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INTRODUCTION 

   This study comprises a consistent and thorough review of those twenty-three 
- Pack’s catalogue, The 

  

papyri of E 
Greek and Latin L 
fication as texts found in Oxy 

ipides which in the second edition of R. 
Egypt, 

yachus.! The analysis of this selection is the 

  

terary Texts from Greco-Roman re secure identi-   

  

first step in a continuing investigation which will ultimately involve the Euri-   

pidean fragments from all of Greco-Roman Egypt. The primary aim of this study 
se information as possible on the varieties and numbers of obtain as ps     

  

xts from ancient Egypt and, more particularly, to collec as many 

  

bibliographical details as may be extracted from the papyrological remains. 
Section I of this stdy has been divided into four chapters to reveal most 

clearly the results of the detailed investigations contained in Section IL In the 
fist chapter, which treats of the acrual numbers of texts and the specific plays 

  

which are attested, Oxyrhynchus is shown with great probability to provide a 
microcosmic view of the conditions which obtained in the rest of Greco-Roman 
Eg 
Il and decails are assembled o 

ents of the original texts, their layout, the evidence for lectional 

  

¢ second, raw data is accumulated from the total selection of Section 
the for 

   pe. In d 
al aspects of the papyri—intemal and ex-   

aids. In the th 
  

  

chaper questions of a more literary nature are introduced, i.e. 
ved texts, with some com- 
ips of the papyri one with 

  s as the quality of the prese 
elation 

dealing with such mate 
ments on the processes of correction and the 

al manuscripts. In the final 

  

    
   another and/or with the medie 

  apter an attempt is 
ose or audience for which the original texts might   e the pu 

      
have been designed 

  

of this st 

  

The choice of Euripides as prime focus was prompted by the   

demonstrable popularity which he enjoyed in the post-Cla 
lent from other studies but which is yet more strongly established by 

  ical period, a popu- 
  

enance’ and the distinction between “place of finding and 
E.G. Turner, Greek Papyrit An Introduction, p. 49. Only 

1. On the problem of 
     place of witing of a te 

those texts entered in Pack's catalogue are included in the staristics of this study.As 
Euripidean fragments continue to appear sporadically it seems best to provide a definite      

   

  

em for those pieces considered, so tha the calculations might 

  

    

   



   

    

the exclusively papyrological investigation conducted here. Nevertheless, it is 

  

likely that the information gleaned from this limited series of texts will be rel 
vant to consideration of other dramatic works and perhaps other genres as well. 

Through further limiting the study to analysis of texts from only one site, it 
was hoped to isolate peculiarities of book usage and/or production in one par- 
ticular arca. Oxyrhynchus was an obvious choice.? The Euripidean corpus was 
hete of manageable size for the sort of detailed stud 
impressive and stimulating series of articles E.G. Tumer has alr 
about the site in ics cultural and socio-economic aspects. 

desired and, further, in an 
dy told much 

  

  

The method employed in reviewing individual papyri demands further com- 
ment. The readings of each text have been checked and points of dispute among   

forme editors considered 

  

An effore has also been made to capture from the sim- 
  ple fragments some idea of the original rolls or codice 

case involved extrapolation , not, of course, a new proc 
it is central and basic to the 

  This attempt has in every 
ss in working with pa   

  

pyri but one which may here seem more striking 
investigation. This procedure might be justified by Kenyon's oft quoted claim— 

in the “Any scrap of papyrus sufficiently large to make it possible to ascer   

character of its text is evidence of the existence of a complete manuscript at the 
time when it was written4 The validity of this assertion may be challenged.     
perhaps it ought to be challenged—ye these procedures are in the main tradition 
of contemporary papyrology- 

The chief terminologica 

    

nd ‘licera- 

  

difficulty involves the terms 'book-text 

  

oy ‘reading text’ and occasionally simply 'text’, which have been used 
interchangeably to describe things non-documentary and have been applied more 
specifically, with the exception of the Cresphontes, to works used for pleasure 
and/or scholar 

  

purposes a 
bypomnemata, of manuals of one sort or another. One other term may require clari- 
fication if only for the sake of the lay reader. When the 'truth’ of a particular 

d not to works of a more technical nature, e.g. lexica,   

  

reading is cvaluated, such judgment refers only to the basic sense and coherence 
of ahy fragment within the limits of what we know of Euripidean style and usage 
nothing is claimed for what might actually and absolutely have appeared in a 
Euripidean autograph copy. The Oxford text of Mur   

ay is consistently employed as 
a aditional , acceptable, and convenient standard of reference 

  It is regretted that only when revision was in its last stages Professor Tur 

   
  

2. For the dangers of this sort of Limication cf. Tumer, op. cit., p- 45 3. E.G. Tumer, “Roman Oxyehynchus®, The Joumal of Egyprian Archacology 
  XXXVIIL 1952, pp. 78-93; "Scribes and Scholacs of Osyehynchus”, Mitteilungen as der 

Papyrussamlung der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, V. Folge, 1956, pp. 141-146 
"L érudicion alexandrine et les papyrus®, Chroniue d Egypte, XXXVIL, 1962, pp. 135-152 
Other studics of the site include: F.G. Kenyon, "The Library of a Greck at Oxyehync 
The Joumal of Egyptian Archacology, VIIL, 1922, pp. 129-138; H. MacLennan, Oxyrhyn 
chus: An Economic and Social Study, Princeton, 1935, 

4. F.G. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancien 

  

  

       
       Greece and Rome 

 



Introduction 

ner's useful volume Greek Papyri: An Introduction was published. I am glad to 
note that we are in general agreement. I have tried as best I could to indicate in 
the footnotes material contained in Tumer's modestly titled Introduction. 

  

This swdy is a revised version of a dissertation originally submit 
faculty in 

to the 
ssics of Yale University. Special thanks are given Professor C 

Bradford Welles for kindly, untiring , and invaluable guidance. The comments of 

  

E.G. Tumer have also been of great use. All faults and shortcomings are my own. 
For grants of financial support gratitude is expressed to Yale University and 
to Brown University. Finally, I acknowledge special indebtedness to my wife for 
many 

  

but especially for patient understanding 

 





PART ONE 
THE CUMULATIVE EVIDENCE 

 





CHAPTER I 

QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE PAPYRI OF EURIPIDES 

Extant and Lost Tragedies at Oxyrbynchus 

There will surely always be doubt as to the number of tragedies actually 
written by Euripides.! More significant, however, for any consideration of the 
popularity of his plays ac Ox 

  

hynchus, is the number of plays which with some 
right we may assume to have been transmitted after the work of Aristophanes of 
Byzantium. Wilamowitz listed sixty-seven tragedies which were known in and sur- 
vived this period, a number since commonly accepted.2 Possibility of change even 
in this figure still exists, however, as demonstated by a pair of Oxyrhynchan 
fragments which attest two separate Euripidean tragedies entitled Phrixus; this 

  

evidence raised the figure suggested by Wilamowitz, who acknowledged only one 
Phrixus, to sixty-cight3 Of these sixty-cight plays only eighteen, or slightly less 
than one-fourth, are extant. As can be seen from Table I, cight of these extant 
wagedies are attested by fragments from Oxyshynchus; nine of this same group are 

  

attested at other sites as well. A pronounced coincidence exists becween the 
plays preserved both at Oxyrhynchus and beyond. The Andromache, Bacchae, 
Hippolytus, Medea, Orestes, and Phoenissae occur in each list, and cach is 
attested by no fewer than three fragments. Five other presently extant tragedies 
oceur in one or the other category: Hecuba, Helen, Heracles, Ipbigenia in Tauris, 

  

and Rhesus. Of these, none but the Hecuba, which is attested twice at Oxyrhyn- 
chus, is found in more than one fragment. There is no evidence for book texts of 
Alcestis, Electra, Heraclidae, lon, Ipbigenia in Aulis, Suppliants, or Trojan 
Women. Certain plays were apparently popular at Oxyrhynchus and throughout 
Greco-Roman Egypt as well. 

Tabulation and discussion of evidence for plays no longer extant requires 

1. For a discussion of the evidence for the number of plays written by Euripides, 
whether ninety-two or ninety-cighe, see W.M. Batcs, Euripides: A Student of Human Nature 
Philadelphia, 1930, p. 15 

2. Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea, Beslin, 18 
gedies of Euripides, London, 1967, excludes the R 
plays at 66. 

3. For this judgment see Wilamowitz, op. cit., p. 158. For 

  

        p. 1314f, T.B.L. Webster, The Tra- 
“us and thus sets the number of 

mention of the two Phrixis 

  

   
plays see P Oxy. 2455 and 2456, and concerning the forme 
Hypotheses in a New Pa 

rology, Oslo, 1961, pp. 1-1 

E.G. Tumer, "Euripidean 
Proceedings of the IX Intemational Congress of Papy      



  
   

i Cumulative Evidence 

particular Identification of a fragment even of a known play is not easy, as 
fragments are often exiguous and wretchedly preserved. With a lost play, however, 
these difficulties are complicated by the fact that 

  

  a lost play is sometimes known 
only by title, description of its plot, or through brief quotation. The h 
for attribution, in shore, is limited. Further evidence of Euripidean 

     evidence 
amacurgy 

probably exists among the tragic adespota, which in Pack’s catalogue total over 
forty, and among these potentially identifiable plays the proportion of lost to 
known works s probably not small. Some of thes 
able in Oxyrhynchus. Table II illust 
chus and at other sices. This data, if less stiking, is not dissimilar from that 
for extant tragedies. Thirteen lost works are listed. Those works which are attes- 

  

plays were, of course, avail- 
es the frequency of such works at Oxyrhyn-   

  ted both at Oxyrhynchus and beyond occur only once in each category except for 
the Telephus, once attested at Oxythynchus, thrice outside. Except for Phacthon, 
which occurs twice outside Oxyrhynchus, all plays listed occur in one or the 
other list only once 

In short 

  

agments, both of those plays which we know and of those plays 
which we do not, seem to indicate a common popularity for certain tragedies both 
at Oxyrhynchus and throughout Greco-Roman Egypt.f 

  

Additional Evidence for Euripides at Oxyrhynchus 

In working with the papyxi it is of crucial importance to remember the chance 
nature of the evidence for any given author or for the esteem accorded his work. 
In a study of thi 

  

sort, for example, one must use as a correc   ve papyrological 
evidence other than simple book texts. Thus, to amplify the information provided 
in Tables I and II, Table IIl lists plays for which there is evidence aside from 
book texts. Supplementary evidence from Oxyrhynchus is supplied by two collec- 

  

tions of hypotheses and by a third detailed hypothesis of a section of the Electrad 
From beyond Oxyrhynchus the evidence is 

  

re varied: hypotheses, anthologies, 
one commentary and one scholion, and pieces classified as “school exercises? 

  

mes testimony for a knowledge at Oxyrhynchus of fourteen 
ttested in the book remains. Three trage 

a, and Trojan Women—are included in this total, 
    

  

y—Alcestis,      along with eleven more of 
the lost plays. From other sites there is evid 
Electra, Hecuba, 

  nce for four extant traged 
     s, and Trojan Won 

  ind six more lost plays. It is again 
worthy of note that the evidence of Oxyrhynchus is similar to that of other sices. 

  

Cumulative Total of Evidence for Euripides 
Under two separate headings in Table IV appear those plays for which there 

is evidence from either text fragments or fr   m other papyrological remains at Oxy-   

Ci. injra on the supposed unique popularity of Euripides after the fifth cen P. Oxy. 2455 and 2457. For the hypothesis of Electra see P. Oxy 

  

 



Quantity and Distribution s 

thynchus and at other sites. In these cumulative lists, as in the first three tables, 
one may note a common core from those eighteen tragedies extant today: Alcestis, 
Andromache, Bacchae, Electra, Hecuba, Hippolytus, Medea, Orestes, Phoenis:    
and Trojan Women. Helen is attested only at Oxyrhynchus, and Heracles, Iphi- 
ge 
Her 
of lost plays—Alcmene, Ar 

  

ia in Tauris, and Rbesus only at other sites. No evidence survives for the 
lidae, lon, Iphigenia in Aulis, or Suppliants. There is a similar shared core 

b 
Telephus—while the other twenty-two plays which are included occur only in one 

  

  laus, Crotans, Hypsipyle, Phaethon, Phrixus I, and 

  

or the other category. The basic similarity in the evidence of both catego 
justifies the merging of the two lists and a consequent assumption that what was 
known beyond Oxyrhynchus was also known in that city. As futther justification 

  

  

for this fusion of data one may 

  

cite the continuing importance of Oxyrhynchus 
from Prolemaic times through at least he fou   h century A.D. It is unlikely that a 
city of this importance, a city for which there is evidence for cultural interest and 
activity aside from the literary texts, would not have possessed a significant 

  

nce of the association between 
the scholarship of the city and that in Alexandria exists 
sampling of any available literary corpus.® E 

the aforementioned 
list of tragic hypotheses and in the names of scholars known to have had con- 
nections with literary activity in Alexand: 

  

  a. Such men as these were probably 
involved with Euripidean tragedy.] The continuing use of Euripidean themes and 
motifs by other 

  

ers also indicates the popularity of Euripies’ workS The Life 
  ries, also demonstrates an interest 
e theatre of Oxyrhynchus and a s 

  by Satyrus, though assuredly pare of a lage: 
member t    

  

in the tragedian. 9 One must also r   
viving seript of at least excerpts from the Cresphontes which may have been used 
for performances in the city}0 These various factors suggest considerable interest 
in Euripides and his work and make credible 

    

e assumption that all plays for 
which there is evidence 

  

m the papyri, forty-theee in all, were known in Oxy- 
hynchus itself, 

Even with this combination of available evidence only twelve plays attested 
to the Oxyrhynchan total. It seems likely 

  

beyond but not at Oxyrhynchus are a 
that at least ¢ 
and studied ac Alexandria were also known at Oxyrhynchus. In short, it appears 

  

ugh the second century most of those plays which were arranged 

  6. E.G. Tumer, "Roman Oxyehynchus”, Joumal of Egyptian Archacology XXXVIIL 
1952, pp. 7893, 

7. ibid. Cf. also Turmer, "L érudition alexandsine et les papyrus, Chronique d'Egypte 
XXXVIL 1962, pp. 135-152 

8. See PSI 1303, which is a revision or reworking of the Phoenissac, and P. Oxy 
413, the Ch 
1942, No. 76, pp. 336 f.: “Euripides’ Ipbigenia in Tauris was evidently the model for the 

  cition mime. On the later, cf. D.L. Page, Greek Literary Papyri, 1, London 

  

9. P Oxy. 1176 
10. P Oxy.2458. O this fea 

“Dramatic Representations in Gracc 
Classique XXXIL, 19 

  ent in particular and the theatre in general see 
o-Roman Egypt: How Long Do They Contis 

63, pp- 120-128. 
       

L Antig        



    

6 Cumulative Bvidence 

that in Oxyrhynchus there was a far greater familiacity with Euripides than is 
possible today, though the remains also show that in that city those plays which 
we possess were most popular. 

Relative Popularity of Euripides 
In number of fragments Euripides ranks in frequency fourth or fifth among 

authors represented ac Oxyrhynchus. Homer, expectedly, is most common, followed 
in order by Callimachus and Demosthenes. Euripides or Aeschylus holds fourth 
osition 11 

PO has been remarked often hat of the three major tragedians Euripides cn- 
joyed a unique populasity after his death. Attempts have been made to explain 
this appeal, chiefly by contrasting Euripides’ style and emphasis with those of 
Aeschylus and Sophocles. Thus, in 1943 Collart wrote: 

Certes les piéces d'Eschyle n’étaient pas mortes avec lui, mais la pro- 
fondeur religieuse et la pompe de son thélwe, perimées, incomprises, 
o émouvaient plus les foules. Sophocle assurément gardait encore les ad- 
mirateurs, mais la logique et la sérénité de ses personnages laissaient indi 
ferents des gens agités et superficiels, incapables de se recueillir, la 
majorité. Euripide, au contraire, par son ouverture d'esprit, par sa curiosité 
mobile, par son peachant 2 la rhetorique et a la morale, par la recherche 

   

du pathérique et de Iextraordinaire conservait sa séduction sur la foule et 
e sur les gens cultivés 12 

ven Roberts, ignoring his own warnings about the argumentum ex silentio, 
implied a similar conclusion in 1953 when he wrote: 

Euripides—easy, fluent, exciting on the stage and in the study, full of 
psychological interest that would make him acceptable to the readers of 
New Comedy and the novel-his popularity needs no explaining . . .13 

The evidence from Oxyrhynchus does not substantiate these generalizations. 
There are twenty-thee text remains of Euripides in comparison with an equal if 
not greater number of Aeschylus and fifteen of Sophocles. The popularity of Eu- 

  

1L Homer is attested by 155 book remains, 118 from the lliad and 37 from the 
Odyssey (Pack2552if.). Callimachus is attested by 38 book texts (PackZI8G.) and De- 
mosthenes by 28 (Pack2256ff.) Pack contains twenty-three book text entries for Acschylus. 
Reason for doube in the total Acschylean remains is caused by Pack25 (P. Oxy. 2 
“Fragments auibuted to various plays”. 

12. P. Collart, "Les fragments des uagiques grecs sur papyrus” Revue de Philologic, 
de Literature et dHistoire Anciennes XVI, 1943, pp. 5-36. Collact here (pp. 25 talks of 
the appeal of Euripides throughout Egypt; nonetheless, it sounds odd coming from a man 
who a few pages later refers to Oxyrhynchus as *la ville greque par excellence, la ville 
de Pélite incellectuelle provinciale et des bibliotheques” (p. 32); in such a place there 

reciating the subtler appeal of Acschylus 

   

  

    

  

  

  musc have been some individual capable of a 
or Sophocles —as the papyri now reveal. 

13, CH. Roberts, “Literature and Society in the Papyri®, Museun Helveticum X, 
1953, pp- 266 and 268 

  

  

  

 



        

Quantity and Distribution 7 

ripides cannot be disputed, but neither must the popularity of Aeschylus and So- p pop y 
phocles be denied.14 

Manuscript Divisions 
Among the tragedies preserved ac Oxyrhynchus there is a sharp contrast in 

frequency of appearance between attestations of those ten plays known in the. 
medieval MSS as the ‘select’ or annotated plays, and atcestations of the other 
nine plays which, because of their lack of scholia and because of their presumed 
alphabetic order by initial, are classified as the ‘alphabetic’ plays!® This con- 
trase is casily seen in Table V, where the Oxyrhynchan remains are grouped ac- 
cording to their MSS divisions and charted according to their appearance by cen- 
tury. Seven of the ten ‘select’ plays but only one of the ‘alphabetic’ sequence are. 
atested. Indeed, in frequency the ‘alphabetic’ plays are not dissimilar from works. 
now lost. Tables 1 and Il show that this proportion is not unigue ac Oxyrhynchus 
but is common to the remains of other sites 16 

The comparable frequency of appearance of individual ‘alphabetic’ and lost 
plays has prompted Roberts to conclude, reasonably, that “the survival of these 
nine [alphabetic plays] was a matter of chance, and we have no reason for thin- 
king that they were more admized o more read than others now completely los? 17 
Most scholars implicitly accept this view, though there is some difference of 
opinion on the origin and make-up of the collection for which the nine ‘alpha- 
betic’ plays provide exclusive testimony. Some see these plays as the last trace. 
of a collection of the whole Euripidean corpus modelled on an original edition 
made by Aristophanes of Byzantium, while others see a less precise basis, with 
the ‘alphabetic’ plays as the chance remainder of some less clearly defined and 
probably less complete late edition of particula Euripidean plays 18 The evidence 
from Oxyrhynchus does not help in solving this problem 

14. For evidence of the shifting forwunes of Greek authors in the papyri see W.H 
Willis, “Greek Literary Papyri from Egypt and the Classical Canon”, Harvard Library 
Bulletin XII, 1958, pp- 534 

15. This explanation follows the terminology of A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript 
Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides, Urbana, 1957, p. 19. The ‘select’ plays are stu- 
died, unless otherwise noted, only through collation with MSS MABV and LP; these last 
two MSS, of course, alone carry the alphabetic plays. The Bacchae is included with the 
select’ plays though scholia for it are not extant; for this placement and the evidence for 

it cf. Zuntz, An Inguiry Into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides, Cambridge, 1965, 
pp. 110ff. The ninth of the alphabetic plays is Cyclops, which, as a satyr play, has been 
excluded from this analysis, but which in any case does not appear among the papyri from 
Oxyehynchus 

16. Ci. also V.S. Barcett, Euripides, Hippolytus, Oxford, 1964, p. 52. 
17. Roberts, op. cit., p. 271 
18. D.L. Page follows Wilamowicz in the belief that the nine ‘alphabetic’ plays are 

past of a copy of a complete collection ultimately waceable to the original edition of 
Aristophancs of Byzantium. (Page, Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Trageds, Oxford, 1934, 

   

 



    Cumulative Evidence 

  

Pertusi, who alone has a markedly divergent theory on the origin of that col- 
Jection from which the ‘alphabetic’ plays derive, posits a selection, around the 
catn of the third and second centuries B.C., of thirty-one plays “appunto per la 
Joro tradizione di riconosciuta eccelenza teatrale? the remains of this selection 
of theatsical gems are supposedly preserved in LP.19 It has been convincingly 
argued, however, that Pertusi's list of plays looks suspiciously as though it had 
been so formulated as to include the ‘alphabetic’ plays and the list also seems to 
depart from Pertusi’s own laudable collection of literary and archacological evic 
dence for the popularity of Euripidean tragedy 20 The Oxyrhynchan evidence does 
litcle to support Pestusi’s view. The site, for example, gives no evidence for the 
Suppliants (which Pertusi includes) but does produce a text—and that an acting 
text—of the Cresphontes (which Pertusi does not include). In short, Pertusi's 
theory is less convincing, although more precise, thah the more simpleand equally 
reasonable theories held by the great majority of scholars 

The appearance in the MSS of the ‘select’ plays with their scholia has also 
puzzled scholars and has been explained in differenc ways. Pethaps the con- 
monest view is that of Wilamowitz, who claimed that the selection which these 
plays aest was originally made in the second century by someone who provided 
these plays with commentary after choosing them, in company with certain plays 
of Aeschylus and Sophocles, as the basis of a school curriculum.2l  Analysis 
of the papyri from all of Greco-Roman Egypt has shown that a hypothesis of 
arbitrary selection of this sorc may not be needed (o explain cither the abiding 

  

populaity of the ‘select” plays or, indeed, their scholia22 The evidence from 
Oxyrhynchus supports the resules obtained from the papyri at large, and the evi- 
dence of a single sice is here of particular value as the popularity of a given play 
over a period of time can be better tested without the possibility of misleading 

  

igures introduced by abundant remains from a particular early or late site, e.g. 
Hibeh or Aatinoopolis. In Table V it can be seen that the ‘select’ plays were 

op. 3t G. Zuntz (op. cit., p. 277) accepts this idea and pursues it with vigor. Barrett 
(op. citus p. 51) is less precise about the origins of the edition, as is Roberts (cf. Note 17, 
supra). Turyn also speaks only of “some collection with itles alphabetically arranged”. 
(Tutyn, op. cit., p. 241.) On the acwal arrangement see Bruno Saell, "Zwei Topfe mit 
Eucipides —Papyri”, Hermes LXX, 1935, pp: 119-120. Cf. also Tumer *Euripidean Hypo- 
theses in & New Papyrus”, p. 4 and Pertusi Dioniso XX, 1957 *Addendu’, pp. 119-120; 
and Bascets, op. cit., p. S1. 

  

   

    

19. A Pertusi, *Selezione teatrale ¢ scelta erudita nella wadizione del teso di 
Eudipide?, Dioniso, XIX, 1956, p. 202. 

20. CF. Zuncz, op. cit., p. 260. 
21, Wilamowicz, Einleitung in die Griechische Tragodie, Berlia, 1921, pp. 196 

Wilamowitz was followed by L. Meridier in his Introduction o the first volume of the 
Budé Euripide in 1925 

Barrets, op. cit., p. 52 and Roberte, op. cit., pp. 270-271. See also Zuntz, o 
6 who forms the same conclusion, though not through such careful investigation as 

that of Barcett or Roberts, 
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supports the suggestions of Roberts and Barrett that the 'select’ tragedies were 
popular from early times onward and that the scholia of the MSS may not derive 
from a peculiar and precise act such as Wilamowitz suggests, but rather may re- 
sult from cumulative commentaries, perhaps originating in Alexandria, which 
established the popularity of these several plays early and later perpetuated it 
While the schools may well have reenforced the popularity and promoted the pre- 
servation of these plays, it seems unnecessary to assume for them a peculiar and 
formative role in the creation of the medieval ‘Selection.’ More likely the ‘Selec- 
tion’ is the end result of a continuing preference for certain plays, perhaps given 
permanent form in the late years of antiquity by its adaptation o the codex.24 

Pertusi again departs from the majority of scholars, who share cither the 
Wilamowitzian view or the more ‘casual’ hypothesis most clearly set forth by Bar- 
rett, and once again connects the selection of these plays with their popularity 
as acted drama. His theory for the ‘select’ plays, unlike that for the ‘alphabetic’, 
involves two separate acts of selection. The 'select’ pieces were originally 
included with the ‘alphabetic’, and some other plays now lost, in that first selec- 
tion of the third or second century B.C. These plays were not annotated, however, 
until che fifth century A.D. The scholars who were responsible for the second 
selection and who provided commentaries were not guided by any pedagogic prin- 
ciples but by “criteri. ..di tradizione teatrale”, and therefore chose those plays 

popular both before and after the second century. This continuing popula 

  

    

“piu rappresentatti, piu amati, piu applaudici” through the past centuries 25 Per- 
ing the 

fame and popularicy of Euripides is commendable if extreme; once more his hypo- 
thesis, though inceresting and not wholly incredible, seems to confuse a problem 
more easily solved by less complicated theories 

  

  s insistence on the living theatre as an important element in pres   

Chronological Grouping of the Papyri 

The greatest concenteation of Euripidean texts occurs in the second century, 
Otherwise the fragments are fairly equally distributed through the cencuries. This 
disteibution is in no way surprising, as the peak of prosperity of Oxyrhynchus was 
reached in the second century.26 

23. Bacexs, op. cil., pp. 52-53. 
24, C.H. Roberts, “The Codex”, Proceedings of the British Academy XL, 1954, p. 203 
25. Pertusi, *Selezione teatrale e scelta erudita nella tradizione del testo di Euri- 

pide?, Dioniso XIX, 1956, p. 208. 
26. Turner, *Roman Oxythynchus”, Journal of Egyptian A 

Pp. 7893 

  

  

rchacology XXXVIIL, 19 

   





CHAPTER II 

FORMAL AS] 

  

ECTS OF THE PAPYRI OF EURIPIDES 

Rolls and Codices 
Of the ewenty-three texts of Euripides, twenty are in roll and three are in 

codex form. The rolls range in date from the end of the second century B.C. to 
the fourth century and are all of papyrus. The codices, two of papyrus and one of 
vellun, are all dated to the fifth century. This cheonological distribuion is wholly 
in line with results obeained from broader studies of the papyri.! 

Eleven of the twenty olls carried the literary text on the recto, eight on the 
verso; for one fragment this information cannot be provided 2 In no instance is 
text continued from one side of the roll to the other. The versos of those papyri 
bearing the tragic text on the recto were apparently not used afer the literary 
transcription was made. Of the eight texts written on the verso, seven rectos had 

x had apparently been used for public 
docunents, while one, number 10, was written on the verso of a private account 
of receipts and expenditures. Number 14, the cighth text written on the verso, 
shows o trace of writing on the recto.3 

  surely been used previously and of these, 

1. On the development of the codex and the comparative frequency of roll and codex 
cf. C. Roberts, *The Codex”, Proceedings of the British Academy XL, 1954, pp. 169-204, 
Roberts is also instructive on the relationship between papyrus and parchment. Cf. also 
his co 

  

  ment, p. 203: "The roll still survived in the fourth century although ic was rapidly 
und.” There are also useful figures on the 

  

Losing   development of the parchment codex 
n R. Devreese, Introduction @ I'étude des manuscrits grecs, Paris, 1954, pp. 11-13. Ken- 

yon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second edition, Oxford, 1951, 
p. 876 is also helpful 

2. The one exception is number 16, which has been destroyed, was py 
lished without plate, and is not described in the original publication as having appeared 

3. CL P Oxy. 1228 and in this study number 11 and perhaps 14 
itcrary texts preserved on the verso where the recto is blank. A 

    

  

  

  

      

    e ace no sure frag- 
ments of sizable dimension which preserve a literary text on the verso of an otherwise 

  

unused papyrus, it is perhaps likely that the preserved cxample chanced o be written on 
e no witing       a sheet of which the recto at this particular point b  



  

Cumulative Evidence 12 ulatiy 

As the distinction between texts written on the recto and those   iteen on the 

verso has often been cited as a decisive point in determining a tex’s intended 
unction, it will be useful and inseructive to note the distinction in con- 

  

worth 
“itering and comparing other formal aspects of the preserved texts. 

Nome of the Euripidean codices is preserved complece, and in only one in- 
I layout. The formation of the 

  

stance can we say anything certain about origi 
  

very pootly preserved vellum codex, number 21, is a complete mystery, as is that 
  

  of the papyrus codex, number number 23, one may say with cer 
taincy only that it was not a single quire form so arranged that recto consistently 

As regard: 

  

preceded verso or verso recto in either the first or second half.t 
Number 23 contained at least two complete plays. Although it is impossible 

to know how many plays were contained in any of the codices, it is not unlikely 
that each contained more than two.5 

Dimensions and Format of the Preserved Texts 

In Table VI the papyms rolls are classified as recto and verso texts and 

    

charted, together with the codices where appropriate, with reference to overall 
dimensions and certain other variable aspects of their finished aj 

Only two recto texts are so preserved that their original height is known 
precisely. One is dated to the lace first century and the other to about 200. In 
each the height was originally 23.5 em. In three instances where almost a total 

    ppearance 

  

height is preserved —numbers 1, 2, and 12— che height of the roll probably did not 
exceed 23.5 cm., and the heights of the other recto texts 
exceed or fall short of this measurement. Thus, each rec 

  probably did not much 
   text, at least insofar 

as height is concemed, would be classed by Kenyon as “a book of mod 
pretensions”, which he defined as a roll about ten inches tall.S 

  

There ate also only two verso te 
wholly presers 

h dated to the late second ce 
d in height, and here the difference in heights is great and the 

variation instructive. Number 11 is 37.1 cm. tall while number 13 measures only 
about 18.0 cm. in height. These figures respectively exceed and fall shor of 
Kenyon’s norm of ten 
wre. . arely, if ev 

      
  

  ches. Kenyon further claims that "a work of Greek litera- 
7 Acknowled      ing that P. Teb 

268, chirceen inches tall, is an anomal verso text     he explains that this is a 

  

  4. For various possibilities in codex formation, cf. Kenyon, op. cit., pp. 106ff., and 
W.H. Villis, *New Papyri at the Universicy of Mississippi,” in Proceedings of the IX Inter- 
national Congress of Papyrology, Oslo, 1961, pp. 381-392. Cf. now, E.G. Tumer, Greek 
Papyri: An Introduction, Princeton, 1968, p- 15. 

5. Cf. Kenyon, op. cit., Chapter IV, *Vellum and the Codex”, pp. & 
Roberts, op. cit., p. 203. The various theories for the preserva 
plays, of course, are based on 
five, six, or even more plays. 

  

0, passim and 
   the ‘alphabedic’ 

  

  he probable assumption of codices which could confai 

6. Kenyon, op. cit., p. 51 
7. ibid,
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that such texts “not infrequently exceeded the height measurements of literary 
manuscripts?® Number 11 below is another example of the same phenomenon. The 
height of number 13 can probably also be explained through its being written on 
used papyrus: for lack of other material or for reasons of economy the scribe 
evidently used an available roll and not one expressly intended for a literary MS. 

  

    

The only other verso text for which we can estimate a total height, number 14, 
was not much greater than 26.5 cm. tall, but still exceeds the general height of 
the recto texts. In height of roll, then, the Euripidean recto texts seem more uni- 
fom than those on the verso, a situation comparable to that found among the 
papyri in general 

The only codex for which we have a faily secure estimate of height is num. 
ber 23, che height of which is 35.5 cm. The vertical dimensions of the two re- 
maining c   es, which include estimates of upper and lower margins, are 22 cm 
and 30 cm. These dimensions also accord with Kenyon’s findings. 

Evidence 

  

1l length is derived in every case from extrapolation; no 
Euripidean roll from Oxyrhynchus is prese 
Ove: 

  ed complete in its horizontal aspect 
1l comparisons of roll length between recto and verso texts are obviously 

pointless, as individual plays vary considerably in length and, as a result, so 
may the rolls on which they were writcen 

Rolls range in estimated length from 375 cm. for number 3 to 1087 cm. for 
number 15. This range is defined, interestingly, by two texts of the Phoenissac; 
the minimum and maximum lengths oceur respectively in verso and recto text. The 
measurements of these two ¢ 
book production, althouy 

  

  

xts are by Kenyon’s standards extreme for normal 
    are and isolated exceptions accur beyond these 

two limits.10 There 

  

e also two texts of the Andromache, both written on the 
the lengths are relatively short. 

e of the Phoenissae. Number 13 measures 
431 cm., number 14 392 cm., and both texts are acributed to the late second 
century 

  

verso, for which we have length estimates. He: 
but closer to equality than in the ca 

    
  

The papyrus required for the same play in roll and codex may also be com- 
pared.11 The complete text of the Meded as written in roll form in number 5 would 
have required 53 columns and a length of 555 cm. In number 23, a codex, the 
same play would have occupied 39 columns or about forty pages. Similasly, in 
number 1, a roll, the Orestes would have required 71 columns and a length of 700 
em., whereas in number 23 the play would have required 45 columas or about 

  

forty-six pages. In eacl 
bers of lines 

instance the codex has columns containing greater num- 
  than those of the rolls, a factor which of course reduces the number 

of columas needed for a complete text. It is obvious, howev     , that should a   

manufacturer have wanted to cconomize on the use of papyrus, the codex form, 

  

9. ibid. p. 109. 
10. ibid; p. 531t 
11 On the questions of the capacity of oll and code cf. Roberts, op. cit., passim,  
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even with short columns, allowed a saving in papyrus: each sheet was used on 

boch sides and was thus able to concain twice the amount of text as the com- 

parable surface in a roll 
The aumber of lines contained in a single column was apparently a matter of 

by the dimensions of the papyrus employed. 2 Since 
d size than those written on the verso, it follows taste, perhaps limited only 

recto texts are of a more standar 
that the range o lines per column is smaller in such cases than in ver 

Verso columns hold as many as sixty-two lines in number 1 or as few as twen; 

<even in number 5. In recto texts the variation is slighter; the maximum number of 
five represents a more common figure 

  

  lines per column is thirty-chree, but twen 
The shortest columas, in number 12, contain only twenty lines. Thus, a standard 

format is more obvious in recto texts, but even here there is variation, and there 

  

seems no consistent or customary figure for lines per column. 
Measurable column height is of course dependent on the number of lines con: 

tained in individual columns. Obviously, the range is greater in verso texts —from 

15 em, to 32.5 cm. —though in recto texts there is also variety, from about 12 to 
e seems no set criterion for the number of lines per column 

  

  

18.7 cm. Again, the 
Even in rolls of the same height, the writing surface was apparently used as the 
seribe desired and/or to suit the tastes of the scribe’s clientele. Roll height did 
not determine the inner proportions or layout of the text, except in the broadest 

The columas of the preserved codices contain 36-38 lines, but differ more 
matkedly in measurable height. The vellum codex, number 21, has columns 17 
cm. in height, whereas in number 22 the same number of lines is found in a column 
25 cm. all. The second papyrus example, number 23, contains differing numbers 

  

  

of lines in its columns, 37 or 38; the columns probably measured about 25.5 cn. 
in height. These are normal measurements for codex columns.!3 

The evidence for measurements and proportions of upper and lower margins 
is slight, as the unprotected outer edges of a papyrus are most likely to break 

ction. It can be noted, nonetheless, that the pres 
    

  away from the preserved 
margins fall considerably shore of the examples presented by Kenyon. Cor    
upper margins on recto texts range from only 0.4 cm. in number 1 to 4.6 cm. in 
number 15. Of the verso texts, the largest and still incomplete upper margin, in 

upwards of 2.3 cm., but in this cursive work it is unlikely 
ved upper recto 

margins. Lower magins, as one might expect from the figures set forth by Kenyon, 

number 4, measure: 
that this margin approached the maximum height of other pres: 

  

  

were larger than upper.14 On the recto, lower margins range from 3.8 cm. in num. 

12 Kenyon, op. cit., pp. 5859, lists "Lines in Column” but draws his evidence only 
from prose works. 

13. Cf. the description of the Chester Beatty Biblic 
Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasiculus I, London, 19 

14. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Anci 
1951, p. 60. 

codices in F.G. Kenyon, The     

  

  ( Greece and Rome, Sccond Edition, Oxford 
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ber 15 0 6.5 cm. in number 12; on the verso the difference is between 1 cm. in number 11 and 5 cm., again in number 4 
In number 23, the one instance in which both margins of a codex are pre- sexved, the lower margia s also larger than the upper, with lower margins vary ng slightly between 5.1-5.5 cm. and the upper measuring 4.3 cm. Keayon, although helpful in so many aspects of text format and prodection, gives an incomplete picture of column wideh in dramatic texts. He explains that “in the case of poetical texts the width of the column is fixed by the length of the lines”; and chis i, of course, partially true.! In the few examples which he discusses he also mentions the size of script as another determinant but does not connect size of script with other broader acsthetic considerations, such as, for example, the depeh of lyric indentation. Indeed, only in the most basic sense is it true dhac line length determined wideh of 2 column.16 A scribe or his superior could modify the expansiveness of a cext simply by altering the space of any indentation. For example, in number 15 the column is widest at a point where & line contains only twenty lecters but, as pare of a lyric passage, is indented 2.8 cm. Again, in number 13 che lyric indentation of 1.8 cm. increases the total length of a thirty-three lecter verse to only 12.5 cm. In number 8 the trochaic tetrameter of forty lecters, which establishes the widest point in the column, measures only 13 cm., less than the previously mentioned ewenty letcer line of number 15, A glance ac Table VII will show what range could be atcained in the lengeh of indi- vidual lines; generalities on the width of dramatic columns remain hazardous. It is curious that, with the exception of number 1,in the preserved Euripidean papyri lines of equal letcer length are always longer in codex than in recto texts, and longer in recto than in verso texts 
These lyric indentations, which can have such an cffect on column width, do not seem o follow any pattem of depth. Although it is well known chat choral passages in tragic papyri were usually set off by indentation, chere seems to have been no set rule as o how deep such indenation should be.l7 In number 3, a verso text, there is almost no indentaion, whereas another verso cext, number 4 has indentations of 2.5 cm., the maximum indentation in the papyri studicd. The range in recto texts is just as stuiking; number 13 has indentations of only 0.8 

cm., while in number 15 they measur 

  

   m. It would seem that lyric indentation 
ated similaly in both recto and verso texts.   

The widths of intercolumniations also vary, between less than 0.5 cm. on 
both recto and verso, and more than 3.5 cm. in a recto text, number 12. The maxi- 
mum sure intercolumniation on a verso text occurs in number 5 and measures 
2.0 em. 

15, ibid. p. 55 
16. The confusion arising from Kenyon's wording is obvious if one compares the 

  

sparace lengehs of the two texts of the Phoenissae, Numbers 3 and 15, as listed in 
Table VI 

17. Cf. Andrieu, Le Dialogue Antique, Paris, 1954, p. 267 and Schubare, Das Buch 
Bei Den Griechen und Rémern, Leipzig, 1961, p. GOff. 

    

  



  
    

06 Cumulative Evidence 

Indication of Speaker and Lectional Aids 

Most commonly, distinctions between speeches in the papyri are marked by 
the paragraphus. The paragraphus appeas early, in number 1, and late, in number 
23, and is found in recto, verso, and codex texts. It is similarly found in the 
plain, cursive transcription, number 4, and the calligraphic example, number 12. 
When a change takes place at the end of a complete verse, the paragraphus usual- 
Iy projects into the lefe ‘margin’ becween the two speeches to be set apart. In 
number 4 the paragraphus may also have been used within the columa to show 
division of a single verse between two characters. This is the only example in 
this study where a single verse is divided between two speakers and the two 
pacts o the verse written on one line 

‘Although knowledge of the speaker's identity is fundamental o the compre- 
hension of a dramatic text, paragraphi, which actually indicate only the alter- 
nation of speeches and do not truly idenify the separate speakers, are not 

the paragraphus is inserted with particular care or consistency. In number 
wholly omitted; in number 23 the paragraphi have been inserted by a later hand, 
and in number 22 the paragraphi are also probably attributable to a corrector 

The paragraphus is often used alone —in numbers 1, 3, 4, and 22 —but is 
sometimes combined with more precise means of identifying actual speakers, 
generally some abbreviation of a character’s name. In number 13 paragraphi and 
character notation are always correlated. In numbers 7 and 23 both techniques are 

  

also used, though not always simultaneously; as if to clarify the original syste   

  

character notations have here been added by correctors. Finall 
character noation has been added, again by a corr 

in number 15 a 
  ctor, where parageaphi were 

originally omitted 
Another form of notation, again coordinated with paragraphi, is found in 

acting scripts. In this class of texts, roles assumed by individual actors ~not 
individual characers within the drama — are marked with alphabetical sigla. Nun- 
ber 18 presents an example of such a system. 

Paragraphi also marked the beginning of choral passages and were used 
within stasima to mark swophic divisions; examples of this use are found in 
numbers 10, 11, and 12. In 12 the paragraphus is accompanied by a coronis, @ 
second and more commanding indication of a choral passage 

The evidence of the Euripidean texts from Oxyrhynchus accords well with 
what is known of character indication and change of speaker in the papyri gene- 
ally.18 Some have seen a greater variety in the means of indicating the alter- 
nation of speakers than has been discovered in this study; the systems discussed 
here, however, seem to have been better established and more widely adopted 
than some modern weiters are willing to admit.19 

18. Ci. Andsieu, op. cit., p. 263ff. and Schubart op. cit., p. 79 
19. Ci. infra the discussions of indication of speaker and altern 

numbers 2, 3 and 23, 
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That lectional signs were infrequently witten in the papyri has long been a cause of no small wonderment 291 is pethaps true that the ancient reader, through force of habit and custom, read his exts with an case comparable to that which, with texts fully punctuated, the modem reader enjoys.2! In any case, both in the actual scarcity of such signs and in the general chronological sequence in which these aids appear, the Euripides papyri from Oxyrhynchus parallel the papyri at large 22 Aside from the one exception of number 4, in which we find two forms of stop, along with acute and circunflex accents, breathings, long and short matks, and apostrophes o indicate elision, none of the texts prior to 100 has markings other than stops. Indeed, even stops, which occur only on two verso texts, are not common. Dating on the basis of these sigas, however, is hazardous. It is helpful to discover parallels for the use of a parcicular sign in any given period — a sinilar procedure to that used in dating hands, —but one must observe that number 13, dated around 200, is ot unlike the earliest texts scudied in its em- ployment of reading aids. In shore, there scems no consistent rule for the adop- tion of lectional signs, nor does their use follow strict chronological developmen. Eleven of the seventeen texts in which punctuacion might be expected pre- serve some form of stop. Ten of these examples preserve high stops, four have middle stops, and in five there are low stops. Twelve of the twenty-three texts preserve some form of accent, but no form of accent is writen with complete thoroughness. Acute accents appear in cleven texts, circunflex in nine, and in six cases the grave is employed. Rough breathings are far more common than smooth; as with accents, howeser, neither fom is particularly common. Elision which is itself observed only sporadically, is also marked with inconsistency Crasis and aphacresis, for which the present evidence is extemely limited, never maked with apostrophe. A few additional marks are writcen with even less 
    

frequency. These include diaereses, marks of quantity, hyphens to clarify com- 
pounds, and signs of syllabic division 
Evidence for Dictation or Visual Copying 

A basic question concerning ancient book production, and one which is difi- 
cult o answer from most papyrological remains, involves the method of copying 
any given text, by oral dictation or visual copying of an exemplar.23 Both pro- 

20. Cf. Kenyon, op. cit., pp. G7if; Schubast, op. cit., p. 74tf.; and Thompson, An 
Iniroduction to Greek and Latin Palacography, Oxford, 1912, p. 61 

21. So Schubart, among others, of. cil., p. 74. The argument that even in the fifch 
cencury “les anciens lisent un ecrit qui pour eux est vivant, directement intelligible, et 

  

  

   
  

      

    

qui eveille le souvenic de la representation scenique” seems less convincing; cf. Andricu 
op. cit., p. 206 

22, Ct. supra, note 20 
(Cf.the helpful and informacive article by T.C. Skeat, “Use of Dictation in Ancient 

Book Production”, Proceedings of the British Academy XLIl, 1956, pp. 179-208, wherein 
Skeat argues for dictation and reviews the scholarship on the problem.   
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cesses were no doubt employed; from an accumulation of evidence, however, one 
might hope to determine which procedure was the more common.24 

Pehaps the most complete discussion of this problem is that of T.C. Skeat, 
who in 1956 reviewed the scholarship on the question and established certain 
guidelines for analysis of evidence. Skeat’s main criterion for determining whe- 
ther a particular text was copied by dictaion is the presence in it of certain 
peculiar errors which might demonstrate “a lack of liason between scribe and 
dictator”, ., blunders resulting from miscomprehension on the pact of the scribe 
of what he had heard read aloud.25 For a text to be analysed meaningfully in this 
way, it must meet certain requirements. The work must be of good length and 
must contain ercors; the work must also be fully and completely collated so that 
even phonetic errors can be studied. Even when all of these conditions have been 
met, distinction and judgment are not simple: “The scribe copying visually may 
commit visual errors through misteading the exemplar, or audible errors through 
self-dication. The scribe copying from dictation may reproduce visual errors of 

  

the dictator, or himself commit phonetic errors through faulcy hearing. In short, 
both types of copying are liable to both species of error26 

In the present sample of papyri none meets all requirements for a significant 
investigation of this question. Each text has been racher fully collated and almost 
all preserve error, but most are of such abbreviated length that no sizeable sam- 
ple of possible 
ac first seem promising, even in small compass, but each proves disappointing in 
final consideration 

Number 1 preserves several odd readings, including two instances where 
final -ous is writeen -oi5; but since in one of these cases the medieval MSS may 
preserve -ois, no ready assumption is possible that this is not the faithful record 
of an ancient if incorrect variant. Again, ow8D of the MSS is writcen cuén which 

   al exrors and peculiarities can be accumulated. Several cases 

might easily be considered an aural error. There is also an instance of needless 
assimilation: oooy ye is written for 0gov ye of the MSS. Finally, mou occurs for 
Tou or ToU of the MSS; this might also point to aural error. Each of these possible 
slips may perhaps be explained as results of Skea's "lack of liason becween 
scribe and dictator”, buc the possibility that these are errors of self-dictation 

  

must not be excluded. One other reading in this same text is worthy of mention 
xaxa is written for T0Eepyoouéva of the MSS; again, if, as the onginal editor 
suggests, kaxa "was perhaps originally a gloss on Tagspyaouiva and aftervards 
made its way into the texts”, shall we hold this to be a visual etror on the parc 
of the scribe o the possible dictator? In short, the evidence of this fragment is 

  

24 ibid. p. 179 
25. ibid., p. 208. For a fuller description of these ervors — both phonetic and of other 

sorts —cf. Skeat, op. cit.. p. 192 and pp. 197ff. Also helpful is Milne and Skeat, Serbes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus, London 1958, pp. 31-59. 26. Skeat, op. cit., p. 207, 

    
 



   

      

Formal Aspects 19 

tempting but inconclusive; ic is unfortunate that the preserved papyrus is not of 
greater length. 

Again, Number 6, of more suitable length, presents wide deviation from the 
medieval MSS. This fragment preserves a section of the Bacchae, however, which 
is transmitced only by P, and there are several points where it is unclear whether 
the readings of the papyrus or those of the MS are better. Some of the errors are 
of such a senseless nature, however, that one thinks first of those errors which 
Skeat defines as more peculiar o a dictated transcription. Sparse medieval testi- 
mony, however, obviates any conclusive judgment 

Two further examples are relevant to these considerations; numbers 3 and 
5 are notable for their crowded words and letters at the ends of lines. Turnex has 
reasonably conjectured in another context that such a phenomenon “seems more 
natural when explained as due to the scribe following the lay-out of his exemplar 

  

by eye racher than to his writing down a dictated oral section”27 The evidence 
is once more slight, and might be explained as the result of a scribe’s effort to 
maintain a preconceived column width, regardless of whether he wrote from dicta- 
tion or through visual copying. 

The Hands and Dates of the Texts 
Each of the Euripides texts was writien by a different scribe: there are no collections of texts in ane hand such as we passess for the plays of Acschylus?S There is a considerable vasiety i the styles represented; diacincs seylos of course paralel ane another chronologically, but the basic picture is uncompl cated. Evidence for the development of the monumental style, for example, is 

provided by nunber 2, an carly piece, and later developmencs can be seen in 
and 8. Again, early evidence for the Biblical Uncial is found in number 

15 and a later specimen in number 21. The severe style is represented in number 
12 and its eventual development perhaps seen in 23. More beautiful scripts appear 
in recto texts, though even here beauty is not everywhere in evidence: the hands 
of numbers 1 and 18 are not truly atwractive. The only text in a well-defined busi- 
ness cursive occurs on the verso in number 4. Particulars of the various hands 
and their styles   e discussed in reference to the separate texts. 

The dating of twenty-two of the papyri can be reviewed in photographs or 
through published plates, and in most instances the original dating has been 
confirmed. In six instances a date originally assigned by century has been 
placed more precisely within that century. In three other instances earlier dates 
have been assigned, while in two cases dates have been assigned which are 
lacer than those originally proposed. In no instance has a revision of more than 

    

  

bes and Scholars of Oxyehynchus”, Mitteilungen aus der Papyris- 
V Folge, 1956, p. 145 

  

sammlung der Osterreichischen Nationalbi 
28. CF. P. Oxy. 22452255, 

  

 



  
  

2 Cumulative Evidence 

e ST o el oetwicofriaome sfar urgealoines 
A e e R e et et 
eeharaom Shbisce isaa]beeweeahEolana 1934 

29. A change of fifty years may seem insignificant. Yet in studics of an author's popularity and fame through the cencuries, published dates are, of course, assumed v in such studies and in those of an even more inclusive nature such apparencly slight changes as here suggested mighe markedly alter the cont of this sort, see W.H. reck Literary Papyri f Harvard Library Bulletin XII, 1958, pp. 5-34; P.J. Sijpesteiin, *Les parchemins < Papyrus de Demosthene wouves en Egypee?, Chronigue dEgypte XXXVIIL, 1963, pp. 305 and *Die Platon-Papyri®, Aegyptus XLIV, 1964, pp. 26 

      

        sions. For examples of         m Egypt and the Classical Canon’ 
                



  

CHAPTER 111 

LITERARY ASPECTS OF THE PAPYRI OF EURIPIDES 

Origin of the Texts 
As I have shown in Chapter I, the availability in Oxyrhynchus of those texts 

which were known and studied in Alexandria is all but cercain. A furcher bit of 
evidence is provided by the fact that all of the Euripidean texts which pre- 

shed 
from dialogue as is commonly supposed to have been customary prior to the 
serve lyrics preserve them in metical arrangement, not merely undisting!   

  

searches of Aristophanes of Byzantium.! That Alexandrian texts were current in 
Oxyrhynchus, however, need not mean that the remains which we now possess 
are wholly derived from Alexandrian exemplacs nor that the papyri do not pr   

serve readings from texts other than the Aristophanean. Indeed, it has been well 

  

argued against those who claim that the Aristophanean text achieved an imme- 
diate supremacy and that other texts were driven from circulation by its appear- 
ance, that other texts were st   oduced 
his ‘authoritative’ edition and that these additional texts probably coninued to 
circulate and be copied. Unfortunately, no Euripidean text from Oxyrhynchus is 

ly available at the time Aristophanes 

  

of sufficiently carly date to justify conclusions on the strength of traditions other 
than that initiated by Aistophanes. The earlies Oxyrhynchan fragment is dated 
acound 100 B.C., and in its readings is no more cccentric than texts centurics 
later3 It is highly likely that although the Alexandrian tradition was dominant, 
some variant readings in the papyri derive from non-Aristophancan texts. 

Even wee the text of Aristophanes to have enjoyed some sort of supreme 

  

position immediately upon its ‘publication’, ancient means of book-production 
were not such that its integrity could for long be completely preserved. Where 
books were reproduced by hand, error of all sorts crept into the best of texts 
Simple and least troublesome were errors of orthography: the spelling of words 
by the seribe according to the phonetics of his period and not as they were pre- 

1. For the work of Aristophanes, cf. Cohn, PWRE 2, p. 944f. 
2. For an_eminenly sensible account of the Alexandrian and post-Alexandrian text 

craditions, cf. Barrett's Inuoduction to Hippolytus, p. 45ff. and p. 439. (Euripides, Hippo 
Iytus, Oxford, 1962). Now, cf. the comments of Turmer, Greek Papyri, p. 106ff 

op. cit.p. 45t 

    

    



  
      

Cumulative Evidence 

  

<umably spelled ac the time of original composition. There were visual erors 
om the misreading of the exemplar and errors of deletion and which resulted fr icion might be perverted and changed dittography. Under such conditions any ed: 

subely, if not indeed fundamentally. 

Correction 
Zunz, one of the most recent proponents of the argument that the Alexan- 

drian edition "o its descendants rapidly eclipsed all other current cexts of the 
most popular deamatists” still admits the difficulties in preserving the pure texc 
of Aristophanes 4 He does, however, stress the process of corzection as safe- 
guard of the tadition: 

Responsible @ifhiomhar would check the work of their employees, and 
careful readers their own copies, against a text considered authoritative; 
authentic ébdoas—i.c., copics made from, and collated with a standard 

— were available to those who could   manuscript in one of the main libraric: 
ot onsult the models and were used to check and annotate curcent copies 
(a5 cspecially che papyri of Pindar's Pacans and Sophocles’ lxvevraf 
show.) Thus the constant threat of corruption was checked and the genuine 
Alexandrian tradition, in the main, upheld.5 

Cortection was not as consistent nor as universal as Zuncz implies. In some 
instances the only correction was apparently undercaken by the text scribe hin- 
Self, as in numbers 4 and 10. In other instances there are corrections by a second 
hand, as in numbers 15 and 21. Seill further, in number 23 there is cvidence for 
comection by a greater number of hands. This codex also reveals a diffe 
procedure for correction in each of the two plays which it contains. In the Medea 

  

the corrector is responsible for the majority of diacritical marks, whereas in the 
Orestes these marks are generally inserted by the original scribe. The extent of 
correction also varies from text to text. Numbers 2 and 14 have no evidence of 
correction. In number 1 ¢ is of a minor nature, and numerous imperfect readings 

    

are preserved; in number 15 corcection is also incomplete. The most complete 
  correction was effected in number 11, a verso text written in a fairly unattractive 

hand. Here alone extensive corrections were apparently inserted in the (lost) 
upper margin, indicated by the sigla | and the notation ave opposite a troubl 
some portion of the text. These sigla are unique in the present texts, among 

  

  

which there is considerable variety in the actual signs of correction. In number 
15, for example, letters to be deleted were set off by dots placed at the top of the 
line of writing on either side of the letters in question; in number 18 a letter is 
deleted within a word both by a dot above it and by its cancellation by means of 

4. Zunez, An Inquiry Into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides, Cambridge 
1965, p.252. For a good but brief statement on correction, cf. Tuener, Greek Papyri. p. 93 

5. Zunz, op. cit., p. 253



                

  

   Literary Aspects 

  

a short dash. In short, neither the use nor extent nor mechanics of correction was universal, nor did its presence guarantee conformity 
the evidence for the sorc of e 

0 our received text. Indeed. 
tion which might be inferred         

from 2   

Comparisons of Identical Passages in Different Papyri 
The evidence for the obtaining of texts in Alexandria by residents of Oxy- 

thynchus does not apply specifically to works of Euripides, and there is, unfor- tunately, no criterion for determining whether the present texts were copied or 
purchased in Oxythynchus itself. But comparison of passages from the same play 

  

as they appear in differenc texts reveals something about the nature of the text 
tradition within the city. There are four instances where such comps 
effected, and two cases involve only texts found in Oxyrhynchus. 

Numbers 9 and 15 each contain parts of Phoenissae lines 1033-1042. These 

  isons can be 

pies are simil    cir physical aspects: both are written in attractive hands 
nged in lay-out. There is, however, despite an overwhel- 

ming and expected similarity between the two texts, notable difference in their 

  

and are handsomely 
  

  

In two instances the papyri agree in error with the MSS; in two further 

  

sree against the MSS, once where the MSS reading is clearly 
g and once where there is little choice between the papyri and the me 

instances che   pyri a 

  

    
testimony. In the cases of eight further readings where variants are recorded the 
two papyri disagree with each other, wit 
papyri correctly in agreement with the M 
due to scribal errors and not decp-seated 

first one, and then the other of the 
screpancies here are probably all            

  differences in exemplars.   

Number 1 can also be d, if only in small measure, with 23: each 
text preserves portions of lines 1337-1342 of the Orestes. The first of these 

    
texts, a papyrus roll, is unimpressive both in hand and layout; the second is a 
more attractive codex. Beyond their common and general agreement with one 
another and the MSS, these texts once agree with the majority of MSS against L 

the orchography of the united MSS ought to be 
adopted. There are two points of compa 

  

and once agree in substance wh   
  on of greater interest. Each text indi- 

cates some difficulty with the reading (&' efs and the elision involved; in both 
cases there is evidence for the correction or immediate revision of the manner in 
which these two words were first writt 
MSS. Finally, d 

  n. There is no trace of this problem in the 
clier ext preserves a wholly acceptable reading which       appears in the MS erves a modem emendation commonly 

accepted by modern editors § It is in 
of an acceptable reading which 

esting to note the loss here in a later text 
s in the MSS. 

sons involve texts from beyond Oxyrhynchus. 

      

The two remaining co 
The remains of number 13 are also 

  

  reserved in P. Ross. Georg. 18, so frag 

For a fuller discussion of this reading see number 1, injra 

 



    

     

Cumulative Evidence 

mentary that the evidence here does not allow any significant conclusion. The 
fourth comparison involves aumber 5 and P. Rendel Harris 38, of unknown pro- 
venance. Here the papyri agree on two readings questioned and recorded variously 
in the medieval texts, but differ in two other instances, probably by reason of 
scribal error 

These comparisons all illustrate a common, well-defined text tradition buc 
one which was also subject to change by individual scribes.” 

The Papyri, the Manuseripts, and the Scholia 

  

The papyri do not in most instances depart from the medieval MSS. In this 
investigation 168 variant readings have been noted. OF this number 69 are wholly 
new readings and of these 30 are unacceptable by reason of sense, meter, or 
orthography. Among the remaining 39 readings which are probably acceptable, 
nineteen are preserved in number G alone; the remaining new and acceptable 
readings are rather evenly distributed through the other papyri. 

It is true that number G, a section of the Bacchae, is preserved by only one 
medieval MS, P, and that if the medieval estimony were more complete the unique 
readings might dwindle. However, the variants are of such diverse sorts—orthog: 
raphy, single unique readings, the omission and inclusion of whole verses—that it 
seems indubitable that considerable change was effected in the text during or 
after the second century. This phenomenon, as has been noted, makes less valid | 

  

Page’s contention that “those texts of pre-Alexandrian date seem to have differed 
considerably from our own manuscripts, those of post-Alexandrian date differ very 
litele”8 Page’s statement may be generally true, but there are exceptions to it 

The fragment of the Helen in number 2 may be compared directly to that of 
the Bacchae. The Helen is preserved in only two MSS, LP, and the readings of 
the papyrus differ considerably from che medieval testimony. Though Zuntz sug- 
gests thac this papyrus may preserve a text closer to the ‘Alexandrian’ than do 
the MSS, a conclusion which has been entatively suggested for the Bacchae 
the preserved papyrus readings show another work in the Alexandrian tradition 
which also differs rather significantly from the texts which we possess today.” 
This evidence again limits the applicability of Page’s view 

    

  

  
  

7. Cf. now Tumer, Greek Papyri, p. 126: *. .. ic has not yet proved possibl 
 the decivation of one papyrus from another. 
8. D.L. Page, Euripides, Medea, Oxford, 1952, p. xl. See Barcett's comments on this 

statement by Page, Barret, op. cit., p. 56. Pertusi seems to shace the view set forch by 
Page: “E di evidenza palmare che, in generale, i 

  

  

      
  

apiri dell” epoca tolemaica si co 
pongono per e lezioni al testo wadico dai manoscritti, mentre quelli dell’ era cri 
Sono assai piu vicini . . . * (Pe 

    

  

   
usi, *Selezione eatrale ¢ scelta erudita nella tradizi 

X, 1957, p. 25. 
9. Cf. E.R. Dodds, Euripides Bacchae, Second Edition, Oxford 

del testo di Euripide,” 

  

1960, p. Ivii.    



    

    

    Literary Aspects 

No papyrus displays a peculiar affinity with any one of the medieval texts 
nor with either one of the two main families.10 That the papyri and the M 

   are in the same tradition is proven by the generally overwhelming textual simi- 
larity and also by the presence of simil 
3 — the colometry of the papy 
  r colometry. In all but one case —number 

and the MSS are very close; in this one exception 
it is also noteworthy that both the papyrus and the A 

  

   S preserve a muddled metri- 
cal amangement of lyric passages.11 

There are only ¢   texts which preserve marginal notes. Number 11, the 
Hypsipyle, and 12, the Alcmeon in Psophis, are both lost and no scholia for them 
survive. In the third instance, number 23, the Orestes, the play has survived and 
with it scholia. In the papyrus the marginal gloss has not been completely pre- 
served; it is interesting, however, that the medieval scholia carry in an expanded 
form explanations of both terms explained in the notes to number 23. 

    

10. Tumer, again, now writes (Greek Papyri, pp. 125-126); "The s into which 
textual eritics have divided families of manuscripts cannot be traced further back into   

  

antiquity than a date lacer than the papyri in question”, and ® . . - it has not yet proved 
possible to trace the descent of a medieval manuscript from a papyrus one 

11 On the colometry of P. Oxy. 11 op. cit., p. 84, n.d.              



 



   CHAPTER IV 

OF THE PAPYRI 

  

One of the more interesting and challenging questions posed by the present 
fragments centers on the actual use of th   se works whose existence they attest 
It has been sensibly assumed that there are ac least three main audiences for 
licerary texts. J.A. T 

  

  

vison has writcen 
Speaking quite generally, it may be said that in a fully literate soci 
whi 

ty (b 
the o 

  

  

I'mean one in which reading and writing are not confined 

  

dinary traffic of official and commercial life) the demand for books comes 

  

from three main sources: the school, the living-room, and the st 
    the book-trade which is one of the essential features of such a 

must be organized to meet these various dema   ds.!   

This three-fold division does not make allowance for those readers who require, 
professionally or avocationally, books of a more technical nature. Ironically, the 
only Oxyrhynchan text of Euripides the use of which can be rather safely classi 

  

fied is just this sorc of work. Number 18 has been identified from its marginal 
sigla as an acting script of the Cresphontes, designed for use by a director or 
perhaps by an actor himself. 

The Cresphontes fragment illustrates the difficulties and dangers in atcemp- 
ting to discover the use of any given text. The dramatic sigla for individual ac- 
tors occur in this fragment 
left of the column of writing. Were this int 
  the intercolumniation, fortunately preserved, o the 

olumniation lost, classification   

would not be possible, for the alphabetical sigla alone distinguish thi 
from others in this study. The      xt is written e recto in a hand und   

  guished in style and beauty ifferently than other 
fragments. Lectional aids are abundane, but their frequency is paralleled in num- 
numbers 4 and 1 

    arranged no 

L. J. A Da 
der Papyrussamn 
Of great incerest for the problems 
Papyri, *The Persons Who Owned the Papyri in 

son, "The Study of Homer in Gracco- 
ung der Osterreichischen Nationalbiblio 

    oman Egypt, Mitteil 
k, V Folge, 1956, pp. 51 

is Chapter VI of Turner, Gre 
          

   ed in   

  

    



  
    

Cunulative Evidence 

Such an apparent lack of positive and obvious evidence for distinguishing 

Jarious categories of texts led Davison to conclude, reasonably, if perhaps with 

some frustration: 
.a copy of a classical author, the remnants of which we find wrapped 

soand a mummy or thrown away upon the town’s rubbish heap, may have 

belonged to a schoolmaster and have served him alike as a classroom text, 

as a work of reference, and as a means of recreation. It may well be peri- 

Jous, therefore, to argue from the appearance of this or that ancient author 
among the papyri that there was a reading public in anything like the mo- 
dern sense for him or her.2 

Such a conclusion is not incompatible with moder book usage, though there may. 
exist today peculiar characteristics which would distinguish a schoolboy’s copy 
of an author, the same work sumptuously laid out and princed for the collector of 
Fine books, and the scholar’s text complete with extensive notation.These differ- 
ences and the possibility that similar distinctions might be found in ancient 
books have led to attempts at defining more precisely criteria for identifying 
different categories of texts. 

Scholar's Texts 

In ancient book production a scholar’s literary text, as distinguished from 
many such works today, did not generally encompass, at the time of production, 
commentary or reference material. Commentary was generally placed in a separate 
foll and apparently used in conjunction with a standard text. Commentaries of 
this sort for the works of Euripides do not exist among the remains from Oxyrhyn- 
chus; their existence can be easily assumed, however, from their presence 
at other sites, as well as by the remains of commentarics for other authors at 
Oxyrhynchus.3 Their presence at Oxythynchus is also, perhaps, suggested by the 
well-known example of a scholar's text P. Oxy. 841, a copiously annotated copy 
of Pindar’s Pacans. 

In discussing the incellectual activity of Oxyrhynchus, Tumer has suggested 
certain elements which, although not wholly satisfactory criteria, characterize 
a text used by a scholar 

1. A practiced hand. 
2. The occurence, generally, of text on only the recto. 
3. The correctness of the text 
4. The nature and extent of lectional aids — intermittent accents but numes 

rous other diacritical marks. 
5. Revision by a second hand 

6. Marginal notes and comments.f 

  2. Davisgn, op. cit., p. 5 
3. Pack2429: Commen: 

(P. 0. 853). 
4. Tumer, “Scribes and Scholars of Oxyrhynchu 

samnlung der Ocsterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, V 
Tutner, Greek Papyri, p. 921f. 

on Trojan Women. Pack?1536: Commentary on Thueydides 

  

, Mitteilungen aus der Papyrus- 
olge, 1965, pp- 144-145. CP. now 

 



      

   

  

Uses 2 

Number 11 is one of two "classic examples” of scholar’s texts which he cites 
and it occurs on the verso of a private account. And although “calligraphic hands 
are suspect in scholar's texts”, Tumer’s first example of such text is written in a 
fussy, actractive script of the early second century. Despite such exceptions 
however, the criteria are helpful and at least focus on potentially significant 
distinguishing characteristics. 

A few of the texts in this study may qualify as scholars’ copies. Three of 
the texts preserve marginal notations: numbers 11, 12, and 23. Number 11, inclu- 
ded in Tumer's inventory, was written in  practiced, non-calligraphic script, has 
numerous diacritical marks ~including relatively uncommon marking of long syl- 
lables—, and has been extensively corrected. As the Hypsipyle is no longer 
extant, the literary quality of the text cannot be judged as adequately as in a 
case where the MSS can be compared. Taken with other papyri, however, it shows 
the text to have been of fairly good quality. This copy has stichometrical letcers 
at hundred line intervals, making it unique among the papyri in this study. Is ic 
possible that these letters were written to facilitate reference between text and 
commentary? 6 Number 11, on the verso of a private account, was perhaps a private 
copy made for a scholar’s use 

Number 12 is a far more handsome text written on the recto in an attractive 
hand and laid out with broad margins and intercolumniations. This seems to have 
been a text of considerable quality. Cursive notes, however, provoke the thought 
that this also was a text used by a scholar, though they may quite conceivably be 
only the random jottings of a ‘lay’ reader. The text has been corrected, perhaps 
by 2 second hand, and has a variety of lectional signs including the coronis. 

Number 23 is the only other text with marginal glosses. This is a relatively 
handsome codex, again written in a practiced, easy hand. The text is of good 
caliber and has been amply corrected by a number of hands; lectional aids are 
generously employed, 

In cach of these cases it is possible to say only that the cext may have been 
used by a scholar. The only real clue is the presence of marginal writing, and 
this is in no case of sufficient extent to be conclusive. The question of whether 
any text was designed especially for a scholarly use cannot be determined 

It might appear that the plays of Euripides were not a popular subject for 
serious scholarship ac Oxyrhynchus. It is dangerous, however, on the basis of 
the limited evidence to argue that Euripides was popular only with the general 
reader and not with the scholar.” 

5. Turmer, "Scribes and Scholars of Oxythynchus®, Mitteilungen aus der Papyms- 
sammlung der Oesterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, V| Folge, 1965, pp. 144 and 146. 

6. CE. Obly, Stichometrische Untersuchungen, Leipzig, 1928, p. 86ff. Tumer dis- 
agrees with this suggestion. Cf. Tumer, Greek Papyri, pp. 94-95. In the same section 
Tutner seems less certain than in his earlier work (cf. 0.4 supra) abou the desig of the 
Hypsipyle for use by a scholar. 

Davison suggests this conclusion in considering the texts of Homer, but he was 

  

faced with a considerably greater body of evidence (ibid., p. 55: it is perhaps not un 
sonable to sec . . . suggestion that Homer circulated raher among readers than student 

      

  



    

School and Reading Text   

I is still not uncommonly assumed, though not without hesitation, that texts 
written on the verso were prepared for use in the schools 8 Oldfather, perhaps, 

: theory its greatest impetus in 1923 when, in his catalogue of literary 
papyri, he differentiaced school texts from others on the assumption chat verso 
texts were desigaed for this special audience. The papyri do not support this 
hypothesis. Though it may be true that verso texts are generally less handsome 

  

gave 

    

than those on the recto, the differences between the two categorics need not be 
striking, and it is cercainly true that no formal, internal evidence exists for the 

  

to schoolroom use. In this study, for example, the. 
cto texts, are not dissimilar in 

assigning of all verso tex 
rather unattractive hands of numbers 1 and 20, 

o texts 13 and 14. Elegance of layout, too, does not 
ecto aspect of any given work: number 4, a cursive 

  

quality from those of v 
Seem to depend on the verso: 

  

  

verso transcription demonstrates an unstinting use of the papyrus surface while 
number 6, in a more clegant hand, illustrates a recto text wherein the wi 

d. Again, correction is found in both classe 

  

face is more econor   cally emplo 
of texts and its absence, likewise, is not restricted o verso copies only. Though 

  
  

it is not unlikely that verso 
there is no proof of this assump: 

  xts, perhaps less costly, were used in the schools, 
mains hazardous   fon and generalization 

  

A warning similar to that issued in the discussion of scholarly texts ought 
to be heeded here as well. The presence of school texts in this collection is not   

  demonstrable. More conclusive ev 

  

ence for the use of Euripides in the s 

  

ools 

  

is provided at other sites, however, as mentioned in Chapter I, and similar use 
can be assumed for Oxyrhynchus 

Reading texts may have be 
preted the distinction between recto and verso as the difference between these 10 

    sale or private copies, and some have incer- 

Sijpesteiin is not perhaps on as safe ground w 
e D 

Démosthine tr 

o he adopts Davison’s conclusion in his 
    study of nosthe   < papyri (P. ]. Sijpes: iin, *Les parchemins et les papyrus de 

te XXXVIIL, 1963, p. 302, It is well to 
ested in i 

  juves en Egypre” 
recall Kenyon's st 

Chronique dEgy 
    rature” — "ot a large proportion of 

the population of any town in any councey or in any cencury”. This being true, the number 
of serious stwdents of literature should not be expected to be large. Kenyon, *The Lil 
of a Greek at Oxyhynchus”, Journal of Egyptian Archaeology VI, 1922, p- 135. 

8. Sijpesteiin, op. cit., p. 302; P. Collare, "Les papyrus scol Mélanges Des 
Rousseaux, Paris, 1937, p. 70, n.2. Ci. also V. H. Willis, *Greek Literary Papyei from 
Egype and the Classical Canon?, Harvard Library Builetin X1, 1958, p. 9 

9. C. H. Oldfather, The Greek Literary Texts from Greco-Roman E 
1923, passim. Even Oldfacher, however, notes (p. 69): “There is no 
the thesis thac all the papyri on the verso were used in the schools 

10. Among those who subscribe to this view, cf. Schubart, Das Buch bei den Greichen 
und Romem, Heidelberg, 1961, p. 144, and Tarner, *Roman Ox 
Egyptian Archacology XXXVILL, 1952, pp. 89-90. But cf. also V. Martin, Papyrus Bodner I, 
Cologay-Geneve, 1954, who discusses a particularly handsome 
this assumption; similarly, Lameere, Apergus de paléograph 
P 1116 

    
    
      

Madison 

  

  

      nchus?, Joumal of 
    and questions 

. Paris, 1960,    

 



        

Uses 31 

Here oo evidence of the present fragments is neither strong nor conclusive. Num- ber 4, a verso cursive transcription of the Telephus, can perhaps with some. confidence be classified as a private copy. This, however, cannot be judged with complete certainty, though the combination of a cursive hand and a verso transcription make this piece the most likely of the present fragments to be so Iabelled. Unfortunately, in the absence of explicit internal evidence there is no 
way ac present to distinguish a private from a sale copy. 

The great majoricy of texts probably represents sales copies of different 
values. Of the texts under consideration those on the verso are less impressive 
than those on the recto, but the variety is considerable. Number 3 is among the 
least attractive verso texts. The roll itself was very short and the text so ar- 
ranged that maximum use was made of the writing surface; margins and inter- 
columniation are very narrow, and lyric indentation, if adopted a all, is minimal. 
The hand is crude and unawractive, but is heavily adomed with serifs and is 
clumsily pretentious. The text itself is uncorrected and only of mediocre quality. 
In contrast with this unattractive example is number 5, a verso copy of the Medea 
As in number 3, the scribe here too aimed at an attractive product; he was not 
wholly successful, but the result is not as unhappy as in the first example. The 
oll is of average length, and the text laid out neatly with fair-sized intercolu- 
niations and margins. The licerary aspects of the text are rather good, though the 
text shows no evidence for correction. One final example of a rather ateractive. 
verso text is number 19, writien in a stylish hand and of good literary quality 
There is no evidence for correction, but no revision is needed. Texts such as 
chis example would occasion no surprise if they appeared on the recto 

Recto texcs display a similar variety and defy easy categorizing. Numbers 
10 and 18 are fragmencs of lost plays and their texts cannot be honestly judged; 
the hands and lay-out, however, do not differ from those of verso texts. Number 
1, a recto text, is not easily distinguishable, apart from the writing surface, from 
number 5, a verso example. The hand is awkward and unatractive and the text 

   arranged on the papyrus with economical margins and intercolumniations. The 
text is not good and remained unrevised except for one minor cormection, More 
handsome recto texts include 15, a very long roll of the Phoenissae writcen in a 
fine, carly Biblical uncial; the text is aranged expansively, with wide margins 
and broad intercolumniations. Though considerable error remains, the text has 

  

been corrected. Number 8 was also probably a handsome work. In shore, Euripides 
texts of all sorts were available through the centuries of activity in Oxyrhyn- 
chus —handsome rolls, humble rolls, and codices of papyrus and vellum. 

Cost of Texts and the Question of Literacy 

Our knowledge of the cost of ancient book production and the purchase price 
of texts is slight.11 Cost must surely have involved consideration of the value of 

11, CE. Schubare’s representative, if inconclusive discussion of the question, op. cit 
P+ 139 For further information on this question cf. the following note and the biblio-  



    

    

Cunulative Evidence 

  

the writing material, the layoue and length of the text, the services of the scribe 
o the quality of his hand, the possible added cost of a corrector, and the lite- 
7oy value of the finished text. Each of these factors doubtlessly varied from text 
o vexe and very likely caused a great range of prices. Though we have a docu- 
ent relating to the payment of a scribe and an idea of the fluctacions in the 
price of papyrus, and some random prices for odd bacches of papyrus, relative or 
Sbsolute costs of ancient books remain a mystery.12 

Although there is considerable variety among the preserved texts, it is in 
possible. to draw conclusions about che levels of literacy in Oxyrhynchus. As 
moted, formal distinctions which might help identify the reading level o ability of 
the reader of a text are in most works lacking. It is possible to say that Euri- 
pides was evidently the subject of serious study, was used in the schools, and 
Fas fairly popular among general readers; a further breakdown of the reading 

  

audience is impossible. 

    sraphy listed by Rostovezeff, Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic Werld IiL 
Oxford, 1941, p. 1391, n.111. Bibliography is also suggested by Tumer, Greck Papyr 

     ¢ describes the activities of scribes and makes reference o the appropriate 
documents in "Roman Oxythynchus®, Joumal of Egyptian Archacology XXXVIIL, 1952 

90. For a discussion of the difficulties involved in calculating papyrus prices as well 
mention of prices for 0dd lots of papyrus, cf. N. Lewis, L'Industrie du Papyrs 

dans I'Egypte Greco-Romaine, Pais, 1934, p. 152if. For the (lucwating price of papyrus 
cf. also B. van Regemorter, *Le papetier-libraire en Egypte”, Chronigue d Egypte XXXV 

  

       

     



PART TWO 

THE INDIVIDUAL PAPYRI 

 





     L. P. Oxy. 1178 

Orestes 1313-1326. 1335-1350, 1356-1360 Ca. 100 B.C Paci? 414 Papyrus Roll 

This papyras includes four fragnents of the Orestes.! The larges, 118 by 8.9 cmn., contains remains of two colums with the upper margin intact; the fret column contains the ends of lines 1313-1326, the second the beginnings of lines 1335-1350. A sccond fragment 5.2 by 4.6 cm., which contains portions of lines 1356-1360 and a lower margin, falls aiter a lacuna of five lines beneath the second column of fragment 1. The two remaiaing fragments ace smaller and unidentifed. The literary text was wrtcen on the recto; the original editor 
does not note what, if anything, appears on the verso. 

The original roll was ac lease 21 e, tal. Columns originally contained 24 lines and 
measured roughly 18.7 cm. ia height. Lincs of wrting average 0.3 cm. in height and inter 
lincar spaces about 0.5 cm. The upper margin, about 0.4 cm. and apparently complete, 1s unusually small and singularly unpretentious; the incoplete lower margin measures 1.9 em. 
ac it greatest extent. A complete text of the Orestes would have required 71 columns in 
chis format and would have approached 700 cm. in length? A maximum column widch of 8.7 
cm. can be cstimated from line 1321 of fragment 1. Verses divided beeween two speskers 
were here wrtten in one line; whether eisthesis was employed i the Iyric passages of 

  

fragment 2 is impossible to determine. The narowest intercolumniacion is a mere 0.4 cm 
wide 

The hand is clearly Prolemaic and may be dated to about 100 B.C. The considerable 
range in lecter width and spacing produces a striking impression of irregulacity. The line’ 
of writing is also uneven and though most forms art 
markedly to the lefc. The enlarging of letters at the ends of lines further emphasizes chis 
sensation of unevenness. In general effect as well as in numerous individual letter forms 
the hand is comparable to P. Teb. 1, another literary fragment, and P. Teb. 10, a note of 
appointment; these comparative pieces are dated securely and from extemal evidence to 
118 B.C. and 119 B.C. respecively, and make a late second century B.C. date very likely 
for the Orestes.> 

This Orestes is also similar to P. Teb. 1 in its almost total lack of lectional aids. In 
addition <o a complete lack of accentuation, none of five possible rough or 15 possible 
smooth breathings is written. There is no instance where we might judge the writing of the 
diaeresis. Elision was once effected but was not marked, and in the second possible in- 
stance was completely neglected. Crasis was effected but unmarked in line 1345. Assimila. 

  

upright, there is an occasional slope.   

  

1. These fragments have now been deposited in The Egyprian Museun, Cairo, which has generous: 
1y provided  photograph for use in this study. 

5 s for blank apaces at both be 
    

2. This calculation miag and cadoF the roll) cach quiz 
valnt o the width of 8 column. (CY, Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second 
Edicion, Oxford, 1951, pp. 60-61) A similar allowance is made in all other estimates of roll length in 
his study 

5. P Teb. 1 is included by Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 7c. The original publication included 
a photograph (Place 1) which is more complete and more instructive as a comparative piece than the 

    

  

Roberts illustration 

   

 



  

3% Individual Papyr 

345. lota adscripe was written with the only f   ton was needlessly effected in line 1 n 

hich requires ir, One instance of itacism, onreipov, occurs i line 1341 
q at the beginning of trimeters. How verses     Paragraphi do indicate changes of speak 

involving évrihapf were handled is indecerminable, as lines 1345 and 1347 are each broke 
off before such change might be sigaified. Each of these verses is followed by paragraphi 

at in skinming the cext one would know tha the two successive lines were spoken at 
ferent characters; this tells us nothing, however, of division within an 

he original 

    

least in part by d 
individual verse. This lack of evidence makes it dangerous to read here (with 
editors) confirmation of Lachmann’s conjecture tha the last metron of line 1347 was assig 
ned o Electra and not, as in the MSS, to Orestes. Further, the very end of a paragraphus 
may in fact be visible after line 1348. In shor, the arrangement of specches may have been 
the same as in the MSS 

One trace of correction occurs in line 1342 where the epsilon of eis was apparently 
converced from the second dofa of 184 to create elision after that word; this change was 

  

evidencly effected in the original process of transcription 
“The Orestes is transmitted in cach of the two main MSS f 

lines 120541504, There is no peculiar relationship becween this pa 
follow, in collation with Mray's 

1315 Bpolyors: Booxovs codd., Murray 
1320 - D TaEspyaoiva codd., Murray 
1335 Boulers: SByiovs “primitus B ec ut videcur M"; 58405 codd., Murtay 
1337 xan codd., Mureays om. L 
1345 owbn: olobng” codd., Murray 
1346 gihor codd., Morcay; Gubpes F 
1350 faovlris ABP; B&Xhovres ML, Mur . 
1359 Tou: 100 ALP; Tou MB, Murcay; mu@iopeba codd.. Murray; muddusba s corr. M 
1360 ... 05 w. M2ABLP; & v - 7& 5 M, Murr 

Five wholly new readings are here introduced; none is acceptable. In line 1315 the accuss- 
tive o ge. In line 1320 the variant su 
the original editors as the intrusion of an original gloss is unmetsical. The mou of the pap 
rus in line 1399, and the variants in line 1335 make no sense. Finally, oudn in line 1345 

for the MSS reading 
Of those readings shared with some of the MSS, xai in line 1337 must be writien gratia 

metri. In lines 1346 and 1359 the papyrus sensibly agrees with the majority of the MSS. In 
o final instances —lines 1350 and 1360 — the varian 
sccond instance the ceading adopted by Murray s perhaps more precise. In view of thesc 

ilies; V, however, lacks 
rus and any MS. Variants       

        

      MSS is consistent with Euripidean usa       
    

  

seems an obvious haplographical err   

  

  are not of great significance; in the 
  

various readings it must be stated that this text was not of high quality 
The Orestes is represented by four text remains from Oxyrhynchus and by dhree 

ments from the est of Greco-Roman Egy 
P. Oxy. 1370 [23] Pack? 402 
P. 03y. 1616 1] Pack2 409 
P. Cairo inv. 56224 ] Pack? 412 
P. Vindob. G. 2315 Pack2 411 
P. Columbia inv. 5174 Pack? 410 
P. Geneva inv. 91 Pack? 413 

Number 23 also includes lines 1334-1345 and does present different read 

     
    

gs from those 
  

preserved in number 1. A comparison of these two papyri follows, based on differences 
becween the papyri of the papyri and MSS. 

e discussion of this poin in Oxyrhynchus Papyri IX, p. 186, 

   



  

1 23 
e . MSS; om.LL. 

N 1340 a[h . MSS, edd. 
1341 oiwTeipov: SikTipo MSS., edd 
1342 * of ei5 was converced from a 16 was corrected from w5 apparent- suaight scroke, ic., probably the Iy". P. Oxy. 1370 

scribe ac st wrote 181 unclided.” 
P. Oxy. p.185 

Although the text coincidence is slight, comparison is illuminating. In line 1337 the papyei rightly agree against the peculiar and unmersical reading of L. In line 1341 the papy: and MSS also ageee, though here the MSS spelling is preferable. The papyri and MSS again rec in line 1342, though it is interesting to note that 

  

a w. MSS; oL 
dy" w. Weil; & codd., edd. 
ouTepov: BiTipoy MSS., edd. 

  

  

  

  

      pyci there was original vasiaion. Finally, in line 1340 he earlicr papyrus preserves the better reading; there is nothing incorrect in GAA" nor in its repetition so soon after line 1337.5 This, then, is an instance where the car] 
in the medieval MSS. 

  

    appear in a later copy bu does reappear 
This copy of the Orestes was not a product of great quality. The dimensions of the original roll, about 21 by 700 cm., were in all respects average Although the interlinear spaces were generous and separated clearly the suc 

  

  

  

  
  

  

  

y modest. The hand is also of no great beauty. Fi- 
nally, the literary text itsclf, only slightly corres 
guess this 

  

d, is of mediot   ex. One might 
  be an undiscinguished copy from the book tra 

  

  

    
   

  

5. Ci. W. Bichl, Textprobleme in Euripides Orestes, Gitingen, 1955, p. 77, who argucs for the cading of number I he is followed by Chapouthicr in the Budé Orestes. Dasquate, Stonia Dells Tradizione e Critica del Testo, Florence, 1952, p. 193, prefers the teading of mumbér 23 but docs ot 
6. Keayon, op. cit.. pp. 50-54. 

P. Oxy. 2336 

Helen 630-651, 652674 Lace 1 B.C Pack? 391 Papyrus Roll 

of two columns of the Helen. ! Column I car 
in. Columa I, which originally 

held lines 652674, is represented by only he beginnings of several iambic and lyric verses. 

Number 2, 15.2 by 8 cm., preserves ps 
           ncs 630-651, but only the cnds of & 

Parts of both 

  

per and lower magins and the intercolumniation are also preserved. The 

  

  fext was written on the recto; the verso is blank.   

  1, A photograph of this frapment for use in this srudy has g 
leian Libeary, Oxford, which now has the papyrus in its possession: A plate of this fragment is now 
published in Zuntz, An Inquiry Into the Tramsmiss: be Plays of Euripides, Cambridge, 1965, as 

erously been supplied by the Bod- 

  

    

 



  

38 Individual Papyri 

The original roll was somewhat taller than the cxisting 152 cm. The witing area in Co- 
n height; the writing of the second column appears to end at a 

lumn T measures 125 cm. 
a slightly taller column of writing. Columns e ewer ptn on th page, sggsstng 

o B o e vare from tha of Nuray. Th fst colama co 
O lace. of Marray's text, the second twenty-three. Individual lines of writing and 

veeliaear spaces are about 0.2 t0 0.3 cm. call. The incomplece upper margin measures 1.8 

e at its greatest reach, the lower, 1.0 cm. below column 1, 0.5 c. below column II. 
Line £50 contains 31 letcers and sets the maximum width of the first column ac about 

5.5 em. Lyric verses were indented about 0.8 cm. (the space of three letcers), and the inter- 

olumniation at its narrowest also measures 0.8 cm. With these measurements a roll con- 
Caining all of the Helen would have held 68 columns and been about 649 cm. long.2 

e hand is actractive if somewhat irregular. Individual lewers, upright and fairly care- 
fully drawn, vary slightly between 0.2:0.3 cm.in height, and average 0.3 cm. in width. There 
Was an appasent but nok always successful actemps at isocephaly, in which only the hastae 
5 phi and poi consistently break the even ‘top’ of the lines of writing. Lesters also gene 
fally resc on a well-defined horizontal, though here again there is some inconsistency 
“nd the lines occasionally rise and fall. Decorative serifs are added in the form of short 
but pronounced leftward stuckes at the bases of many verticals, though a repeated lecter 
auch as nu o upsilon may of may not be decorated. There are no ligaures, though letters 
occasionally touch and at times seem linked together where an extended serif touches an 
adjacent form; some lecters stand 0.1 cm. apare. The scribe displays considerable skill and 
creates an casily legible and elegant script. The late first century B.C. date assigned this 
hand by the original editor seems sensible; it is an example of that decorated style not 
uncommon beween 50 B.C. and 150 A.D. Though a more attractive and careful specim 
this hand is very similar to that of P. Oy. 2369, dated palacographically to the late fi 
century A.D. Each has the same roundness and verticality, and each is casily legible but 
decorated with the same form of serif. Distinctive letter shapes also link the two pieces. 
In cach, alpha, neat and clear, has a rounded apex and a horizontal cross stroke attached 
in the middle of each side. Mu is also similar, with rounded but well-defined saddle, as is 

dated © 

  

  

  

  

  

  

ubsilon with its rounded bowl. Though again less careful, the hand of P. Fay 

  

¢he late first century B.C., may also be compared with the Helen.3 In cach piece, again, the 
decorative clements are sinilar as are many of the individual letcers: alpha, delta, tau, and 
upsilon. In ics roundness the Helen seems a bit later, but in general style and in the occa- 
Sionally awkward spacing of forms the hands are comparable. Though debate exists on the 

2. The calculasion of roll length s based on 6B colums 8.5 cm. wide and two blank spaces of 
the same size, one at the beginning and one ac dhe end of the roll, and intercolumniations measuring 
0.8 cm in widih. The resulting figure of 49 cm. (about 21 feer) falls short of the estimate of Robercs 
in the original publication of "not less than 40 feet in lengeh” (P. Oxy. XXII, p. 107). It is unfortunate 
that Raberts docs not outline his procedure in extrapolation. 

3. P Fay. 7 appears in Raberts, Greek Literary Hands, 9b, where Roberts dates both P. Fay. 6 
and 7 t0 the late first century B.C. and explains: *The only evidence for the date of cithe of these 
manuscripts is circumstantiali both were found with a number of documents of the early fisst century 
and of he seven that caried dates six were wiitien in the reign of Augustus.” He remacks further that 
P. Fay. 7 "may antedate the Roman conguest of Egype’. (Greek Literary Hands, p. 9) I the origina 
publication, however, Fayum Touns and Their Papyri, p. 92, the dates of these two pieces are sct in 
the fiest century A.D, "Both it (P. Fay. 6) and the following fragments of the Odyssey (VI were found 
together with a number of early first century documents . . . The two literary papye are no doub of 
the same period, and we thus have a pair of pracrically contemporary specimens of the lierary hand a5 
practiced in the opening decades of the first century”®. Roberts' dating here is probably preferasie 
many more papyri were available as evidence for his comments than would have been available t© 
Grenfell, Hune, and Hogarth in 1900. 

  

  

  

        

  

      
  

  

   



            

Number 2: P. Osy. 2336 3 

dating of this general style and though this hand s not unlike pieces at centuty A.D., the Helen is probably datable o the lace first century B.C.A The use of lectional aids is comparable to that in other papysi of this period 5 There is 0 evidence for punctuation, nor were accents or five possible rough or 11 poseible smoo breathings writcen. Elision is observed in each of three possible instances but is never macked with an apostoph 
was witten. Parageaphi were us 

cibuced to the firse   

  

  

   There is no instance where we can be sure that ol   @ adseripe 
  d to indicate change in speake. 

In line 634 xepas supports Elmsley’s emendation and is more acceptable metically than Xeleas of the MSS. In line 636 gikéra is preferable to giATéTn of the MSS and illustrates 
25t the confused use of Doric foms in aagi papy: Finally,in lne 644 e pobably 

  

  e dative. There is no trace of correction in this text. 
L and P are the only cwo medieval MSS which pr 

collarion with Murray's ext 
633 avenlepwola: dvemTépux: LP, M 
634 novn: ABové LP, Murray 
635 I s Aofa: & emns, s AdGo Elmsley, Murray: ios Ao, & méais LP 
637 [ixw 1a Tlou Bios Aextpa Anfas ve w.LP: s Schaefer; Ads Te Abktpx Afpas & 

Reisig, Murray: 16 175 Afpos Atés 7e Adcrpa Wilamowicz. 
640643 wApioay wNBioay e oe Te paay 

b 
I 

vy ehavwer Beos, 
EABioay iAproay 
T mpdotiev, ik 56wy B'dvbopioay Bedt o"bol 
mpds. &May &'éhaduer:LP 
EApioay B 
5 mpboBey i Suwy B vosploas ool 
mpds EMav adve,, Murray: alii a 

644 oulvayayey moe (owlayeyey @ Toue: Zuncz): owdyaye o LP Muray. ouvd- 
yayev, & wéor Dindorf; méo1 Hermann 

650 exlowey exopey ov euevow w. LP: o dubu douev [Eouev] dv [Euevo] fuevoy 
651 Tpolias mohvern woheww w. LP Murray. Tpofas xpdvou mohverd Blass. 
655 5 (o Zunez): by 6 Mgov Murray, LP. 
670673 o Alios 

ul 
ul 

  rve the Helen. Variants follow in   

  

  

  

  

    

  

6 Bubs & tuds, & méon, s éméhaoe Nefke LP. 
‘The original editor weote of this transcription: *. . he text differs widely from the LP 

adition; i lines 640-G44 had alone survived, they could scarcely have been recognized as 
belonging to the play” Zuncz, however, in An Inquiry Into the Transmission of the Plays of 
Furipides, has suggested that a clearer relationship exiss between the papyrus and LP 
than s immediately appacent; chis view seems strained. In line G35 the aorist is at least as 
acceptable as the perfect and may be prefecable.” In line 634 the original editor suggests 

   

For a discussion of the dating of the decorated style cf. Lobel's conments o . Oxy. 2298. 

  

  

5. CL. P, Fay. 6 and 7. 
6. P Oxy: XXIL, p. 109. 
7. Ci. Zunia's comments on the tense sequence in this passage and his preference for the aorst 

0. it p. 224. But ci. Lloyd-Janes in his review "The Transmission of Euipides", Classical Revieu     . . 16, 1960, pp- 156-159 and csp p. 157 where he writes that between the two zeadings “there is not 
apin 0 choose”



  

o Individual Papy 

  

Joun a5 a possible esror for an accusative or dative form; Zuntz clains that LP preserves. 
e comect and necessary accusative object of Aoeo8 The original editor sees suppor 

this text for Elmsley's alteration of the word order in line G35; not so Zuntz, who claims 
  

sposition and who inserts & Tois in 
  us for Elmsley's ta   insufficient space in the papy 

line 636, its position in LP. Zuncz's insistence in this case scems unwaranted? In line 
637 the text agrees with LP. Reisig's emendati . for both 
“ense and metet, while the emendaions of both Schacfer and Wilamowitz are unnecessary.10 
In lines 640-643 lies the greatest discrepancy between number 2 and LP. The origi 
oncludes “all that can safely be said” is that number 2 was markedly different from the 
NISS and the texts of modem editors 11 Zunc resores the papyrus 5o as to yield good sens 
working on the assumption tha the more expansive MSS reading incorporates marginal glos- 
Ses on a concise reading such as that probably wriccen in the papyrus.!2 In line 644 Zunt 
n a reading challenged by Roberts and Tumer, sees an omega before woust; Zuntz's reading 
s hazardous, though it is not unlikely that the papyrus 
form.13 In lines 650-651 nunber 2 shares accepable if 
665 Zuntz again questions the reading offered in the original publication and with his new 
reading sestores at least the beginnings of the line as recorded in LP and Murray. 4 Finally 
i lines 670-673 Zuntz restores the text in such a way that the sense is good and the rather 
vague reading of LP improved.15 

Paragraphi indicate change of speaker, and although Zuncz suggests the use of marginal 
character notations, this is highly unlikely.16 Several paragraphi can be seen in Column L 
ensibly placed and wholly in accord with the assigament of specches in LP and Mucray 

  s must be accepted, howev   

al editor        

  

  

    

reserves the acceptable vocative 
ficule readings with LP. In line      

  

  

  

Actempts a¢ recovery of the use and placement of paragraphi in Column I necessarily involve 
speculation and subjective interpreation.17 It is unfortunae that the two lines which may 
have contained division of speeches within a single verse, 636 and 640, are broken of ater 

  

  

8. P Osy. XXIL, p. 108 and Zuncz, op. cit., p. 226. A. M. Dale, Euripides, Helen, Osford, 15 
p. 171 makes no choice, wisely: *without the fist word of 635 we cannot judge the phease.” Lioyd- 

  

Jones, op. ., makes no comment 
5. P Osy. XXII, p. 108 and Zuntz, op. cit., pp. 218-219 and 226227 ic does not suengthen 

Zuntats argument that he must still print a Iacuna in line 635 afeer his juggling of the text of Numbes 
Dale, op. cit. p. 108 and 171, sees lines 636-636a a *muddle” which she cannot elucidate. Lioyd: 
s, op. cit, p. 157 i not convinced by Zuncz. 

10. i, Zuntz, op. s p. 2361 and p. 244; Dale, op. cik., p. 109; Lioyd-Jones, op- cit. p. 158 
11, P. Oxy. XXII, p. 109 

For a rathes complete reconstruction cf. Zuntz, op. cit., pp. 227 
Jones, op. cit. p. 158. 

219, The reading which Zuntz sugge: 
The Papyrus 

  

       

      
s not convinced, nor is Llo 

13, Zuncs, op. cit., p 
the objections of Roberts and Turner cf. Zunt 
1961, pp. 122125, 

Liv. Zunce, An Inquiry Into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides, pp. 219+ 
Roberts! interpretation, P, Oxy. XXIl, p. 109. Here Roberts! readiag of delta does n 
though the omicron which Zuntz suggests (with Tumer's suppor 

Zunsz, op. cit., p- 230 
16. ibid., p. 220. Zuniz's one citation of the use of character sigla is not supported by Tumer 

0 does it seem likely from photogaph. I is pechaps odd that only one such notation may be atces 
e are no other instances of notation in Column I besides this unlikely case which Zuntz dis- 

s note, “Changes of Speakes in Papyrus Bodmer IV, Acta Classica 11, 1960, p. 49) is 
pussling and without apparent foundation: *In -«  P. Oy, 2336 . . . the paragaphi may have been 
omitced and the same function served by outsecsing the fist letter of d 

 Column I e explicable thiough 

  

s scems dubi 
Euripides Hele 

s in photogeaph for 
Smemosyne XIV     

  

    
  Compare 
scem likely 
  

         

  

  

    
      

  

         < new speech.” Pacage   

were not omitted, <o judge from Column 11 Variacions in the margin     

17. Zuntz, op. cit., pp. 230-236. Cf. conments by Dale, op. cit., p. 10BIE; Lioyd-Jones, op. cit. 
p. 1585 and D. 1. Lucas, € 1 Review, N.S. XVIIL, 1968, p. 32    

 



    

Number 3: P, Osy. 1 0 

he point ac which such division would take place 18 The colometry of number 2 differs considerably from that preserved in LP and thac established by Murray. The greatest differences between i and LP in this respect Ii sign. ficantly, as Zuntz points out, in those places where the wording of L has long caused ditf. culty and speculation. Although Zuntz reconstructs a reasonable colometry for number 2 by combining both papyrus and MSS evidence,  ce- ins a mystery, and th construction differs uncomforcably from 

  

  

  

    are still passages in which the me   

     
the available evidence 

There are no other papyri of the Heler. 
The original roll which contained number 2 was probably an atractive copy of the Helen. The text is written on the recto. The relatively high interlinear spaces and dark ink make the cext neac and easily legible. The hand itself is also appealing and 

imensions, about 15.2 by 649 cm., indicate a roll that was proportionacely lor The papyrus was apparently used economically 
cularly generous, but they 

      

   
  ful. The 
and low 

margins and intercolumniations wel             
are in pleasing proportion o the columns of writing. The 

literacy quality of the text is hard to judge for lack of more ancient and medieval testimonia. 
     

In brief, this was probably a reputable sale copy of the Hel 

  

        

  

18, Zunsz, o, it pp. 230:25 
190 bid.. p. 2200, CI.the new verse conjectured by Zuncz, p. 41 

3. . Oxy. 177 
Phoenissae 171185, Eady 1 Pack? 41 Papycus Rol 

Number 3, 11.2 by 7 cm., preserves the bottoms of two columns of the Phoenissae and 
what s apparencly che full lower margin.! The ficst column contains the ends 

of lines 171-185, the second, mere beginnings of lines 220-226. The text is 
verso; the recto bears traces of cursive script and was reenforced by pasting on a 

  ac some poi 
     

    serips of papyrus. 
Estimates of column height are especially tentative, since the number of lines per 

    column is most uncertain. In Column I, for example, the portions of a single verse divided 
  

becween two speakers were written on separate lines. Again, the colometry evident in 
Column Il differs from that of modern editors. If we assume, howev 
of Murray’s text occupied 41 lines in 
call 
cm. The lower margin, pethaps complete, 

che same 41 lines 
columa 25 cm, 

een 0.2:0.5 

  

        the papyrus, we may imagine an origina 
s of writing measure 0.3-0.4 cm. in height; interlinear spaces range b      

  measures 1.9 cm. a its greatest reach. 
If calculation of the lengeh of this roll is based on the assumption of 41 lines per 

  

   

  

  cograph for use in this study was provided by the Classical Museun of the Universicy of 
‘o has the papyrus in ics possession.   

  

   



  
    

& Individual Papyri 

column, a full text of the Phoenissae would have extended to about 375 cm.2 The longes of 
the preserved lines contain 30 letters and probably measured about § cm. The intercolum. 
niation is almost nonexistent where the longest line in Column I, line 176, approaches the 
second column. The original editor wrote that “lyrical verses seem to have been distin. 
guished by slight indentation.”3 Such indenation, if indeed effected, was very slight; recon 

    

Seruction of the presezved lines yiclds an even margin for both lyric and iambic verses 
The hand, highly 

tichly ornamented. Almost every vertical stroke has a serif feminiscent of those of Rustic 
Capital: he serifs are heavy, stiking, and, considered with the other elements of the hand 
suggest that the scribe sought greater clegance than was achieved. PSI 105 
example of this style, is more polished and atractive and shows how far our seribe fell 
short of his goal. Support for the original editor's daing of the hand to the early fiest century 
ADD. cones fron similarities in Schubare PGB 11a, geneally dated to the first cencury B.C 
Another antecedent is provided by P. Fay. 7.5 Intemnal evidence establishes a teminus post 
quem: there ace traces of firs century B.C. cursive on the recto, and more important, one of 
the reenforcing papyrus srips is dated to the reign of Augustus. In short, an early first 
century date suits this script well. 

  

   eights, inclinacion, and spacing, is nonetheles 

  

rregular in lecter   

  

  

      

The use of lectional signs is similar to that in other papyri of this period.S Although 
more puncuacion might be expected, only one high stop is written, at the end of line 
181. No accents nor three possible rough or six possible smooth br 
and a diaeresis does not appear in the only possible instance, over an initial upsilon. One 
possible elision was neglected. There is no place where fota adscript could be expected; a 
superfluous fota was added to KT in line 182, and there is one case of itacism, e18uvei, in 
line 175. In line 173 the fota of Seomowa was omitced 

The nacure of the preserved fragment precludes any evidence for the use of paragraphi 
Single verses divided between two speakers were written so that each new speech began on 
a new line. It is apparent from reconstruction of Column I, for example, that fvorrovSos was 
not written in line 171 buc in a sepacate (now los) line which 
then, this word was included in the speech of the pacdagogos, as it is in the MSS and Mur- 

and he first preserved line, wholly aibuted to Antigone, thus began with ofros. A 
point, buc one of greater interest, occurs in line 10 where Murray follows Ge: 

ateributing Kamavils to the servant, while the MSS attribute it to Antigone. A comparis: 
the acrangement in the papyrus of lines 180 and 172 shows that the papyrus had the word 
on a separate line, and thus shared the MSS ateribution; line 11 of the papyrus, then, wholly 
assigned to the servant, began with éxeivos, 

Theze is no evidence for correction. 
The Phoenissae is preserved in each of the two main MSS families. There is no parti- 

culas relationship between this papyrus and any one MS. Variants follow in collation with 
Murray's text 

  hings were written, 

  

  

  ceded. In the papyrus, 

  

  

        

  

        

  

     2. This measurement represents the average of estimates of roll length without intescolumniation 
and with intercolumniacion of only 0.5 em. This procedure was adopted as it is not entirely clear 
whether s was writien ac the end of line 176, as in P. Oxy. IX, p. 183, or a the beginning of line 

177, as in Zuntz, An Inguiry Into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides, Cambridge, 1965, p.3. 
3. P Oxy. IX, p. 1842. Andticu (Le dialogue antique, Paris, 1954, p. 267) apparently accepts the puzzling, ceconstructed amangement of this text as presented in P. Oxy. IX, p. 183. "Dans Oxy IX. 1177, du debuc de D'ére chrétienne, de nombreuscs fautes entichent Ia disposicion, qui d'ailleurs ésence Ia partculacié de distinguer les répliques €n mer mais toute a1 

    
  

    
  

  

  ¢ en saillic non pas le premier vers, 
  
lique, In suivante éan en recraic par rappore a la préced 

chubart, PGB p. xiif, and Lobel's comments an P. Oxy. 2298, p. 
5. P. Fay. 7 is included by Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 9 b 6. Ci. P, 0xy. 2309, 2391 and 2435, 
        



            

Number 3: P. Oxy. 1177 

  171 mils mobkv: s 80w upel codd.; Tis upel Murray, following Valckenac 174 guhciuator w. codd., %, Murray: gikardrou LP 
175 Aehiou w. codd., %, Murray: & Aatols Wecklein, Nauck 176 xpluotov ruxhow: ypuobrurhov Vs xpuaesrurhou MABLP, Mureay 178 exbuven: 80ver codd., Murray; 90ver Spduov Wilamowic. 180 Komaveds; M. ixeivos w. V 

  

alckenaer: Kamavels; érefvos émri codd., 3+ MaKamae vels; éxcivos Geel, Murray. “The lacuna is of the same length as in the next linc, and is satisfactorily filled without the addition of érr& which the MSS read afier ésivos and which was rejected by Valckenacr” Hunt, P. Osy. IX, p. 184 220 yayoor: dyadydon codd., Murray 
226 @ w. Byzantini, Wecklein: ié> codd., Murr 

  

  

Thrce wholly new readings appear here. In line 171 the variant is sensible and metrical and may represent a true reading. In lines 176 and 220 the readings seem the resultof scriby 
£ the word ma peared in the preccdin ine as in P. There is support for Valckenaer's emendation in line 180 in the exclusion of the accributic ind the MSS. In other in: stances the readings of the papyrus are acceptable. In lines 174 and 175 the papy 

    exror; in the second instance the first lec 
      

of this line is also shared with Valckenaer a   

us shares   eadings of the major 
Fin 

  y of MSS and in 178 no support is given the emendation of Wilamowitz. 
  ally, in line 226 there is liule choice between the two exclamations; that of the papyrus. 

eprable   

The colomet not consistently match that of the MSS o Murcay.” In lines 17 the papyrus and Murray agree, though the papyrus possibly writes s (Murray line 177) at che end of the second colon. M and P share this structure, except that they place méshoi in the sccond colon; L and B depar with a “completely different and obscure layout™® In Tine 162 the papyrus and MSS colon ends with BopuBpoyior, whereas Muay ends with Bpovat, In che next line MSS and papyrus differ, and themselves differ from Murcay: the NSS end line 183 with aifahev, che papyrus with cufho, and Mureay with Tor. Finally, in lines 220-226 che papyrus, M 

     
  

  

  

, and Murray ace all at variance. 
This is one of three texts of the Phoenissae from Oxyrhynchus, and one of five from 

all of Greco-Roman Egype 
P. Rain. 3.21 Pack? 418 
P Oxy. 224 with P. Ryl. 547 [15) Pack? 421 
PSI 1193 [9] Pack? 423 
P. Berol. Inv. 11868 Pack? 424 

This is a rather odd example of Eu     dean text. Roll height exceeds the gen 
 lengeh of the roll is considerably shorter The layout was unattractive, the 

  

  rage while 
ercolumnia: 

mely 
also probably relacively small. The hand is unatiactive despite a 

lines of writing waver up and down, and were not aligned between colamns. In   

  ay have been dispensed with, and lyric indenations, if they existed, wer 
slight; the margins we 

  

grand accempe ac elegance. Here the quality of the literaty text, which shows no trace of 
ionizes well with the physical evidence. Although it is tue that 

pare favorably with those of the MSS, the scribe was not careful; and 
simple blunders are not uncommon. In short, this was not a text of gt 
appasent ambition on the par of the scribe. One thinks of a very inexpensive copy 

ion, ha 

  

needed carre          
several readings co   

    cac value, despite 

  e metcical data, Baceets, Euripides, Hippolytus, p. 85, and Zuncz, 
   

  

   9. Cf. Kenyon   ks and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edicion, Oxford, 1951



  

Individual Papy 

4. P. Oxy. 2460 

1 
Papyrus Roll Telaphus 

Pack? 448 

Ihis is a collection of 51 fragments from the Telepbus; identification rests on the 
on from Stobacus, Nauck Fr. 716.1 A further coin- coincidence of fragment 32 with a quotaci 

s the carlier af 19, and 20, with P. Berol. 9908, chang        cidence, that of fragments 1 
the Berlin fragments to Sophocles. The fragn 

sment 10, 11.5 by 5 cm., are the two largest pieces; others measure a cendi- 
cription was made on the verso of a tax register of the second 

   ents vary greatly in size. Fragment 1, 8 by       
    6 cm., and 

  meter square of less. The ta 
half of che fi 

Original column hei 
0.5 cm. The largest and yet perhaps still incomplete segment of upper masgin, 2.3 cm., is 
preserved in fragment 6. Fragment 15 has a complete lower margin of 5.9 cm., twice the size 

Spacing apparently separated dialogue from 

century B.C2 
ght i unknown. Lines of writing average 0.4 cm., interl;   

  

  

  of the lover margin on the recto In this te 
choral Iycic4 

  

  

Column numbers on the recto afford some idea of the horizontal layout of the roll; nun: 

  

bers yn(48), p(47), and uS(44) on fragments 1, 2, and 6 make cleas the relative positions of these 
  agments.3 Average column width has been set at about 8 cm.S1n fragment 20 lyric indentation 

has been estimated o have equalled nine letcers or about 2.5 cm.” In no place s it possible 
‘asure an incercolumniation. Blank spaces to the left of text vary between 3 and 0.5 cm. 

may be space o the lefe of an indented lyric 

  

      
  

  on different fragments, but the first instans 
and the other only part of a larger blank area S 

The hand is a slopin 
though iofa not infrequently stretches to 0.5 cm. and pbi to 0.8 cm. The 
0.3-0.4 em., though mu ac 0.5 cm. is wider. The hand is consistent, but not particularly 
  18 business cursive. Most letters average 0.2:0.3 cm. in height, 

  
average width is 

st comparison with P. Lond. 140 and P. Ryl. 154 and 161, al 
ter the middle of the first century. Such a date for the 

    atuactive. The editors suggs 
    documents and all daced a liule af 

ry B.C. document on the recto.?   Telephus is not unlikely in light of the lace first cen 
Letter traces can be easily mistaken for marks of punctuation, but identification of one 

onal occurrence of each type which is 
  Low and nine high stops seems safe, with one ad 

ats are difficult to deter.   uncercain. 10 Middle stops do not appear, For the same reason, acc 
mine, but there is some evidence for both the acute and circunflex. One each of three pos- 

  

  

         
      

1. Prior to inclusion in the series of Oxyrhynchus Papyri, these fragments were originally p 
ished with place by EV. Handley and John Rea, "The Telephus of Euripides”, Bulletin Suppleme 
Nov 5 of the Bulletn of the Insitute of Classical Studies, University of L 957. A photograp 
for use in his study has becn gencrously provided by the Brtish Museun, which now has he fragnents 

57 The date of the tax registet is not « b siscer se fragments bu cf. the 
eview of Hans Stohm, Gromon XXXIL, 196 

3. Handley-Rea, op. cit, p. 10, 
B 
& ibid pi 1 
7. ibid. p. 12 
8. ibid., pp. 10-11. These measur e 
9. Cf. Tumer, *Recto and Vers Archacology, XL 1954, pp. 102-106.     10. Handley-Rea, op. cit. p 

 



  

Nunber 4 P. Oxy. 2460 5 

  

sible rough and 20 possible smooth breathings are written, Elision is effected and marke wich aposcrophe in five inscances, is effected but not maked once, and is once wholly neg 
lected. Several makrons may have been written; one syllable in fragment 13 is marked shone ither marks deserve comment. In line 1 of fragment 1, the mas 

  

     which appear 
coke. In fragment 13 a be an iota added to correct the preceding form to the dative 

  ong descender above the lase letter is apparencly an accidental     imilar vertical occurs; chis may 
case.! There are no sure instances where iota adscript could be expected. The only ortho. 

  

phical point of any interest is the re 

  

ding o   oyos in fragmen 19, line 3, where P. Berol. 908 preserves aukhoyos, 
    Evidence for the use of pa 

  

g obscure. Beneath the last line of fragment 17 a the beginning of an indented ly parageaphus may have indicated 
  alcernacively, the para- 

placed at the botcom of one column to signify the introduction of 2 new speaker at the top of the next. In fragment 10 a paragraphus may have indicated 
in a line, but chis possible: paragraphus may in fact be a makron, In 

gmencs 9 and 11 the presence of paragr 
cances of cortection whi 

  

    
  ge of speaker wi 

    
h ace cffected, as is the writing of all 

itself. In line 3, fragment 15, an upsilon becween 
ps to change the origin 

. upsilon becween dots was written above muv, presumably 

There are three 
  

  

ectional aids, by the scribe of 

  

      1 reading to aylxupas or 
In line 3 

  

1v.13 Finally, in fragment 36 81 alone and     without dots was inserted above line 

  

4 the significance of this correction is not clear 14 
  

  

  

The literary quality of this text s difficult to judge. One varian from P. Berol 9908 

agment 20, line 4 P. Berol. 9908 
Tepaave Topeusral   

  Both readings 
  e metical; context recommends the Berlin reading. 

This is one of four papyri of this play. P. Ryl. 482, like P. Berol. 9908, has been as. 
cribed to Sophocles, b 5 of the present fragments argue for its Euripidean author 

hip.13 In addition to number 4 the Telephus is attested by the following fragments: 
P. Berol. 9908 Pack? 49 
P. Ryl. 482 Pack2 450 
P. Med. 1 Pack? 447 

Nauck lists thi 

    

¢ the edic   
  

    

  

      from lacer authors. 
and Sophocles also wrote plays dealing with the Telephus Aeschylus d; neither of 

  

legen   

  

s is atcested by papyrolog 
This ext appeas on the verso of a docunen which was reenforced before receiving the 
1 transcription, and is written in @ cursive hand.16 The layou, however, is not essen. 

    

ially differen from other pieces studied. Interlinear spaces are gencrous, as are the      
      

  gins. It is probable that this was originally a private copy, worked with some care and 
  

ccording to the conventions of the book trade 

  

  be written in cursive. Cf. Roberts, Greek    
 



i Indidual Papyri 

5. P. Oxy. 2337 

Later 1 Medea 1149-1163, 1171-1190 Papymus Roll Pack? 408 

The papyrus, 127 by 15 cm., preserves the lower parts of two adjacent columns of the 

Medea, a4 sell as a poreion of the lower margin. Column I holds the ends of lines 1149-1163, 
and Column T parts of lines 11711190, including both beginnings and ends, with mid-sec 

o Iout. of lines 1185-1190. The text is written on the verso; the recto preserves part of a 
register of contracts dated to the reign of Claudius or Nero.! 

tained 27 lines and measured about 15 cm. in height. Lines of 
in height, with incerlinear spaces varying slighely between 

  

  

The original columns con 
weiting average about 0.2 cm. 
.30, om. The lower margin measures 1.5 cm.; the height of the upper margin cannot be 
caleulaed. 

about 555 cm. Line 1188, the longes pre-      The original length of this roll was probably 
scrved line in Column I, measured about 8.2 m. and probably set the maximum width of that 
column. The intercolumniation at its narfowest extent measures about 2.0 cm. 

The text is written in a decorated rounded hand. An avoidance of sharp lines is evident 
in such letters as alpba, lambda, mu, pi, rho, and upsilon, in curls which highlight the 

ay his attempe at elegance. Letters 

  

      Scribe’s skill in creating graceful forms and which b 
ind are faily isocephalic; there is g   

  average a bit more than 0.2 cm. in height 
at the ends of lines. This narrowing is not the 

  

i width and individual forms nazro notabl 
only awkwardness about this script. The spaces b 
of lines, and some letcers are placed vertically, while others slope more to the right. These 
ceveral factors keep this hand from being truly auractive and obscure the prettiness of 

een leters also diminish at the ends       

sl letcer forms. Robercs rightly sees this script as representative of the same style 
P. Oxy 1790, a larger, more ornate hand daed to the second ha 
Another comparative picce, though again ealier, is P. Oxy. 2439 

dated on palacographica y A.D. This pi 
Shaes the shapes of several individual letcers and a similar form of scrif with the Me 
text. More rounded and more careful later examples, such as P. Mich. 139 and P, Oxy. 18 

exemplificd by the carli 
of the first cencury B.C 

    

  
      

     grounds before the first half of the first cent            
  

both of which are dated o the carly years of the second century A.D., show the development 

  

of the style to which the present example may be assigned. In shors, palacographical con- 
at the present text was written on the verso shortly after 65 A.D., the 

terminus post 4 cument on the recto. 
The use of lectional sigas is similar to that of other papysi of his per 

ps ace written, two within and one at the end of a verse. No accents were written, nor 

  parisons suggest ¢ 
  em provided by the d 

  

0d3 Three middle   

was one passible rough or 14 possible smooth breathings. Thee is no instance where we 
le instances but is 

  

  

can judge the writing of a diaeresis. Elision s effected in all five pos 
never marked with an apostrophe. The only possible iofa adscript is written. There is one 

  

  orthographical point of interest. In line 1180 the papyrus confirms Cobet's cmendation Spic 
nuasy for the MSS Bpowfaciy; either spelling is pe 

  

aps possible, though that of the papy 
  

L. The papyrus is now in the Ashmolean Museum, which kindly provided a photograph for use in 

2. P Oxy. X, p. 109 
3. Ch. P Oxy. 1806 and P. Berol. 6926; ehis lase picce is included in Roberts, Greek Literan 

           



        

  

   Number 5: P. Oy, 2337 

  

rus is more probable.t 
In the only instance of coreection, the first lambda of mhemov in line 1168 has been deleced by 2 superacripted dot; chis revision was apparently effcted by the sriginel siee The Medea is transmitced in AVB and LP; NS Hauniensis 415, fifrse of ncerest for the readings of this papyrus. There is no parcieular selug; papyrus and any MS. Variants follow in collacion with Marray's text.s 1150 veavidlos . LPB, Murray; vedvios yéhov AV. 1158 mabas ooy w. BPL; otbev om. L et, ut videtur, %; riyua odbew AV, Murray. 
1159 numeoxero . codd. Murray; Aumioyero Elmsley (et H 1160 BooTpuxors w. AVBP, Murray; Booplyous L. 1161 xouny w. codd., Murcay; Gduas V., corr, v. 
1172 7ivoks uolhewv; Tvbs 6cv okeRy codd., Murray. 1173 xalra w. L; (armé 7 ovéua mpoiévra 5); 16 AV, Murray. 1175 B: 7 codd., Murray, 
11812 Damnac G. Dindorf. 
1181 avehweov: bviaow codd. et X, Murcay. v Exeow Schafer; v Sormay Usener, veh- 8y Lenting, . Jv: WMo bemMBpou Reiske; fxmhedpov L; dmhetpoy AVBPS, Murray 
1182 alvbnmlrelro w. codd. ec 3; & firrero Musgrave, Murray. 1183 ot: § 5" codd., Murray,  oluarvols w. codd., Murray; Sure, Che. Pat, 906, 1184 nyelilpero w. AVB yp 1, Murray; &mGhhuro LP. 1186 mhoxos w. ABLP, Murtay; xdoyos V. 1188 mAemAev yielding memAwv: mémhor codd., Muray. B¢ w. LP, Murrays 1¢ AVB, 1189 Aevxnu w.B, Hauniensis 417 Aerriy rell, Murray. 1190 Tupouusvos; mupoudun codd., Murray, 

Aside from the orthographical variant mentioned above, five new readings ace preserved here. In line 1172 the papyrus reading is metrically acceptable, but in light of the volid MSS idence may more easily be explained as a scribal transposition of the reading recained in the MSS. In line 1183 the papyrus, as Robercs suggests, may preserve a ‘wrue’ reading; f of the MSS is acually unnecessary and may be explained as ditcography from line 1181, while 8¢ would incroduce a clause connected with equal comectness and with greates tightness of construction to what precedes  In the three additional instances of new readings the papy- s is probably in ector. In line 1775, 7 is the better connective. In line 1188 the genitive lacks sense, though ics prescnce may find explanation in the several genitives of its con. ext. In line 1190 the feminine participle is required. In most other instances where the. papyrus readings are not novel, an acceprable text is preserved. In line 1150 the amange- ment is satisfaccory, and in line 1158 the papyrus may well preserve the original reading Again, in line 1159 the MSS are supporced against Elmsley’s emendation The dacive in line 1160 is wholly acceptable as is xouny in line 1161. ko in line 1173 may be the ori- ginal reading though 81a seems preferable. Lines 1181-1182 are cerribly difficult. The lack of breathings and accents allows no distinction between the readings of the MSS and Scha- 

nch cencury, is also 
lonship between chis 

maiBes, (otdsv] 
faun. ane. corr.) 

  

  

    

4. Cf. Page's comments ad loc., Euripides Nedea, Oxford, 1952, p. 160, where no choice is made between the two forms; Page did not have this papyrus, however, for consideration. 
5. Roberts’ statemen that "the effect in chis passage is that it is closer to B and P than to any other manuscripe” seems insignificant n light of the variant readings. CF. Roberts, P. Oxy. XX, p. 110, 
6 ibid. p. 111 
7. Ci. Page's conments, op. cit., p. 157, 8. ibid p. 1 

  

    

  



  
    

i Individual Papyri 

Reiske’s emendation receives support; The slight evidence of the 
  fer; neither Usener's noc 

. a single . again prevents discrimination between he readings of L and 
the MSS against modern emen-   apyeus, howe 

the other \SS. In line 1182 the papyrus is also in accord with 
dntion. The very prescce of these two lines argues against the severe excision of Dindorf, 
and in these lines the papyrus bolsters the cestimony of the medic 

cul matters of interprecation? Oiatos in line 1183 and yeipero in line 
1764 ame both acceptable.10 In line 1186 the papyrus again shaces with the majority of MSS a 
commeet sending, and one which echocs nearly the term used by Medea at line 949. For bal- 
e thought and structure O¢ is appropriate in linc 1188 and in 1189 che papyrus again 

  

  al evidence but provides. 
no help in diffi 

  

preserves a saisfactory reading.!1 
“This cext of the Medea is one of 

the rest of Greco-Roman Egype 
P. Osy. 1370 [23] Pack? 402 
BKT V, 29798 Pack? 403 
P. Oxy. 450 [17) Pack? 404 
P. Harris 38 Pack? 405 
P. Ant. 23 Pack 2 406 
Milne, Classical Review, 49, p. 14 Pack? 407 

P. Hanis 38 shates with chis fragment parcs of lines 1156-1160 and 1165-1177; the 
provenance of the Rendel Hais papyrus is unknown. A comparison of these two texts 
follows 

{ chree from Oxyrhynchus; there are four fragments from 

  

  

P Harris 38 Number 5 

1158 maibas ouey 1158 vealias osdey 
1172 6ewv Tivols polhe] 1172 mwes) e uoeww 
173 xalra ovolua 1173 Ixara: oTou 
1075 & uzs T 

n line 1158 the papyri are in agreement and auest the antiquity and probably validity of 
heir reading, In line 1172 P. Harris agrees with the medieval tradition and underscores the 
likelihood of error in number 5. In line 1173 the two papyri again agree with a reading which 
may be correct and which is found in some of the MSS. Finally, in line 1175 P. Harris ought 
to be followed. This limited comparison reveals the inferiority of the Oxyrhynchan piece, 
but ertor in each inseance seems to be the result of scribal carelessness and not of widely 
divergent exemplacs for the two papyri. 

his was not an clegant product. The text was written on the verso of a roll more than 
16.5 cm. tall and aboue 555 cm. in length, no extraoedinary dimensions. 2 Intercolumniations 
and presumably the margins were not scanty, but there is crowding at the ends of lines as 
though the seribe were somchow cager to conserve his writing surface. Further, the ather 
feilly hand falls short of being truly atwractive theough inconsistencics in letter placement, 

  

1) argued for Reiske's conjecture in 9. J. U. Powell (Classical Review xlvii, 1933, pp. 210-2 
line 181 and has been followed by Page (op. cit., pp. 160-161, where 
masized). N. Levit has more recently countered these arguments convincingly (Classical Review 
NS xiv, 1964, pp. 1-2) but did not solve problems concering Svlkev and SVEATTETo. J. A. Davison 
(Classical Review, N-5. xiv, p. 240) has rightly shown the weakness of Levit’s argument for line 

    e Powell arguments 
  

  

  

  

   

  

1182 by poincing out inconsistencics in the parallels which he cited. 
10. Page, o cit. p. 162 
11, ibid 
12 Cf. Kenyon. Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edition, Oxford, 1951, 

  

op. 50 and 54



      

Number 6: P. Oxy. 2223 0 

formation, and spacing, In shore, the scribe a 
could achieve. The literary qualcy of the preserved text is not incompacible with s physi cal aspects; a5 a whole the text is good and of significance in the evaluacion of the me. dieval MSS, buc scribal error is neither infrequent no always eliminated by comection. 

ppacently sought greater clegance than he 

6. P. Oxy. 2223 

Bacchae 1070-1136 Lace Pack? 386 Papyrus Roll 
Twelve of the fragments included in number 6 combine o form two almost complece columas from the Baccbac; they also preserve an incercolumniation and apparently complete segments of upper and lower margins. The first column contains all but the very begimings of lines 1070-1104, with lines 1091 and 1092 omitted. Column I, lacking the ends of most veses, begins wich line 11043, a new verse, and ends with line 1136. One other frag- ment, which remains unidentified, has been thought to belong in the great lacuna following line 1329.1 The text was written on the recto; the verso is blank The original roll was approximately 23.5 cm. call and the columns of 33 lines ap- proached 16.6 em. in height. Lines of writing average 0.3 cm.; incerlinear spaces vary al- most impercéptibly between 0.2 and 0.4 cm. At its greatest reach the upper margin measurcs 3 cm., the lower 3.9 cm, 

   

  

     

The longest preserved verse in number of letters, 33, measured approximately 12.5 cm. The intercolumniation at its narrowest point measures 0.9 cm. If his roll contained 4 com plece text of the Bacchae it would have required 42 columns and been about 367 em, long, figures which make allowance for the lacuna following line 1320.2 The hand is rounded and calligraphic, with individual letcer forms both attactive and casily cead. The letters stand upright and ate generally 0.3 cm. tall, and 0.3-0.4 em. wide though rbo is narcower, 0.2 cm., and mu and omega broader, 0.5 cm. The forms are usually well-spaced; a few touch, but there are no ligatures. With the excepeion of the sharp and angular alpha, sharp angles are consistently avoided. Decorative horizontal dashes are attached o many of the vertical strokes. This is an elegant, easily legible hand written by be of considerable skill. The original editor dated this script to the second cen dace which perhaps ought to be changed to the Closing years of the first century. In the forms of individual letters, though not in general impression, the hand is scikingly similar 0 that of P. Fay. 6, a text of lliad XXI, dated to the late first century B.C.3 Direcly com. pacable are the shape of epsilon, a theee steoke form with decached center scroke; the deeply rounded mu; upsilon,  round cup on a stcaight post; tau with broken horizontal; and alpha, 

  

  

     

L. A photograph for use in this study was obs 
now has the fragnents in 
oncously amis line 1074, 
of ines 1072-1075, 

2. An allowance of fifty lines is made f Bacchae, Second Edition, Oxford, 1960, p. 234 3. P Fay. 6 s illusisaced in Roberss, Greek Literary Hands, 9c. 

ined from he Ashmolean Mascum, Oxford, which possession. The transcription prescated in the original publication or . R.A. Coles now believes that the odd fragment contains the beginnin 

  

        

  

     ¢ Iacuna, following the estimate of Dodds, Euripides,  



  

50 Individual Papyri 

hough in the Il the sirokes of tis letcer ace more rounded and its apex projects above 
 Bacchae text also shares with fiest century pieces the use the other leteers in the line. Th 

e tive cerif, just scacely used in P. Fay. 64 The consistent roundaess and regu- 
e Boceboe, aa well as is isocephaly and esen spacing, look forward (o hands of 

the second century like the more handsome example provided by P. Oxy. 205 The affinicy 

e of early date, however, suggest a sevision of the date suggested 
e is likely that chis transcription of the Baccbae was made in the 

  

of letter shapes with th 
by the original editor; 
later years of the first century. 

Lectional aids ae sparsely used. There is no evidence for stops or accents. None of 

Jix possible rough or 33 possible smooth breathings is wricen, nor is a diaeresis placed 

the only inicial iota. Elision is effected in 
lota adscript is twice written, unce omitted; it s interesting that iota is 

iteen with oy in line 1110 but omitted from the same word in line 1093. There are seve- 
7ol apparent tots in orhography. In line 1096 the papyrus has wparifohous where the S 
e era@éhous, both of which are misspellings for peTaiBShous In line 1104 the papy- 
O e the. comect from aviamrapogooy where the MS reads &veomépagov. Again, although 
e verse i impertectly preserved, in line 1112 the papyrus has aual for ofuGyaziy witten 

- In line 1114 the reading is more troublesome; both P and the papyrus agree in reading 
epers where Marray prints icpéa. Murray's reading seems to fit the mecer beter; cither spel- 
livg, however, is possible.S In line 1126 the papyrus reads Tepoigw, perhaps cortectly 
whore B records TAtupaowy. Finally, the papyrus has in line 1136 upaipils, correctly 
where the MS preserves Biuapepils 

Comrection, which is not visible in photograph, is cited in line 1084 by the original edi 
cor: o dor was placed over i o indicate delecion. In he folloving line a stroke extends 
i he. inerealumniacion opposice line 1085; the edicor suggests that this mark may have 
ndicated uncercainy about the text, and indecd, a variant from P i found in this placeS 

The Bacchae 1o preserved only in LP and in the former only lines 1-755 are extai 
auncrous variants from P follow in collation with Muray's text 

= 17 of 23 possible instances, never marked 
with apostrophe. 
  

  

  

The   

1071 s s P, Murray, 
1078 gaovn w. P, Murray; quviy Reiske 
1081 TenwopeiT siots TpEite viv P, Murtay 
1083 otuov: omvoD P, Murtay 
1085 Bpoyov: Bofy P, Murray. 
1087 Sunweysav: Sifveyay P, Muray.  xopos opas P, Murray. 
1091-2 omiteed 
1094 o mnpiovs 7 émfow P, Murray 
1098 7 w. Hermann, Muray: 8 P 
1100 aroxou w. Reiske, Murray; 7' $ov P, 
1102 xabnoo Thnpov: KabioTo Thjuov P xabio8'd TAfuoy Musurus, Brunck, Mar 

  

  

fay Aehauiévos w. Musgrave, Murray; Achnowévos P. 

4. Cf. examples of decorated hands in Norsa, Tav. 9, pacticularly PSI 1194, dated to the first 

5. P Osy. 20 is illusated in Roberts, op. cit., 125, 
  6. Ci. Dodis, of. cit. p. 216, and the note on line 1114. CF. also Bar 

1964, notcs on lines 170-171 and lines 11261130, pp. 144145 and 
7. P 0xy. XIX, p. 6. 

      oxto     

 



      

   Number 6: P, Oy, 2223 

1103 Spuvous aupsspavwouaar KhaBous w. P, Murray; Spuivors ouvTpiatvotoan khdBors Hartung, 
11042 New Line: Parcyar 7a maveeas. L. Lt vl 1113 8ap: yop P, Murray. 
1126 emge: dmeidé P, Murray. 
1131 100 Aol : ag” duod Bén P, Murray 
1132 amevafov w. Musurus, Murtay; oTuyviloy P. 1133 o8 MeAalov: af 5'iAAalov P.  epepe w. Dupore, Murray; dipepe P. Perhaps the most striking aspect of this text is the omission of lines 10911092 and the addition of 1104a.1091 has been questioned and was rejected by Wecklein and Dalmeyda: 1092 has never been questioned. Dodds accepts both these deletions, arguing, with joosicn. s neicher line adds to the sense of the passaged P's exouow in line 1091 1o ittt ay consteue and 1092 adds litcle more than a restaceuent of 1089, The new verse fver 1104 1o only partially preserved and is, therefore, difficult to evaluate.10 There are several insean: ces where the readings of P are to be preferred to thase of the papyrus, wherein he ren may be scribal errors. The reading of line 1071 is senseless, as is Suneyrcs in 1060 7@ T8y in 1094, and @ & nhadalov in 1133, In line 1131 the original editor explains the evident corruption as the result of the scribe’s repeating the end of the preceding line 11 Finally, i line 1124 thece may be icacism, though it is perhaps casicr to assume cha he sorist was consciously writeen for the impetfect of P. The imperfect, however, should be accepted for consistency of tenses in the messenger's narrative. In a greater mumber of instances the papyrus introduces readings which improve the text of P. In line 1085 fpoyo is meuically acceptable and improves the less colorful, less precise Pofy of P, In Hne 1087 ropa: gives satisfactory sense; the reading of P may result from the rmflucnce of ropn at he end of 1089.12 In lines 1089 and 1100 modern emendations receive support; in ghe first instance the sequence of action is better relatcd by Hemann's suggestion han by the P reading, and in the second case the original reading of P was scnscless. Sense. aleo demands the acceptance of Aeuduos preserved by che papyrus in 1102, In line 1113 the Papyrus preserves 5 ap for yop of P; Dodds argucs for the papyrus reading and may be con zect.13In line 1132 sense favors the papyrus and in 1133 cpepe must be adopted gratia mef There ae two instances where the papyrus readings offer litcle alcemative to P and difficule to judge. In lines 108 

it were not fo 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

and 1083 no questions would probably have been raised if he discrepancy between papyrus and MS here presented. In line 1102 papyrus and P differ only in the gender of the adjective; though mewically sound, this phrase is gencrally modified by modem editors so as to include elision and the wricing of the article. 

  

  

There are two final instances where papyrus and P agree in sound readings against modern emendation; both in lines 1078 and 1103 these readings should be accepted, as they were by Murray 
   

Although ie is well to remember that a single MS provides our only other evidence for 
this section of the Bacchae, the most important significance of these fragments is the in 
cation that a great deal of change was probably cffected in the text after the first century, 
This fact is strikingly emphasized by the support given modern emendation and the number 

    

9. Dodds, op. cit., p. 214 
10. R Merkelbach sces his verse as an attempe (o clarify the context and synax. *Zei Eusipidesintepolationen, Rheinisches Musewn fir Philologie XCVIL, 1954, pp. 373-375 
1L P Osy. XIX, p. 66, 
12. Dodds, op. ¢it., p. 214 13] ibid., p. 216 

  

   



  

Individual Papyri 

of ceadings which are superior to those of P Although tis papyeus s the work of a careless 

O i 1a mo without exror, it may be a copy of an exemplar superior to P 

e Beceba s prescrved in no other papyms from Oxythynchus; ic is, however 

attested by the fragments of two codices from Antinoopolis. 
P. Ant. 24 Pack? 385 
P. Ant. 73 Pack? 387 

Physical and literary factors are here at variance 
se.ld The layout was neat and attractive. The genc 

together with the intercolumniations, nicely set off the 

  

   

The roll itself, about 23 by 587 c. 
  s upper and lower   

  

d and, 
f both script and interlinear 

The margins are neat and straight, and w 
at horizontal placement, The hand is carefully 

decails the text seems carelessly 
however, point 

  

macgins a ces also suggest that eco- 
  

columns of writing. The size of 
consideration. 

   
  nomy was not an importar 

“olumns, individual lines maintain a consiste 
xccuted and atwractive. In contrast with ihe 
o aibed and is not greatly improved by corection. The physical aspec 

to an original roll of some pretension. 

  

  aestheti      
  

14, Ci. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edition, Oxford, 195 
pp. 51 and 54 

7. P. Oxy. 2224 
Early 

  

Papyrus Roll 

    

Number 7, 12.8 by 9.5 cm., preserves the upper past of one column containing the begin- 

aings of line 579-604 of the Hippolytus; the upper margin and lefc intercolumniation are also 

lly preserved.! The text was appaently writcen on the recto; the original publication 
  

partia 
does not reveal what, if anything, was written on the veso. 

It is impossible to estimate the height of the original column or the number of verses 
0.2 cm. tall and contains 23 lines. Thelines of 

contained therein, The preserved portion is 1 The consistently 0.2 cm. in height, and interlinear spaces are slightly greater. 
  weiting are 

upper margin, prob 
There is also insufficient evidence to determine the length of 

604 coneain 30 letcers and would here have extended to about 9.5 cm., probably the maximum 

wideh of the preserved column. Most dochmiacs assigned to the chorus ~ though no fambic 
2 em. The blank space to the left 

ce of a preceding 

bly incomplete, measures 2.6 cm. 

  

the roll. Lines 603 and 

  

  wimeters — were indened the space of six letters or about 
of the column measures about 2.5 cm. at its greatest reach     
columa. 

The hand is a well-rounded, consistent, neac though undecor 
later than thie carlier years of the second century. The leters, which are isocephalic and 

‘about 0.4 cm. in wideh. A faitly consistent spacing 

ed uncial dacable no 
  

  

rest evenly along the line of writing, 
  

1. A place for use in this study was supplicd by the Bodleian Library, Oford, which now has the 
papyrus in its possession 

 



        

Number 7: P, Osy. 2224 5 

of 0.1 em. contributes co the fecling of regularity of forms touch and there may be ligatuces where the top of tau extends into the formasion of (o succeeding lewer. This very casily read hand bel 
of the first century and on through the second. neater than, P. Oxy. 220 which is dated to 

this scripe. Occasionally, however, 
  

  longs t0 a style commonly dated to the end This particular example is very similar co, if he end of the parc of the second century”2 In general style and individu, 
     st or (more probably) the carly 

al letter formation these cwo picces are very similar. The original editors Liken the Hibpolytus to P Oy 31502151 2178-2179, a series of Aeschylus fragmencs which are daed to the second centary and which ely dated piece which is comparable despite its more rapid exccuion is the Hyperides papyrus dated to the fi second century.3 These several parallels suggest a refinemen of the secor 

also provide a sound comparison. Finally, a more secu   

st half of the   

conjectured by the original cditors, and limit the date of wanscription of this text 10 ext to the earlier years of that century.4   

The use of lectional aids is similar to that in the aforementioned parallels. There arc no instances where stops might be expected. Accents were not written. One of fou possible rough but none of 18 possible smooth breathings is written. Elision is effected in all five possible instances and four cimes marked with apostrophe. A dincresis is ot written over the only initial ota. There is no instance where we can judge the writing of iota adscrip: ‘The only orthographical point of any interest occurs in line 580 where sveme confirme the obvious correction of cuverre by modern edicor 
Paragraphi were generally used to indicate change of speaker. One parag 

   
  aphus was omitted following line 595, a dochmiac colon generally and rightly assigaed o the chorus; this verse is unique among the choral dochmiacs of this fragment, for it alone is not inden. ted. Confusion about the auribution of this verse was probably minimal, however, ns a paragraphus separates it from the preceding exclamation of Phacdra, and the marginal notar tion §15(pe) precedes the following verse. Another paragraphus is placed incorrectly before line 600, apparently erroneously actributed to the chorus. Although the slightest trace of the notation x0p(0s) can be found opposite line 591, the editor seems unduly cautious in writing 

    

  

that the left margin. . is too broken for 
  €0 be certain whether a change of speaker was always indicated by the name as well as by a paragraphus”; cnough margin is retained oppo- site line 589 and 594 for at least waces of notations to be visible, if they were in face 

  

  

  

There is some cvidence for correction. In line 597 &' has been added above the line s by the original scribe. A small mark, ~ , occurs opposite line 585; the cditor be. 
rector”.6 The mark 

perha 

    

is sign "may indicate that 10v was regarded as suspect by a 
     is unique, and not likely to b   ve been an accidental stroke on s0 nea 

The Hippolytus is transm each member of the cwo main MSS fanilies. There is no 
peculiar relationship becween this papyrus and any MS. The comments of Barcer, who has 
produccd the most elaborate collation to date, are incorporated in the following fist of va. 

  

  

    

iants, based primarily, for consistency in this study, on Murray's text/ 

  

2. P Oxy. 1, pp. 41-42 3. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 13b, 
4. P Ox. XIX, p. 67. 
5. ibid. Indced, it may be possible to question whether paragraphi were writien in other likely instances; though confusion tegarding attribucion would be allayed by the indentacion of dhe su ceeding choral passage, it appears from photograph that & paragraphus was also omitced henea line 590. 

6. ibid. I s tue that this reading is vasiously preserved in the MSS. 7. W.'S. Bascett, Euripides Hippolytus, Oxford, 1964, 
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585 10v: foyv codd.; fwbv yp. %, whence fav Veil; éxv Murray 

589 g Om.MO. 
391 "Xo. non ante &pon sed ane TpoBéBooat M, Haun.” Barrett 

395 snolop w. LPAID, lemma =, Murray; wfgops A; umizoust MV supraser. A 

o e dowra lyap - codd:, Murray; 16 KpUT éxdgnve Basthold, Barrece 

o e Bt omV, alai £ ell, Musray, Baseet. “iveriectiones choro continuat C, 

Phacdeae cribuunt rell.” Barcett. 
595 ot w. ABP, Nray; ok biv MV; oihas uiv o xahas &' louivn L (kv o0 walos 

in ras.), 
598 mass oww w 

The single wholly new reading b 
metrical emendation. Most othet re: 

  

  

codd. Murray; T yoOv Che. Pat. 610, 1830; i olv Kirchoft, 
here introduced, in line 585, supposcs Weil's scasible and 
adings of the papyrus are also acceptable. Line 589 was 

ety and rightly actibuted to Phacdsa. Again, the division of line 591 is shared with the 

iorvy of MSS and seems wholy acceptable; that the chorus should be assigned this whole 
<Fate used by the chorus alone in this section of the 

iy, In ne 392 the papyrus also prescrves & sound reading; that of A makes 1o sense and 

B £ MV must be abandoned gratia metr. The reading of line 593 is more difficult, but the 

papyrus probably shares an incorrect reading with the MSS; both meter and immedia 

B Barthold's emendacion more likely § It is also difficult to judge the readiag of line 
Lably an exclamation extra metrum there is no sure way (o discover 

jamation in the MSS and papy- 
must be 

  

  

  Verse is not surprising, as dochmiac: 
     

    

So4; since this was 
ehe crue reading. Barcett argues that the auribution of this excl 
“us ie incorrect and that it ought to be atwibuted to the chorus; final judgment h 
hicfly subjective Finally, the papyrus readings in both line 597 and 598 ought to be 

adopted; the fist is mewsically superior to the other variants, and the laccer supports an 

acceptable reading of the NSS against evidence of the Christus Patiens.!® 
Fhe colometry of the papyrus is very close to that of the MSS; indeed, only M varies, in 

ot writing yeyevels 7 (386) as a separace colon.11 The colometry is exactly comparable 

%o that of Murray; Barrece differs in combining Murray lines 594-595 in one colon 
The Hippolytus is prest none of which is from Oxy- 

thynchus: 
P. Sorbonne Inv. 2252 Pack? 393 
Brit. Mus. Pap. 2652 Pack? 397 
BKT 5.88-96 Pack? 394 

The cext preserved in numl 
This was originally an atiractive text. We are noc able to estimate the overall dimen 

sions of this roll, but clearly the indentacions, intercolumniations, and margins were 
atuactive, The text has been 

  

  

  

  

  ed in three addicional papy     

es not occur in any other of the remains.    

gencrous. The hand is plain and legible, unadomed, but wholl 
Corrected and is also of decent literary quality. In short, this was probably a reputable 
sales text of the Hippolytus 

8. Ci. the convincing note ad. loc. by Bareet, op. cit. p. 
9. ibid. Basetw's comments on Phacdra’s emocional st 
smations at line 569 which do not scem the sign of *d 
aicanus Ge. 910, fourccenth century 

0. Ci. Bareett, op. cit., p. 272 on the evidence of the Christus Patiens 
son with the colometry of the MSS is the work of Zu 

¥ of Euripides, Cambridge, 1965, p. 31). See also B 

    

e are not wholly convincing; cf. her 
airing calm”. O is Bareet¢'s abbreviation 

  

      

    

2 (An Inguiry Into The 
ece, op. cit p- 84    11, Netical conpa 

Rl          

         



   

            

Number 8: P. Cairo Inu. 56224 55 

8. P. Cairo Inv. 56224 
Orestes 754764 

Pack? 412 

  

v 1 
Papyrus Roll 

  

ese lines are 
The fragment is o preserved that calculation of an original column is impossible. Lines of wrir spaces are only slighly less high 

atits greatest reach. 
The maximum width of che o 

755, which is the longest prese: 
ured approximately 13 cm 

impossible. 

of the heighe either of the original roll or ing average 0.3 cm. in height; inter The upper margin, possibly complete, measures 1 

  

linear 
6 em. 

ginal columns can be estimag 
ed verse in number of letcers, 
in length. To discover whethes 

ced from the lengeh of line. 
40, and which would have 
© eisthesis was employed 

  

  

  

The hand s an elegant and carefully formed upri the carly second century. Though there are obvious. limited by 03 ém. squares. Ligacures are completely absent and though avessinss; o fouch, letters generally stand 0.1 cm. apast. A skilled scribe has here used clear, and easily legible hand. In oundness and consistency the o 20, dated to the fitst half of the second century, more painstakingly executed.3 In individual letcers 6926 or P. 0xy. 481, daced to the laccer pas second century respectively.4 In short, cor and peculiarities of individual letcer for 

ight rounded uncial, probably daable to exceptions the majority of letters are 
  

ceipt is not unlike P. Oy though thac text is even more formal and ¢he hand is more compacable o P. Berol, of the fitst cencury and about the middle of the mporary daced parallels in overall impression m confitm an carly second century dace for ¢his rext no wace of punciuation, though stops might be expected in several veres ncain qu and exhortation o two separate stacements. Though ot used iy every instance, there is evidence for the wrtin sible tough and nine possible smooth breachings are omitced. Elision is. sbserved i oii possible instances but is never marked with apostrophe. I is impossible to judge whesher the diseresis or paragraphi were employed. There was no need for romecrion The Orestes is ansmitced in each of the two main MSS familics. Theré is no peculiar aifnity between chis papyrus and any NS, Variancs follow in collation with Marsyes . 755 o w. ABVLP, Murray; y3p M. 6w, MABVL, Murray; £ P, 756 aup w. MBP, Mureay; xat’ AV; meod” L. 757 <l xpnu Ae€lov w. MABLP, Murray; i MEov ypfiuc V. 761 coteos w. L. Murray; Gomeos MABVE.  ayuias w. MBVLP, Murray; dyuds A 762 welmper w. MABLP, Murray; Gomep V. The pagyrus preserves no wholly new:readings; the cex is endzly accepiable and in accord with Murray's ext. In line 755 yap is an inappropriace connective, and A senselese in context. In line 756 aup s wholly permissable and also oceurs in a majoriy of NS, In 

  

  

    
8 of all theee forms of accent. The two pos. 

  

   
  

  

  

L. This fragment was published by W. G. Waddell in "Some Licerary Papysi fcom Oxyshynchus®, Etudes de Papyrologie 1,1932, pp. 15-16. Photographs for use in this srady wess cakn by 4. 2. Sormsl in the Egyprological Museum, Cairo, which now has the papyrus in its posacssion 2. Waddell, op. cit., p. 15, 5. P. Oxy. 20 is included by Robers These two pieces are pic 
  Greek Literary Hands, 12b red by Roberts, op. cit., 11a and 1ia      

  

     



  

56 Individual Papyn 

ine 757 the papyrus again has a good and well auested reading. In line 761 the ficst papy- 

adopted gratia metri: in € 
762 the papyeus reading must also be accepted gratia meri. 

mains of the Orestes from Greco-Roman Egypt; there are 
rus reading must he second instance, the vasian in A is sense- 

  

less in conext, Finally, in line 
Number 8 is one of seven 

three other texts from Oxyrhyachus.> 
The limited size of this fragment makes speculation on the nacure 
fous. 1t was appareatly a handsome product. The texc was written on the recto; 

e spaces ate gencrous as may well have been the upper margin. The hand icself is 

eactinn and carefully exceuced. Finally the literary quality of the text, though the remains 

e Indeed slight, was also good. This was probably a fine copy of the Orestes. 

  

of the original roll 

      

  

+ texes from Greco-Roman Egype, cf. number 15t 
  5. For a list of the other Ores 

  

9. PSI 1193 
Eady I Phoenissae 1027-1048 Papyrus Roll Pack? 423 

This text, 11 by § cm., contains the beginnings of lines 1027-1048 of the Phoenissae in 
 oceurs on the recto; the verso 

  one column and a fairly extensive macgin to the left. The 
is blank.1 

The preserved portion of the column mea: 
the column contained at least 23 lines of writing. 
average about 0.3 cm. in height. There is no evidence for upper or lower margins. 

The column was perhaps widest at line 1042 which in number of leers, 
longest of the parcially prescrved verses; this line would here have been about 9 em. in 
Lengeh. As all preserved verses are from a choral passage, they do not provide a secure 
basis for extapolation of tofal roll length. The lefc margin is 3 em. wide at its greatest 
reach; there is no evidence of a preceding column 

The hand was dated by the original ediors to the second century, a date which can 
pechaps be more closely limited to the earlier years of that century. The script is an casily 
Tead, rounded uncial with lecers generally 0.3 cm. high and only slightly namower. The 
neatness of the text seems o atcest the skill of the writer rather than excessive care on his 
part; recurting letiers, such as alpha, vazy in formation, and certain other forms — epsilon 
2nd mu—seem hastily executed. In shore, though ligatures and cursive forms are avoided 
this seems a rather speedy product of a sure and practiced hand. Comparative pieces are 
Schubare, PGB 31, dated to the second century, and P. Oxy. 220, which is assigaed o the 

ly par of the same century. P. Osy. 1810,  more elegant example of the same style, and 
e with the present example both individual letter forms and 

sures about 11 cm. in height and is incomplete; 
Individual lines and interlinear spaces 

. is the 

    

  

  

  

  

    

  

the Hyperides papyrus, also shi    a common over-all impression.2 

use in this study was kindly provided by Professor 
  1. A photogsaph of this fragment f 

E. G. Tumer 
“The Hyperides papyrus (P Lond. Iav. 108 + 115=P. Lit. Lond. 13; 

Greek Literary Hands, 135 

  

s included by Robests. 
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Stops and accents were not written, nor were four roug £h or 20 smooth breachings. Two of theee intial iotas receive the diactesia. Elision is observed in none of thice possible  is not written. In line 1047 the scribe has writcen uepr, the correct form for chis lyric passage, where some MSS preserv evidence for correction 
The Phoenissae is preserved in each of the two main MSS families. The relationship between this papyrus and any MS. Variancs follow in collati 

instances. The only possible iota ads: 

  

unrpr. There is no 

re is no peculi 
ion with Murzay’s 

  

  

1035 eovevatay orxos: dotivalov & oikors L; dorivalov ofkois codd., Murray 1036 uumiov Boav w. Murray; elpioxeran & Tofs moinrals obmas fitov codd., quo recepto ok Boky ec éhos uihos Grotius. 1nin pehos: See 1036, supra. iniiiov uéhos Murray, 
1038 hos @Mov w. codd.: &\’ Bactier, Mus 

Emerérule MAVP suprascr. B émerrdule 
1039 Bpovra Be: Bpovrd Bt in rasura 1; 6t om. M; Bpovrd B codd., Murray 1040 ayol: &xé Musgrave, Murray; iaé vel foxa codd, 
1041 amore: ombre Murray, codd.  JAews w. codd.: méheos Murray 1042 wrepoeaoc: wrepotoon AB, Mureay; repolon MVLP, core, M2 1043 wuBlcus w. codd., Murray; Mublois Wecklein 
1044a Thapay w. Mucray, ABVLP: yp. & éas M. 
1046 copevors w. Mureay, MABVL; dogevos P. 

Eight new readings are introduced, of which half are surely unacceptable. In lines 10; 1038, the second variant of line 1041, and in line 1042, the readings must be rejected grai 
metri. In 1041 amote, which lacks sense, is probably a scribal ercor. In line 1035 the aorist 
may be as acceptable s the imperfect, though the latter is perhaps more colorful. The two 
maining new readings ace preferable to those of the MSS 

f, s 76 o o 3 
  

  

emorol: émwréruls B, Murray 

    

      
  

  

  In line 1036 the reading is met- 
sically superior to that of the codices and is more lkely to have been corruped into the M 

ading than che emendation of Grotius; the scholia also tend to confirm the papyrus. And the reading in line 1040, at leas insofar as it is preserved, supports the acce 
dation of Musgrave. Additional readings are of mixed value. Lack of accents and the s 
evidence for fofa adscript make judgment on line 1039 di 
papyrus did not agree with M. In line 1043 the reading accepeably supports the united MSS 
and Wecklein's emendacion receives no suppore. In line 1044 the reading is also acceptable 
and in accord with the MSS. In 1046 the papyrus similacly agrees with the majority of MSS 
and can be accepted. The combination of sure improvements in a copy marred by obvious 
clerical ercors suggests that this text represents a careless trans 
exempla. 

The papyrus shares the colometry of MBLP, except that it apparently ended 
with ex, while the MSS kept preposition and object together. This discrepancy is perhaps 
traceable to corruption in the MSS, as the corresponding verse in the antistrophe is 5o ar- 
fanged as to respond with 1026 as preserved in the papyrus. The colometry of the papyrus 
differs from that of Murcay only in that uBias GmooToNaiow does not form a separate colon, 
bu follows direcely on 8 in line 1043. 

The Phoenissae is attested by four other fragments from Greco-Roman Egyp, thrce of 
which are from Oxyhynchus A Number 9 preserves portions of the same text as number 15. A 
comparacive listing of the readings of the two papyri follows. 

  

  

  ble emen- 

  

     ult; one may say only that o 

tion of a good 

  

e 1026   

  

    

3. Metical information for the MSS is from G. Zuncz, An Inquiry o the Transmission of the 
Plays of Euripides. Zunta considers only four MSS—MBLP —aad only that porcion of P which coin cides with the text preserved in P. Oxy. 224 (mumber 15). 

4. See number 3 supra. 
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Number 9 

1033 
1034 
1035 
1036 
1037 
1038 

Joal.Juos 8¢ 
waheil..] B¢ 
conevagav owol 
ininiov poay 
inin pehos 
hhos oMoy, 
emorol 
Bpovra B 
axal 

Thsas 
Trepotaoa 

1039 
1040 
1041 

1042 
The papyei agree in two readings 
the acrist where the united M 
choice between these forms 

  

In line 1036 che pay 

  

Individual Papyri 

Number 15 

1033 
1034 
1035 
1036 
1037 
1038 

iaheBtgion 8¢ 
1AL 6.1 8¢ 
comevaav ol Jeol.Js 
iminuni‘o se. mymiov foav 
Jingenwol.] se . imniov pehos 
[..JAos ohov 
emaoTuEe 
Bpovra Be 
ayen 

ohcos 
mTepovoaa 

1039 
1040 
1041 

1042 
not preserved in_the MSS. 

ain an imperfect; as suggested above, there is little 
In line 1035 each preserves 

yri agree with a reading which is superior 

  

<o chat of the MSS and which is adopted by Murcay; chis agreement is upset in the following 
line only by scribal exror in number 9. In line 1038 papyri and MSS preserve the unelided, 

@hov. In all other instances the papyri disagree, probably more through 
Clerical blunders than through great differences in exemplars. In lines 1033 and 1034 the 
readings of number 9 ae acceptable, and they 

ng in line 1038 occurs variously in che M second eas 
sical, while that of 15, metrically 
acrist where B and Murray weite 
have agreed; it is impossible in 

ten and whether in 
ber 9 are unacceptable 

in number 15, the 

  

  

line 
the 

  

Finally 
1042; 

  

  

were likely intended but miswritten in 15. The 
; the reading of number 9 is uamer. 

acceptable, differs hete, as in line 1035, in preserving the 
the impefect tense. In lines 1039 and 1040 the papyri ma 
number 9 to know whether in line 1039 the necessary i 
1040 ic was suitably omitted. In line 1041 the readings of 
first makes no sense and the second violates the meter. 

  

  

  

  

corcect, conwacted form of the adjective is preserved in line 
he uncontracted form in number 9 must be abandoned gratia metri 

   

The papyri are vircually identical in colometcy, but in number 15 the sigma of mebaipovs 
(line 1027) begins the following line. 

The basic text of these two papyri is very similar, though each also contains aumerous 
errors in company with improvements to the MSS. Both seem careless tanscriptions, & 

rious judgment in light of their descriptions as de luxe editions; all physical aspects, 
he conclusion that these were products of great quality      

  howerver, support 

10. P. Oxy. 2461 

Mid 1t 
Papyrus Roll Pack? 451 

Because the stichomythia pre: 
aur and incorporates a Euripidean 

Number 10 comprises five fragments of the Cretans 

  

served in fragment 1 involves a description of the M 
ation from Plutach of which the context concerns Theseus’ journey to Crete, the original 

editor, Turmer, thought both of the Theseus and the Cretans and finally, if with hesitation, 

  

     

 



        

     Number 10+ P. 0y 

sscrbed these fagments o the former play.1 H.J. Mece has since discosered he cufni. 
This revised atibucon i now ccepees e The five fragnents vary considerably in size and conten, Fragment 1, 939 5.5 e preserves the midsections of 26 iambic trimeters. The second, 4.2 by 5.3 crv. peer end of eight lincs of ane column, an incercolummiation, snd o Beouiner s e e & second colunn; his fragment peshaps belongs above and. sdieioim T T e hree iragnents aee much smaler and st comerns b gment 4. They measuce sespectively 2.5 by 3, 15 by 3, and 2y 1 e ot oeree o o oder, pact of anly six, four, and fou s, B 

  

  

       
  

save for the restoration of 

  

arcs of an upper macgin, incomplete, may be preserved in fragments 3 and 4. The text was appaently writcen on the recey Caleulation of the height of the original columns or of the original rol The preserved column originally contained at least 26 lines and was m The upper margin measured at least 0.6 cm. Lines of writing and int somewha ircegular, average 0.2 cm. 
Horizontal measurements cannot be calculated <o any meaningfl extent. The longe: line of the known citation probably measured about 8.5 cm., but so liccle of this plag 15 known that the length of the original oll must remain a total mystery judge from fragment 2, were indented 0.5 cm. The bricfest incese 03¢cm 

  

impossible. 
than 9.3 cm. tall 

  

  linear spaces, though 

    

Lysic passages, to 

  

The hand is an unattractive rounded uncial, with cursive influence wiiting is very uneven and no atempe was made ac isocephaly, averag 
Though the line of 

individual letters are of size, about 0.2-0.3 em. in width and height, and, though occasional forms touch, are faicly evenly spaced 0.1 cm. apart. A strong feeling of irregularity dominates, heweven, acising from the shifting lewer inclindtion and che variety of shapes for recurring letcers The script is very like Schubast, PGB 20, the Didymus commentary, and PSI 1004, both dated co the second century. P. Oxy. 2262 and P. Oxy. 213, also dated to the second cenrs provide further parallels. These comparative picces, as well as docunents dated respec: tively in 142 A.D. and 158/9 A.D. and presented as Schubart, PGB 21c and d, all confinn the mid-second century date suggested by the original edicor. 
The use of lectional signs is similar to thac of PSI 1094. Though some stops mighthave been writcen, none occur. Only one accent, an acute, is wricten, The only possible rough breathing is omitted, as are eight possible smooth brea 

the diaeresis mi 

  

  

  

  

   

  

   

         

       

  

  hings. There is no instance where ht have been employed. Elision is apparently effected and marked with an apostrophe three times, but is neglected in four 
is nowhere possible 

  

  

  The writing of fota adscripe 
One paragraphus is writcen to close the lyric system in fragment 2. Opposite line fragmen 2, column Il is wricten X which may have signified ‘chorus' The text has been corrected by the original scribe; et has been added above the end of che first line of fragment Too 
r val MSS. Nauck lists only two sure cications from later weitess, the aforemencioned from Porphyrius and anocher included i the scholia to istophancs, Frogs, 1356. On the evidence of the present fragments, Nauck Fr. 997 and 

  

e Cretans is not preserved in the me       

    

    
   

LA photograph for use in this study has been gencrously provided by the British Muscum which 0w has the fragments in its passessio 
2. H. ). Mewe, “Euripides, Kreter", Hernes XCL 1963, p. 256. 3. Ci, i, teviews of P. Oxy. XXVII by . Morel, Joumal of Hellenic Studies LXXXIY, 1964 

  

    
P. 185, and by 1. Lloyd-Jones, Gnomon XXXV, 1963, p. 4471t 4. S0 t0o Lioyd-Jones, op. cit., p. 448. The possibility is not mentioned by she original cd It is difficulc from the photogsaph o detemine precisely the lyic indentation and)ot the‘choras      

 



  
     

Individual P 

  

s Nauck Fr. 996 may be ascribed to the Cretans, From the former arose the original 
i the second as well as the first oceur 

  

   
incorrect identification, and 
Plutarch’s Life of Theseus.> 

The only other papyrus of this play does ot pres: 

  

erve the same text as the prese 

fragments: 
BKT 5.2 

This was not an ateractive text. The hand is rapid and inelega 
“The intercolumniation is very narcow and barely sufficient 

poiat to a text prepared with litle regard for acs- 

  

9 Pack? 437 

    

Individual lines of 

to separate adjacent columns. Al signs 
thetic details. 

  

2: “Both this [F. 997) and 
istorische und philologische 5. Ci. Mette, op. cite, and Lloyd-Jones, op. cit., p. 449, ad 

196 ere assigned to this play by G. Krte,Die Kreter des Eurpides 
Aufsitze E. Cortius gewidmet, Berln, 1884), 19     

  

Hypsipyle 
Lace 1 

Pack? 138 
P 

6 fragments from oves 600 lines of the Hypsipyle, an idenifi 
snd content bt soon confimed by coincidence of two 

e ot the vemains with known citations. A second full edition of the fragmen 
by 6. Tealie 2 The most complete study o date s that of G.¥. Bond, who 

Jacoment of some fragments and suggested a major, if debated, change in 
3 The text is writcen on the verso of a private account of receipts and 

Number 11 includes 11 
» ginally based on style cation originally based on 

  

  brought out in 193 

  

   has altered the 
the actual text layout 
expenditures originally published as P. 0xy. 985, 

The height of the 37.1 em.A Columns varied in the number of lines 

which they contained, Column V, fragment 1 contained abou 60 lines and column I, fragment 
gment 60 and colum II, fragment 64 contained 55 

  iginal roll wa 

  

    60 contained G2 lines. Both column I1, fr 
m was proposed by Bond, who suggested that 

  

incs. A more marked departure from the nor 
the roll might have held only ten or fifceen lines.5 Variation in the num. 

Jy equal height ~ Bond's inicial column is here 
linear 

the first column of 
ber of lines contained in columns of presu 

“of course reflects differences in height both of indiv 
e second and third columns of fragment 

  

  jual lines and in     excluded 
es. Such diff   rences are obvious between 

  
  

. which kindly supplied photographs for this 

          
     

  

1. These fagments are now in the Bodleian Libea 
stady. The fragmeats bear shelfmark Gr. class. b. 13/1=G. (P). 

5 Gabriel Talic, Euripidis Hypsipyla, Beclin, 1923 
o Bond, Euripides, Hypsipyle, Oxford, 1963 
e mesnurement of the original cditors, P. Oxy. VI, p. 19, has been accepted; there 

Slight discrepancy becween their figure and that obtained though measutement of the photograph 
3 Bond, op. cite p. 8 This amangement of the first column is by no means widely acceptcd 

G, the revien of A. M. Dale, Joursal of Hellenic Studies LXXXIV, 1964, pp. 166-167 and that of 
E.W. Handley, "Re i the Hypsipyle®, Classical Review, N.5. XV, 1965, pp- 24-29.   

   



        

Number 11: P. Oxy. 852 st 

where interlinear spaces extend at their greatest to 0.4 e, noc uncommonly constri ©0 0.2 c. Individual lines simiiacly var 

  

0.3 cm., but   

  

  with recurring letcers, 
  ing new dimensions. Column he   

assumi he is best judged from the second column of 64 which was originally about 30.0 cm.call. In this same fragment complete, measures about 3.8 cm. and the 

  

  

the lower margin, perhaps pper, incomplete, about 2.5 cm Stichometical letters indicate that the total length of As preserved, there are some large lacunae and severs treatment and emphasis of various aspects of the m 

    

this play was about 1700 lines. 
al instances where the Euripidea 

  

weh ace uncleas. These factors, toge with the varying number of lines in successive columns, make e 1l length impossible. Bond prints average widths for five preserved colunnss four colomms have an estimated widch of 7 cm., the fifth, 7.5 cm.6 Although chesc. impression of the 

  

  polation of original 
  

averages may give some 
porcant measureme aying to judge how economically papyrus was employed. In column I, fragment 6o, the 

in column II, fragment 1, the 

  

ginal coll, maximun column width is a more i 
  

longest iambic line concains 33 letters and measures 8.5 om. longest lyric line con s 5.7 cm. Preserved inter vary slightly from 1.5 cm. between columns 11 and I, fragment 1 Land II, fragment GO, 

  ains 30 leteers and meass 
  olumniations 

© 1.7 em. between columns 
  

Lyric passages are always indented, buc the depth of indentation varics, sometimes without apparent system? In strophe o, fragment 1, all buc the last three lincs, which arc flush with che margin, are indented one leer; in antistrophe o all but the last two lines, which are flush with the margin, are indented one letter. Again, in stophe B'all but the last en lines, flush with the margin, are indented one letter, while in andistrophe ' the first line is indented one lecter, all others two letcers. This 

  

  

  

  

  rrangement does not seem to indicate changes in choral structure. Even more surprising is the lack of responsion in indentation beeween strophe and ancistzophe. At the top of column IV, fragment 1, the conclusion of Hyp- sipyle’s epode is also variously indented. The last four lines are flush with the margin and are preceded by a line indented two lecers, that line preceded by four other verses indented the space of three letters. The epode is followed by five verses which are indented thrce leteess and attribuced to the chorus. The rema 
by Amphiaraus and H 

  ining lines of this column, jambics exchanged 

  

ssipyle, are written, as might be expe:   d, without indentation. Co- fumn I, fragment G4, which concains a lycic-iambic exchange, is the last instance where verses ace indented. The first five lines, apparently pare of a dochmiac system, are acci- 
  

buted to Hypsipyle and indented two lett 
Amphiazaus, and Euneus iambic lines 
are indented three letcers 

5. In the ensuing exchange between Hypsipyle     not indented, while the lyric verses of Hypsipyle 

One other aspect of layout deserves mention; parts of a single verse as: speakers occupy separate lines, with both lines flush with the margin. 
characterized by its careless irregularity, the hand is und: 

  

    cursive influence 
Individual letters vary perceptibly in measurement. In fragment 1 the great majority of forms 
are 0.2 cm. call, while those in fragment 60 are closer to 0.4   m. Letter widths similacly 
vary. Letcer placement seems haphazard, and there is not a consistent horizonal cither 

at the top o bottom of the line of writing, Again, letters sometimes slope to the right, may 
ght, or even incline lefeward. Spacing varies from the isolation of individual let-   stand 

    

  

ters to occasional ligatures. Wrtten sapidly, the hand shows no tace of decoration. Grenfell 
and Hune in the original publication, considering the account on the recto dated palaco- 

6. Bond, op. cit., Appendix Il p. 143 
These indentations, however various, are slight and do not exceed 0.3 cm.  



  

dated che Hypsipyle “lictle anterior 
“he essential lack of style, Schubare associates 

the second half of the second century.? This 
sraphically co the second half of the first century 
A.D. 20078 Though he admi 

Still and also dates it © 
and is supported by comparison with the Hellenica Oxyrhyn 

  

is hand 
  

with the ‘Streny 
dace seems wholly acceptable 
o e alicl suggested in the ariginal Oxyrhynchus publication. From o docunent on its 

e ot e (e B acacua Ao | el el enical gl05ted 

e T e e T g el iicl mork i e machlngis cise 

e product overall, it shares with 
' alpha is a faicly broad let 
e also looks forward to the severe style, a tendency more pro- 

  

    
  

  of irregularity and basic right     e Hypsipyle a feeling 
. open and angular, with an almost hori-   

slope. In both pic 
zoncal bow to the left 
nounced in the Hellen 
flac-based omega, and the b 

ss-stroke which tend 

  

compare the suaightencd forms of epsilon and signa, the 
  

oder forms of mu and mu, a lecter whose similarity depends as 
s roward the horizontal. In short, the later second century 

text seems secure.! 
1 signs in this cext is also comparable co th 

o eional use of high stops and one low stop. All theee forms of 

  

well on @   

  

The use of lectional 
There is evidence for the ocs 
e ate wiiten, aith most, though surely not all, occurring in yric passages; an occa 

e rabie has two accents.2 Only slightly fewet than half of al possible sough breah- 
anly. 11 of about 450 smooth. A diaeresis is generally wrtten sbove 

d marked 

  

n the Hellenica   

  

  ngs are writen, bo 
  

  ial upsilons ace unmarked. Elision is cffected an 
initial fota; one iota and three ini n 12 additional 
with apostrophe in 80 instances, 47 
T anes s meglected. Crasis is not always effccted nor, if witten, is ic always matked 

Anhacresis occurs once but is unmarked. In two nsiances & hyphen is slung below the 
s. lota adscript is written in only eig! 

  mes is written but unmarke     

  

of 38 instances. 

  

pats of compound wor compone 
‘ate only four icacisms, of which one has been corrected. Alpba 

Orthography is good; there 
and eta are unsystematically written in lyric passages. 

“An alphabecical stichometrical system was appaently used throughout this text 13 Six 

figures remain: 5 (400), { (600), 1 (700), © (800), A (1100), and (1600, 

Paragraphi indicate sczophic divisions ant 
change of speaker. These notations do not accompany cach new speech; @ surprising onis 

Cion aceurs in fragment G where Euneus enters into conversation with Hypsipyle in 
ches distingoished only by paragraphi. Elsewhere notations ace used for the Chorus, 

Hypsipyle, her sons, Eurydice, Amphiaraus, and Thoas. The fom of these sigla is not 
aus is writcen aupiop and aup; and the Chorus is indicated by § and . 

  

  

d, at times coupled with character notations 

     

  

consistent. Amphi   

Hypsipyle is abbreviated alternately as uyr™ and ugirul 
Despite a relatively competent job of correction, effected in at least some instances by 

the original scribe, errors sl remain. The correction vaties in extent. In fragment 1, for 
example, the scribe has inserced line theee, apparently omitced in the first writing of the 
text, in its rightfal place. In other cases accents have been modified or inserced where 

  

  

P. Oxy. VI, p. 20. The dating of the recto account is more fully discussed under P. 0. 985 

  Schubare, Griecbische Pala 
10, The Helienica Oxyrbynchia was originally pu 

Greek Literary Honds. 
e in the interval between the date of the recto and that 
han usual. Cf. Tumer, *Recto and Verso', Joumal of Egyptian Are 

  graphie, Becln, 1925, p. 131 
(ed a5 P. Oxy. 842 and is also illustrated in 

  

      

    

though it s perhaps greater 
v XL, 1954, p. 106 

2. The original editors note hat the system of accentu 

    

en here parallels thac in other b 
  

  he period, P: Oxy. VI, p. 20. 
13. . Osy. VI, pp. 20 and 96, note on Fragment 

   



        

   Number 11: . 0xy, 5 

st omitted 

  

more extensive changes as are probab, where, in fragment 1, revisions wepe o In fragnent 64 two glosses are hough perhaps discinc from for14 inserted ‘Hlowvior @pariats and 114 in the text 

upper margin, n 2 small hand resembling that of m37gin opposite line 50.51 in cojy ™5 8paKns which apparencly defin, 

In the righe 
Jryatov opos 

the texe 
imn 1 are 
ed terms There is one other papyrus of the P Petr. 1T, 49¢ Pack? 433 

The Petrie papyrus shares the rext with fragment 60. A comparacive list of th 

Hypsipyle 

of lines 1011 with fra, e ment 22 and o lines 1-19   follows P Petr. 11, d9c 
P. 0xy. 85 6 pipn..maida S uate S 9Py Tow o0pBias mpay( Jvgev 7 oubey 8 JuGavens 8 ou Bavery 11 Tevovoay, 11 Texovon 12 Jous eqepfov whevispo 12 TPYOUE epepov worhnu gor 13 Aeuxaiov 13 Aevkarvoy, 14 Jous 16 B o 14 opyous it mabes ws 17 Bia yop o 17 Biaoe yop 

19 oapeoraray “chat a text like P. P, 

  

19 Jravou 
Bond believes it unlikely etr. was be semi-literate schoolboy cxer gment: of the ninc variants listed for P, Pty temain, two acceptabl 

  
intended for an educated publi; cises..."16 This seems a fay six must be rejected, and in the chree 1€ readings are found in emacic contexts. Eypfov In inr s confitms Muray's conjecure for the unmecrical Oxyrhynehos reading; the remainder of che verse in P. P I line 14 w8 must be accepted both for sense and o is in excor. Finally, in line 19 the gends In every other instance the Petrie readin, reading s wild. In line 8 mu is erroncous. In 11 case s used. In 13 where yrhy s been suitably corrected, PapyTus s again in ercor. Finally, the transposition fn Jipe. 1o Sermine o o xyynchus text is revealed as the product of a mare eamctiy pe it and the Petric text, dated to the third century B.C. he Hypsipyle. The present texc 

classed with 

  

  

etr. is senseless. 
again, the opening of this line 

  of cageamatoy 

  

     
the wrong 

the Petrie violates the meter. In this 
  

despite its own errors, far superior to Nauck lists 19 citations from Fe. 350 inco the play.17 
Bond follows Schubarc in judging this texe 0Py 18 The kollemata were uausually all and dhin, which exceed those of most lic 

also recruits Nauck 
Perhaps a cheap edition or a privace L by about 17.8 cm., measurements They are perhaps not as surprising in this ins. Columns are correspondingly tall, yet masgins are 

  

erary pieces ance, however, as this is a verso text 19 

14 P.Osy. VI, p. 103, 15, Bond rejects the ond, op. cit., p. 140, 16."Bond, op. cir 
possible aribudon of P Pey     11 494 (Pac   440) 0 dhe Hypsipyle. Ci, 

P: 146 in efecence to Bareer, Euripides, Hippolyius, Oxford, 1964, 
  

resen e oads the qualiy of he text, in compatison ith the bnown citeions Bt laine thae be prescnt fragments compare favorably. Bond, sp. s . 1 1r 
19: C1 Kenyon, Bosks and Readers in Ancien Greece and Rome, Second Ediion, Oxford, 195 . ot 

    

   



    

     

Individual Papyr 

of average o rather smaller proportions. Layout was not aranged with care, as evidenced 

by the discrepancy in lines per column 
lacks any trace of clegance and was rapidly exe 

beause there ate not sufficient comparative standards; it may be no- 
extensive, did not catch all errors. In 

and the smallish intecolumniations. The hand also 
cuted. The literary quality of the text is 

difficult to evaluate 
iced that, as usual, corection, which was here fach 
thart, as fegards the objective data, the judgment of Bond and Schubart scems secure 

    

12. PSI1302 

Alemeon In Psophis Lae 
Pack? 431 Papyras Roll 

  Number 12, 23 by 15 em., preserves the beginnings of twenty lines of the Alcmeon 
identification rests on the coincidence of lines six and seven with a citation from Stobacus. 
(Nauck Fr. 86).1 Upper and lower n d, as well as a wide 
Clear expanse to the lefc of the column of writing. The text is writien on the recto; the 
  rgins are at least parcially 

verso is blank. 
‘The original roll was probably a i 

approximately 12 cm. tall and concains twenty lines of writing; line 
linear spaces average 0.3 cm. in height. The upper masgin, apparencly complete, me 
4.1 cm.; the lower margin, perhaps incomplete, measures 6.5 cm. at its greatest extent 

It is difficule to escimate the width of the original column. The bottom line is attested 
by both its beginning and end, though there is a sizeable lacuna in the middle of the line 
The verse itself measures 5.5 cm. and is indented 2 cm. Calculation shows that those ver- 
ses quoted by Stobacus, which are non-lyric, and which contain twenty-nine and thirty e 
ters, measured here roughly 12 cm. The lefe intercolumniation measures 3.5 cm. at its 
widest reach; thee is no trace of a preceding column. 

The hand is a sloping uncial atactive and consistent 
vidual letcers, generally isocephalic, ranges from 5 cm. in forms such as delta o mu (o 
cm. for epsilon or rho. Generous spacing aids in claricy and legibility. There is no true 
decoration, though mu may curl rightward at the top of its right post and letter tails occa- 
Sionally end wich a very slight leftward flourish. Close parallels for this hand are provided 
by P. Oxy. 26, a text of Demosthenes dated to the second half of the second century, and a 
text of Herodotus dated to the last years of the second or the early years of the third 
century 2 Both these pieces shae with the present fragment general similacities such as 
right inclination and a marked contrast of broad and narow forms. The Alcmeon text is 

  cle more than 23 cm. high. The preserved column is 
of writing and in       

    

  

formation. The widch of indi 
  

  

  

  1. A photograph for use in this study was provided by the Insiiwto Papirologico *G. Vitelli" 
Florence, which now has the papyrus in its possession. 

The Demosthenes text is seproduced in P. Osy. 1, Place VII, the Herodotus in P Oxy. XVIL 
Place IIl. These two fragnents were also published in Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 19 and 19 
Roberts (op: cit p. 19) writes: "On the verso of the Herodotus is a land survey, most probably of the 
reign of Gallienus. The recto was probably written beween A.D. 200 and 250" In the original publi- 

acion of this picce Hunt wrote: *The Emperor whose fifteenth year is repeatedly referred o (on the 
verso), is most probably Gallienus, in whose reiga a papyrus found with this one is dated, and o faicly 
Secure terminus ante quem is thus obtained for the recto, which can hardly have preceded it by less 
than & generation and may well be a half century or so carlier”. Hunt's cautious statement is more 

  

  

  

        
    

  

       
     



  

Number 12: PSI 1302 

  

perhaps datable co a period becween the two pieces, in the last quarcer of the sccond wuy. The earlier Demosthenes gives an impression of greater angularty, evidens in dhe less rounded cross-stioke of mu, a more sharply defined omega, a broader, squarter delth and the more igid strokes of Lambda. In these various parciculars the present example bettcs approximates the more rounded Herodotus text, wherein the tails of ho, 4, snd upolon e longer and more curved at their tips and mu has a lower, more smoothly surving saddle. I scems fai to refine the broad sccond century date originally offered fo the Aleneon tens 10 2 date in the later years of that century 
Evidence for lectional aids is similar co that found in other papyri of this period.’ There is no puncruation, and the only accents witeen are two circunflexes. One of thice possible rough breathings is writeen; dhree possible smooth breahings are amitted, A diacsests in placed over one of tvo initial upsilons. Elision is observed in all three possible instances indicated by apostrophe cwice. lota adscript is not wrtcen in the only poseible instance In addicion to being distinguished by eistbesis, the lyric passage is also marked ac its beginning with a paragraphus, here shaped like a carat opening into the lefs margin, and o coronis of faily simple design, J, which in general style and siaplicity is compeable 1o 

  

  

  

  

other examples of the late second-carly thind centuries A 
The text shows evidence for correction only in line 5 where the third fofa of crriciate has been neatly cancelled with a short horizontal stroke and a dot placed above that unec essacy letcer. The ends of two lines of marginal notes are prcserved ac the far lef of the intercolumniation; it seems from their location that these notes, in a small cursive hand sefer to a lost preceding column 
This is che first fragmen of an Alemeon to be identified among the papysi. The citacion from Stobacus upon which the present identifcation is based refers simply to the Alceon of 

Euripides, with no distinction made between Alcmeon i Corinth and Alemeon in Psopbis. 
The distinction between these plays is not infrequently neglected; of cwenty-six citations 
collected by Nauck, the greac majoricy do not differentiate the two possibilicies. On the 
basis of the Alemeon myth in Apollodorus and Hyginus, however, Hartung atribuced the 
present fragment to the Alcmeon in Psopbis; this attibution is accepted by both Norsa and 
Schadewalde, though each alters the precise contexc.3 

This fragment is from what originally must have been a handsome product. The height of 
he roll was perhaps only moderately pr 
us surface.§ The texc is written on the tecto of an otherwise blank sheet, and only slightly 
more than half of the vertical dimenion is covered with tex; the numbes of lines per column 

  

  tentious, but extravagant use was made of the papy- 

is relatively low. Inteclinear spaces and both top and bottom margins aze ample, and inter- 

convincing. To assume a date of 250 for the Herodotus text makes possible a life of only 18 years 
maximun for & literay text described, again in the original publication, p. 144, a5 8 *handsome rol 
An carlier date is surely possible and perhaps more probable. (It is interesting o note that Roberts 
and Turner disagree in another instance on the fime o be allowed between the witing of a literary 
ext on the recto and the use of the verso for dacumentary purposes: Tumer argucs, as docs Hunt in 
he preceding instance, for 8 longer interval. Ci. Roberts, op. it p. 22 and Tumer *Recto and 
Versor, Jounal of Egyptian Archeology XL, 1954, p. 102 

3."Ci. P. Oxy. 1016, dated o the early thid century 
& Ct. Lamcere, Apergus de paléographie homérigue, Brossels, 1960, p. 193, figs. 6-8, and P 

035, 2092, dated to the second century A.D. 
5. LA. Harcung, Euripides Restitutus 1, Hamborg, 1843, p. 192. Compace Norsa, PSI XIIL, p. 55 and V. Schadewalde, "Zu Einem Florentine: Papyrusbruchstuck aus dem Alkmeon in Psophis des 

Euripides, Hermes LXXY, 1952, pp. 46-66. CF. now also Webster, The Tragedies of Euripides, Lon don, 1967, p. 41 
6. C Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second E 

P51 
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& Individual Papyri 

  

columniations are similarly generous. The column has a slight but consistent leftward 
and individual lines are fairly consistently horizontal. The hand is also ate 

tive and easily read, Finally, though we know little of the text, this work does bear evidence 
for correction and in the one instance where we can compare the text with a known citation, 
the text seems wholly reliable. All evidence supports the judgment of the original edior 

  

  

  

that this was a de luxe edition. 

13. P. Oxy. 2335 

Andromache 954-1022 Laenn 
Pack? Papyeus Roll 

  

Number 13, 18 by 6.3 cm., preserves portions of 67 lines of the Andromacbe. Column | 
broken off at its top, contains the cnds of lines 954-952. Column II, complete in s vertical 
dimension, contains che beginnings of lines 983-1022. Upper and lower margins are a least 
parcally prescrved. The ext is written on the verso; the recto preserves cight incomplete 
fines of a document which is neither reproduced nor dated in the original publication 

“The original roll was approximately 18 cm. @ll. Column Il contains 39 lines and is 
about 16 em. in height. Lines of writing average 0.2 cm. in height, and interlinear spaces 
Vary beween 0.2:0.3 <m. Both upper and lower margins measure 1 cm. at their greatest 
extents and appeas in each instance o be wholly preserved 

In this format a full text of the Andromache would have been about 431 cm. long and 
contained about 34 columns. Calculation of over-all horizontal dimensions is especially 
hazardous here, as there is cor e in lewter width, both in the shapes of 
ecurting letcers and in the formation of different leteers. It i likely 
were not more than 12 cm. wide. Line 1018 is the longest of the pr 

ed 15 cn. 

  

  

  

    
  -, that columns, 

ses in number    
    f coiumn Il at 

  

  

  

of letters, 33, and as part of a choral song is in 
this point was about 11.7 cm. The narowest intercolumniation is 0.3 cm. wide. 

The hand is rapid, liberally dotced with cursive forms, and irregular. The height and     
  width of recurring letces 

between the broader forms of mu and 
ma. Letcer spacing is also uneven; some forms are isolated. 

cempe at isocephaly. Successive forms are writ- 
ten on slightly varying planes. Though forms may stand upright, there is a fairly consistent 
slope to the right. The hand was originally dated to the second half of the second century 
P. Mich. ind the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, P. Oxy: 842, are both daced 
to the second half of the second century. In the general impression of arcless irregularity 
and in indivi 

vary considerably. For example, a consistent cor 

  

is appaen 
and sig 

but there are also occasional 
and the narrower shapes of epsilon, the   

  

  igatures. Thete is no decoration, nor any a 
  

  

3. a text of Dioscarides,   

  

lels the Andromache, but neither reveals such   jal letter formation each p: 

  

strong cursive influence. All three of these pieces look forward to the more developed 
“severe style’ of the third ces   

ury, with ics contrast of broad and narrow forms,  pronounced   

  

rightward inclination, and a characteristically small round omicron. The date set by the 

A phocogeaph for use in this study was provided by the Bodleian Library, Oxford, which now 
as the papyrus in its posseasion. 

  

These picces appear in Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 15¢ and 17b cespectivel 

   



              

Number 13: P.0xy. 2335 & 

original editor of our fragment is probably acceprable In its use of lectional aids this text is also similar to the Hellenica Oxyrbynchia Though stops might have becn expected at the ends of some verses in column I, shese s no wace of punctuation. No accents are written. Six rough and 26 smooth breachings are omitecd A diacesis is not writcen over the only initial fofa. Elision is effccred and masked with apostzophe in four instances, is wiccen bue unmarked in one instance, and s not effected a final possible instance.? None of dheee possible fofa adscripts is writcen, There sre tw instances of ftacism: niXounY in line 980 and uveoaw in line 1000. Torn oceurs for rots of the MSS in line 995. Scribal carelessness probably accounts for @ (<X in line 1005 Pacagraphi are used in conjunction with marginal character nosation to indicate changes of speaker. Epuio(ur is written opposice line 987, and is followed immediately below by X(heyer) opea(ys) s writcen opposice line 983 and § is writcen before line 1005 There is slight evidence for correction. A sigma has been added above the end of line 963 to change k1 to Ochers, and in line 957 rbo was inserted above the ariginal rbo of Ppoous. In this last instance the original reading is not secure, especially at the very end of the word; in addition, a semicircular steoke crosses through the word, s shough the scribe’s pen had slipped. 
One other featue of this text deserves mention. Commenting on the ektbesis in the ficst line of column I, a projection of only one letter, the editor notes briefly: “The projection of the inicial letcer of a column is noticeable at this carly daten In face, only one other literary cext in the Oxyrhynchus secies has the same sorc of projection. In P. Oy 1018, which prescrves two columns of the Cyropaedia of Xenophon, the second colunn is also begun with a line so arranged; his text is avributed to the firse half of the dhird cen. cusy. It would thus scem chat such exGers is unique in the papyri at any period, and the mere presence of the projection seems more noteworthy.than its date of oceurrence. It is not inconceivable, in light of the slight intecolumniation, that here the seribe chose an incomect_point ac which to begin his second colunn, modified his intercolumiation, and <hen maintained ic for the rest of the column 
The Andromache is wansnitted in each of the two main NSS families; B, how 

lines 95 
but notes that even this relacionship was not close. The suggestion was apparently based on the community of readings in line 991, evidence insufficient to prove any special and sttong connection & Variants follow in collation with Murray's ext 

956 ywaisaiolus w. BOPH: yuvatwslas rell..  vooous w. MAVL, Murray. vogous] yp. qusess. B. 
962 9lBove: 95> codd. et ; gbues Marray following Lenting 
965 Aéyov w. MAVL, Muray Aéyous P. 
975 pabls w. MAP, Murray: piBiov LV2. 

ver, lacks   

  1211. The original editor suggests an affinity between the papyrus and O and D, 

3. I the original publication the editor does not indicate all of these marks of elision i 
transliteration of the preserved text. 

4. P. Oxy. XXIL p. 106, 
5. Projection within a column is not at all uncommon in certain types of texts. In glossarics, fo 

example, individual glosses usually project from the consistent colunas of commentary 
is found in P. Oxy. 1801-1804, and 2087. Again, in P. Oxy. 853 and 2306, commentarics on Thucydides 
and Alcacus, lemmata. project 1o the lef of the column; in P. Oxy. 2260, a less clealy identificd 
poetic commentary, the same scheme is adopted. Other examples include P. Oxy. 1184, a collecion of 
pseudo-Hippocratean Letters where the fiest word of each epistle slightly projects from the column 
P. Oxy. 1249 where, in a collection of the Fables of Babrius, the frsc leter of each fable proje 
slightly; and in P. Ocy. 1795, a collection of acrostic epigrams where the first lewer of each also 
projects. 

6. P. Oxy. XXIL p. 104, 

  

  

  

  

   

    

   



  

6 Individual Papyr 

980 ouppopalis w. codd. Murray: aupopls Scaliger nuigony: nveiKBn codd.; 
tuuydumy Dindort 

984 &5 onelov: &mofwov codd. Murray. 
9856 “Hermann's atribution of chis distich to the chorus with the consequent change 

of y3p to 7ot finds no support.” 
990 “Pring-Wecklein assumes a lacuna after this line 
991 n mpeapus otwous w. OD and aprog. Par. 2818, Murray; f maibds ofkous p2 yp. ofious 

"¢ 7ol5" V2 unde Haun. ofous Te Tolabe s ofious MAVLP. 
1001 BeilEer w. codd., Murray: SeiEw Herwerden, Prinz-Wecklein. 
1002 [maelpos w. AVL: Murray: Tikpbs MP; mixpiy Cobet 
1007 éxBpisv: *iniuria suspectuns” habuic 3, codd., Murray 
1009 . Murray following Musurus; & codd. et E. 
1020 dfevEore: om. A, 
The papyrus preserves three wholly new readings. The first of these, line 962, seems. 

less appropriate than the MSS reading In line 984 choice between the papyrus and MSS is 
more difficult; either reading yields good sense and is meically acceptable. The last of 
the new readings, line 1009, supports the carly emendation of Musurus and should be accep 
ted for both sense and meter. In line 956 either spelling of the adjective is permissable; the 
second reading in this same verse gives no support (o the notation in B. In lines 965 and 
975 the variants are not of great sigaificance; the paj 
of MSS in both cases. In lines 980, 985-986, 990, and 1001 the papyrus is again in accord 
with the MSS. Modern emendation is in all four instances unnecessary and receives no sup 
pore. In line 991 the beginning of the vese has been lost in a majority of the MSS; the papy 
fus here shares the reading of O and D and sacisfacorily fills the lacuna. In line 1002 
the more common and wholly acceptable reading is preserved by the papyrus. Finally, in 
lines 1007 and 1020 the readings of the papyrus are acceptable: that in line 1007 confirms 
the MSS reading against the doubts of Murray and that in 1020 must be accepted gratia metri 
In shore, the majority of the readings here appear sound. 

The colomety of this papyrus differs from that of Musray but is evidently the same as 
that in the MSS.10 The distincrion of strophe and antistrophe after Murray line 1018 is also 
ignored: the structure is not marked with a paragraphus nor indeed is there responsion be- 
tween strophe and antistrophe. 

The Andromache is represented by one other papyrus from Oxyrhynchus and three exts 
from the rest of Greco-Roman Egype 

P. Oxy. 449 [14] Pack? 379 
P. Rendell Harris 39 Pack 380 
P. Ross. Georg. 1, 8 Pack? 382 
P. Berol. Inv. 13418 Pack? 383 

P. Ross. Georg. 1, 8, two parchment strips used to repai the back of a codex, coincides 
very slightly with number 13. The coincidence, though extremely limited, shows no disagee- 
ment between the two cexts. 

This was not likely a very impressive product. The original roll was relatively small, 

-8 

  

s acceptably supports the majority 

  

7. ibid.. p. 106. 
5. ibid, 
9. Roberts (. Oxy. XXIL, p. 106) comments: *The ceading of 2335 gives excellent sense and 

hould be preferred®, But cf. the cogent argument of V. Morel, "Notes on Two Literary Papy, Bulletin 
of the American Society of Papyrologists I, 1965, pp. 76-80. 

10. Barrers, Euripides, Hippolytus, Oxford, 1964, p. 84, describing the colometry of thi 
wrtes that “the medieval colometsy is evidently the same”. 

11, Ci. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edition, Oxford, 1951 
5. 501 

  ment 
    

 



  

Number 14: P. Osy. 449 ® 

18 by 431 cm., and the cext was written on the verso. In addicion, the writing surface was used most economically: upper and lower margins are both very slight, and the intescolum niation extremely narrow.2 The hand is also unattractive and under strong cursive influcnce The text itself, though not carefully transcribed, has been corrected and is of surprisingly good quality in comparison with the other aspects of the fragment; only once, in line 96ty the text in apparent error. This was likely an inexpensive sale edicion. 

  

12. ibid., p. 60, 

14. P. Oxy. 449 

Andromache 5-6, 8-28, 30-36, 39-48 Lace 1t Pack? 319 Papyus Roll 
‘This number includes five fragnents from one column of the Andromache.! The largest fragment, 9.1 by 8.7 cm., preserves the ends of lines 5-G and 8-21. The second fragment preserves the beginnings of lines 56 and 8:23. The middle sections of lines 20-28 are con- tained in the third fragment. Fragment 4, the smallest fragnent, 3.2 by 4.2 cm., preserves 

48, There is 
evidence, including a complete segment of the lower margin, for the blank papyrus which 

  

inner porcions of lines 30-36. The last piece hokds end sections of lines 3     

would have bordered the four sides of the column of writing 
The original edior suggested thac these fragments are from a codex.2 The text is witten on che verso while "on the recto in the center of the page ae the letters pnlof pi 

with a shore horizontal stcoke above them and a lacuna sufficient for another line below™ chese letters were thought by the editors to “represent a number or perhaps a idle, i.c. piots AvSpoutxns.3 This supposicion of the codex form is ill conceived. I is apparent from fag. 
meat 1 that the fifth line of the play initiated the prescrved column. If these fragments 
were fiom a codex, it would be. odd that the fist four verses of the play 

d on the recto, especially since fragent 5 preserves the bottom of the papyrus wh 
these verses could be expected. It would be equally odd that if the text had begun on a 
facing page of the codex, it did not continue from line 48 onto the recto. Finally, in photo- 
graph the upper right corner of fragment 1 appears to have beoken in such a way that verso 
fibers ae lose and recto fibers proteude rightward from beneach. Thus, it may be assumed 

    

    

  

  

1. A phoograph for use in this study was kindly provided by M. Jean Bingen from the Musées 
Royaus, Brussels, which now has the papyrus in s possession. 

2. P Oxy: Il p. 101. It is interesting to consider Roberts® igures on the compar quency 
of ol and codex in the second, second-third, and third centuries. In the sccond century he lists 465 
folls and 11 codices; in the case of texts dated (o the tum of the sccond and third centuries, 208 
rolls and 6 codices; and for the third century he counts 297 rolls and 60 codices. These figures emph. 
Size the cdicor's scatement on p. 101 that this would be an *early example of the book forn’. The 
comparative figares make one less ready to accept this present cxample with its problemaic layo 
as evidence for 8 codex at Ci. Roberts, *The Codex’, Proceedings of the British Academy 
XL. 1954, p. 184, 

5. thid 
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that the verso did continue the text in a following column. In short, on the basis of the 
wailable evidence, it seems prudent to dismiss the suggestion of codex form and to adopt a 
ot simple and satisfactory explanaion, that the texc is from a roll, and that the recto of 
his sheet had been only slightly used before it was incorporated i the later roll.4 

On a sheet more than 26.5 cm. tall, the original column contained 39 verses and mea- 
sured about 23.5 em. in height, The upper margin was probably geeater than the 0.7 cm. 
hich remains, and the lower margin, complete, measuzes 2. cm. The line of witing varies 
Slightly becween 0.2 and 0.3 cm., and interlineat spaces ate fairly consistently 0.3 cm. high. 

The original roll was about 392 cm. long. The preserved column ac its widest was 10.3 
cm. Although the abseace of an adjacent column precludes final judgment, the intercolun- 
niations may have been fairly impressive. That to the lefc of the column measures 2.1 cm. 
while the blaak space to the right measures 1.4 cm 

This hand is somewhat smaller than usual in these texts. Aside from such letters as 
epsilon, omicron, sigma, and theta, most forms are beoader than high, and the various shapes 

ly isocephalic. The songly vertical placement of individual letters and the fairly 
equal spacing becween them give a fecling of strengeh and regularity. This cffect is in- 

a marked consistency in the shape of recurting letters, despite such exceptions 
s the sometimes rounded, sometimes angalar loop on alpha o the occasionally high cross- 
bar of ela as distince from its usual mid-position. The atactiveness of this hand, which 
lacks any decorative flourishes, is likely a result of this regularity. Though cercain cursive 
features betray the scribe’s haste, he has employed a consistencly legible, very neat and at- 
tractive scripe. A more formal example of this same seript style, P. Oxy. 843, a copy of Pla- 
Lo's Symposium dated o about 200, is very similat to the present example in the small, heavy 
formacion of the various letter forms.3 The Andromache hand is also simila to that of De- 
mosthencs’ Proaemia published as P. Ozy. 26 and dated to the second half of the second 
century.5 The small size of the present hand i different from the Demosthenes cext, but the 
celative breadth of the shapes is apparent there, as is the tension between a basically recti- 

are fa   

  

  

  

  

  

linear hand and the more curved shapes of alpha and omega. In light of these comparative 
pieces a slight shift from the early third century date suggested by the original editors to 
the late second century seems possible for the Andromache. 

The use of lectional signs here is not dissimilar from that of either the Plato or Demos- 
thenes texts. Three high stops wes 
Accents are not used consistenly though all theee forms are attested. One of five possible 
fough breathings is written, but all 13 smooth breathings ace omitted. There is no instance 
where we might judge the use of the diaeresis. Elision is not effected uniformly: it is not 
effected in one instance, is effected but unmarked in another, and in the five remaining 
possible instances is both written and marked with an apostrophe. In line 47 umekTepTIc> may 
have been misinterpreced as two words and an apostrophe inserted after kappa as if to indi- 
cate clision. lota adscript is always written, both with verbs and nouns; one superfluous 
iota is added to TikTw]s in line 9. There is no evidence for correction 

The Andromache is tansmitted in each of the two main MSS familics. There is no pecu- 
liat relacionship becween this papyrus and any MS. Variants follow in collation with Murray’s 

e written —one within, the other two at the ends of verses.   

  

  

    

4. The Hypsipyle text, mumber 11, is wii     o the verso of a non-literary document. Some of   

  

he fragments, however, are not inscribed on the recto. Cf. P. Oxy. 852, p. 20.Professor Bingen has in 
dependently come to the same conclusion on number 14; ci. Chronigue & Egypte, X1, 1965, p. 84 
130, PO Vo 2438 and Place VL This ext is lso illutesied in Schaba, PGB, Abb- 86,7 

6. P Oxy. 1, p. 53 and Place VIL This text is also illustated in Roberts, Greek Literary 
Hands, 195 

    

         



  

Number 14: P. Oxy. 449 

  

7 omitted. Bracketed by Murray 
9 coleibov w. codd., Murray; émeiSov Naber. 
10 pigevrar . MAVP: pigvra LB, Murray 
17 p1w: voio mebi” codd., Murray. 

3 omiteed by M 

   

24 apotva durikre: 8poey” dvrfiero MAVBP, Murray; dpoeve vikra L; Gpoey’ fva rixres 
Baraes; cf. 3 (ks fva gnoi maiSa yeviodar. 

27 lexBevrlos: owbévros codd., Murray. 
28 xamilxouplnoy w. codd., Murray; émixolgnowy Elmsley. 
29-31 Omitted with space lefe blank by V; added by v. 
41 Snlaprns w. MSS., Murray; dmd métpos. BO. 
There ace 

  

two wholly new readings. In line 17 the text is so poorly preserved that one 
nay say only that the seading was not that of the MSS. I line 27 the papyrus is also unique 
and most probably wrong, since the passive of TikTew does not seem to appear in good clas. 
sical Greek, is not otherwise awested in Euripides, and in any case yields sense inferior to 
that of the MSS. In the omission of verses the papyrus docs not match the medieval tradi- 
tion. Line 7, which the scholia record as an actor's interpolation, was here omitted as it is 

editors, and this is probably correct, as inclusion of the line requires changes in 
he preceding verse.8 The papyrus does retain lines 23 and 29-31 in accord with the majoricy 

of ASS, and is once more very probably correct, as these lines do add new and relevanc 
information to Andromache’s narrative. In lines 9 and 28 modem emendations are unsup- 
ported; in neither case is revision necessary. In line 41 the reading of the majority of MSS 
is supported and may be accepted, and in line 10 the reading of the papyrus may also be 
cortect? Finally, line 24 is the only instance where elision is not effected; it seems likely, 
however, that the reading most closely approaches that of the majority of MSS. 

This text was of decent quality, with conspicuous improvement in line 7. 
The Andromache is attested by one other text from Oxyrhynchus, as well as three from 

the test of Greco-Roman Egype.10 
This roll, probably an attractive product, measured roughly 27 by 392 cm. and was 

thus shorcer than average, although in height it approached some of our finer specimens.11 
The text was arranged with litcle thought for economy in use of the writing surface; inter- 
columniations and interlinear spaces are generous, and probably top and bottom margins. 
were also. Individual lines are consistently horizoncal, and the lefc margin, although it has a 
slight leftward inclination, is neat. The hand, though effected with some speed and undeco- 
fated, is also pleasing. The text itself is of a quality comparable to that of the roll and 
hand. This roll may have been a respectable sale copy of the Andromache, 

  

  

by mode   

  

  

7. Ci. ~ixte, pp. 616617 in Allen and Lalie, A Concordance o Euripides and LS. 5.v 
*passive tenses seem not to have been used in corect Auic®. 

8. CI. Murray and Paley, Euripides, Il p. 240, ad loc. 
9. Allen and Italie, 0p. cit., pp. 567-568. 
10, CE. supra, number 13, 
L1, Ci. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome 

p. 508 

  

  

    

cond Edition, Oxford, 1951  
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15. P. Oxy. 224 and P. Ryl. 547 

Phoenissae 1017-1043, 1064-1071 (. 0xy.) ca. 200 A, 
Phoenissae 646657 (B Ryl.) Papyrus Roll 

   
  

    

P. 0y 23.5 by 21.3 cm., preserves parts of two columns of the Phoenissae, as 
well ms mn intercolumniation and segments of upper and lower margins.! Column I contains 
Substantial remains of lines 1017-1043, column I lesser porcions of lines 1064-107L. The 
Zext is written on the recto; the verso is blank. P. Ryl. 547, 10.7 by 7.3 cm., holds remains 
of lines 646-657 as well as an upper margin and lefc inercolumniation, and has been identi- 

  

fied as belonging to the same roll as P. Oxy. 2242 
The height of the original roll was 23.5 cm. In P, Oxy. 224 column L is 14.6 em. tall and 

containg 29 lines of text. Lines of writing average 0.3 cm. in height, as do incerlincar 
<paces. The upper macgin measures 4.6 cm., the lower 3.8 cm. 

Tt ‘scems cercain from the lacuna between these two fragments that the original roll 
contained a complete text of the Phoenissae. The 1776 lines of the play would have required 
61 columns and a roll about 1087 cm. long. Column I is widest, about 14.6 cm., at line 1019, 
a lyric verse indented the space of five letters or about 2.2 cm. The incercolumniation mea- 
Sures 2.8 cm. at its narrowest point. 

The hand is an carly example of Biblical Uncial, datble to about 200 A.D. The 
criginal editors, somewhat hesitant in cheic dating, set a generous Lerminus ante quem of 
300 A.D. for the Phoenissae on the basis of some documents of the "later Roman period 
found with the licerary cext, and atcributed the hand itself to che third century. Since that 

daced examples of this same style have been found, and 

  

  

eriginal publication, more securely 
S ceond century date is no longer unusual. Indeed, when the Rylands fragment was 

published in 1936 ita dace was set in the later second century.? The great majority of forms 
Fre fsacephalic, evenly spaced along a consistently level line of wrting, and are rigid and 
uptights most also occupy a squarish acea for thir formacion. Shading is not uncommon and 
Sncarasive. conteast between heavy. verdcal and thimer horizontal and diagonal stiokes 
also appeats. These decorative elements are neither as consistent nor as aractive a5 those 
in Tacer examples of the style ke the Codex Sinaticus. In overall impression and individual 
etter formation the hand is compaable to P. Ryl 16 from the Heroninus archive, and dated 
variously to the lace second o early third century 4 Also comparable is P. Oxy. 1179, for 
Which the editors on palacogsaphical grounds suggested a late second-early hird century 
dare.3 

The use of leccional aids in these fragments s similas <o that of other papyti of this 
period In P. Oxy. 224 these signs have been added in a lighter ink and apparently by a 
Second hand. Profuse puncruation includes two low stops at the ends of lines. Alihough the 
distinction between middle and high stops is not always clear, what is probably  middle 
Stop was weiten a he end of line 1020, while 19 high stops were writcen, tvo within and 
17 ac the ends of lines. Four acuce accents were writcen. None of 27 smooth or six rough 
beeachings is witien. A diseresis is not writcen over the only two iniial fotas. Elision is 

  

  

  

  

  A photograph for use in this st 
has dhis fragment in ics possession. 

dy was supplicd by the Bodleian Libeacy, Oxford, which now 

  

This fragment is illustraced as Place 9 of P. Ryl. L 
P Ryl. I, pp. 347 

&1 PRy 16 also appears in Rob 
5. P, Oxy. 1179, p. 186, 
6. Ci. P Oxy:. Go1 or P. Ryl 

  

    Greek Literary Hands, 22b.   

    

     



  

Number 15: P. Oxy. 224 and P. Ry 

  

effected wherever possible but never marked with apostrophe 
weitten on goitagt before wTepors in line 1024a. fore 
require i, and added superfluously to 

An unnecessary nu movable is 
adseript is wr 

  - on both nouns which an otherwise superior reading in line 1040. Line 1017 contains the ane sure instance of itacism, ToNis. In line 1023 the papyrus reads wigomap. Bevos with the MSS where Murray prints peiEomapbevos, a word 
classical spelling is divided . The original scribe inserted an apostraphe between gamma and mu in oTevayyos in line 1039, apparently as a mack of syllabificacion 

‘The only likely paragraphus is omitced after line 1066 where it would have marked the end of a choral passage and the change to a new speaker. This change was probably evident from the consistent indentaion of lyric passages, but, in any case, the cursive notation ayyJeh(os) was lacer added opposite line 1067 by the second hand. 
The text has been effectively corrected in lines 1036-103 

for which evidence for the 

  

  

  where eta and fota were deleced by dots placed at the top of the line of writing on either side of these two let 
The Phoenissae is preserved in each of the two main MSS families. There is no pect 

elationship between this papyrus and any medieval text, Variants follow in collation with Murray's text 

  

  

1019 ipousoa B, Murray; repotio codd 
1022 moApopos moMvaToves: TohGaTovos ToNGoxBos . ToAlpBopos oAlaTovos: codd., Murray 
1033-1034  1oAeBepon Be: (&t 8 codd., Marray. 
1035 sorevogay ollkalls: dovévalov v oficors L daévalov ofiois codd., Murray 
1036-1037 imminov sc. mmiov w. Murray. cf. X ebpioxeran & Tofs mouafs obras 

i, s T Ro i6; {10 codd., quo recepro Bodv fody et pfhos uélos Grotius 
1038 @Mov w. MSS.: 8AA" Bacsier, Murray enwroruge: dmerérule: MAVP 

supraser. B emo1é7ule B Mureays émertémley L. 
1040 axad; &x& Musgrave, Murray; fax o foyd: codd. 
1041 0Meos w. Mureay following Porson; Tohss codd. 
1042 mrepowoa w. B; Murray Trepolox MVLP: corr. M 
Eight wholly new readings are introduced here. In lines 1022 and 1033-1034 the variants 

scem the result of scribal errors. In the first instance the reading is ame 

  

    

  cal and inappro- 
gs, both unmertrical, seem the 

résult of ditography. In lines 1035 and 1038 the aorist forms are difficul to evaluate; bor 
are acceptable, although the imperfect would perhaps be more colorful. In lines 1036-10: 
the comected papyrus reading is superior to that of the MSS and seems more likely to have 
been corrupted ino the MSS reading than Grorius' emendation. In line 1040 axa must be 
cejected, for, although this form is mewically superior to that preserved in the MS 
grave’s emendation is demanded by context. Finally, orthography demands the papyrus rea- 

priate in context, while the two latter and identical rea 

  

     
  

  

    . Mus- 
  

dings in lines 1019 and 1042, and the meter requites elision in line 1038 and mohcos in 1041 
In the stasimon begun at line 1019 the colometry agrees at times with that of MBLP, at 

times with that of Murray.9 Papyrus and MSS extend the firsc colon 
Murray prints éas iBas on a sepacace line. From the following verses 
papyrus and Murcay form three cola, while the 

    ough Aoyeuya, while 
mohtoouos the 

ISS divide these verses after xabuefeov and 
create only two. This discrepancy probably results from corruption in the MSS, which in the 
antistrophe do have a ticolon. In line 1024 where the papyrus, P, and Murray close the 
colon with Trepois, MBL end the same verse with a division of &yoot/xois. Finally, in line 

    

     

  

Ch. LS] . poi 
5. This mack is discussed in Archiv L, p. 510 
9. The metrical daca which follows is based on the work of G. Zuncz, An Inguiry Into the Trans- 

mission of the Plays of Euripides, Cambridge, 1965, p. 34. Zunte 
MSS MBLP. 

  

  

kes into account only 

  

he four    



  

7% Individual Papyri 

1026 the papyrus and Murray divide the phrase é T6m@y while the MSS keep preposition and 
object togethes; once again the antistzophe in the NSS responds (o the papyrus arangement. 

Tn the Rylands fragmen, lectional aids were wricten by the original seribe. There is no 
instance where stops might be expected. Two acute accents were written. The only possible 
rough breathing is inserted, and two possible smooth breathings are omitted. There is a0 

ses, apostrophes, iota adscript, of the use of paragraphi way to judge the writing of diac: 
fragment follow in collacion with Murray’s text. Variant readings from this small 

651 wiaoov: xagoos codd:, Murray 
652 ehuxros with NSS. (¢ o €); Paxos Hermann, Murray. 
654 
655 Bosgeiov with MSS.: Péiov Valckenacr, Murray. 

Al four readings are unaccepeable. In line 651 the case is wrong; in line 652 the reading of 
the papyrus, though shared by all the MSS, violaces the mecer. The last two readings are 
metcically unaceeptable. 

The colometey of the Rylands fragment agrees with that of MBL.10 Murray follows P in 
ending line 649 with the division of pé/Tnp which in MBL i kept intact and ends the 
colon. 

These fragments give evidence for one of thee texts of the Phoenissac from Oxyrhya- 
chus; there ate two remains of the play from the rest of Greco-Roman Egype.i! Number 15 
carries portions of the same text as preserved in number 9.12 

This was originally a text of some quality. The roll, 23.5 by 1087 cm., was of average 
heighe but relatively long, and the text itself was written on the recto of an otherwise blank 
papyrus. 13 Margins and inceccolumniations were generous, and interlinear spaces amply 
Sivide successive lines. The layout generally is neat, with individual lines level and care- 
fully aligned becween one column and the next. The hand, handsome and careful, is appro- 
priate to an edition of this sort. The text is uneven in ics licerary quality. Indeed, judgment 
based on the Rylands fragment alone would be highly unfavorable, and even in the larger 
fragment many ecrors escaped the attention of the corrector. In short, there is @ marked 
discrepancy in this work becween the attractive physical aspects of the roll its layout and 
hand, and the rather careless transcription of the text itself 

    

  

  

  

10. ibid. 
11, CH. number 3 supra 
12. The coincidence is discussed more fully uader number 9. 
13, C. Kenyon, Books and Readers In Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edition, 

pp. 50-55 
Oxford, 1951   

16. P. Oxy. 419 

Archelaus e 
Pack2 455 Papyrus Roll 

Number 16 was originally published without plate. This is especially unfortunate as the 
osiginal was destroyed during World War One, and no photogsaph is available for study and 
clarification of the rather unsatisfactory initial publication ! As described by Grenfell and 
Hunt this fragment was "a narrow scsip concaining parcs of 16 lines from the Archelaus” This 
is one of the Euripidean plays not transmitced by the MSS, and identification rests on the. 
coincidence of lines 8 and 9 with Nauck Fr. 275. The preserved verses — twelve trochaic 
tetrameters and four lines of choral lyric —were written in “zound rather irregular uncials of 

  

  

  1. M. Jean Bingen reports that this cagment has been destioyed, and that no photogeaph is 
available 

                         



        

Number 17: P. 0sy. 430 
@ 

medium size” dated to the second o third century; ic is unfortunace that this description does not include mention of comparable scripts nor state whether the text appeared on recen 
Two high stops are writcen, one incemal and one ac the end of a line. There s als evidence for the occasional use of both circumflex and acute accents. None of seven pov. sible smooth or two possible rough breathings is written. There is no instance whers we. migh judge the use of che diacresis. Elision is effected in each of tvo possible nstances, buc s only once marked with aposrophe. 
The original scribe was perhaps responsible for the presence of lectional aids as well as for correction of the text. lota adscript was inserted above the eta of eons in line 9. In line 10 nu-movable was deleted before.an initial kappa. In line 11 ou was written above deleted omega, and kappaabove a del 

does not note how these several deletions were effected, 
The Archelaus is atcested by one other papyrus, P. Hamb. 118, a part of the prologue. Nauck lists 37 citations of this play. 
Our limited knowledge of this fragment frustrates any attemp to evalu the original ol 

  

  

d omicrom in line 16. Again, the original publication 

      

134, including 

  

  the qualicy of 

17. P. Oxy. 450 

Medea 710-715 a Early 11 Pack? 404 Papyrus Roll 
P. Oxy. 450 a fragment of the Medea, preserves interior portions of lines 710715 ‘which stood at the t0p of the column of writing; what may be complete scctions of the upper margin are also retained.! The Medea was written on the verso; on the recto ae "two of 

three mucilaced lines of cursive of the second or third century.”2 
Original column heigh is unknown. Lines of writing average 0.3:0.4 cm., incerlincar 

spaces 0.3 cm. The upper margin at its greates reach measures 1.2 c. 
It is also impossible to determine the length of the rll. As written in this copy lines 

  

711 and 715 probably concained 33 letters and would have extended to about 12.6 cm. 
The hand is a rapid and careless example of that style which is exemplificd by P. Oxy 

2098, 2341, and 223, all of which have been actributed to the early years of the third century.3 
In cach instance there is a marked contrast between the narrow forms of epsilon and signa 
and the broad, expansive shapes of leters such as mu and nu. Again, an ill-defined omega 

    

and a smallish, suspended omicron are also common characteristics. Haste in execution is 
evidenced by the varying forms of such letters as epsilon, omicron, and tau 
the ircegular and haphazard spacing of the individual lett 
mistaken nu, cancelled by the scribe himself in line 713, and what appeats to be an omicron 
corcected to omega in line 714. In all, this is an undistinguished script which in slight re- 
vision of the general third century date suggested by the original editor, may be with some 
confidence placed in the earlier years of that century. 

  

well as by 
    may also account for the     

  

The text bears no wace of puncruation or accents. The single possible smooth and all 
five possible rough breathings aze omitted. The only possible diacresis is written over an 
initial iota. Elision, possible in only one inscance, is effected buc unmaked. The editors, 
noting that the reading is difficult, believe that xay autos was "fairly secure” in line 715   

  Bencrously provided 

  

L. This fagment is now in d sty of Graz, wh 
2 photogaph for use in this study 

2. P Oxy. L, p. 10, 
are illustsated, respectively, in Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 19b, 19¢, and 

possession of the Univer 

3. These pap 
210,    



  

  

crasis effected in the MSS was thus negle 
mine use of paragraphi or the writing of iota adscript 

The Medea AVB and LP. This fragment is too brief for decernining any 
particular relationship with any MS. 

Variants follow in collation with Murray 
710 Tov w. AL, Murtay: om. VBP. 
713 Bouolis w. codd., Murray: Béov Prinz-Wecklein. 
714715 Written, as in codd., Murray. "These two lines are excised by L. Dindorf and 

are bracketed by Prinz-Wecklein® 
n line 710 Teov must be accepted gratia metri. In line 713 the dative is not impossible, 

and wich the united NSS gives no support to the emendation of Prinz-Wecklein. Finally, the 
papyrus and MSS agree in including lines 714-715, lines which make acceptable sense and 
Which ate difficult to reject in the face of the combined ancient and medieval testimonia 

This is one of seven texts of the Medea from Greco-Roman Egypt and one of three from 

  

   
  

  

  

Oxyhynchus.§ 

42 P. Oxy. I, p. 103. This reading i not cleat in photograph 
5. ibid 
& For a list of the othes Hedea texts from Greco-Roman Egype cf. aumber 5, supre. 

18 P. Oxy. 2458 

Cresphontes Mid 11 
Pack? 136 Papyras Roll 

Number 18 includes six fragments of the Cresphontes.! Kentification rests on the pro- 
bable coincidence of Nauck Fr. 456 with lines 40-41 of fragment 1, and a similaity of the 
papyrus story to that found in Hyginus and Apollodorus. Fragment 1, 12 by 20.5 cm., pre 
Serves patt of an upper margin and the tops of three consecutive columns. Fragment 2, 8.3 
by § em., carries at least part of the lower margin and the remains of two more columns, one 
of which preserves part of  choral passage. The four remaining fragments are considerably 
smaller. The text was wricten on the recto. 

Lines of writing and interlinear spaces average 0.3 cm. in height. The upper macgin, 
which nowhere seems complete, measures 1 cm. at its greatest reach. As regards the origi 

reical dimensions of this roll, one may state only that its height exceeded 12 em., and 
that s columns contained a¢ least 19 lines. 

The horizontal dimensions of the original oll are impossible o extrapolate. The long- 
est preserved verse in fragment 1 measures 11.7 em. The briefest intercolumniation mea- 

  

  

nal   

Sures 1.5 cm. In fragment 2 the choral passage is indented at least two letters or slightly 
more than 0.6 cm. 

The hand is an example of the broad and rightward-sloping style common in the third 
century. Most forms are 0.2:0.3 cm. in height. Although omicron is much smaller, the exten- 
ded verticals of iota, rbo, and phi, which vary between 0.5 and 0.8 cm., are most striking. 
Letter widths similaly vary. Though most forms measure about 0.3 cm., omicron is again 
smallest, while epsilon, theta, and signa measure 0.2 cm., and mu and an occasional delia 

  

  

  LA ded by the British Muscum, which 

  

hotogsaph for use in this stady has been generously pr   

   



        

e ST . 

0.5 cm. There are occasional ligatures, many forms touch,   uc sl others are isolaced. The line of writing is quite uneven, with the verticals of fau and gamma sinking below the line while omicron and omega commonly float above it. Despite these rregul not without decoration, but any decoraion is highly unobtrusive and m tentional. The aforementioned long strokes often end in slight curls to the ighe. Phi also scems an unusually carefully drawn form, and the main element of the lettr is generally o well-defined. diamond. A far better and less rapid example of chis same style 1o B Oy 1608, dated somewhat carlir, to dhe lacter half of the ‘second century, Thice specimens dated from extemal evidence confirm the mid-third century date suggestcd by the original editor. P. Oxy. 223, a text of Iliad V dated to the early third century, shares with his hand sightward inclination, haste in execution, and contzasts of broad and narrow, tall and short forms.2 P. Oxy. 23 and P. Oxy. 232, dated prior to 295 and the carly third century respees tively, are also sinilar both in overall impression and in individual leter shapes Thee high stops were written ac the ends of lines. Eight acute, one grave, and nine circunflex accents were writcen, and in one instance the same word bears two.circunflexes 
Four of 12 rough breathings were written, but only one of 40 smooth. A discresis appears over one of two initial fotas and two of four initial upsilons. Elision is both effected and marked in eight instances, is once witten but unmarked, and is twice neglected. An apas- ophe three cimes separates individual words and twice separates double mutes. Two mak- fons were also writien. lota adscript is onitted in the only possible instance. Parageaphi 
indicace change of speaker. Some correction was cffected, apparenly by the original scribe In one instance an acute accent has been changed to a circunflex. In line 59 “supralinear 
corrections appeat to have been intended co give ayyehlort and to have been deleted?s this 
insertion is only pardally visible in photograph.3 Finally, in line 48 marpos is deleced by superposed dots 

The mos: 

aricies, the hand is 
  perhaps be unin- 

  

  

   

  riking aspect of these fragments is the appearance of the 
and X at the beginning of successive specches 

  ginal sigla A7, 
egards these nota- 

tions not as symbols identifying individual characters of the drama but rather the sev 
umed by one actor. This obs 
Papyri as well as on the conclusions reached by Andrieu in his study of 

   

  

  
parts in the play a 
such marks in other 
similar notations in the Bembinus of T 
he present fragments may clar 
Column II ic seems likely that A" there refered to Cresphontes while in Column 11l of the 

nent he identical siglum is ascribed to Nauck Fr. 456, from Pl 
auributed to Merope. In shore the ass: 
vincingly demonstrated by the editor. 

The original editor further believes that these fragments represent a serics of extacts 
from the Cresphontes, not a text of the complece play, arguing that the change of tone and 

ation is based both on the appearance of 
   

  erence.d The example of the use of the siglum A~ in   

    fy the original editor's analysis. From context in fragment 1. 

same f arch, which is     

  

tion that the same actor assumed both roles is con-   

content between Columns 11 and I of fragment 1 s oo abeupt for cxplanation by any other 
hypothesis.5 

From the combined evidence of marginal sigla and extracted text the original editor 
concludes tha these fragments ace from an “acting capy .. presumably. .. used for acual 

P. Oxy. 225 is illuseated in Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 21a. 
3. P. Oxy. XXVIL p. 80, 
5 ibid, p. 75, 

nages et los rubriques de scéne dans los anciennes éditions de Térence, Paris, 1940 and Le dialogue 
antigue: siructure et présentation, Paris, 1954 

5. P Osy. XXVIL, p. 75. For further d 
Algebraic Notation in Dramacic Texts", Bulletin of the Instii 

  e problen is discussed more fully by Andricu in Etude sur les sigles perso   

  

  cussion of alphabetical sila in th 
  papyei cf. EJ. ] 

e of Classical Studies X, 1963, pp. 65 

   



  

Individual Papyri 

  

As such number 18 a 

  

sts che only tragic 
  presentation in the theaue of Oxyrhynchus’ 
text from che site identifiable as an acting script, though there are two other Oxy 

acting copies of the Charition mime and of extracts f 
   

m Menan.     texts of a related natur 
der's Kolax. 

“This play is found in no other papyrus. Nauck lists cleven citations from lacer authors 
The principles of layout in this papyrus, despite its somewhat unique purpose ,do not 

differ from those of other literary texts in this sudy. Interlinear spaces and intercolumnia 
tions were generous. Although the hand itself is irregular, individual lines are fairly hori- 
zontal and neatly aligned from one column to the next. There is a proportionately greater 
fumber of lectional aids bu these are not of an unusual nacure. It is unfortunate that the 
preserved text is not of greater extent and that it i not from a play recained in the MSS. 

  

78, a study which emphasizes evidence for Plautus but in which the author supports che original 
“dhiors view. J.C. Lowe, *The Manuscript Evidence for Change of Speaket in Ariscophanes”, BICS 

cation of this text are suggested 
. Granted thac 

  1X,1962, pp. 27-42 is. 4150 pertinent. Other possibilities in the ince 
Jomcs in his review of the original publication, Gromon XXXV, 1963, . 

cted text is correct, the following remark of Lioyd-Jones' is odd: *Tumer's idea 

  

  

thac he lexters might represent 
sctor can hardly have played Merope and Cresphontes” (p. 445). H.J. et 
and, with it, difficulcies of speech assigament: *Euripides, Kresphantes”, Hermes XCII, 1964, pp. 391 
595, Tume: answers Mette in *Eucipides, Keesphontes: A Note”, Hermes XCILL, 1965, p. 256 and pro- 

vides some evidence against the Mette view 
6. P, Oxy. XXVIL, p. 76 

  

   e protagoniat, deuteragonist, and writagonist is unlikely, for the same 
rejects the extract theory 

  

  

  

  19. P. Oxy. 8 

Hecuba 1252 Mid 1t 
Pack? 390 Papyrus Roll 

  

Number 19 includes o fragments from the upper parc of a single columa.! Fragment 1, 
118 by 4.3 cm., preserves the beginnings of lines 1252-1269 of the Hecuba, as well as part 
of the upper margin. Fragment 2, 5.5 by 6.7 cm., carries the inner portions of lines 1271- 
1280. The cext is on the verso of the papyrus, and the recto is blank 

It is impossible to estimate the height either of the original column of of the original 
coll. In fragment 1, blank papyrus extends upward to the lefc of the preserved text and may 
indicate an upper margin of ac least 1.6 cm. If this be true, line 1252 was apparently the 
fiest line of a column. As there is only one verse missing between fragments 1 and 2, and as 
a column of oaly 18 lines is somewhat unusual, these two fragments probably ought o be 
imagined as joined together with the missing line 1270 intervening. This arrangement yiclds 
an original column of ac least 19 lines.2 Lines of writing average 0.3 cm. in height, and 

    

1. This fragmen is now in the University Museum, Philadelphia, Peansylvanis, lnventory Number 
E 3075. The Museun kindly supplied a photograph fo this study 2. Compare Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edicion, Oxford 
1951, . 58-59; Kenyon's figures, however, include “lines in column’ 

  

  

  figures for only prose works.      
                       



            

Number 19: P. Oxy. 77 . 

incelineas spaces e slighly higher 
Estimates of horizontal dinensions must be equally cenative, as we hase only parcial 

<emaios of one column and no complete lines are prescrved. Lines 1256 and 1375, hoerer 
which each contain 33 letcers and are longest in number of letters of the preserved verses, 
probably provide safe maximum column widih: their lengeh in this text would have ecn 
Sbout 9 cm. The lfe intercolumniacion a¢ s greatest reach is about 2.5 e, with ne frace ofa preceding column, 

“The hand is a rapid and slightly sloping, angalas uncial, with considerable conteast in 
lettr wideh. Excep for occasional shading there is no deceration. Individual shapes are 
consistent in forn and spacing and ace casily recognized, though confusion betwien the 
broad, open shapes of alpba and lanbda is not diffcule. These fragments were originally 
e e e e Sy e R 
s anexample of a style comnon from the sccond century on. Boch in genceal imprcssion and 
in the formation of individual letcrs the present specinen is vy like . Osy. 2208, also 
assigaed to the thind century. The hand may also be campared to . Oxy. 1012, which is a 
e o o ST Iyt e e ey o T et e et 
dhe middl o the third century, probably a safe date for number 19 also.3 

“There is no cvidence for punctuation, accents, breathings, or diacreses. Elision is 
weicen in all six possible instances but is never indicated by aposirophe. This pauciey of 
Jeccional. sigas is also found in P. Osy. 10124 lota adscript i written with one aoun, but 
cmiuedwich ' vecb and another oua! Paragraphil iadicats Change of speakert There inioo 
cvidence fo cortection, no docs any seem to have been in rder 

“The Hecuba is wansmisted in cach of the two main NS fanilies. O is also relevant 
e seadings here preserved. Variants follow in collacion with Muray's text 

1554 ~Hecubac tribui P, fortasse recte” Murray 
1257 yapeis w. MSS; Murray; yadpots A 
1270 Suspectus” Morzay 
1271 5w w. ABL, Musray; by MVPO. 
1272 emwbov w. MSS, Murray; éméovundy 71 Nauck. 

1275 " w. NS, Martay; 5" Kischoft. 
1280 Hecubae trib. AB: corr AIBL. 

The papyrus offers o wholly new readings, differs not ac all from that prined by Mor- 
ay, and ie in each case wholly satisfactory. There are no marginal notations of character or 
acter, but parageaphi make clear thac verses 1254 and 1280 were assigned quite sensibly in 
agreement with the majority of MSS. Maddeningly, line 1270 does not appear in these frag- 
mencs; if the verse were writien, it would occur at the exact point where these fragments 
aught o be joined. Alihough there is no trace of an addicional line either at the base of 
fragment 1 or a the top of fragmen 2, i is likely that the verse was originally included, for 
e two fragments a5 they are preserved.join imperfectly. In line 1257 the indicative is 
Wholly acceprable, as is the dacive form in line 1271. The MSS reading in line 1272 s also 
confirmed and makes acceptable if difficul sense.5 Finally, the reading in line 1275 is also 
permissable 

  

  

    

  

    

3. P Oxy. VIL, p. 84. In the original publication *a period of from thirty to fifty years” is sug: 
use of the recto, dated about 204-205 A.D., and the use of the 

“Recto 

  

gested as the cime lapse between 
verso. Tumer's suudy of such intervals makes the lower limit more likely; cf. E.G. Tumer, 
and vesso?, The Joural of Egyptian Archacology XL, 1954, pp. 102-106. 

4P 0xy. VIL b, 84 
5. The orginal edicor notes: "The ve: o 

thece i space for another leteer between this and 71, ul 
improvement on the NSS reading f 71" It is impossible from photogeaph to confirm or deny these spe- 
culations, 

  

s after em2B0v ace inconsistent with T and suit y, and 
" pives a sense, but would be a doubtiul 

 



    Individual Papyri 

Number 22 is che only other papyrus of this play from Geeco-Roman Egypt, and there is 
0 coincidence of lines in the two texts. 

It is interesting thac this text is written on the verso while the recto is blank. It is 
most probable, however, when one remembers the size of the fiagments, that the original 
¥SXAnuc: had been inscribed o its recto and that the recto area here preserved has quite by 
chance been unused 6 The verso suface was not used stintingly. Interlinear spaces, and 
probably intercolumniations, were gencrous. The text is also neady writen, with suaight 
Tete marsin and evenly horizontal lines of text. The script is rather stylish and weitten with 
cae. This was probably a faitly respectable copy of the Hecuba 

  

6. In number 14 the same conclusion has been adopeed as in the case of some fragments in 
corporaced Tn mumber 11 which s wrtcen, as can be demonstrated from he remains, on the verso of 
@ Frivate account, CL. P. Oxy. 852, p: 20 

20. P. Oxy. 2459 

Oedipus W 
Pack? 443 Papyrus Roll 

The first fragment of this number, 10.5 cm. by 9.5 cm., preserves the ends of 15 iambic 
trimeters with at least part of a top margin, and coincidence of lines 2-3 with Nauck Fr. 540 
led to identification of these fragments as being from the Ocdipus. This same fragment also 
recruits into this play Nauck Fr. 541, formerly unidentified. Fragment 2 is noteworthy for 
the apparent inclusion of the Sphinx’s riddle in hexameters. The other fragments are consi- 
derably smaller, with numbers 4 and 5 consisting of nothing more than unidentifiable syl- 
lables. So liule is known of the Euripidean Oedipus thac ic is difficult to place the 
fragments in any sure dramatic cotext. The text is written on the recto, and the verso is 
blank. The original edicor suggests that these fragments may be the remains of a codex and 
as such be the remains of only an extact from the play; this suggestion of the codex form, 
for which the lack of external evidence was acknowledged, is apparently based on the pre- 
valence of the codex in the fourth century.? In the absence of better evidence, however, and 
considering the blank verso, the papyrus foll seems the safer conjecture for the original 
text formac 

It is impossible to calculate vercical dimensions for the original roll from these re- 
mains. Lines of writing average abouc 0.3 cm. in height, and interlinear spaces vary only 
slightly between 0.2 cm. and 0.3 em. The upper margin in fragment 1, 2.5 cm. at its greatest 
teach, is probably incomplete. 

Those verses contained in ancient quotations can provide some index for original co- 
Lumn wideh. Most of these lines contain 30 letters and would requie a lengeh of about 12.5 
cm. in this cext. In fragment 1 a blank space of 1.5 cm. follows the fifth line but, as there is 

  

  

  

  

1. A photograph for use in this study has been gencrously provided by the Bricish Muscum, which 
now has the fragnents in s possession. 

2. Ci. 2. Oxy. XXVIL p. 81. Roberts, "The Codex’, Proceedings o the Brtish Academy XL, 
1954, p. 184 in a tabulation made in 1952 notes 25 rolls and 71 codices of non-Ch 
dated to the fourth century. 

     

     



                

Number 20: P. Oxy. 2459 81 

20 e of an adjacen coluan, it is dangeton 1 uee tis fgae n csimain inrcolun- 

The hand is sloping and broad-stroked, and representative of a style most common in 
the fourth century and later.3 Individual letters, which share a strong rightward inclination, 
range considerably in wideh, and che thin, oval foms of epsilon, omicron, and sigma contrast 
most strikingly with the broader, more fluid, and dominant shapes of efa, pi, and nu. The 
foms also rest on different planes and define no constan line of writing. liregularity can 
further be seen in recurring letters such as alpha or upsilon. Although some of these ele- 
ments may be the resulc of conscious design, the scribe seems to have emphasized speed 
racher than beauty in his tanscription. The script scems to fall between two groups of 
known and dated examples. Forms of certain letcers like omega and ru, and more especially 
the contrast between broad and narrow forms, look back to eaclier pieces like PSI 1165, 
dated to the third or fourth century. What ace probably later examples of this same style are 
PSI 126, assigned o the fifth cencury, and Lameere Plate 10, dated to the sixth century 
Both of these picces shae che right slope of the Oedipus hand, and the Lameere Homer is 
similacly done in broad strokes. These two later pieces, however, display a greater consis- 
tency in letcer heights as well as more consistent, later forms of alpha, omega, and upsilon. 
The hand most similar to that of number 20 is that of PSI 6, dated by its editor to the fourth 
century. This example shaces with the Oedipus text not only many individual letter parallels 
but also a generally blunc appearance and a pronounced rightward inclination. Both pieces 
also shace similar lecter shapes, such as alpha, eta, pi, nu, and tau, as well as the afore- 
mentioned contras in letter widths. In short, the fourth century date conjectured for the. 
Ocdipus cext by its original editor is probably correct, although it cannot be said to be 

‘The use of lectional aids is comparable to that found in other papyei of this date.A Five 
high stops ae written —three at the ends of verses and two within. All three forms of accent 
are employed, though not in each possible instance. Breathings are also used inconsis- 
tently, as one of cight possible rough, but none of 16 possible smooth breathings is written. 
A diseresis is twice placed above initial upsilon, twice above initial iota, and each of 
these letters oceurs once without diaeresis. Elision is not consistently effected. There arc 
three instances where elision is not effected, three where it is effected but unmarked, and 
four instances where the elision is marked with an apostrophe. In line 3 of the first fragment 
a hyphen is drawn uad 7 of fragmen: 
2, the significance of which, because of our poor knowledge of the text, is difficult to judge. 
Iota adseript is written with the one noun that requites it, but not with the one possible 
verb, The text bears no trace of correction. 

The Oedipus is not preserved in the MSS nor in any other papyri from Greco-Roman 
Egypt. Nauck lists 18 citations from this play, ranging from one co five lines. 

‘Ou limited knowledge both of the physical dimensions of this roll and of the text of the 
play itself limis speculation on the quality of the original product.5 The undistinguished 
Secript is an uncercain guide. PSI 1371 is in a sinilar hand but s found in a codex of which 
the margins ace lavish, and which is described as a de luxe edition. In shore, judgment 

  

  

  

the compound wxuTTEpov. A double dot occurs i line 

    

3. Ct, the ouline of the development of this style in Lameere, Aperpus de Paldographic Homé- 
rigue, p. 176 

57CE P 0xy. 1011, securely daced 1o the fourth cencury, as well as P. Oxy. 1095, 1096, and 
1615, assigned by their edicor to the fourth century 

5 Tummer in the original publication regards the preserved text as supesior to that preserved in 
Nauck 541 the evidence is slight, however, and insuificient for forming a judgment of the whole 
work. C. P. Oxy. XXVIL, p. 86 

   



  

2 Individul Papyri 

ought to be suspended on the original quality of this roll 
Lt is interesting that Euripides’ Oedipus was still being copied in the fourth century. In 

contrast to the poor representation of this play, however, there are remains of four copies of 

the Ocdipus Tyramnos of Sophocles from Oxyrhynchus, ranging in date from the second to 

the fifth or sixeh centuries S 

6. Pack?, pp. 85:86: 

21. P. Oxy. 1616 

Orestes 5361, 89:97 P 
Pack? 409 Vellun Codex 

Number 21, 4.2 by 7.8 cm., is from a codex of thin vellum, and preserves on the recto or 
fleshiside mid-sections of lines 53-61 of the Orestes, on the verso, end sections of lines 
89-97.1 

The fragmen is from the middle of a page. Columns apparently contained 36 lines of 
text with each line about 0.2 cm. in height, and each interlinear space about 0.3 cm. Rough 
estimate yields a height of 17.2 cm. for the original column 

"The rodex apparently carried one column on each page. Line 97, the longest prescrved 
verse in mumber of letcers, %, would here have measured about 14 cm. in length 

Tn this format 48 pages would probably have been required for a complete text of the 
Orestes. It seems likely that this fragment is from the second/third page of the codex, 
although even this much cannot be established with certainty. Obviously, questions of quire 
formation and arrangement must also go unanswered.2 

The hand is a well-developed Biblical Uncial assigned by the original editors to 
<probably the fifth cencary” 3 Most leteers ace isocephalic at 0.2 cm. i height and are gene- 
cally 0.3 cm. wide, although mu, pbi, and omega are still broader. Careful shading is evident 
in forms such as lambda or alpha. The clegance of this scrips, evident in this arcful shading 
and in the overall shapes of epsilon or sigma, recalls hac of the Codex Alexandrinus.f In 
cach case the leccers are rather broader than in other examples of this style.? Individual 
forms are also similar both in formation and in decorative shading. The Codex Alexandrinus 
is generally dated o the fifth century, and supports the fifth century date suggested for this 
text of the Orestes. 

1. Photogeaphs of this papyus were taken by A. E. Samuel in the Egyprological Museum, Caico, 
which now has the fragment in its possession. 

5."Ch. for cxample, number 23, where the firec 19 verses of the Medea were placed on a sepasate 
page of & codex with columns containing 36-37 verses. Evidence on the formation of a vellum codex 
o sat been convenicndy collected, ad where discussed, exceptions o general rules are not 
vcne. See Keayon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, Second Edition, Oxford, 1951, 

L1ty Thompaon, Introduction o Greek and Latin Paleography, Oxford, 1912, p. 54 Milae snd 
Sieat, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaitious, p. 72. 

3. P Oxy. XIll, p. 163. 
4. Reproduced in Thompson, op. cit., Facsinile No. 46, p- 206. 
5. Compare the Codex Sinaitious, Thompson, op. cit., Facsimile No. 45, p. 204 
. For the fifth century dace of the Alexandsinus, cf. Schubat, Gr. Palaographie, Bedln, 1925, 

5. 138 Meczser, The Text of the New Testament, lts Transmission, Comuption, and Resioration, 
Bxtond, 1964; Miine and Skea, The Codex Sinaiticus and the Codex Alexandrinus, London, 1938, P31 
and Thompson, op. ci. 

  

  

  

  

  

   

     



    

  

Number 21 P. Oxy. 1616 

The original hand wrote hi 

  

h Stops at the ends of four verses and apostrophes co indi- 
cace elision, and elision was observed in four of five possible instances, marked with apos 
trophe three times. A second hand is responsible for a middle stop in line 56, and for two 
acute and wo circunflex accents. None of four possible rough or eight possible smooth 
breathings was written. There is no instance whe:   it is possible to judge the w 
dineresis. Crasis is not marked in line G0, nor is the only possible fofa ads: 
lines 53, 59, and G0 the scribe has written 615 where Murray princs ¢ 
vable above the line has been added to mpolmeiye by the second hand. 
wrote i above line 91 to yield ancipnyey; the original reading is uncercain 

The Orestes is retained in each member of the two main manuscript families. There is 
no particular relationship becween this papyrus and any MS. Variants follow in collation 
with Murray's tex. 

  

ting of the 
  ript written. In 

I line 60 a nu mo- 
  

The second also 
  

59 mirlpoou w. edd. mérpiay By mereay codd., Murray. 
61 oulupopas; oviopiy codd., Mureay 
89 in texrum omissum in margine add. M 
91 apssgmay as corre 

ameiprracV 
92 71w, codd., Murmay; i om. A 
93 mpoatbpia: mpootBpi MABLP, Mt 
94 weouyvrms w. MVLP, Mo 

  d (original unknown), w.M, Murray, 3; dmefpnc’ e ABLP, 

   
  ipootBpele V 

a5 AB, corr. B 
There ae two or perhaps three wholly new readings. mérlpey in line 59 con 

       ms the 
obvious emendation of modern editors. There is litcle to choose between the variants in I 
61; ouugopas is at least as acceptable as the rea 

  

ing of the MSS. Finally, as iota 
nce, it is likely thac in line 93 che 

  

adscript is not written in the only other possible ins: 
papyrus preserves the reading of the ma 

  

ity of MSS. It is conceivable, however 
nominative was incorrectly intended here.8 In line 89 there is no suppo 
omission in M. In line 91, because of the lack of apostrophe and the various treatments of 
elision in this text, the papyrus can show only that the corrected reading was not that pre- 
served in V. In line 92 the reading is that of the majority of MSS and wholly acceptable 
Finally, in line 94 the preserved reading must be accepted, since the altemative is sense- 
less in context 

The Orestes is atested by three other remains from Oxyrhynchus and three from the rest 
of Greco-Roman Egype. There is no coincidence of the present text with any other frag 

that the   

for the earlier   

  

  

  

  

  

  ‘This was probably an impressive product. The exiguous remains reveal a neat codex of 
with individual lines evenly placed, amply spaced. The hand is also of consi- 

ble beauty and was obviously carefully written. Final 
4, is of good quality. All indications point to an original work of considerable worch 

  

  

  

the text, which has been 
   

Chapouthier in the Budé series peints 65 
8. A S. Way in the Locb Classical Library princs the nominative 
9. Cl. number 1 supra  



  

8 Individual Papy 

P. Oxy. 876 

  

v Hecuba 701703, 
Pack? 38 Pap 

  

  

of lines   Number 22, 2.9 by 8.4 cm., is from a codex of the Hecuba 
the verso and of lines 737740 on the recto.l Although small portions. 

  

     e frag: ianer margins are preserved, it is impossible to determine the precise situation o 

  

  ment on the codex page 
Columns of this text camicd 3 verses. Lines of writing averag 

height, with inteclinear spaces a bit larger. Columns were probably about 25 cm. tall 
An escimate of the length of line 740, which contains thirty-one letters and is longes: 

over 14 em. At 

about 0.3 cm. in 
  

  

eserved verses, yiclds a measuremen of slig 
 have exceeded 2.8 cm.; on the recto the 

      in number of letters of the pr 
the end of line 701 
ncomplete margin ac the beginn 
  ere is a masgin which mus 

8 measures 1 cm. It can be said cercainly only      ing of | 

  

that the original page was at least 15 cm. wide 
In this for 

discov 
< impos     at a full text of the Hecuba would have required about 36 pages. 

anyehis 
plays, if any, this text was included. 

The hand, if not truly ac and easily legible, ® 
There is considerable range in leccer wideh from mu, 

of the original quire formation or in what sort of collection of 

  

sible     

ctive, is cle b leteers generally 
  

    isocephalic ac 0. 
epsilon or signa, 0.3 cm. The letters are spaced unevenly with occasional ligatures, al- 
though some forms ace completely i e of 
the individual leccers as well as in their shapes. The only conceivable decoration, which 

     olated. A similar ircegulacity is evident in 

  

may not be intentional, is the oblique stroke on the v of tau in line 738. Number 
does not fit casily into the framework of a clearly defined style, but scems tansitional 
becween Schubare's severe syle and the blunt, heavy-han   d scripts of the late fourth and 
yet later centuries. Mu, omega, and even kappa seem fluid and easily drawn, while che chin   

net forms of epsilon, theta, omicron, and siga ate more crabbed in appearance. This con- 
trast of widehs, if not individual sh reminiscent of such cxamples as P. 0xy. 26, P. 
Oxy. 2098, P. Oxy. 2341, P. Oy. 1016, 
Literary Hands, 19a-c, 20a, and 2la. Buc there 
and coarser and later hands like those of P. Oxy. 1010 and 1011, or Lameere Plates 9 an 
10. To none of these picces, however, is the present example comparable in individual let 

   
  i P. Oxy. 223, which are reproduced as Roberts Greek     e also afiniti   

s between this specimen 

  ter shapes. A betcer parallel in this respect—although it must be emphasized that compari- 
the Menander text in Norsa 16, dated to 

  

sons from other periods might casily be cited —   

che fifth, or perhaps sixth, century.2 Liniting this comparison is the absence in the 
rightward slope evident both in Norsa's plate and also in several 

d above. Nevertheless, the heavy strokes of the Menander text 

  

fragment of he pronounce:     
  other of the late pieces 

  

as well as certain leter forms are common to the present example. In short, the original 
bue che lacer     

  were probably not wrong in dating this Hecuba to the fifth centus     
entury docs not seem impossible 

  

There is no evidence for punctuation or accentuation in the preserved text. One rough 
and three smooth breathings 

time marked with an apostrophe. lota adscript is not written in the only possible 
  e omitted. Elision is effected in both possible instances and 
  

    

  Photogeaphs for use in this sudy have been gencrously supplicd by the Princeton University 

    

ficmly in the fif ographic homerigue, Brusscls, 1960, p. 154) reafirming the 
dute suggested in Archiu VL., p. 224 

       

   



    instance. A paragraphus between lines 738 and 739 
  

An oval dot above and between omega and nu in line 739 is dismissed by the cd 
        

*apparently meaningless”3 It seems possible, however, that this may be a face . added 1o correct the preceding MPoow® to a dative form with oa adacript, This also similar to a mark described in number 15, line 1039a, as a mark of syllabificas         
ck in number 22 may have       

  

4 At the end of line 701 the final nu of xhuBev is indicated, not unusua     dash into the margin from above omega 
The s 

  

aphus and apostrophes in this text are in a darker ink "and scem to be duc a cortector, who is perhaps responsible also for tuwv in line 703%5 If a correetor did chech 
this text, he neglected the meaningless kpaev in line 740 

The Hecuba is found in each member of the two main manuseripe familics. The pre 

  

fragment is two small to exhibic any pecu 
  lacionship with any medieval MS. Va 

  

follow in collation with Mu 
701 e 
740 vp 
In line 701 the varianc is senseless. Curiously, this same erroncous reading was written 

  

  105 w. SS.; Bahdaaios L. 
aBev: paxBiv codd   

est in B and later corrected 0 as o a   € with the reading of the other MSS9 
The 

after khuBwy was here written on a separate line, as i 
The colometry of this text seems uniq 

  

the MSS, 
ifezent from that in 

  

A 
e other MSS. Further, suov here occurs at the end of line 703 

    

  

    

  

Murray and, presumably 
whereas Murray places ic at the beginning of the following verse, again presumably in ac 

MSS, 

  

  cord with   
Nunber 19 is the only other papyrus of this play from Greco-Roman Egypt, and there is 

0 coincidence of text with text 
Because this fragment is so small ic is difficult to judge the quality of the original 2 

    text. The 
closely match the MSS. Acs 
with individual pages neat and aractive in layout. Perhaps 
duc of the book tr 

nes which remain, however, show, as does number 23, that late papyri need not 
  hetically this seems to have been a not unpleasing produc     

  

P. Oxy. VI, p. 185, 

    
  

    

  

       

   

loyed. See P. Oxy. VI, p. 182, 
6. P Oxy. VI, p. 183, 
7. This mecrical daa is from P. Oxy. VI, pp. 182-183 

P. Oxy. 1370 

Medea 20-26, 57-63 v 
Orestes 4453449, 469-474, 482-486, 308510, 685690, 723:729, B11817, 850854, Papyrus Codex 
896898, 907-910, 934936, 945:948, 12 305, 13341345, 1370-1371 
Pack? 402 

In its nine fragments number 23 gives evidence for seven pages of a papyrus codex 

  

      

   



  
       

which originally contained at least the Medea and Orestes.! The fiest fragment, 8.1 by 18.1 
includes he top of a column and scgments of up 

hich alone preserves the Medea, tetains portions of lines 20-26 on the verso, and of lines 

3763 un dhe recto. Remaining fragments arc from the Orestes. Fragments 2 and 3 are fr 
ment 2 contains bits of lines 445-449 and 482-486 on recto and verso 

eserves portions of lines 469-474 and 508-512 as well as 

  et and side margins. This fragment,   

  

  

one page, of which f 
ciively, while fragment 3 pr 

cnts 4 and 5 together carry on the verso small p 

    

s of lines   s. Frag 
lines 723.729. Fragment G, another rather insignificant piece, car-   side and lower mas 

ries inner portions of lines 811817 
S are_also from one page, but are separated by a lacuna of cight lines. Fragment 7, 

Tery small, recains parts of lines 896:898 on the recto, of lines 934-936 on the verso. Frag- 
e 8. 7.1 by 5.3 cm., preserves parts of lines 907-910 on the recto, of lines 945-948 on the 

  

  90, on the recto of 

  

and 850-654 on verso and recto respectively. Fragments 
           

gest of all the Orestes fragments, pre- 
  verso, as well as lower margins. Fragment 9, I 

ts of upper and inner margins, evidence for two pages. The 
ues 14.8 by 5.5 cm. and has the 

1305 on the recto. The second 
  serves, with centerfold and 

e of this fragment mea. 
  remaining portion of the first 

beginnings of lines 1247-1263 on the verso, and lines 129   

121 by 6.3 em., preserves beginnings of lines 1334-1345 on the recto, ends of lines 

  

  

page 
1370:1371 on the verso. 

From this group of fragments one may form some impression of the page layout 

of the original codex. Columns probably averaged 37 or 38 lines, although some slightly 
     

may have existed. Fragnents 2 and 3, for example, are scparated on the 
  greater vasiac 

fecto by 19 lines, on the verso by 21. Fragment 9 may provide evidence for a yet greater 
discrepancy, for the verso column of the firsc page carried what Murcay prines in 50 lines 

et columns seem more consistent in height and since these verses are from a choral 
se the colometry of which differed at lease slighely from that of Murray, this column 

  

  

As o 

    

     passa 
was perhaps a unique exception to the general rule 

Lines of weit age about 0.3-0.4 cm. in height, interlinear spaces about 0.3 cm. 
th these figures a column of 38 lines which would approach 25.5 cm. can be imagined. 

   

Upper margins ace lacgest in fiagment 9, 4.3 cm., and in the Medea fragment incomplete    
upper margins measure 3.6 cm. and 4 cm. on verso and recto respectively. Complete bottom 

  

macgins in fragments 3 and § measure 5.5 cm. and 5.1 cm. If maximum measurements for 
accepred as standard in this codex, pages approximately 35.5 

  

upper and lower ma        

  

  

   

  

The most complete page wideh, 18.1 cm., is preserved in the Medea fragment. The most 
complete individual verses are also preserved 1h the Medea fragment, on the verso of which 
the longes line, of 22 letters, measures 11.5 cm. and on the recto of which line 60 extends 
o 11 cm. Margins vary considerably. The left, inner masgin on the verso of fragment 1 mea 

nent 3 and on 
) of fragment 9. Right margins ate, of course, determined by 

sures about 1 cm. The comparable margin measures 2.1 on the recto of fra     
  

the length of individual lines. The verso of the Medea fragment preserves the only outer, 

  

right margin, and this measures 5.3 cm. Inner right margins vary becween 2.5 cm. on page 

    

9, and 4.1 cm. on the versos of fragment 3 and page two (verso) frag: 

  

ric passages in f   nent 9ate indented four letters, o a litcle over 1 cm. 
  

carried one column of text, were, there- 
2 With 38 lines in each 

 this codex, each of which   pages 
35.5 by 18.1 cm., perhaps a bit taller than      

Negatives of the complee fon of fragments wese kindly provided for use fa this 
Chapin Library, Williams College, which now has the fragmencs in its possession. 

Books and Readers in Ancient Greece  Edition, Ox     

 



          

Number 23: P. Osy. 1370 & 
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chis possibility. The evidence of fragment 9 suggests formation from a suctession of small quires arranged 5o that recto preceded verso n the first half, verso recto in the second, Buc it s also possible that the codex was formed of a succession of small, canceivably even 
cwo-leaf quires, arranged so that verso faced verso, and recto faced recto throughout> The hand is a regular, lacge and sloping oval uncial, undecorated but not unatiractive. The leters average about 0.3 cm. in height and azc usually slightly broader than high, Ex. ceptions <o this observacion ace the forms of epsilon, omicron, and signa, about 0.3 cm, wide, although in epsilon the extended mid-stroke lessens conrast becween that and other forms. An occasional ligature and uneven spacing give evidence for the Seribe’s warking i some haste. External evidence for the daing of the hand is provided by the glosses in fifch 
o sixth century cursive ac lines 1370-1371. Furthermore, the pieces were found together 
with P. Oxy. 1369, 1371-1374. The hand does strongly resemble that of P, Osy. 1371, which s notes in fifth century cursived and shares with it many individual  leccer 
shapes, alhough 

  

  

  in this second example leccers are more widely spaced. In both 
instances there is a marked slope to the right and letters such as kappa, mu, mu and 
omega, formed with apparent ease in thickish strokes of the pen, are strikingly similar. On 
the basis of the palacographical paallels and the ferminus ante quem provided in each 
instance by marginal notes, ic is likely that the hand of the present codex is of fifth century 
dace. Lameere 10, which that editor compates with this set of fragments and also dates to 
the fifth centur 

The use of lectional aids is like that found in other 
original hand inserted a high stop at the end of line 59, and diacreses, parageaphi, and two 
of four possible iota adscripts. A second hand is responsible for all other signs and the 
single textual correction. The three forms of stop are employed, all buc one of which,  mid- 
dle stop in line 22, occur in end positions. Eight acute and five circunflex accents have 
been added. One of seven possible rough breathings was written, while all eight possible 
smooth breathings were omitted. Elision was effected in all five possible instances and 
marked in four. Crasis was effected but not matked in line 57. The second hand also added 
the two iota adscripts still lacking and, according to Grenfell and Hunt, corrected the T of 
mavra in line 25, a correction not visible in photograph 6 

In the Orestes, in contrast to the Medea, stops, accents, beeathings, diacreses, apos: 
tophes, and most paragraphi were written by the original scribe. Only high stops are em- 
ploed, nine at the ends of lines and one incemally. All three forms of accent are spora- 
dically used: 15 acute, one grave, and tvo circunflex. Diaereses too are not used in cvery 

nstance. There are no initial upsilons, but only one of three initial ofas receives. 

  

  

s a further parallel, if a more neat and stylized piece. 

  

ifth cencury texts? In the Medea the 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

possible   

at the University of Mississippi, in Proceedings   and W.H. Willis, "New Papy/ bid. p. 10 o 
Oslo, 1961, pp. 381-392 and especially p. 38 of the IX Intemational Congress of Pap 

4. P Oxy. X1, p. 126 
5. CH. Lameere 10 and P. Ryl 58 
6. P.Oxy. XI, p. 128 

        



  

= Individual Papyri 

the dincresis. Four of seven rough and four of 24 smooth breathings are written. Elision is 
once not effected, is twice effected but not marked, and is effected and marked in ths 
furch 
speaker. lota adscripe is written with the only possible verb and wich five of six possible 

  

instances. Paragraphi have been inserted in most instances to sigaify change of 
  

There ace few points of orthographical interest. Itacism occurs in oncreipov in line 1341 
and in line 508 amoxtarlviey occurs for &roxreluete, receiving an unnecessary nu-movable 

    
  

  

before atMextpos. In line 910 auris s accepeable although Muray prints aiis of the NSS 
Again, Tepeulva in line 1370 may be possible, though Muray prints Tépouve, preserved by 
MBY 

  

I accept the judgment of the original editor that possibly four corrcctors, in addi- 
tion o that of the Medea, worked on the Orestes, but note 
lows is based almost exclusively on the original publication 
Visible in photogeaph8 One corrector added iota adscript in line 909 in ink similar to that of 
he main text. This same hand changed Gplyn at the end of line 897 to aplaiou, nv by in- 
serting Jatow above the line and by adding v at the end; v was again changed by the same 
hand o i by addition of fota above the end of the line. A second corrector is responsible 
for altering lines 1334, 1342, and perhaps SL1. At the beginning of 
i written above the line; in 1342 18’ was apparently corected from w5; in 511 ot was 
deleted after and reinserted before axay, its position in the MSS. This same hand may also 
be responsible for the insertion of Tuvb(apeus) before line 470 and the outsized X(0pos) 
before line 1249, as well as the paragraphi below lines 1250, 1257, and 1260. A chird cor. 
rector may be responsible for the notation aAlAe nu(opiov) (almost wholly illegible in 
photograph) before line 1260, and the two glosses at lines 1370 and 1371, glosse 
eflected by medieval scholia on the same words: in line 1370 eualpiow is identified as 
aios. umoBnuarols and in 1371 a note on TagTabew reads 7 mooTas/wlelolihkihusvals. 
Finally, the addition of the name HA(exrpa) at line 247, 

fourth corrector. 
The Medea is wansmitced in AVB and LP. There is no parciculas relacionship between 

this papyrus and any MS. Varianes follow in collation wich Murtay's cext. 
3122 Gelfuas miomiv: SeEuds, oy BP, Schol. Ar. Nub. §1; SeEids TioTv AVLE. 
57 wumANGe w. codd., Murray; oUTiAGe Meincke; ot émAGe b. 
58 ohotlon] w. ABVP, Murray;  wohoGoay L. Mrbeias wVLP; Smiofvns AB, Murray 

et 3 Phoen. 1 et suprascr. V. Cf. Ennius, fr. 3, “cupido crepic.miseram me nunc 
prologui / caelo atque terrae Medeai miserias.” 

In lines 21-22 the lack of accent on SeEias makes unclear with which NSS the papyrus 
was in agreement. In line 57 no support is given the reading of Meineke nor reason o aban- 
don the MSS readings. In line 58 the dative is not unusual Euripidean usage and is common 
o all the MSSS Finally, the second reading in line 56 is also acceptable. Editors prefer 
Buomofuns but the choice is difficulr, as cach reading makes good sense and is mes 
sound.10 

  ac the summary which fol 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  e 1334 a lasge tau 

perhaps   

  f not by the original hand, is by a 

  

  

  

  

The Medea is actested by seven remains from Greco-Roman Egypt, including two others 
from Oxyrhynchus.! 1 

  

For auris cf. P. Oxy. 1174.x.20, p. 76 and note. For Tpalvas cf. L] s.v. 
8. P Oxy. XI, pp. 126-133, passim 
9. D.L. Page, Euripides, Nedea, Oxford, 1952, p. 71 

10. Both Page, ibid, and Pasquale, Storia 
p. 192, prefer Beomolvns. 

11" i, number 5 supra 

     



    Number 23: P. Oxy. 1370 8 

The Orestes is recained in each member of the two main manuscript fanilics, alchough V lacks eight pages concaining verses 1205-1504. There is no particular veen this papyrus and any MS. Vaciants follow in collation with Murray's text 
448 fuln w. ABVLP, Murray;  y'§) (sed y, in rasura) M. 
472 eopivos w. ABVLP, Mutay; xepevos M. 

o 473 ficor w. MABVL; Mureay; fat P. 
s 485 & Boplapors w. ABVLP, Mur 

34 
508 amoxeluiey otANextpos: dmoxrelveiey Sudhextpos codd., Murray 
852854 Suspecri Verrallio 
907910 Bracketed by Murray, who notes: °E: 

sedem habere statuit Kirchoff” 
946 mebrplownevos w. M, Vecklein: merpoviivous rell., Murray 
1256 gal8iis w. MABVP, Murcay; vafeis L, corr. 1 
1335 alEuoor Tap: aBiows Tp A; foiaw &' LB dfors 8 Py &Elotowy yip M 

- o 60" Muray 
1337 ol w. MABVP: om. L 
1340 &y’ w. Weil: &AM codd., Wecklein, Muray 
‘The only wholly new reading is preserved in line 508: oukAextpos s mesrically aceept- 

able and makes good sense. Further, éubMexrpos, as suggested in the original publication 
may be a reminiscence of the same word in line 476.12 In most och 
also preserves sound readings. In lines 448 and 472 the rea 
line 473 the reading of P is acceptable but ought to be rejected in favor of that of the major- 

of NS and the papyrus. The papyrus and majoricy of MSS share a sound reading again in 
line 485. In line 946 the papyrus a chaps cighely, in 
participle; the sense and meter here are admissible, although it may be argued thar 

‘ because the fates of both ca are here concemed, the accusative participle 
preferable.!3 In line 1256 no support is given to the carlcr, inferior reading of L. The 

absence of accents in line 1335 again makes discovery of the peecise reading impossible. It 
may ac least be said that the papyrus did not read yap, which is not the desied connctive 
in this contest. In line 1337 xa must be read gratia metri. Finally, the original cditors ac- 
cepred the reading éy” in line 1340 as confirmation of Weil's emendation. This emendation, 

ect, as has bee 

    Lacionship be- 

  

  

  

y; ypéperar do’ ‘ENAGBos Mv et Apollon. Ty. Epist 

  

ideos quidem esse sed non hic suam 

  

  

    

  

instances the papyrus. 

    

g5 of M are senseless. In 

  

    
  ding the nominative 

  

    stes and Ele 

  

  

  

  

  argued cogently by BiehL14 As   however, is probably unnecessary and inco 
<o the omission of verses in the Orestes, the papyrus in each instance supports the readings 

by modern editors 
  

of the MSS and offers no support to excisions from the te 
The assigament of lines 1258ff. originally differed from 

lowed by Murray.13 As mentioned above, choral verses in this text were originally indented 

    

at of the MSS, which are fol 

12. P Oxy. XI, p. 132, 
130 But cf. Pasquale, op. cit., p. 192, who favors the reading of M and the papyrus. 
14, W. Bichl, Textprobleme i Euripides Orestes, Gtingen, 1955, who is folloved 

in the Budé Orestes. Pasquale, op. cit., p. 193, in discussing number 1 accep: 
Paryrus as correct confimation of Weil's cmendacion but does not argue for his position. 

| 15, The speculations of Maurice Pope "Changes of Speaker in Papyrus Bodmes IV, Acta Clas 

  Chapouthicr      
  

  sica I, 1960, pp. 40-53 are puzzling. In discussing means of indicating change of speakes in tragic 
apys he wrces (p. 49): *In P. Oxy. 1370 (5th century) . - - the parageaphi may have been omitied and 

the same funcrion served by outserding the first letcer of the new speech. This satement is 
wo respects. Paragiaphi were not wholly omitted, even by the original scribe 

vex; Pope may here refer to the usual process of indenting choral 
“In the 

     the first letcers of new speeches o 
passages, though cven this indentation is not the depth of one lettes. Pope also states (p. 4 

Euripides papyrus . . . the termination of speeches is further marked by single dot 
cance if not of its validity when one notes that single dots 

  

  

statement is robbed of its sin 

  

    

 



  

% Individual Papyri 

four leteers or a licle over 1.0 cm. As first written —co judge from eisthesis —he chorus was 
1258.1259, 12611262, and Electra was given lines 1260 and 1263. The nota- 

n opposite line 1260, and in a final correction 
and 1260, Speeches were thus, presumably, 

onfusion may have remained, 
by marginal siglum. The 

assigned lines 
cion aJho nupy(opiov) was subsequently writte 
anocher hand  inserced paagraphi after 1257 
assigned as in Murray and the MSS excepe perhaps L. Some 
however, as line 1263 was not indented nor, apparencly, assigne 
editors suggest that a paragraphus may be lost before this line.16 

here differed, if only slightly, from that adopted by Murray. The texc of 
« passages is so scantily preserved, however, that to recognize any metri- 

  

  

   

The colome 
these questionabl 
cal scheme, or even sure variation from the Murray readings, is difficule.!” 

The Oreates is atcested by three other papyri from Oxyrhynchus and three more from the 
rest of Greca-Roman Egyp, but only number 1 preserves the same text.1® 

These fragments seem to be the remains of a rather impressive codex. The volune itself 
was of good size and neat, with generous marj 

phic, was also atcactive. 

  

ins and incerlinear spaces. The hand itself, 
nally, the texts of both the Medea and the 

e ability, and rather well corrected. This        though not callig: 
Orestes were reputable, copied by a scribe of sor 
was evidently a respectable edition of these two plays 
  

es; cf. Medea 20 and 22 and Orestes 511 and SI2.     
cular purpose as signs of speech division at the cnds of 

      

  dividual speeches, though it s certainly ey do occur in such posicions. 
Lo POy X1, p. 135, 

S Cirdhe edicar's comments in the orginal publication. P. Oxy. X1, pp. 132-133. 
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Additional Evidence for Euripide: 
C: Commentary; H: Hypothesis; S: School Exercises; 

Oxyrhynchus 
(All Hypotheses) 

Acolus 
Alcestis 
Alemeon in Corinth 
Chrysippus 
Electra 
Hypsipyle 
Medea 
Melanippe the Wise 
Oedipus 
Orestes 
Phacthon 
Philoctetes 
Phoenissae 
Phoenix 
Phrixus | 
Phrixus Il 
Sthenoboea 
Telephus 
Temenidae 
Temenus 
Trojan Women 

    Tables 

TABLE III 

< ac Oxyrhynchus® (A: Anthology; 
Sc: Scholia) 

Other sites 

Acgeus (S) 
Alcestis () 
Bacchae (3) 
Danae (A) 
Electra (A, S) 
Hecuba (A, S) 
Hippolytus (24, H, S) 
Ino (S) 
Medea (2A) 
Melanippe the Prisoner (24) 
Meleager (A) 
Orestes (4) 
Phoenissae (A, S, S¢) 
Protesilaus (24) 
Rhesus (H) 
Scyrians (H) 
Trojan Women (C, S) 

+*Additional Evidence” does not include quotations in other extant works 
as such m   derive from anthologies and not atcest in Oxyrhynchus the 
existence of independent works concemed with or based on the works of 
Euripides.



  

Cumulacive Evidence for Euripides at Oxyrhy; 

Oxyrhynchus 

Acolus 
Alcestis 
Alcmena 
Alemeon in Corinth 
Alomeon in Psophis 
Andromache 
Archelaus 
Bacchae 
Cresphontes 
Cretans 
Chrysippus 
Electra 
Hecuba 
Helen 
Hippolytus 
Hypsipyle 
Medea 
Melanippe the Wise 
Oedipus 
Orestes 
Phaethon 
Philectetes 
Phoenissae 
Phoenix 
Phrixus | 
Phrixus Il 
Sthenoboea 
Telephus 
Temenidae 
Temenus 
Trojan Women 

Tables 

TABLE Iv 

nchus 

Other Sites 

Acgeus 
Alcestis 
Alemena 
Alexander 
Andromache 
Antiope 
Archelaus 
Bacchae 
Cretans 
Danae 
Electra 
Hecuba 
Heracles 
Hippolytus 
Hypsipyle 
Ino 
Iphigenia in Tauris 
Medea 
Melanippe the Prisoner 
Meleager 
Orestes 
Phacthen 
Phoenissae 
Phrixus | 
Protesilaus 
Rhesus 
Scyrians 
Telephus 
Trojan Women 

  
  



    

‘Select’ Plays 
(MSS MABVLP) 
Alcestis 

Andromache 
Bacchae 
Hecuba 
Hipp Iytus 
Medea 
Orestes 
Phoenissae 
Rhesus 
Trojan Women 

‘Alphabetic’ Plays 
(MSS LP) 

  

Electra 
Helen 
Heracles 
Heraclidae 
Ion 
Ipbigenia in Aulis 
Ipbigenia in Tauris 
Suppliants 

“Lost’ Plays 
Alemeon in Psophis 
Archelaus 
Cresphontes 
Cretans 
Hypsipyle 
Ocdipus 
Telephus 

  

MSS and Chronological Distribution of the Texts of Euripides from Oxyrhynchus 

v 
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Recto-Verso  Papyrus Number 

    

as been excluded for lack o        

Tables 

TABLE VIl 

Letters per Line and Columa Widch* 

Letters per Line 

20 letters + 2.8 cm. indenc. 
26 letters 
26 letters 

30 letters 
30 letters 
30 letcers 
3 letters 
31 letters 
31 letters 
32 letters 

  

letters 
33 leters 
33 letters 
33 letters 

33 lecters + 
33 letters 
33 letters 

33 letters 
36 letters. 
36 letters. 
40 letters 

  photograph. 

  

Line Length 
(Column Width) 

14.6 cm. 
8.0 cm 

9.0 cm 

80 cm 

9.5 em. 
12.0 cm. 

  

11.5 cm. 
87 cm 

12.5 cm. 

     



 



TABLE IX 

  

Original and Proposed Dating for the Papyri of Euripides at Oxyrhynchus 

Text 

      

Date of Publication, Date Proposed by Editor Date Proposed in this Study 

1912 
1954 
1912 
1962 
1954 
1948 
1948 
1932 
1935 
1962 
1908 
1953 
1954 
1903 

1899 
1903 
1903 
1962 

1908 
1962 
1919 
1908 
1915 

Eadly 1 B.C. 
Late 1 B.C 
Early 1 
Mid 1 
Lacer 1 
I 
1 
Late - E 

  

1 
Mid 1 
Lace I 
1 
Lace I 
Fist half Il 
Lace I 

No Plate 
m 
Mid 11t 
m 
v 
v 
v 
v 

Ca. 100 B.C 
Same 
Same 
Same 
Third Quarcer T 
Late [ 
Early It 
Eady 11 
Eacly Il 
Same. 
Same. 
Late Il 
Same. 
Late Il 

Ca. 200 

Early 111 
Same 
Same 
Same. 
Same 
Same 
Same



  

INDEX 1+ 
References in Part One to 
Papyri Studied in Part Two 

    

          
  

        

  

Number 1 (P. Oxy. 1178): 12; 13; 14; 15 Number 13 (P, Oxy. 2335): 12; 13; 15; 
16; 18; 19; 22; 23andn.1; 27; 30; 3 16; 30. 

P, Oxy. 2336): 12; 16; 19; Number 14 (P. Oxy. 449, a3 13 
22; 30. 

P. 0%y Number 15 (P. Oxy. 224-P. Ryl. 547) 
19; 25 13; 14; 15 and n.16; 16; 17 

. 23031 
Number 16 (P. Oxy. 419): No Refeences 

Number 5 37): 13; 14; 155 19: Number 17 (P. Osy. 4505 11 0.2 
431 Number 18 (P, Oxy. 2458): 5n.10; 8 16 

Number 6 (P. Oxy. 2223): 19; 26; 30. 19; 22; 273 31 
Number 7 (P. Oxy. 2224): 16; 19, Number 19 (P. Oxy. 877): 31 
Number 8 (P, Caio lnv. 56224): 15; 19 Number 20 (P. Oxy. 2459): 30 

Number 21 (P. Oxy. 1616): 12; 14; 15 
Number 9 (PSI 1193): 2: > 
Number 10 (P. Oxy. 246 16 Number 22 (P. Oxy. 876): 12; 14; 16.    
Number 11 (P. Oxy. 852): 11 0.3 Number 23 (P. Oxy 

15; 16; 22; 253 29. 15; 16; 19      
   Number 12 (PSI 

  

  

*All abbreviations employed in the indices are those employed b 
R.A. Pack, The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egypi. 

d Edition, Ann Arbor, 1965. 

  

  

 



INDEX II 
References in Part One to Papyri 

ed but not Studied in Part Two 

33 Al 

P Oxy. 2457: 4 0.5 
P. Ross. Georg. 1.8: 23 
PSI1303: 5 0.8 
P. Teb.268: 12. 

 



BKT 5.2.64-72 (P. Berol. 9908): 44 

Codex Sinaiticus: 72. 
Lameere Plate 9 (Musées Royaux, Brus 

sels, inv.EGO0024): 84 
Lameere Place 10 (Bibl. de Gent, 

5): 81; 84; 87, 
Notsa, SLG 16 (P. Ca 13227):84. 

Fay.7: 38 and n.3; 39 n.5; 42and 0.5 

P. Harris 38: 48 

P Lit. Lond nv. 108 
+115: 56 and n 

. Lond. 140: 44. 

P. Mich. 139: 46. 

P, Lit. Lond 129: 645 70 

P and 0.3; 77 and n.2; 84, 

*This listing does not includ 
attest the same play as those pap 

    

  

        

INDEX 111 
    

References in Parc Two to Papyri 
not specifically studied Therein® 

                            

     

    

  

P. Osy. 413: 78, 
P. Osy. 481: 55 and n.4, 
P. 0sy. 661: 72 n. 
P. Osy. 842: 62 and n.10; 66; 67. 
P. Oxy. 843: 70 and n.5 
P. Oy, 8531 67 5. 
P. Osy. 985: 6 
P, Oxy. 1010: 84 

P. Oxy. 1011: 81 n.4; 8 
P. Oxy. 1012: 79, 
P. Oxy. 1016: 65 n.3; 84, 
P. Oxy. 1018: 67. 
P. Oxy. 1095: 8 
P. Oxy. 10 
P. Oxy. 1174: 86 ., 
P. Oxy. 1179: 72 and 0.5 
P. Oxy. 1184 
P. Oxy. 1249: 67 
P. Oxy. 1369, 13 7 
P Oxy. 137 
P. Oxy. 1608: 77. 
P. Oxy. 161581 0.4 
P. Oxy. 1790 
P. Oxy. 1795: 67 n.5, 

Osy. 1801-1804: 67 
Osy. 1806: 46 0.3 
Oxy. 1810: 46 

    

        Oxy 

  

  
  

      

  

   



64; 75 and n.3; 84. 
64 53. 

75 and n.3; B4, 

Ryl 161: 44 
Ryl. 4821 45. 

6: 51 
PSI 126: 81. 
PSi 1092: 42 
PSI 1094: 59 
PSI 1165: 81 
PSI 13711 81 
P. Teb. 1: 35 and 0.3 
P. Teb. 10: 35 
Schubar, PGB lla (P. Bero 

42 and n.d: 
Schubare, PGB 18 (P. B 

and 0.4, 
PGB 20 (P. Berol 

Schubart, PGB 21 (P. Berol. 9740): 
Schubart, PGB 21d (P. Berol. 7233): 59. 
Schubare, PGB 31 (P. Berol. 9782): 56. 

 



Plate I 

    

   

    

   

The followin, 
otherwise note 
I have 

    

  

s. The numbering of 
papyrus are those em 

fragments of 
a the original 

  

Number 1: P. Oxy. 1178 

  Number 2: P. 0x. 2336   Number 3: P. Oxy. 1177  



    

    

Place I 

  Number 4: P. Oxy. 2460    



Plate Il  
 

 
 

 
 

2460 Number 4: P: 0xy.
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Number 8: P. Cairo Inv. 56224 

Number 7: P. Oxy. 2224    



Number 6: P. Oxy. 2223  
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Place VIl 

  



Plate VIII 

Fragment 

  

    

    Fragment 4



  

Plate IX 

   
Number 11: P Oxy. 852 

Fragments 22 & 60, Columns [ & Il  



e el e 
7 oo 

Number 11: P: Oxy. 852 
Fragment 64, Columa 11 

e N vt Gorpiad  



   



      

    

Plate XII 

  
Number 11: P. Oxy. 852
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  Number 11: P. Oxy. 852 

Plate XIII 

  Number 13: P. Oxy. 2335  



      

   

Plate XIV 

  Number 12: PSI 1302



Plate XV l 

| 
| 
{ 

| 
| 
|       

Number 14: P. Oxy. 449 
Recto 

  

Nuber 14: P. Oxy. 449 
Verso 

 



      

      
  

Plate XVI 

Number 15: P. Oxy. 224   Number 17: P. Oxy. 450 

  
Number 18: P. Oxy. 2458



 
 

8GHZ 
*4x0 

d 
81 

39quN 
Place XVII  



  

      

      

Place XVIII 

  

Recto 

  

  

Number 21: P. 0xy. 1616 
Verso 

    
s 
wmel 2 Number 22: P. Oxy. 876 

Recto 

  
Number 19: P. Oxy. 877



Plate XIX 

    - 
Number 20: P. Oxy. 2459  



     

    

Plate XX 

Fragment 1 
Recto 

  

Fragment 1 

Number 23: P. Oxy. 1370



  

Fragment 3 
Recto 

  
Plate XXI 

 



    

       

           

Plate XXII 

Fragment 9 
Recto 

Fragment 2 
Recto    

    

    
   

   

Fragment 8 
Recto 

Fragment 6 3 

Fragment 7 
Recto 

Number 23: P. Oxy. 1370



Plate XXIII 

   
    

Fragment 9 
Verso 

Fragment 2 
Verso 

Fragment 8 
Verso 

Fragment 6 
Recto 

Fragment 7 
Verso 

    

Number 23: P. Oxy. 1370  
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