was also anticipated by Wilamowitz. 
8 The supplements <pr«ton m¢n> and <¶peita> d¢ printed by Nauck in Sthen. are proved false by Ioh. 
9 See Barrett, loc.cit. (n.1) 67. The text after nean¤!ko! is plausibly restored by Luppe, Philologus 126 

(1982) 313-15. 
10 See Barrett, loc.cit. 60. 
11 Barrett, loc.cit. 64. 
12 Barrett, loc.cit. 65. 
13 m¢n ı (om. codd.) supplied to fill the available space by Luppe, Anagennesis 2 (1982) 74-82; 

§ph!yh[m°no! tØn polem¤vn, where the mss have §p¤!ta!yai (§pi and a space of c.6 letters in V) pol°mou 
(polem¤vn coni. Kirchhoff), restored by Gallavotti. 
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9-10 [§]k m¢n ... (with §k d° restored from Ioh., Greg.),14  21-2 fulatt`[Òmen]a m¢n ... 
[yhla]z̀Òm[ena dÉ] ... (item Ioh., Greg.), Rhad. PSI 1286 col. ii . 2-3 (Austin 92) §p‹ m¢n  
... §p‹ d° ..., Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455. 53-4 + P.Strasb. 2676 B(d)15 P`ro›̀[t]ò[! ÉAbãn]tou (a 
mistake for -to!) m¢n ∑n uflÒ!, [ÉAkri!¤ou] d¢ édè[lfÒ!], b̀a`!ileÁ! d¢ Te¤r[unyo!  
(Pro›to! ∑n ÉAkãmanto! [ÖAbanto! Nauck] uflÒ! Ioh., Greg.), Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455.  
72-3 t∞!] m̀¢n` ... [toË d° ... (ita Ioh., Greg.), Sisyphus (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 91-2 (Austin 93)  
o`[fl m¢]n oÔn !ãturoi ... ÑErm∞! d° ..., Syleus P.Oxy. 2455. 106-7 (Austin 96) toÊtou[!]  
m̀¢n oÔǹ [ ... Jenod¤]k̀hn d̀°̀ ... (suppl. Harder), 16 Temenos (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 119-23  
(Austin 12)17 t[Øn m]¢n ÉArge¤[an ... tØn d¢] Mè!̀!̀hn¤an ... t`Ø`n d[¢] L̀ak̀[vn¤an, Tennes 
P.Oxy. 2455. 182-3 (Austin 97) tØn m¢n n∞!̀o`n ... [t]Øn d¢ ceu!a[m°n]hn g̀ùna›ka ...,  
Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 197-8 (Bond 21) toÊt̀[o]ù[!] m¢n ... tØn [mh]t°ra dÉ aÈt`«n ...,  
Phrixus A P.Oxy. 2455. 224-5 (Austin 101) + 3652. 18 uflÚ! m¢̀[n] ... ba!ileÁ! d° ..., 
S.Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013. 31-3 (TrGF 4 p. 436 Radt) §g°[nonto ≤ m¢n] éhd≈n, ≤ d¢ 
xè[lid≈n, ¶poc] d¢ ı ThreÊ!. 
 No papyrus available: Hcld. 1 uflÚ! m¢n ... édelfidoË! d° ..., 14-15 taÊthn m¢n oÔn ... 
aÈtÚ! d° ..., Hi. 1 uflÚ! m¢n ... ba!ileÁ! d° ..., 22-3 tØn m¢n Fa¤dran ... toËton d° ...,  
Andr. 11-12 Men°lao! m¢n oÔn  ... ÑErmiÒnh d° ... (P.Oxy. 3650. 44-5, in which only  
]oÔn ép[ survives, will have had the same text), 16-18 toËton m¢n ... tØn d¢  
ÉAndromãxhn ... aÈtÚn d° ...,18 Hec. 1-2 ofl m¢n ÜEllhne! ...  ÉAxilleÁ! d° ..., 3-5 ofl   
m¢n oÔn ÜEllhne! ... PolumÆ!tvr d° ..., 15 toÁ! m¢n ufloÁ! ... aÈtÚn d° ..., Tr. 8-9  
taÊthn m¢n oÔn ...  ÉA!tuãnakta d° ..., Hel. 5-7 ofl m¢n går ... ı d° ..., 7-8 tØn m¢n  
élhy«! ÑEl°nhn ... tÚ e‡dvlon d¢ aÈt∞!, 12-13 tå! m¢n naË! ... Ùl¤gou! d° tina! ...,  
Or. 6-7 nuktÚ! m¢n ÑEl°nhn efi!ap°!teile,19  meyÉ ≤m°ran d¢ aÈtÚ! ∑lyen (aÈtÚ! d¢  
                                                

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 ZPE 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 efi!ap°!teile(n)] ép°!teile V, efi! ê!tu ép°!teile C. The compound efi!apo!t°llv is barely attested, 

and I doubt it here. We need to know where Helen was despatched; and the answer is 'into the city'  
(efi! ê!tu, as C, accepted by Di Benedetto). The verb épo!t°llv (usually with a prepositional phrase 
indicating direction) is found at Andr. 17 (efi! Molo!!oÊ!), Ph. 21 (P.Oxy. 2455. 301) é̀p̀°`!`teile[n] 
(ép°pemcen codd. plerique, épep°mcato GXXaXb), Ba. 6 (§pÉ aÈtÚn tÚn yeÒn), Temenos (?) P.Oxy. 2455. 
146 (Austin 98) é̀[p°!te]i`l`[e] (Turner) ... efi! %pãrt[hn], Telephus P.Oxy. 2455. 158 (Austin 67) §]p‹ t[Ú]n 
xrh!mÚ̀ǹ[ | ép°!]teilen, Pirith. (Ioh., Greg.) §p‹ tÚn K°rberon ... épo!tale¤!.  I have two reservations: (i) I 
have not found ê!tu elsewhere in these hypotheses (pÒli! would be normal); (ii) efi! ê!tu ép°!teile 
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 ép°!teilen efi! ê!tu would answer (ii). We should then suppose that efi! ê!tu 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, efi! <ÖArgo!> ép°!teile, since it is 
appropriate that the city should be named.  
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meyÉ ≤m°ran efi!∞lye BFG), 12-14 aÈto‹ m¢n oÔn ... ÉHl°ktra d° ..., Rh. 8-9 tÚn m¢n 
ÜEktora ... ÑR∞!on d° ..., Pirith. (Ioh., Greg.) aÈtÚ! m¢n går ... Yh!eÁ! d° ..., Sthen.  
(Ioh., Greg.) aÈtÚ!20 m¢n ... ≤ gunØ d¢ aÈtoË ... . I exclude Ph. 8-9 ≤ m¢n ÉIokã!th ... 
Polune¤kh! d° ..., where P.Oxy. 2544. 10 shows that ≤ m¢n É Iokã!th is intrusive.21 
 (iii) Less than perfect syntactical balance: Andr. 7-8 (P.Oxy. 3650. 38-9) tÚ paid¤on]  
m¢n §j°yhk`[en (Ípej°yhken codd.), aÈtØ d° ..., El. 1-5 (P.Oxy. 420. 1-5) tØn m¢n 
ÉH]|l̀°̀k`[tr]àǹ t`o`Á̀! êndra! efi!ãgein` [§]|k̀°̀l̀[e]ù!̀èn, penixr«n m¢n éllå`  
[fi]|lot̀¤`m̀vn jen¤vn mey°jonta!, [aÈ]|tÚ! d¢ ... é`p`∞`lyen,22  Or. 18 (P.Oxy. 2455. 34- 
5) ÑEl°nhn] m¢n ... ÉOr°[!thi d° ... (m¢n om. R; -th(i) uel -thn codd.), Mel.Soph. P.Oxy. 
2455. 12-14 (aÈtÚ! m¢n oÔn) ... tØn d¢ Melan¤pphn ... (restored from Ioh., Greg.),  
Sciron P.Oxy. 2455. 83-4 (Austin 94) §ke¤nvi m¢n ... aÈtÚ! d° ..., Temenos (?) P.Mich. 
131923 + P.Oxy. 2455. fr. 107.4 tÚ m¢n oÔn kr›ma t∞! mãxh! §g°neto ... êri!to! d¢ 
§kr¤neto ÉArx°lao!. 
 No papyrus available: Hi. 15-16 t∞i m¢n trof«i ... •autØn d° ...,24 19-20 tÚn m¢n 
ÑIppÒluton ... aÈtÚ! d° ..., Andr. 13-14 taÊthn m¢n ... Neoptol°mvi d° ... (and probably  
the same in P.Oxy. 3650. 48-9), Tr. 6-8 ÉAgam°mnoni m¢n Ka!!ãndran, ÉAndromãxhn  
d¢ Neoptol°mvi, Poluj°nhn d¢ ÉAxille›,25 11-12 t∞! m¢n ÑEl°nh! ... toÁ!  
énairey°nta! d° ..., Ion 8-9 toÊtvi m¢n oÔn ... tÚn dÉ §ktraf°nta ..., Ba. 5-6 ka¤ tina!  
m¢n t«n Bakx«n !ullab∆n ¶dh!en, §pÉ aÈtÚn d¢ tÚn yeÚn ~êllv!~ ép°!teilen, Rh.  
6-7 DÒlvna m¢n énhirhkÒte!, §p‹ d¢ tØn ÜEktoro! kathnthkÒte! !khnÆn,26 Pirith.  
(Ioh., Greg.) toË m¢̀n yhr¤ou (yhrÚ! Greg.) ... toÁ! d¢ per‹ Yh!°a ... . 
 (iii) The following diverge, in some degree, from the norms established above: Alex. 
P.Oxy. 3650. 9-11 katvdÊrato m̀¢̀n` [tÚ]ǹ §ktey°nta, Pr¤amoǹ [dÉ ¶]pe[i]!̀en`, Rhad.  
                                                

20 See above, p. 3. 
21 Barrett, loc.cit. 64, 65. 
22 This restoration (which I have verified by autopsy) was suggested to me by Mr Barrett, to whom are 

owed tØn m¢n ÉH]|l`°`k̀[tr]àǹ, [§]|k̀°`l`[e]ù!`e`n (Luppe, Philologus 125 [1981] 181-7, had suggested 
[§]|k̀[°leu!]e`n), and [fi]|lot̀¤`m̀vn (Barrett compares Mel. Soph. [Ioh., Greg.] filÒtimon). Luppe remarks that 
'Auch der §k°leu!en-Satz wird übrigens ... mit m¢n eingeleitet worden sein'; and I should suppose that the 
writer chose the (for him) unusual variation m¢n éllã at the end of the first half of the sentence because he 
was using m¢n ... d° to link the two halves of the sentence.  

23 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 ÉAgam°mno]ni[. Luppe, Aristoteles, Werk und Wirkung,  

Paul Moraux gewidmet, i (ed. J.Wiesner, 1985) 615, considers restoring full syntactical balance with 
Neoptol°mvi d¢ ÉAndromãxhn, ÉAxille› d¢ Poluj°nhn. But the variation has a certain elegance, and is 
comparable with Sthen. ÖAbanto! m¢n ∑n uflÒ!, ÉAkri!¤ou d¢ édelfÒ!, ba!ileÁ! d¢ Te¤runyo!, S.Tereus (?)  
≤ m¢n éhd≈n, ≤ d¢ xelid≈n, ¶poc d¢ ı ThreÊ!, both cited above under (i). 

26 So Q (Harl. 5743); §p‹ d¢ tØn ÜE- (om. kathnthkÒte!) ko¤thn (tum spat. fere ix litt.) V; (§p‹ d¢  
tØn ÜE- kat- om.) !khnÆn Ambros. O 123 sup.  
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PSI 1286 col. ii. 4-8 (Austin 92) pr̀[o!]°taje tØn m¢n ÑEl°nhn é[mfot°roi!] to›!  
édelfo›! to›! teyn[hkÒ!i tå!]27 timå! kata!tÆ!a!yai, [tå! yuga]t°ra! dÉ aÈtoË  
yeå! ¶fh!e g̀[en°!yai (the balance is slightly upset by the change of construction, the writer 
having realised, as it were, that he needed a verb other than pro!°taje to govern the second 
infinitive),28 Sthen. P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 24 + fr. 95 t`Ú`[n m¢n Pro›ton katem°mcato,  
én]°![ei]!e d[¢ tØn %yen°boian (a speculative restoration,29 based on katem°mcato tÚn 
Pro›ton, én°!ei!e d¢ (d¢ ka‹ Greg.) tØn %y- Ioh., (Greg.)), Sthen. (Ioh., (Greg.))  
genÒmeno! d¢ katå M∞lon tØn n∞!on taÊthn (sc. %yen°boian) ép°rricen. aÈtØn  
m¢n oÔn (oÔn om. Greg.) époyanoË!an èlie›! énalabÒnte! diekÒmi!an efi! tØn (tØn  
om. Greg.) T¤runya, pãlin d¢ §pi!tr°ca! (Ípo- Greg.) ı BellerofÒnth! ..., where  
P.Oxy. 2455. 65-7 should probably be supplemented k]àtå M̀[∞lon tØn n∞!on  
genÒmeno! §ke¤]nhn ép°rèi`c̀[e(n). taÊthn m¢n oÔn épo]yanòË!an èl[ie›!,30  
Temenos (?)  P.Mich. 1319 otoi m¢n oÔn bia!ãmenoi ... !unkatelox¤!th!an: 
<én>abiba!ãmenoi d° ... (the drift of the passage remains unclear, and there is likely to be 
corruption).31 
 No papyrus available: Hcld. 8-10 toÊtou m¢n »lig≈rei, xrh!m«n d¢ aÈt«i  
nikhfÒrvn genhy°ntvn ... to›! log¤oi! bar°v! ¶!xen, Ion 4-6 tÚ m¢n oÔn br°fo!  
ÑErm∞! ... ≥negken: eÍroË!a dÉ ≤ prof∞ti! én°yrece, Hel. 1-5 ka¤ fh!in §lye›n m¢n  
aÈtØn ... oÈ mØn d¢ oÏtv! …! EÈrip¤dh! fh!¤n,32 14-15 épat«!i m¢n tÚn  
YeoklÊmenon, aÈto‹ d¢ nh‹ §mbãnte! ...,33 Ba. 15-16 DiÒnu!o! d¢ §pifane‹! <tå> m¢n  
pç!i parÆggeilen, •kã!tvi d¢ ì !umbÆ!etai die!ãfh!en.34 

                                                
27 Or teyn[hkÒ!in]|? The article is unwanted, and the line-endings were not all aligned in this papyrus. 
28 At the end read ¶fh!e g̀[en°!yai or g̀[enÆ!e!yai (Luppe, Anagennesis 2 [1982] 81) and not ¶fh geǹ[ 

(ed.pr.). Similarly at Phaethon P.Oxy. 2455. 207 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) not ¶f[h tÚ]ǹ but ¶fh̀[!e(n)] t̀[Ún 
(Luppe, Philologus 127 [1983] 135-9) or possibly ¶fh̀[!e tÚ]ǹ[. At Hi. 24 ¶fh will be a corruption of ¶fh!e 
(Luppe). At Or. 18 ¶fh!en is corrupted to ¶fh by Cr. 

29 Luppe, ZPE 49 (1982) 19-20, Wiss. Zeitschr. Univ. Halle 34 (1985) 99.Wilamowitz, Cl.Ph. 3 (1908) 
226 = Kl.Schr. 1.275, had already suggested katem°mcato <m¢n> tÚn P- in Ioh., Greg. 

30 The first part (to §ke¤]nhn) supplied by Turner, whose following efi! tØn yãla!!an: ∂n épo] was 
prompted by the false supplements printed in Greg. by Nauck and therefore has no foundation. Luppe restored 
aÈtØn m¢n oÔn épo] from Ioh. But we must have taÊthn m¢n oÔn and not aÈtØn m¢n oÔn, and now that the 
papyrus offers §ke¤nhn in the preceding clause in place of taÊthn (Ioh.; Greg. is defective), there is no 
obstacle to writing taÊthn here. For taÊthn (toËton, toÊtou!) m¢n oÔn see Hcld. 14, Tr. 8, Ion 8, Syleus 
P.Oxy. 2455. 106 (Austin 96). Our author uses only (as we should expect) nominative aÈtÚ! (-o‹) m¢n oÔn 
(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. 

33 Normal usage would be restored by writing tÚn m¢n YeoklÊmenon épat«!in, aÈto‹ d° ..., like Hi.  
15-16 t∞i m¢n trof«i §p°plhjen, •autØn d° ..., 19-20 tÚn m¢n ÑIppÒluton §p°taje feÊgein, aÈtÚ! d°  
..., Andr. 7-8 tÚ paid¤on m¢n (Íp)ej°yhken, aÈtØ d° ... . 

34 Elmsley's <tå> 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,35 who proposed aÈtÚ]!̀, to be taken as a scribal  
error for aÈtÚn or aÈt«i. Examples were given (under II) of aÈtÚ! m°n balanced by a 
second noun + d°: Or. 12-13 aÈto‹ m¢n oÔn ... ÉHl°ktra d° ..., Mel. Soph. aÈtÚ! m¢n  
oÔn ... tØn d¢ Melan¤pphn ..., Pirith. aÈtÚ! m¢n går ... YheÁ! d° ..., and above all  
Sthen. aÈtÚ! (Wilamowitz: -Ún Ioh., Greg.) m¢n ... ≤ gunØ d¢ aÈtoË ... . 
 It is reasonable to assume, since there is no positive evidence to disprove the assumption, 
that the papyrus, like the manuscripts, had the verb §p°taje in 35. Both §pitã!!v and 
pro!tã!!v may be constructed with accusative or dative: Hi. 19-20 tÚn m¢n ÑIppÒluton 
§p°taje feÊgein, aÈtÚ! d° ..., Andr. 15-18 Phle› d¢ ... Y°ti! §pifane›!a toËton m¢n 
§p°tajen §n Delfo›! yãcai, tØn d¢ ÉAndromãxhn efi!  Molo!!oÁ! épo!te›lai  
(Lascaris: ép°!teile(n) codd.) metå toË paidÒ!, aÈtÚn d¢ éyana!¤an  
pro!d°xe!yai,36 Rh. 8-9 oÓ! ÉAyhnç kat°!xen §pifane›!a ka‹ tÚn m¢n ÜEktora  
§k°leu!e mØ zhte›n, ÑR∞!on d¢ énaire›n §p°taje, Syleus P.Strasb. 2676 A(a) 5-737 
§p`[°tajen efi! doule¤an ép]empolh{i}y°nti[ | ... latreÊei]n`,38 Mel. Soph. (Ioh.,  
Greg.) Melan¤pphi t∞i yugatr‹ pro!°tajen §ntaf¤oi! aÈtå ko!m∞!ai, Phaethon  
P.Oxy. 2455. 210-12 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) épi!toËnti d¢ ... pro!°tajen §[l]ye›n,  
Rhad. PSI 1286 col. ii. 4-7 (Austin 92) pr̀[o!]°taje tØn m¢n ÑEl°nhn é[mfot°roi!] to›! 
édelfo›! to›! teyn[hkÒ!i tå!]39 timå! kata!tÆ!a!yai, Sthen. (Ioh., Greg.)  
pro!°tajen aÈt«i diakinduneË!ai. Among these there is no instance of §pitã!!v and 
dative (at Andr. 15-18 Phle› takes its case from the nearer verb §pifane›!a, and so we 
should not assume that the construction changes from dative to accusative with aÈtÒn), 
unless Luppe's §p`[°taje is right in Syleus. There are two instances of §pitã!!v and 
accusative (Hi. 19-20, where a dative would give an unwelcome hiatus, and Andr. 15-18 
aÈtÒn; Rh. 8-9 is not to be counted, since oÓ! takes its case from the nearer verb  
kat°!xen). For pro!tã!!v 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 ÉOr°!th(i) (BOAAbCrGZc) and 
ÉOr°!thn (MVAaAdAnAtCFKMnPrRRfRwSSaXXaXbZu), just as they are divided 
between Pulãdh(i) (MBOAAaAbAdAtCCrKMnPrRRwSSaXXbZu) and Pulãdhn 

                                                
35 Gnomon 35 (1963) 439. 
36 P.Oxy. 3650. 52-6 had a different wording. Hardly ... §pifa]ne[›]!a [NeoptÒlemon m¢n §p°tajen  

§n De]l`f[o›! yãcai, ÉAndromãxhn] d¢ me`[tå toË paidÚ! efi! Molo!!oÁ!] épo!t[e›lai, aÈtÚn dÉ  
éyana!¤an pro!d°]xe!ya[i (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 tØn ÉAndromãxhn] d¢, 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 Pulãdh! (FZu) and Pulãdou (An), and between  
ÉHl°ktran (BOAAdFGKMnPrSSaZcZu) and ÉHl°ktra(i) 
(MVAaAbAnAtCCrRRfRwXXaXb). The choice of Pulãdhi ... ÉHl°ktran is dictated by 
the verb !unoik¤!ai, which must have Electra, not Pylades, as its object.40 Between 
ÉOr°!thi and ÉOr°!thn the choice is dictated by the following dative kayary°nti, attested 
not only by the papyrus but also by the greater part of the manuscripts (the exceptions are      
-ta  R, -ta! K, -te! CrGac, -to! FS,41  -tvn XaZcZu). 
 Now, the trace visible at the beginning of 36 is probably not ]!̀, and it is certainly not ]ǹ 
or ]ì (i.e. not auto]!̀, auto]ǹ, autv]ì). But it is compatible with ]v̀ (i.e. aut]v̀ ). The 
papyrus sometimes omits final adscript iota (as at 37 Puladh, 83, 194, 209), and sometimes 
adds it (as at 18, and possibly 286, 295 t̀h`i`, 297 t`h`i` t`ù[xh]ì).42 
 M.L.West43 prints, without comment, ÉOr°!thi d¢ §p°tajen aÈtÚn m¢n ÑErmiÒnhn 
labe›n, Pulãdhi d¢ ÉHl°ktran !unoik¤!ai, kayary°nti d° ... . But, while ÉOr°!thi ... 
§p°tajen aÈtÚn m¢n labe›n ... kayary°nta d° ... would be without offence, a reversion to 
the dative in kayary°nti is not acceptable. 
 The loss of the intervening aÈt«i m°n has been accompanied in the manuscripts by a 
change in the order of §p°tajen ... ÑErmiÒnhn to ÑErmiÒnhn §p°taje, except in KSa,  
which have §p°tajen ÑErmiÒnhn (the order was corrected by the first hand of K). 
 IV. 36 labe›]n` gunà[›ka. I know of only two manuscripts which have the word 
guna›ka. Xa (Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 120),44 dated c. 1320-30, one of the 
manuscripts containing scholia by Moschopoulos, has guna›ka labe›n. This was noted by 
Barrett.45 Ad (Athos, MonØ Dionu!¤ou, 334),46 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,47 and that, although we should have every 
right to suspect guna›ka of being a late intrusion if it were attested only by Xa and Ad, its 

                                                
40 Cf. Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457. 27-8 (Austin 89) [tå! yu]gat°ra! !unoik¤!ai to›! uflo›!, LSJ s.u. I. 
41 This corruption was caused by the following toË fÒnou for tÚn fÒnon, 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 Textüberlieferung 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 guna›ka is not intrusive but genuine. 'To take as a wife' adds a desirable 
specification to the verb. 
 V. 38 tÚǹ [t∞! mhtrÚ! fÒnon  (Turner, who however reads tÚ`n [). The manuscripts  
have tÚn fÒnon (MOACKPrRfRwSa) or toË fÒnou 
(VAaAbAdAnAtCrFMnPr1sRSXXaXbZcZu) or t«n fÒnvn  (BGR1s).48  Turner's 
supplement is probably right. Something is needed to fill the available space, and t∞! 
mhtrÒ!, which is just the right length,49 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 tÚn fÒnon toË patrÒ! (tÚn toË p- f- K), we may wonder whether  
the order tÚn fÒnon t∞! mhtrÒ! may be preferable to tÚn t∞! mhtrÚ! fÒnon.50 Decision  
is impossible. Our author uses both orders. As before, I give first the passages for which we 
have papyrus evidence.  
 (i) tÚn t∞! mhtrÚ! fÒnon: Tr. 2 (P.Oxy. 2455. 164-5) tÚ t«n ÉA]x̀ai«n !trãteu[ma  
(ita codd.), Rh. 16 (PSI 1286 col. i. 15) ı t«̀[n (or tò[Ë) ÑRÆ]!ou p≈lvn §[pim]elÆ̀th!  
(ı toË ÑRÆ!ou §pi- codd.), Rh. 20 (ibid. 22-3) tÚ [toË paidÚ! p°ny]o! (ita codd.),  
Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457. 21 (Austin 88) tØn t«n én°mvn d[,51  Auge P.Köln 264. 452 ı t∞]! 
ÉArkad¤a! d[unã!th!,53  Temenos (?) P.Mich. 131954 tÚ t«n Peloponnh!¤vn  
!trãteuma, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 193 (Bond 21) tØn t∞! m̀h`t`r`Ú`[!] zÆ̀th!in, 194 t∞i toË 
LukoÊrgou gunaik¤, S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013. 2 (TrGF 4 p. 435 Radt) ı t«n  
ÉAyhna¤vn dun<ã!t>h̀!, ibid. 5-6 [t]«i [t«]n Yraik«n ba!ile›. 
 No papyrus available: Hec. 5 ı (om. FPaRRwYvZc) t«n Yraik«n ba!ileÊ!, 10-11  
tå! t«n afixmalvt¤dvn !khnã!, Tr. 8 t∞! toË ÉAxill°v! taf∞!,55  IT 2-3 tÚ ... t∞! 
                                                

48 toË fÒnou is possible (cf. S. fr. 434 Nauck, 475 Pearson, Radt  kaya¤ronyÉ ·ppon aÈxmhrç! trixÒ!  
[-ån tr¤xa and -å! tr¤xa! have been conjectured]), Hdt. 1.44.1 tÚn aÈtÚ! fÒnou §kãyhre, Plut. Mar. 6.1 
kayçrai lhi!thr¤vn tØn §parx¤an), but there is no good reason for prefering it to the accusative (cf. H.  
Il. 16.667-8 aÂma kãyhron ... %arphdÒna, A. fr. 45 Nauck, Radt, 126 Mette kaya¤romai g∞ra!, Hdt.  
1.43.2 ı kayarye‹! tÚn fÒnon). 

49 Line 38 will have 29 letters. The preceding lines vary between 26 letters (37?), 28 (32, 34), 29 (35?;  
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 toù[ not toǹ[, we should have to prefer toË 
fÒnou t∞! mhtrÒ!, since toË t∞! mhtrÚ! fÒnou would give hiatus (see above, n.19). 

51 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 tØn t∞! ÉAyhnç! §!y]∞ta (tØn t∞! yeç! §!y]∞ta Koenen). 
54 See above, n.23. 
55 Rather, t∞! toË proeirhm°nou (Q: efir- R: ÉAxill°v! V) taf∞!, as commended by Luppe, DLZ 104,  

12 (1983) 1052, and in Aristoteles, Werk und Wirkung (see above, n.25) 615, comparing Ion 8 tÚn t∞! 
proeirhm°nh! gãmon, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 196 (Bond 21) t[o]Á!` p[r]oeirhm°n[ou!], to which add Syleus 
P.Oxy. 2455. 104 (Austin 96) toË pròeirhm̀[°nou. 



10 J.Diggle 

ÉArt°mido! jÒanon, 6 toË t∞! ÉArt°mido! fleroË, Ion 8 tÚn t∞! proeirhm°nh! gãmon,  
Hel. 6 tØn t∞! ÉIl¤ou pÒryh!in, 11-12 t«i toË Prvt°v! mnÆmati, Ba. 2-3 tå! t«n 
Yhba¤vn guna›ka!, 3 afl toË Kãdmou yugat°re!, 4 ı t∞! ÉAgaÊh! pa›!, 14-15 ta›!  
t∞! tekoÊ!h! ... xer!¤n, Rh. 18 ≤ toË ÑRÆ!ou mÆthr ≤ MoË!a (but PSI 1286 col. i. 19  
has the preferable ≤ (?)] KalliÒph), Mel.Soph. (Ioh., Greg.) t∞i toË patrÚ! ÜEllhno! 
gn≈mhi.56  
 (ii) tÚn fÒnon t∞! mhtrÒ!: Andr. 12-13 (P.Oxy. 3650. 46-7) tØn parou!¤an] toË 
Ne[optol°mou (ita codd.), Ph. 14-15 (P.Oxy. 2455 fr.48)57 toÁ! ≤gemÒna!] t«n  
ÉAr`[ge¤vn (ita codd.), Rh. 14 (PSI 1286 col. i. 10-11) ≤ !umforå d¢ (ka‹ ≤ !- codd.)  
t«n énhirhm°nvn, Mel.Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 18-19 tØ`[n §ntolØn toË  
ka]t̀a!pe¤ràn`[t]ò! (ita Ioh., Greg.), ibid. 19-20 tØn kãyodon toË] d̀ùnã!tò[u (ita  
Ioh., Greg.), Syleus P.Oxy. 2455. 104 (Austin 96) tØn yuga]t°ra toË pròeirhm̀[°nou 
(Turner's tØn is less than certain), Temenos (?) P.Mich. 1319 + P.Oxy. 2455 fr. 107. 458   
tÚ m¢n oÔn kr›ma t∞! mãxh!, Hyps. P.Oxy. 2455. 195 (Bond 21) tÚn §pitãfion toË  
paidÒ!, Phaethon P.Oxy. 2455. 212 (Austin 99, Diggle 53) tå! fl`p[po!t]ã̀!ei! toË  
yeo[Ë], Phil. P.Oxy. 2455. 253 (Austin 100) tÚn ¶laion (¶leon) t«n §nt`ugxanÒntvn. 
 No papyrus available: Alc. (a) 3-4 ≤ gunØ toË  ÉAdmÆtou (toË ÉA- BOV: om. PTr),  
Med. (a) 22 t∞i prÊmnhi t∞! ÉArgoË!, Andr. 8-9 tÚ flerÚn t∞! Y°tido!,59 Hel. 9 t«i  
ba!ile› t∞! AfigÊptou, Or. 1 tÚn fÒnon toË patrÒ! (tÚn toË p- f- K), 3-4 toË  
patrÚ! t∞! énhirhm°nh!.60 
 Occasionally the dependent genitive precedes: Rh. 19 (PSI 1286 col. i. 20) to]Ë̀ ÑRÆ!̀ou 
tÚ !«ma (toË ÑRÆ!ou omitted by the mss, but they had the interpolation ≤ toË ÑRÆ!ou  
mÆthr ≤ MoË!a for (≤) KalliÒph just before, as noted above), S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy.  
3013. 9-10 (TrGF 4 p. 436 Radt) t∞! PrÒknh! ... tØn  édelfÆn. 
 (iii) Occasionally the two constructions are combined: Mel. Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 15-16 
tØn pro!]dok¤an t∞! to[Ë] patrÚ! [parou!¤a! (item Ioh., tØn toË patrÚ!  
pro!dok¤an Greg.), Cycl. 4 tØn afit¤an t∞! t«n fid¤vn §kforÆ!ev!. 
 VI. 39 duna!teÊè[in (êrxein fere codd.; ¶xein Z et ante ÖArgou! Sa). This writer  
affects the root duna!t-: Herc. 7 dunã!thn, Alex. P.Oxy. 3650. 17-18 dunã!tòù, Mel. 
Soph. P.Oxy. 2455. 20 d̀ùnã!tò[u (item Ioh., Greg.), Scyrii PSI 1286 col. ii. 16-17  
(Austin 96) dunã]!thi, S. Tereus (?) P.Oxy. 3013.2 (TrGF 4 p. 435 Radt) dun<ã!t>h̀!,  

                                                
56 To be rejected is Ph. 1 tØn t«n Yhb«n ba!ile¤an (t«n Y- BAaAbsAtCrFGMnPrRwSSaXXb, Y-  

codd. cett.: §n YÆbai! 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 tÚ Y°tido! flerÒn (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 tØn yugat°ra toË ba!il°v! (tØn MAAtCCrMtXaZc, om. P.Oxy. 2544.4  

et codd. plerique). 
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and conceivably Auge P.Köln 264. 4 d[unã!th!.61 The choice is unclear at Ph. 17 
duna!te¤an XXaXb: ba!ile¤an P.Oxy. 2455. 295 et codd. cett.62 I add a further possible 
instance: Aeolus P.Oxy. 2457. 21-2 tØn t«n én°mvn d[  | ]anvkh!̀en (d[io¤kh!in]| 
anvkh!̀en Turner, d[e!pote¤]|an  ikh!en Kassel ap. Austin 88, d[una!te¤]|an  ikh!en 
Diggle). 
 Finally I observe that after êrxein (after ¶xein Zc) XaZcZu add ±ji≈yh!an and G adds 
±ji≈yh. This (evidently intrusive) verb goes hand in hand with the corruption of 
kayary°nti to -te! (CrGac) and -tvn (XaZcZu),63  and calls to mind Hec. 3 !fãgion  
≥itei, where AGXXaXb have !fag∞nai ±j¤ou.64 
 
Queens' College, Cambridge James Diggle 
 

                                                
61 Luppe, APF 29 (1983) 20. 
62 See Barrett, loc.cit. 61, 65. ba!ile¤an is found with paralambãnv at Ph. 1, Ba. 4-5, with  

parad¤dvmi in P.Mich. 1319. 
63 See above, p. 8. 
64 Rightly described by Barrett, loc.cit. 66, as 'manifestly inferior'. 


