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A new edition of P.Wiirzb. 1 with translation and
commentary

Holger Essler, Donald Mastronarde, Kathleen McNamee
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1. Introduction'

P.Wirzb. 1 (inv. 18) represents the most extensive group of annotations on
a Greek tragedy extant before the corpora of scholia available in the medi-
eval manuscript traditions of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. On
both sides of a papyrus sheet (or half-sheet from a codex or notebook: see
section 5 below) a somewhat informal and partially cursive hand has writ-
ten at least 26 (and possibly 30 or more) lemmata from Euripides’ Phoenissae
along with the associated comments. These lemmata are mostly, but not
entirely, in the order of occurrence in the text, and represent an irregular
scattering of passages, from Phoen. 24 to Phoen. 1108.

While there are coincidences in content and sometimes language with
some of the extant scholia (section 4 below), the exact nature and purpose
of this collection of notes is uncertain (section 6 below). This text has also

The authors wish to acknowledge here Dr. Hans-Guinter Schmidt, director of the
manuscript department of the Wirzburg University Library, for permission to
take the papyrus to Oxford and for his generous help and support throughout our
work on the edition (including granting permission for us to use the newest imag-
es), and Dirk Obbink of Oxford University for putting at our disposal the re-
sources and expertise concentrated in his Imaging Papyri project. We also thank
W.B. Henry for his expert review of our paper and for his very helpful sugges-
tions. His new readings are recorded in the apparatus. Abbreviated references to
papyri and papyrological publications follow the system of Joshua D. Sosin et al.,
Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic, and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca and
Tablets (http://library.duke.edu/rubenstein/sctriptorium/papyrus/texts/clist.html;
last updated June 1, 2011). Literary papyti are identified by MP? number, taken
from the Base de données expérimentale Mertens-Pack’ en ligne (http://
promethee.philo.ulg.ac.be/cedopal/; last updated October 2012).
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been adduced in the longstanding dispute about the date at which ‘scholia’

were compiled in the maroins of literary texts, but the issue remains unsettled.?
p a1 ry )

The first edition of the text was published in 1934 by Ulrich Wilcken’

with the assistance of Eduard Schwartz, who had published the still-
standard edition of the scholia vetera on Euripides* some forty years earli-

cr.

Thirty years ago, using the published plates and a photograph supplied

by the collection, Donald Mastronarde, Jan Maarten Bremer, and Klaas

Worp examined the lemmata for use in the study of the textual tradition of

Phoenissae” In the 1990s Herwig Maehler used the evidence of this papyrus

in two articles® arguing for the late origin of marginal corpora of scholia,
and his student Nikolaos Athanassiou devoted a chapter of his unpublished

dissertation” to the Wiirzburg scholia, suggesting new readings in some of

the most damaged and obscure patts of the text.® Wilcken’s transcription is

See the lengthy review of the controversy in Montana 2011. Mastronarde and
McNamee continue to believe that some corpora of annotations were gathered in
the margins of some ancient codices and that this innovation did not have to await
the introduction of minuscule script in the 9th century. We do not believe, how-
ever, that the P.Wirzb. 1 scholia contribute any evidence to either side of the
debate.

No. 1 in P.Wirzb. = Wilcken 1934, 7-22, reprinted in Wilcken 1970, 43-64.
Wilcken seems not to have been much engaged with the papyrus before 1932. The
Director of the Wirzburg University Library wrote to him on December 30, 1931
(after decades of silence) and inquired about the fate of the collection and the
progress of work. Wilcken reported in a letter dated September 27, 1932 (printed
in Essler 2009, 169-172): ,,Endlich komme ich zur Frage der Edition. Au3er dem
Sosylos (Hermes 41, 1906 S. 103 ff.) habe ich bisher nur wenige Wiirzburger Ur-
kunden ediert (in meiner Chrestomathie Nr. 26 und bei E. Kithn, Antinoopolis S.
146, dazu einige Hinweise in meinen ,,Grundztigen®). Als ich in diesem Jahr mich
eingehender mit Thren Papyri beschiftigte, wurde der Wunsch in mir lebendig,
doch bald einmal eine groB3ere Auswahl von Wiirzburger Papyri herauszugeben.*
Schwartz 1887-1891.

See below, Patt 2, where this image is designated K’. See Mastronarde/Bremer
1982; Bremer 1983; Bremer/Worp 1986.

Maehler 1993, 109-111 = Maehler 2006, 87-89 on this papyrus; also Maehler 2000.
Athanassiou 1999, 45-58 on this papyrus, with a new transcription of lines 22-43
on 191. This dissertation is publicly accessible at:

http://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/1348 751/.

See also the recent discussion in Stroppa 2008, 58-60; Stroppa 2009, 306-316 and
the brief treatment by Carrara 2009, 584.
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adopted in the online Corpus of Paraliterary Papyri,” and the Wiirzburg
collection has made new images available on the internet."

The collaboration that resulted in the present study came about as
follows. Donald Mastronarde was beginning work on a new edition of the
scholia on Euripides'' in 2009-2010 and planning a presentation on this
text for Dirk Obbink’s papyrology class at Oxford in May 2010, two weeks
of which were devoted to the student and faculty exchange known as the
Oxford-Berkeley = Papyrological Seminar. Simultaneously, Kathleen
McNamee was working on the Euripides portion for the series “Commen-
taria et Lexica Graeca in Papyris reperta” (CLGP) and had inspected the
piece by autopsy in 2008. Holger Essler had just overseen the conservation,
digitization, and modern cataloguing of the papyri in the Wiirzburg Univer-
sity Library. Through this conjunction of interests, the papyrus was
brought to Oxford in late 2010 to be subjected to multi-spectral imaging.
In September 2011 the Oxford-Berkeley Papyrology Seminar brought the
three authors together for a session in Berkeley, where they made presenta-
tions on different aspects and then agreed to produce a joint publication
after further study. Subsequently, all three studied and restudied the images
created by MSI and other recent and older images, and Holger Essler per-
formed autopsy inspection, using for the first time a (newly acquired) bin-
ocular microscope. All three contributed to the process of arriving at a new
transcription and commentary and then compiling and editing this article.'?

Record 0098 at http://cpp.arts.kuleuven.be/. See also the entries at the Leuven
Database of Ancient Books (http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.phprquick=
1002) and MP?419.

See http:/ /papyti-wuerzburg.dl.uni-leipzig.de/receive/ WrzPapyri_schrift_ 000000 40.
See http://EuripidesScholia.org. The quotations of medieval Euripidean scholia in

10

11

this article are based on preliminary work for this edition. The sigla are those used
in modern editions of Euripides and on EuripidesScholia.org, and thus they differ
in some cases from those used in the edition of Schwartz or (for scholia not in-
cluded by Schwartz) in Dindorf 1863.
2 The initial writing of the various sections was distributed as follows: 1 Mastro-
narde, 2 Essler, 3-4 McNamee (except translation), translation in 3, 5-6 Mastro-
narde; but we emphasize that all three contributed to all parts, and that Essler bore
the major work of organizing section 3 as well as the burden of repeated autopsy

of the original to recheck readings as new ideas emerged.
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2. Acquisition and Imaging

P.Whrzb. 1 (inv. 18) was acquired through the Deutsches Papyruskartell as
part of lot B29.” The lot was bought in a tin box by Otto Rubensohn in
Eschmunen (Hermopolis) on November 21, 1903 for the price of one
pound sterling. According to the dealer, Abd el Al Ibrahim, the papyri of
this lot came from the ancient site of Hermopolis."* The papyri were
shipped to Germany on December 28 and fell to Wiirzburg in the lottery
of May 27, 1904. As far as the Papyruskartell was concerned the repre-
sentative of the Wirzburg collection was Ulrich Wilcken; although he had
left Wirzburg for Halle already in 1903, all papyri were sent directly to him
and he took care of their restoration and editing. Thus until 1932, when
Wilcken began working on his edition, which was published two years later
in his “Mitteilungen aus der Wiirzburger Papyrussammlung”; only 17 papy-
r1 had actually been transferred to Wiirzburg, whereas the others were still
in Berlin waiting to be restored by Hugo Ibscher, to whom Wilcken had
entrusted them. Inventory numbers were assigned in the order of Ibscher’s
work, and accordingly our papyrus, although the first item in the volume,
was assigned number 18. It was sent to Wiirzburg on May 9, 1934" and
since then has been kept in the University Library’s manuscript depart-
ment. The papyrus was brought to Leipzig for the period from July 21 to
August 20, 2008, where it was restored, cleaned and remounted in glass by
Jorg Graf.'

There are several instances where the brownish ink is too faint to be
distinguished from the surface of the papyrus even with the help of a bin-
ocular microscope; in fact Wilcken had already based parts of his readings
on photographs, published as plates 1 and 2 in his edition (A)."” Since then
several new series of images have been taken. The following have been tak-
en into account in this edition: a large format slide, presumably from the

1 The Deutsches Papyruskartell was founded in 1902 in order to coordinate Get-

man purchases of Greek papyri in Egypt. During its activity, lasting until 1914, a
total of 241 lots were acquired and distributed to 16 institutions and individuals.
For the history of this institution see Primavesi 1996; Martin 2007.

P.Wirzb. inv. 20, a book of prayers, and P.Wiirzb. inv. 42, a magical papyrus in
Coptic, seem to come from the same lot. Cf. Essler 2009, 185.

> Cf. Essler 2009, 174.

6" The method of cleaning is described in Graf 2008, 23-27.

7 Cf. Wilcken on lines 23-29, 29-35, 36ff. and 44f. (Wilcken 1934, 15f.)

14
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1970s, still preserved in the collection (B, plates 1 and 2). 300 dpi, 24 Bit-
colour TIFF images taken in October 2003 (C); 600 dpi TIFF images from
October 2007 (D), and another set of 600 dpt TIFFs taken in March 2009
after the restoration (E)."" From November 22-24, 2010 the papyrus was
brought to Oxford for multispectral imaging. Two different methods were
applied: Gene Ware took images with 12 filters ranging from 400 to 950
nm (F),"” and Alexander Kovalchuk took images of the papyrus illuminated
by LEDs in 12 different wavelengths from 375-940 nm (G). He also pro-
duced a single enhanced image by an image-processing algorithm that uti-
lises relative spectral intensity distribution for the areas of the surface (H,
plates 3 and 4).* Conventional infrared images were taken by Adam Bii-
low-Jacobsen (I) during the same period. In addition there are scans made
by Mastronarde from photos acquired from the collection by Bremer in the
late 1970s (K). In several places, especially for lines 25-35, our readings de-
pend entirely on these images.

3. Transcription

The condition of the papyrus makes accurate decipherment very challeng-
ing. In some cases, a reading painstakingly arrived at after long study during
one period of work no longer seems at all evident when one returns to the
papyrus after an interval of weeks or months. It 1s worthwhile to quote the
lament of Wilcken himself: ,,Ich habe selten meine Augen so angestrengt
wie bet diesem Stiick und habe selten so viel Zeit auf einen Text verwendet
wie auf diesen, und doch ist das Ergebnis noch sehr verbesserungsbedurftig.*

The rough breathing mark is written frequently, but by no means con-
sistently; a few smooth breathings appear to forestall ambiguities. On diph-
thongs, these marks are written between the two letters (for practical
reasons we print them over the second letter; see lines 4, 8, 11, 38, 55, 506,

18

A reduced, 300 dpi version of this is available at http://papyti-wuerzburg.dl.uni-
leipzig.de/receive/WrzPapyri_schrift._ 00000040.
The principles of this method are described in Booras/Seely 1999.

19

2 Cf. Kovalchuk (2009). In citing images from the multispectral seties in the appa-

ratus we normally refer to the single image that provides the best evidence for the
reading in question. Thus G375 refers to the image taken by Alexander Kovalchuk
at a wavelength of 375 nm, and F950 to that taken by Gene Ware at 950 nm.
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73, and 81, ot, ai, 00)*'. Breathing marks are also found over single vowels
(principally in the forms 0, 1, | but also in 0v, 01, 6dov, Ncaw, and Vrep) in
8,9, 13, 10, 19, 20, 21, 23, 30, 37, 39 (bis), 42, 47, 52 (bis), 54 (bis), 59, 61,
63, 66, 69, 71, 73 (b1s), 74, 78, 82, 85. Elision is marked by apostrophe in
18, 21 (in comments), and 60 (in a lemma). In comments in 8 and 19 it
occurs without apostrophe. Scriptio plena appears in 50 within a comment,
and possibly in a lemma in line 6. A high stop appears in 16, 46, 55, 56.
Diaeresis occurs in 3, 61, 63, 64, 74, 75. There is a horizontal stroke above
the name yn in 37. Iota adscript is regularly written in inflectional endings
(there may be an exception in T® for 1@ in line 18), but is absent twice in
the root syllable of the word wdaic in line 46 (a spelling also attested in the
texts of late antique authors), and perhaps also in crasis, if koto in line 6 is
intended to be k@t Lemmata are usually introduced by angular marks
that resemble diplai. Ordinarily these are doubled, but in lines 10, 13, 38,
and 48 they are tripled. A double stroke (//, sometimes nearly horizontal)
separates lemmata from their comments and marks the end of comments,
except in lines 57 and 59, where the end is marked by double and triple di-
agonal strokes, respectively, in each case followed by a single long horizon-
tal line, while the rest of the line is left blank. Wherever a lemma begins or
ends in lacuna its full extent is unknown and so, in the diplomatic tran-
scription, we print what is certain, plus an indication of the number of re-
maining letters. In the articulated transcript, on the other hand, we assume
that the usual punctuation accompanied the lemmata we restore, and the
number of unfilled letter spaces is reduced by the appropriate amount: we
assign two letter-spaces to the double angular mark, >> and one to the
double stroke, //. This reflects the space they usually occupy in the papyrus,
but the scribe’s practice is very variable.

The handwriting in lines 38-59 is smaller than in either of the two
preceeding lines on the page or lines 60 and following; the distance from
the top of line 36 to line 37, for example, is about 20% greater than the
corresponding measurement in lines 38f. There 1s no way to know for cer-
tain why this is. The scribe perhaps thought he was running out of space
and tightened most of the spacing in the middle of the page and then, after
about 20 lines, realized that he had enough space remaining to return to the
normal spacing. Perhaps more likely, he originally left some or all of this

2 See Turner/Parsons 1987, 11f.
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part of the papyrus blank and subsequently filled it with text (from a sec-
ond sourcer see below on lines 38-49) that he feared might exceed the
space available for it, and so entered in a tighter script. Other indications
favoring this explanation are interlinear supplements at lines 44 and 45, a
half-empty line at line 57, a repeated lemma (see on lines 36-39), the disor-
der in the sequence of the lemmata in lines 48-60, and a different mode of
punctuation in lines 57 and 59. See also line 80, where a comment is left
unfinished, ending with 01t and a blank space.

Normally, interlinear notes are inserted above the text to which they
refer (the addition above line 6 is possibly displaced farther to the right
than expected: see commentary ad loc.). In one instance, however, between
lines 43 and 44, the interlinear addition appears under the line to which it
belongs: the subject changes in line 44, with a new lemma taken from some
torty lines further on in the play.

It is necessary to make a preliminary warning about the use of the
terms recto and verso in relation to P.Wiurzb. 1. We are following the ter-
minology of Wilcken, who used recto to refer to the horizontal-fiber side
of the papyrus and verso to refer to the vertical-fiber side and presented
the text as starting on the verso and continuing on the recto. If this is actu-
ally from a codex and the text was produced in the order assumed, then the
vertical-fiber side would be the codicological recto and horizontal-fiber
side the verso. This latter usage of recto and verso was applied in labeling
the images on the Wiirzburg website: thus the image there listed as recto
and having the name “PWuerz.Inv.0018R300.jpg” presents Wilcken’s (and
our) Verso.

We present here a diplomatic transcription, followed by papyrological
apparatus, interpreted transcription, and critical apparatus. In the diplomat-
ic transcript we have introduced word division (which is not present in the
papyrus) but print diacritical marks only where they have been written by
the scribe. Supplements are given only for almost certain restorations and
the lemmata. At the beginnings and ends of lines we offer our best guess of
the number of letters missing, given the size of surviving letters in the near
vicinity and the probable length of the lacuna. We made decisions about
word divisions between lines in the same manner. For various reasons,
however (e.g., the use, or not, of scriptio continua, inherent variation in the
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width of letters of the alphabet, and scribal inconsistency), the printed text
does not always appear to reflect these calculations.
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P.Wirzb. inv. 18 17.1x 31 em

10

15

20

25

30

35

Verso. Diplomatic transcript

Ao

/[>> 0vde cot mupoc avnya pac// {3_10)[. . 22-25]
[ 1 [ Jaorkor mnyeic S Tvope | 19-22]
[ ] v //>> avopevoio d ex[n ]681)91] tcunvoc [ 10-12]
[5-7 /1 exwBafc]tv ot apyoror mpoP[o ]kg}\_/ ano Tav enty| 9-12]
[6-7 lync véoto ko Aovcon To[v] vopgrov kot wod[ 8-10]
[8-12 | yoev //>> kato §[e] nABev ow uyac // MAB[" ][ ] [ 9-11]
[6-8 [vov v 1t martpidt owtov Ko TouTov Xopty puyoic Ye 3-5]
[7-9 //>>] xou ckvhor [y]poryerc // erwBocty ot apyartot 0t emopil] 3-5]
[8-10 Jowpe[1]v wotiotc o1 6 Setva emopt[clevt [ 3-5]
[7-9 o oo tote Beotc avortiBevan //>>> kot cv potPe avlag 0-1]
[9-11 ] [ Jov ot apyoror Badovtec ev torc mpobupo[ic] awt[wv 0-1]
[10-12 t]ov amoAA[w]voc ekadovv awtov eotov ayv[tea 0-2]
[11-13 | mc 680v//>>> xaduoc epode tovde [y]ov Tv[proc ot te]
[tpaickeAnc poclyoc adof ]oc.cpov neenuo // kadpoc BovAopevoc kticot 0-2]
[9-11 lev xou g[A]aPev xpncuov ex tov amoAdmvoc mov av | 1-3]
[6-8 | o expncev avtmt 6 anordwy xpncuov totovtov: [ ] [ 2-3]
[6-8 n|poc Blo]ukorov medaryovto kou €€ avtov Bouv o [ 9-11]
[2-3 Jou[3-5 ]vievere[t c]tpoyyvio[v]c kot omov y” av mecn[ In | 4-5]
ﬁ Bonc oc(p EQLVTNC QTOVICTOLC EKEL KTLCOV TOALV E1TO; 7\,0c[303v OV )_([_)[ 4-5]
1}7»98\/ e[1]c toc OnBoc tc Bolwtiaic kou exet emecev M Pouc ko ext| 3-4]
[2-3 ]ertoc OnBoc Borwtio & £K7\,1’]6T‘| 0 TOTOC EKELVOC 010 TO EKEL TT[ 3-5]
[3-4 ] v Bov[v] //>> oc&xuoccrov necnpo. // otov [o]dpoactov] 5-7]
25 ou v xovf>wccocovmepersonlc [/ ] [ 57
[1-2 1[ vl deel 1 VL0 npoue 2 10-12]
[1-2 ] oc COm  K1CCOC KOt CKenoccou Tov 1] 10-12]
o e > xyvor 1| 510
[7-9 ]c acoc?»onv*co Bokyoun snaﬁn sxopgpc.)\./. _[ 7-9]
[6-8 | evav nv o vuvoc om’cu)v /[>> apeo[c 7-9]
[6-8 | ov'tov’ KTicon rocc OnBoc ov [ 7-9]
[povioc n]v dpakav *// v B¢ exet 8pou<a)v o v 9o Tn\_/[ 5-7]
57 e ovr Lz 5-7]
57 1 8etl Jr Ao ikady 03 . 5-71
[12]kadu o, tlolv Spaxfolvroctoy L 57
[a]morafov tovc [ ]/ vacat(?)

Oporkay
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Recto. Diplomatic transcription

n
[9-13 Srwvopot Beon me]pcegocco ko prio Soportnp Oear//

[23-27 ] exAnbn yn ko dnunnp ko { w| 1-3]
[8-12 | {tgpgg(povn /[>>> ol twvvpot Ge[ou O 1]
[8-12 ] ¢ OnPorc ettpovo Smmmp ko[ Jpc| 5-7]
[4-6 TEUTE ]7:51_)9([)(.)9(.)1.)? Deoc//v mepcepovny ko Smmrpoc o[ 6-8]
[8-10 [T 1T w [ ] wocovexdoyikov 1710 cynuo QT‘]?.\,DK. ! 7-9]
[7-9 Lo tepov owvAdnunme [ ][] [ 68
L oahopmodneo L s10]

...... Aopmodnpopovct (snter lin.)

[>> Babvc ye to1] d[r]pronoc ocvocxcppet\_/ nopoc // dipxn xp[ ] m ec| 8-10]
[4-5]e ko motapoc dipxn exet [ ] [ ] [r]opoc KOAELTOL diprooc //[8-10]
[4-5 ]t cov daiic // Touc ocwwuocrmﬁecw odaic: edeyev [ 9-11]
[3-4  Jca 1 cory€ Tic dumovc tic tp[infovc Tic teTpoun| 12-16]
[2-3 Jawver taic kokopovcotc // >>> ko Bewv Tov Agvk[onmlov 5-7]
[2-3 ] Tov {nBov kot tov apgrovoc ovtor de etipmv|to 7-11]
[n ko]t Tov Koctopoc ko 1oV ToAVSeVKOVC OVTOL dE ETIHWVT[O 7-11]
[2-3 >]> Aewwwvo ec npoic // tomoc ectiv ev tot kilboupo[v]i [ 10-14]
[av]arcerpevoc //>> 60ev Tt taktoc // tar meprrto c[o]Bapor moc 0 7| 11-15]
[Aelyw *//">> cepva dmdwvnc Babpar // ev it Swdwvnt ectt de to[ 6-10 -]
[ret]pov xwpac | dwdwvn ectiv exet tepov [e]lvBo Ncav tper| 7-9]
[4-5 |[vtevouevan emove te dpvoc: oi 6e Aeyovctv ot tplefifc yplou[ac  0-3]
[6-8 nlep[i]ctepoc e npogntidoc tC medetoc ovopartt aitivec en|  4-5]
[6-8 | oo ] povieoac/ vacat

[4-5 S]angg ggxoctov//etc 0V dymAov tomov kot omo [t]ov aAlov 3] 4-6]
[6-8 | 8[1] ¢’ teyov 1o Dmep TovToV £V TN BevTEpOL cTEYNL /// ——

[>> €]Boc sBocc o nteplo]vca youc koxevuoc vepTePOL O gyLdvnc //

[3-4 ]c Aeyovciy 0TL ) cLYE YEYOVEV €K TOL OIULATOC TOV ATOL OAAOL

[3-4 ]t ex t[n]cync eyevvnOn oAAot ot £k TOL TVEOVOC KoL TNC EYLOVNC //

[>> uli&orapbevoc Saiov tepac // 0L N cory§ erxev 1o NLcL owTNC

[6-8 levov xou [t]o aA[A]Jo nuicv amo Aeovioc Aeyeton doiov tepoc O  2-4]
[6-8 I [ Jou//>>advpov [a]uer povc[a]v // o oviyuo, 7\.8781 //

[>> lOC?\,SLLOl Se uom:]sp(ov// Lohepoc Aeyeton O epnvoc evtevbev 10-

[11-13 | gpov yopovc amotelovvtoc enece[v] emovm owtov
[11-13 | etedevtncey xou evievbev wodepoc exoert| 3-5 Invo[ 1-3]
[>> xpovert & e]Bo mubroc amoctodoic odimovc 6 Thapamy | 7-9]

[8-10 ] e1 Ent o motnp awtov omnAbev eic o povretov 1 7-9]
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e

8-10 Jtov et EPYOUEVOC OO TOL UAVTIELOV 0 o018[1movc 1-4
8-10 Jor amepyopevor kot [autmt et To povieiov Tov | 6-8
7-10 [t &1 {nt 6 vioc owtov o1dimovc M ov ertar amovtwy [ 5-7
7-10 ]80\/ 0 o1d1movc avaipet Aoiov Tov a[t]ov motepo: 1] 5-7
]
]

L B R S Ry S |

7-10 V UT0 TOV 0vdpocC Tov Aatiov /[>> tote LLEV OiCpLEvVOLC [ 4-5
7-10
Aavtny kom|pov XELPOLPEVTY artwAov // Tov owewc Bucavtoc o

[

[

[

[

|

| yno eAvcev e coryyoc tote //>> exnfoioic to&otcty oo
|
[7-10 ] [exl'e’ace] o'vitoc” v aptepy ywpic Bvpatov [xo] opyicbeico 1 apte-
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

uic 4-7] @c KLYNYETIC OVCOL KOPOV KOITOL TNC OLTOALOLC KOUALS®VL

7-10 JicAnOn on vacat 14-17  €1T0L TOV KOTPOL ek@ovroc E1C

7-10 Il Jta™ "~ mxou Avumvopevou Ty ynv covnyovio ot kKu-

V- 6-9]c kot 6 ue?»socypo [[1)]] ¢ V10C TOV OVEMC KOWTOC KVVIYETNC

7-10 Jowvtn xvvnyetic ovco covnyyOn ko covePadev TOV KOTPOV

7-10 JrtwAtotc ko Tivec pev Aeyouvcty ot owtn egove[v]cev Tov ko

POV 3-6] 0 pelearypoc My o govevcoc avtov Ko gpocherc e otadovnc
7-10 ] e viknc my kepoanv kot 1o deppo Tov Kompov | 3-4]//

Papyrological Apparatus

Verso

a Ao[: Written above the beginning of the comment and closer to the text
than the cross or page number at the top of the recto.

1 >>:The second angle-mark no longer visible on the papyrus, although
traces can be seen in B and H.

1 ewo[: The papyrus shows & with 1 descending from the right extremity of
the crossbar, and then a smudge that might be read as ®

2 ] [: Speck of ink at the top of the line.

Cmyswe, ... . : In the first position, a curve as from 9 to 2

0 clock which however m1ght continue below to form a complete circle.

After this, a rising diagonal, which at the middle of the line of writing

meets another diagonal descending from above (8, a, A or parts of two

circles). Next, some stripping followed by a dot of ink and a curve (as

from 8 to 1 o’clock) that constitute parts of the left vertical and the

middle stroke of 1. The top stroke of y is visible, with papyrus broken

away beneath it. The letter following ¢ might be 0 or €: a large curve, as

from 4 to 10 o’clock, with a middle stroke that touches the following

letter. Then perhaps ot a loop with a projection at the top followed by
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the upper half of a long descender (1) that seems to intersect the tail of
o. Next, traces of three letters after the descender just identified as the t
in the possible at. In the first position, the upper half of a vertical and at
the right, in the bottom part of the writing space, a trace of ink that may
belong to an upward-sloping line. After this, a curved stroke (as from 11
to 1 o’clock) and a short diagonal from the top to the middle of the
writing space and connecting with the middle of a long diagonal running
in the other direction. In the second and third positions, the traces favor
oL over ov. Kol or Tov suggest themselves, but the space for the first
letter is rather narrow for either x or 1. Also the sloping line, if real, runs
in the wrong direction for ¥, and there is no trace of the crossbar of a 7.
Of" 7 (not reported by Wilcken) only indecipherable traces are visible
now on the papyrus. Images suggest the bottom of a vertical line and
part of the horizontal cap of t followed by a curve from 4 to 9 o’clock
connected with another from 2 to 7 o’clock; lastly, the bottom of a
vertical line. Tt appears possible. The papyrus breaks off after the 1 of
vougt, but the broken edge has traces of ink that could suit the bottom
of either o or o, followed by a descender appropriate to either 1 or v.
The reading is from images; the papyrus now shows only disconnected
and illegible traces. icunvoc [ in A, icunvoc in BE650H.

lync: m read by Wilcken is no longer visible on the papyrus, incomplete
in all images.

After 0, no writing is certainly visible for a space wide enough for about
one letter (darker marks in B and H that appear to be a dark spot,
above, and a slightly curved horizontonal, below, may be only shadows,
for in C they are apparently holes). At the extreme right of this patch,
high in the line, there may be a short vertical line (unless it is only a
shadow) curving slightly to the right at the top. This may be the right
top of m, but it is unclear whether n alone was written between & and A
ot, in scriptio plena, en (see section 3, p. 36). This is followed by a lacu-
na large enough for the left side of A, the right-hand stroke of which is
clearly visible on the right side of the hole.

After // is blank papyrus about the width of one letter. Following this,

where we print [, |, the fibers are stripped; autopsy and images show a

small dark trace at the upper left edge of this space, but this is not
necessarily ink but rather part of a dark brown fiber that runs through
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this section. Following the stripping are two small curved strokes, as
from 1 to 5 and 8 to 10 o’clock.

7 ov v: Most of the letter following ov is lost in lacuna; traces of its right-
hand side suit o or €.

7 ve[: The € read by Wilcken is no longer visible in the original and only in
part in B and perhaps D.

8 // euwBoctv: Traces of the first five letters are legible in images, although
individual letters can no longer be made out on the papyrus.

8 01: Only the vertical stroke of a breathing mark remains.

8 anp}[: p, which is certain, 1s followed by a point of ink at the top of the
line, consonant with 1.

9t [: The papyrus is badly damaged. After 1, the vertical surface
fibers are partly stripped, except in the very center of the writing space.
What remains are a slightly curved vertical line (12 to 7 on a clock) with
a diagonal descending from its top (a trace of ink at the middle of this
line survives between the stripped portions) and a vertical line rising
from the lower right end of the apparent diagonal: o or misshapen n? In
the former case, the curved line at the right must be taken as part of c,
with a curve that follows it (12 to 2 o’clock) serving as its top; in this
case we might read toc. If on the other hand the letter after t is n, the
subsequent 12-to-2 curve, along with a vertical that follows it, will be the
middle and right-hand strokes of v, and Wilcken’s tnv will have been
written. In the next position, a lacuna about one letter wide, with the
beginning of a horizontal at the left top and, on the other side of the
hole, traces of the tip of a horizontal line at the bottom right. The traces
are consistent with a small o, which sometimes begins with a nearly
horizontal hook (cf. lines 6 kato and 17 medoyovto). Whatever was
written was made small, possibly because of crowding by the long
descender of p from the line above. The top and bottom portions of the
tollowing round letter are separated by a hole in the papyrus, and may
repesent g€, 0, or 0. Of the last letter preserved at the edge of the
papyrus, two descenders survive. The curve of that at the left has the
shape and orientation of the bottom of A or perhaps .

11] [ Jowv: The top (vertical) layer of fibers is completely lost; a smudge of
ink shaped roughly like a curve open to the left has penetrated to the
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bottom layer at the left. If ofewov was written, this mark would
correspond to the upper curve of &, and we might read o]¢[et]awv, the et
ligature occupying not much more than the space of one letter.

12 ®o1Bov: v no longer visible on the papyrus, and the second o doubtful.

13 ] : A small, slightly curved line (1 to 4 o’clock) in the upper half of the
writing space: p or .

15 x[: The reading is based on photographs. They consistently show a ver-
tical met by a diagonal moving up to the right.

16 | : Traces of a curve (as from 7 to 8 o’clock) and of the end of a
downward-sloping diagonal in the upper third of the line: possibly the
top of ¢ or the upper left part of v. Although the left and right margins
are both lost on this side, the text of the verso suggests that only about
6 letters are likely missing at the beginning of line 16; at the end of 15
very little appears to be lost.

16 [ ] : A spot of ink in the upper left corner of the writing space: possi-
bly the hook of the top of 0, less likely that of o or A. This is followed
by a short vertical stroke in the middle of the writing space. Then, there
is a lacuna for the space of about one letter; after the lacuna, a dot of ink
at the top of the writing space, consistent with the tip of a,, 9, or A.

17 o [: After o, dots of ink from the top of a vertical line (apparent traces
below it are not ink).

18 mecn[ In  [: Of c remain the upright back of the letter with a short
turn-up on the line, and the cap joining the following letter at the top.
Then two uprights with a very faint crossbar (both letters resemble the
cn combination in weenpo in line 14). Of n the right-hand vertical and
part of the crossbar remain. Following this is a curve in the lower part
of the writing space, as from 5 to 9 o’clock. After this, only the extreme
top of the writing space is preserved. Here, about one letter-space to the
right of the curved stroke, are traces of a tall letter (or letters): the
remains are two diagonal lines at an angle of 15 to 20° with respect to
each other, converging as they descend. These are difficult to identify. If
they belong to the top of B, the top of the loop has uncharacteristically

been left open. If they are the top of v, they form a much narrower

angle than usual (about 60°; but possible exceptions may be found at 71
10V, 75 Aottov, and 78 Bupatov); nor does v ordinatily project above the



The Wiirzburg Scholia on Euripides’ Phoenissae 45

line of writing (possible exceptions are 71 tov, 79 xoAvdwvi-, 81
Avunvopev-, 82 kuvnyemnc).

19 Photographic images suggest @’ may have been written; the word is no
longer visible on the papyrus.

22 | mv: traces of a vertical descender.

22 owov: a twisted fiber above the first o gives the impression of a breathing
mark, but the condition of the papyrus does not allow confirmation of
any ink there.

2216 tov: The letters after & are badly damaged, consisting of a vertical
line with an attachment on its right, not inconsistent with p or p; then
indeterminate traces before 1.

23] [: A curving line (as from 9 to 3 on a clock), perhaps the top of 0.
Therafter, indistinguishable smudges of ink. The first two letters of
Kilccoc are larger than the v at the end of the preceding comment. A long
horizontal crack passes through the word.

24 The entire line is doubtful. | [ a curved line (as from 7 to 11), with the
beginning of an attached stroke on the right in the middle (g, 6?).

24 Inv[ Jep: Of m, a horizontal at mid-level, from which a vertical descends
at the left and another rises at the right; of v, a vertical on the right with
a descending stroke attached at the left. The lacuna is quite narrow. If
there was another letter before € it was a small one.

24 | xnpope: the end of a horizontal at mid-level, with a vertical stroke
drawn toward the bottom on the right; next is a vertical on the right,
probably with a descending stroke attached at the left.

25 | oc: The papyrus is so badly abraded here that readings are based
principally upon photographs, particularly the publicly available digital
image (ct. n. 10). What remains of the first letter is the point of a sloping
stroke just under the line, rather close to the o. Autopsy suggests it is
likelier to be x than 1 (Essler). ¢ may be o or o.

26 ] : the angle formed by a rising and a falling stroke: o or A. Because of
the poor condition of the papyrus, the reading is based principally upon
photographs, particularly the publicly available digital image (cf. n. 10).

26 [: A horizontal below the line and traces of a downward sloping stroke

at the right; then traces of another downward sloping stroke at the right
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and below the line, and traces of an upwardly inclined stroke drawn
from the left, below the line.

27 Readings based on B.

28 o_cps::(_)[c: very doubtful; if correct, the full extent of the lemma is
unknown.

29 Readings are based on G650 and H. About four letter spaces from the
left edge is a small curve (as from 8 to 6 o’clock) and to its right a
vertical and a dot at the right above.

30 Autopsy confirms [v dpaxav at the beginning of the line. The illegible
writing that follows consists of a short horizontal line just above v,
which may belong to the expected punctuation mark //, for this seems
not to have been written on the line, and its component strokes are
trequently horizontal or neatly so.

300 v[: Very uncertain. Something is written above o, more
probably a letter than a rough breathing mark. o is then followed by a
letter that looks like & or, more likely, c. Before v there is room for oc
“e’guacce (or 0 ¢ epuloicce), but this cannot be confirmed.

31 Readings in the first part of the line are very doubtful. At the left edge
are traces of a line sloping upward below the line; the fourth letter might
be € or 0; the remains of v are traces of a stroke sloping upward below
the line.

32 ] det| Jur aAla  1xo: Autopsy confirms only 8, v, and xo; other
letters are capable of other interpretations. Photographs suggest tovto
oA KOl KOLOL.

33-35 No longer decipherable by autopsy.

34 [aJrohaPawv tovc [ ] //?: Clear signs of writing go as far as the
punctuation strokes, but there may be ink, and therefore writing, across
the rest of the line.

35 dpaxwv is no longer visible on the papyrus and in images is very faint.

Recto

Upper margin: Above line 36 Wilcken reported only the mark he
interpreted as 0, which we read instead as a cross. We detect in addition
some writing, possibly erased, on two lines (a-b) across most of the page at
the very top of the upper margin. We do not consider this part of the main
text of scholia.
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a I8 .1
b I+ vl 35 Jex 1

a { is large and has a very wide, hotizontal, curved lower stroke.

b For the initial cross in papyri of late antiquity, see e.g. P.Oxy. LXXVII
5126.1 (we owe this reference to W.B. Henry). 1]: a round letter (o, c?)
then, apparently, t. Jex ~ tabout 1.6 cm to the right of the cross
perhaps exov or exwv; near the end of the line, the last two possibly
intelligible letters appear to be 1 preceded by a round letter (01?).

8] n: the bottoms of about 9 letters.

39 ]  c: Possibly Jtouc: Of 1 the bottom tip of the vertical and the right
tip of the horizontal. o very doubtful, but there is a smudge representing
the loop and a diagonal above it. The 1 may survive in a dot of ink at the
bottom of the shaft, unless this is a shadow. c is clearest of the four
letters.

390 p. [ Of 1 the left vertical and the diagonal are visible, as well as the
vertical of the breathing mark above (the horizontal is stripped off).
Then two letters are lost to stripping, which ends at the loop of p, the
shaft of which is stripped away. A diagonal to its right, cut off by the
edge of the papyrus, could be the left top of c.

411 [ ] w [ ] o Traces of a round letter (c, o, €) before a lacuna
large enough for one letter. After this, an arc in the upper third of the
line like that between 10 and 1 on a clock. This touches a vertical which,
given its position, is probably t. v follows this. At the right of v, in the
upper third of the writing space, is a very long horizontal with a hook
pointing upward at its left, which turns downward at the right: cursive
n? Next, despite abrasion, a vertical can be made out which has a
horizontal drawn from the top toward the right: y, m, t° Then, just
before a break in the papyrus, this horizontal stroke touches a
completely circular letter: probably o, possibly ¢; not €. Below and to the
right of this circular letter is a stroke that seems to be from the tip of a
sloping line — A, 1, T, %? — but which may belong to the line below. There
follows another lacuna large enough for one letter, then a vertical
inclined toward the right, below the line; then, at the bottom of the line
is a hook, as from € or c. The next letter has portions of a vertical that
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reaches below the line and a curve at the right, like the arc between 1 to
6 on a clock, which suggests ¢ or p. Following this is wva.

41 v 1 is clear; the preceding traces are better suited to n than to 0. The
space seems insufficient for ko

41 v [: Wilcken’s tentative reading of 6 seems correct. Then
comes a short letter, possibly a small n, of which only traces survive at
the top of a hole. This is followed by two dots at the top and bottom of
a notional diagonal that evidently passed through the lacuna; they are
consistent with the right side of a small A. After this, the two diagonals
of the cup of v, followed by k and then traces of four more letters, the
tirst two of which are possibly ov or a.

42 m: The breathing mark is uncertain, and the letter may be overwritten.

44 There seems hardly space enough for [>> BaBvuc ye toi]. If this is what
was written, part (>>?) may have been supralinear.

457 " : The interlinear writing starts above the end of exet in line
45 and extends perhaps as far as the beginning of xoAettat. The actual
number of letters is uncertain because of damage to the papyrus from
abrasion, which has also practically obliterated writing directly above in
line 44 (particularly the end of mopoc and the dividing sign // that
tollows). Above the end of line 45 exel is a slanted vertical appropriate
for the vertical of k. Below at its right is a spot of ink that could belong
to the bottom stroke of x but seems to be written at an angle upward
that would be more suitable for the bottom left corner of an a squeezed
close to the first letter. On the other side of a small lacuna is another
diagonal drawn in the opposite direction which looks like the bottom
right part of a. The diagonal stroke which we take to be the tail of the

supposed o makes a nearly perpendicular angle with another diagonal,
possibly 1, giving ou (although the supposed 1 leans rather far from the
vertical, its combination with o is similar to that of xoAeitor and
artolog, lines 45 and 79, respectively). This letter could, however, also
be the ‘vertical’ of 1T (cf. ouparoc, line 61) or the left stroke of A (cf.
aAdov, line 58). Part of a curved letter follows and, after this, what
appears to be vt, very faint. The worst abrasion follows this, but

comparison of G with B shows traces of ink above and below the place
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where two horizontal fibers meet, for a space of two or three more
letters.

47 tic is barely visible now.

50 Above the first o of ovtot is a sloppy dot of ink. We would expect a
rough breathing here, but if that is what the scribe intended, he did not
execute his intention well or fully.

50f. Before Aewpwva in line 51 what seems to be a dot or two of ink from
the angle-sign may in fact be shadow. The preceding sign //, if present,
would lengthen the rather short line 51. If the restorations suggested in
lines 49-51 are correct, these lines varied in length, with 49, 52, and 46
letters, respectively.

52 The papyrus is now very difficult to make out here, and the reading de-
rives mainly from photographs. It produces a rather long line (58 letters,
whereas the usual number is generally a little over 50), but the smaller
writing in lines 50-59 may accommodate this much additional text.

57 Line 57 1s a half-line, terminating in a vertical double stroke, possibly
intended as //, which the scribe orients in various ways. It is followed by
a single long, horizontal stroke with a slight slope upward to the right.
Compare line 59, where the comment is followed by nearly vertical ///
and a long horizontal stroke. Before o, an angle formed by a rising and
then falling stroke (x, ); after o, a short vertical at the left and traces on
the right, about the middle of the writing space (very likely v); after this,
a combination of a curved stroke (as from 5 to 7 on a clock) which con-
nects with another curve (as from 10 to 7 o’clock) on the right: ®; then,
where the fibers are slightly stripped, is the trace of a vertical line (which
may however belong to the first p of nepictepac in the line above; the
two lines of writing are very close, and in fact the second p of
nepictepoc interferes with the letter that precedes povteloc in line 57).
Before pavtetac, a short blob of ink appears a bit below the line curved
as from 4 to 8 o’clock; above it, another curve, as from 9 to 1 o’clock.

58 v . [: A short diagonal stroke slanting down at the top of the writing
space, consonant with the beginning of d or A.

59 ] 8[: An indeterminate smudge of ink on a horizontal fiber. This is
followed by an angled stroke that might belong to the bottom left
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corner of O at the left edge of a lacuna. It is written at the same level as
the suprascript c on the right side of the hole. /// nearly vertical.

62 At the beginning of the line, part of the horizontal stroke of T and most
of 1 seem to be visible in G and D, although they cannot be seen
through the microscope.

63 [>> pli€omapbevoc: The beginning of the line may be able to accom-
modate more text, so pe]i- is not excluded. Wilcken’s fpvcv is a simple
misreading: the right diagonal of p abuts the slanted iota and gives the
impression of upsilon. The scribe’s orthography is good. The v of nuicv
here and in line 64 lacks a tail. In both cases, either the letter was written
in the shape of a V or the ink has flecked or rubbed off.

66 On some images there seems to be a heavy dot after evtevBev touching
the final letter. Since the line continues punctuation is unlikely.

69 Before mubionc Wilcken’s diagonal stroke, which is not to be expected
in mid-lemma, is part of m, which is malformed.

71 Jrov: The final letter appears to have been originally v, converted
currente calamo to v.

73 6: The breathing mark may have been added subsequently.

73 evtai: reading taken from BD; in the present state of the papyrus, what is
visible is etta.

78 elocev corrected to €dicavtoc (et deleted, & added above the line, the
second & converted to o, and toc added above the line after cav). The
correction coordinates with the deletion of kot later in the line.

81 1: short steep diagonal moving down toward the left in the bottom of
the writing space, as for the bottom of the shaft of t or x; from its top,
possibly another, also steeply angled line moving up to the left, but this
may be a crack in the papyrus; from the point where these two supposed
lines join, two horizontals extend to the right: the upper seems to be the
edge of a crack, and the other, which has a shallow curve with the con-
cave side upward, resembles the lower arm of x (see line 62). It may,
however, be the edge of a crack, in which case the horizontal just above
it must be the crossbar of 1, which also seems to extend slightly to the
left of the uprights. Next o.. Next, after a short space, a diagonal sloping
downward connected with another diagonal sloping upward: v? p? Next,

a smudge of ink, possibly a small circle: o After this, the top curve of ¢
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or €, and at its bottom edge either the bottom of c or the crossbar of .
Finally, n.

81 Supralineation: two strokes resembling the arms of v, followed by
something indecipherable.

82 peleaypo[v] ¢’: The scribe altered an original v to c.

86 The final punctuation strokes are about 1.4 cm. to the right of the final
letter of xampov. No additional text is strictly necessary after that word,
but an unwritten gap between the end of a comment and its terminating
symbol would be unique in the papyrus. In fact, however, there appear
to be traces of ink after xampov. Wilcken interpreted them as //, but they
seem rather to take the form of a curve (as from 9 to 11 o’clock)
connected with a horizontal line at mid-level, as for ¢ or 8. Perhaps 2 or

3 letters follow before the final punctuation mark.
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P.Wirzb. 1, Verso

a Ao

1 344 000¢€ col mopoc avijyo pidc ein[0- 21-24]
[ ]€[E]aEon kot mponyelcBa 10D voueiov [ 19-22]
[4-6 1 v . 347 dvopévoua 8’ €x[n]8edOn Teunvoc [hovtpoedpov]

[xAr100cc] g-io')'@.o_c[c]w o1 aipyatot mpoP[a]Aely dmo tdv Enty[wpiwv motoudv]

5 [f &m0 mn]yfic Vdoro kot Aobcon To[v] vopeiov kol mod[omotiow eb-]
[xecBou éx tdV] yapwv. 417 Kkdto 8[2] ﬁlﬂev od euydic NA0[ev] [O Tlv[devc mot-]
[Ncaic @d]vov év 1t matpidt adTod Kol TovTov YhpLy uyac ye[voue-]

[voc  4-6 574] kol ckdAo. [y]payeic eldbacty ot dpyodot 0t ndpifov]
[vikny éniyp]dee[i]v inatiotc 11 6 Oetva éndpr[clevt | 3-5]
10 [7-9 o 1p]étiar Toic Beolc dvartibBévor. 631 kol cb Poife dv[ok]
[Ayvied  3-5 ] [ Jov ot épxodot Badovtec év toic mpoBupo[ic] avt[dv 0-1]
[10-12 7]od AndAA[@]voc ékdAhovy adtov PoiPov Ayv[iéo. 00-]

[toc yoip v ¢OAaE tiic 6800. 638 Kadpoc Epole tavde [y]av TH[proc ot Te-]
[tpackednc poc]yoc adafplactov mécnpar Kadpoc BovAduevoc kricoft mo-]
15 [hv npdtnclev ko E[A]oPev xpncuov €k 10D ArdArwvoc mod av k[ti-]

[cont wOM]v Kot Expncev ovTdL 6 ATdAAmY xpncuov totodtov: [ ] [ 2-3]
[6-8 n]poc Blo]ukdrov Merdryovto: kot €€ adtod Bodv aiftncot gokodc]
[Ex]ov[cav E]v 10 vato[t cJtpoyydro[v]c. kol dnov ¥’ av mécn[in | 4-5]

20 MABev g[i]c T @A Pac Thc Botwtioc kol éxel énecev 1 Podc kol #xtlicev]
[£x]el aic ONnPoc. Bowwtio 87 ékAROn 0 Tomoc Exelvoc d1d 10 €xel m[ecelv]

[3-4 ] v Pod[v]. 640 addpoctov mécnpo olov [6]8pactov [ 5-7]
[od]ropdtwoc v ov. 651 xiccoc ov mepictegn[c] [ | | 5-7]
[1-2 ] [ Invl depl 1 v[ 1 mpoue 1 10-12]

alofuro ] Wilcken 1 eid[Bocwy Essler:  elw[fe 7| pnp 100 dvdpoc v voulenv] McNamee
2 ¢[€]akon McNamee:  eic]Jagon Wilcken  mponyeicBar tod vopgiov Henry kol “td1" vopelot
[SoDvor McNamee 3 avouévoro 8 €k[n]ded0n Teunvoc Wilcken: 6. 8 “Iepmvoc éxndevbn codd.,
I1s 3s. [Aovtpogdpov | yAdoc//] Wilcken e codd.: [/ dvopevaioc dyolpedtoc] McNamee 4
eloBafc]v ot Schwartz  eicBadely Wilcken  émy[opiov motaudv] Wilcken:  ény[opiov kpnvadv]
possis McNamee 5 [} &no mn]yfic Schwartz 5s. mond[omoloy edyeclBon amo tdvV] yapwy
Schwartz: &k t@v moltoaudv Essler 6 én[fi]ABev Wilcken ‘NAB[ev alferum McNamee — 6s. [6
TJv[8evc Essler e motfcoc go]vov év Henry:  8[pav pnyalvouevoc Tt mapd|vopov Schwartz 7
ve[vouevoc] Wilcken 8 post ye[vouelvoc] [@yeto] Essler  [yp]dyeic Wilcken 81" émolo[vv
ckOAevcv] Schwartz:  éndpillov | vikny Essler 9 [kotorypdylon €[v] Schwartz:  émiypldpe[i]v
Essler  émopi[c]ev Essler:  énoin[clev Wilcken 9s. mv veik[nv dnolkaPav kol té iu]dtio
Wilcken:  tov &Q?y[ov kol €v | iepolc to ip]dtio McNamee 10 av[ag "Ayvied] Wilcken e codd.
11 [// ctndnv o&Je[t]av Schwartz:  [klovoe Tet]oafclov McNamee:  elmb]e[cJav Mastronarde  11s.
avt[@v Wilcken:  oot[@v Tcltavtec xlova t]od e.g. Essler:  xilova ctijcon dc t]Jod Mastronarde
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Translation

344 Nor did I kindle the light of fire for you: they are/were accustomed to
bring out ... and lead the way ... (of) the bridegroom ...

347 And Ismenus was given a relationship by marriage without wedding
song and without the luxury of bearing the ritual bath: the ancients had the
custom of putting forth water from local rivers or from a (local) spring and of

5  bathing the bridegroom and praying for offspring from the marriage. 417 and
then in turn came an exile: Tydeus came, [having committed a murder| in his
homeland and having become an exile because of this ...

574 and (how) will you inscribe the spoils: the ancients were accustomed,
when they provided [victory], to [inscribe] upon clothes (bznatia) that so-and-so

10 provided ... and to dedicate the clothes to the gods. 631 and you, lord Phoe-
bus [Agyieus]: ... the ancients, placing at their doorways [an image| of Apollo,
used to call him Phoebus Agyieus [for this god was guardian?] of the street.

638 Tyrian Cadmus came to this land, for whom a four-legged heifer an
unforced fall: Cadmus, wanting to found [a city, enquired] and obtained an
15 oracle from Apollo about where to found a city, and Apollo proclaimed to him
an oracle like this: [go]... to a cowherd named Pelagon and [ask for/buy] a cow
from him that has on its back circular [marks|, and wherever the cow might fall
by itself, make it get up again and in that place found a city. Then after getting
20  this oracle he came to Thebes in Boeotia and there the cow fell and he founded
there Thebes. That place was called Boeotia because the cow [ fell ... | there.
640 unforced fall: as if to say Pnot done?/?not running way? ... of its own
accord ... 651 whom an encircling crown of ivy: ... [comment mostly unreadable]

12s. aryo[1éo- dryvia 8¢ | dvopo dpyalolv Schwartz:  Ayv[iéa, | 611 fv kol oVra]E eg Essler: ovltoc
Yop Mv @VAa]§ Mastronarde 13s. T[bproc ot teltpockec uoclylolc, add[u]oc[tlov Wilcken e
codd.:  TOlproc €mc poclyoc McNamee 14s. disposuit Mastronarde:  xtico[t mOAwv tov | Beov
npamclev Schwartz: ﬁk@]g—:v Essler «x[a]i éA[a]Bev Wilcken — 15s. mod av x[tilcon néA]v Henry:
nod Gv iam McNamee: mod | wo[Aic kril{ntalt Wilcken 16s. a[n]1 [0 éviBévde . . . m]poc
Schwartz 17 Blov]k6[A]ov Wilcken  &[ydpacov clino] Wilcken:  cnuelov] Schwartz:  ad[tncov ve/
ai[tcon Mastronarde 17 okovc, e.g., McNamee 18 [€x]ov[cav €]ni 1@V (vidtw[v dub. Wilcken
nécnu Ny[ncapévn co] Schwartz:  m. ov[topdtoc] McNamee dub.:  nécn[1] 4 xa[010n1] Essler 19
x[pncuov] Wilcken 20 g[i]c Wilcken €xtifcev] Wilcken 21 [éx]el Wilcken n[ecelv] Wilcken
22 [adth]v McNamee 22 [&]dpactov Wilcken:  ddpoctoc Athanassiou:  [é]ountov ve/ [&]dduntov
dnb. McNamee 23 ad]toudtac ... adtod McNamee:  ad]topotov vel sim. Athanassion 24 6
uel[v] ‘Epufic [ dub. Wilcken: oue . . c 6 Zedc Athanassiou
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25 [12]oc com  Klccoc Kol ckemdica Tov At[dvucoy 4-6]
[7-9 ] é}a ____________ 656 Kol yvvoctéw 81)10[1C Bducyaiic. ]
[0t uocwocﬁe]c éxahoDvto Bdiyou, enaﬁn gxopevov 1_)7_t[ep 100 Ato-]
[Vicov. ebo]t evav T]V 0 Yuvoc ovtdv. 658 "Apeolc 7-9]
68 | LoV 100 Kkticou Toc G)nBocc o | 7-9]

30 [657 pdvioc flv 8pou<0)v v 8¢ éxel 5p0u<mv oc "¢ (pukocccs my [ 5-7]
[5-7 | o owvr [] 659? o | 5-7]
[5-7 | de r[o]m:o ocM\,oc KOCL Kocé}p_t ..... od | 5-7]
12 ]Kedy am fofo dpifolviocioy [ 5]
[&]moroBav Todc 06[d]vtac

35 Opdiav

P.Wirzb. 1, Recto
+
[5-9 683s. ai drwvopot Bead Ie]pcepocca kol gido Aapatnp Oed
[Srdvopot Aéyovtan, 6tu ) Anpfitnp] ékARON TR kot Anunmp kot i [ep-]
[ceovn £xAn]On Kopn kol TTepcepdvn. 683 ai Stmvuuot Oe[oi]

[oV¥toc yop év] Tarlc @nBouc £TIu@VTO 1) AnuNTP Kol 1 [Hs]pc[ecpévn ]

40 [2-4 687 nemts] TVPEOPOLC Beoc v nggg(povnv kol Auntpon. o 6-8]
[8-10 1T w | ]_ ~ va CUVSKSOXLKOV Nt 10 cxfinos Onkmcov L 79]
[7-9 | 8& £1€pOv Lev 010v nAnuAmp [ ] [ ] [ 6-8]
[8-10 ] 687? TVPPOPOVC o Xaunocﬁn(popm 7»ocwtoc8[occ 6-8]
o ke hommamponoses (e i)
[730 Bocef)c € to1] A[1]proadoc &vaxmps’iy nopoc Alpkn kp[n]vn éc[tlv, 5-7]
45 [€cti 6]e xout motouoc Alpxm éxel kol O[‘D]‘C[OC 0]" [r]opoc kodeTton Apaitoc.
807 [&povcotar-]

[tac]r cov @doic taic aiviynotddecty mdolc: Eleyev [Euuétpoc -]
[potd]ca ) CoiyE: tic dinovc, tic Tp[in]ovc tic tetpdnfovc. dpovcotdronct]
[dc]avel Toic kakopovcotc. 606 kol Bedv 1@V Aevk[ondAmv dmpo-]
[tat] T00 ZH0ov kol Tod Apgilovoc, 0bTol O¢ £tiudv[to év OnPouc]
50 [1 xo]i toD Kactopoc kot tod IToAvdevkovc, 91?)101 ot étudvt[o év Aakedaipo-]

25 xiccoc kol ckemdcon oV At[ovucov] Athanassiou: 1o xé€pata 10D 8] Wilcken 26 kol yovau&iv

eblo[ic Athanassiou Bdkyoic] McNamee 27 eg McNamee, fin. etiam Bxyov| possis: ], €xoi-
Aobvto £tt Bdkyon €neidn dxorovBov[ Athanassiou 28 Bducyov | kot 10 e0o]t eg Essler Apeoc|
Athanassiou  28s. "Apeo[c gOAag// tic | Alpknc: 1] Kaduot e.g. McNamee 29 éunodiov (guod ad

serpentem spectal) susp. Mastronarde qn’);{)[et McNamee Jxka[ ] . et 7ov xticon toc OnBoc, che
Athanassiou  29s. [>> @bvioc v Spdlkov "Apeloc vide// Wilcken 30 8c "¢ gOAowcce lg. McNamee:
ov elocev Athanassiou  30s. v [kpivny mpoc | 10 undé]var din” ovtiic p@p_epgch@qc} ¢.g. McNamee:
1. ..ceovt [malp[on]vécer thic ABnvaic 6 Kadpoc dmex| Athanassiou 32 Jeg. McNamee: 1@t
Kad(wye 1@v 6d6vim[v Wilcken: 8¢ a0t0d t00C 2ac. Td1 Kddumt tvow oikocty of Athanassiou
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25 1vy (as a subject) and to cover Difonysus?] ... 656 and to women of the evoi
cry: [bacchants. The maenads?] used to be called bacchants, since they danced
for [Dionysus, and evoli evan was their hymn. 658 Ares [(bloodthirsty?)

30 guardian:| ... of founding Thebes ... 657 [there there was a murderous] ser-
pent: there was in that place a serpent which was guarding the... 6597: ... this
but also Cadm]us] ... Cadm]us]... from the serpent ... taking away the teeth. ...
serpent

683f. [...goddesses of twin names,] Persephassa and dear goddess De-
meter: [they are/were called of twin names because Demetet] was called Ge
and Demeter and P[ersephone was call]ed Kore and Persephone. 683 the god-
desses of twin names: [for thus in] Thebes Demeter and [Persephone] used to
be honored ...

40 687 [send the] fire-bearing goddesses: Persephone and Demeter: ... in order
that it be synecdochic. The formation is feminine ... from the other, on the one
hand, as if to say, Demeter (as subjeci) ... fire-bearing. ... 687? fire-bearing: ...
torchbearers (a5 subject) ... torches: .., (added below the line) Pother
women/goddesses carry torches ... 730 deep, as you know, is the ford of

45 Dirce to retreat across: Dirce is a spring; and there is also a river Dirce there:
and this ford is called Dircaean. 807 with [most unmusical] songs: riddling
songs; the Sphinx spoke [in meter asking] what creature [is] two-footed, what
three-footed, what four-footed. Most unmusical, as if to say, the (songs) of evil
music. 606 and the [houses] of the white[-horsed] gods: of Zethus and

50 Amphion; these two were honored in Thebes; or else of Castor and Polydeuces;
these two (were honored) in Lacedaemon. ...

33 McNamee: | Kéduoc €8 1 Ono Athanassion 34 McNamee fin. ko oo Athanassiou 36 od
ex 38 supplevimus ~ 37Ts. eg. McNamee: 1 I[eplcepovn xat Kopn] Wilcken 38 Be[ai Athanassiou:
i k[oi] Wilcken  od Sudvopot pap.: o Sidvopor maxima pars codd. quae ok aut & interpretantur scholia:
kot Major 39 [oVtwc yop év] ez 1 [Tle]pc[e-pdvn//] eg McNamee, alia iam legit Athanassiou
40 [ >> néune] McNamee ¢ codd. 41 mopwvor susp. Mastronarde  vor covexdoyiikov ﬁt Henry
i O [ Wilcken: c. covexd y[ Athanassiou: cxfino OnAvkov McNamee:  Beoi kol
Henry 42 McNamee de pév dub.: €tépov o 10 N A. Wilcken: ]3oxov  €tépoc v ETépov TOIC
aptov | Anufnp Athanassiou 43 McNamee dub.:  Oeoc en[ et Aounadng[ Athanassiou  glossam
interl. legit et ad I. 43 referendam censuit McNamee 44 Wilcken e codd. 45 xod Q[f)];[oc 0] vel o[V]t[wc
0] eg McNamee: 81[0] ot 0 dub. Wilcken  cerz. Wilcken — 406s. [éupétpoc | ép[otd]ca Wilcken:
[Eupeddc] McNamee 47s. tetpdmfovc dpovcotdltonct cnulodver Wilcken:  [dc]ovel Essler:
icoduv]ouer? McNamee 48s. . [[douab//] Wilcken ¢ codd.:  Smualt’] ve/ dopolto] McNamee
49s. dk[rcav OfBac | ko]t Wilcken:  6¢ érudv[to Henry 7 [év ONPouc] Essler 50 ériuavr[o év
A.] Henry Aoxed[oipolvi] zan Wilcken
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[8T1 kTavel ad]tdv. elta épyouevoc amo tod poavieiov 6 O1d[inovc dryv-]
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[revcopéve]t et Lt 6 vioc avtod Oidimovc fi od. elto amavTodV (Koo Thv]
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[ct tolc Beolc kal | dcovtoc Thv Aptepy xwpic Bupdtov dpyicbeica N "Apte-

51 init. [//[>]> McNamee  fin. dhcodnc Essler 51s. [t “Hpo | édva]keipevoc Wilcken
52 c[o]Bapd Wilcken: Ovpoia Henry — 52s. mfeprrtév écti] McNamee: 6 n[eprrtdv, Aélyol/>>
Wilcken  53-56 suppl. Wilcken 53 fin. tic add. Essler  56s. en[ in fin. L 56 legimus.  am[o thc |
dpvoc éclyov ta]c u. Wilcken 58 ez eic 8]. possis  58s. suppl. Wilcken 59 Onep todtov legimus:
vnep  tov Wilcken — 60-64 suppl. Wilcken 62 [8€ 6]t McNamee: [0t1 €]k Wilcken 63 ef
uel&- possis  64s. d[diov | yap Henry 65 [dov[w]v// Wilcken — 65-68 suppl. Wilcken — 66s. Tpo
100] 1epod Henry 68 in. [uépoc dpootic koi] Schwartz spatio longius 09-71 suppl. Wilcken
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24 to the meadow of Hera: it is a [woodland?] place on Cithaeron dedicated

[to Hera]. 43 wherefore, why the things outside: the extraneous, violent; how
am I to say what [is extraneous|? 982 hallowed ground of Dodone: in
Dodone; and Dodone is [a place in| the region [Epi]rus; there is there a shrine
where there were three [doves (pelezades)| giving prophecies upon the oak tree;
some say that [they used to call] three [old women]| doves (peristerai) by the name
of the prophetess, Dove (Peleia); (women) who... prophecies.

90 to the outermost upper storey: to the high place and one [separated from)]
the others, [of] the second storey, the one above this (place?) in the second
storey. 1019f. you came, you came, o winged maiden, offspring of Earth
and Echidna below: [some] say that the Sphinx was born from the blood of
Laius, others that she was born from Earth, others that (she was born) from
Typho and Echidna.

1023 part maiden, destructive monster: because the Sphinx had half of it(self)
from a maiden and the other half from a lion it is called destructive monster ...
1028 with lyreless song: he means the riddle. 1033 [ialemoi (mourning
songs)] of mothers: the dirge is termed ialemos for the following reason.
When Ia[lemos] was completing his marriage rites [in front of the(?)] shrine (?),
a ... fell on top of him [and] he died, and hence the dirge was called ialemos.

1043 [in time] there came, sent by Pythian oracles, Oedipus the wretched:
[Oedipus, intending to find out] whether his father was alive, went to the oracle,
[and it said that he would kill h]im. Then proceeding from the oracle Oedipus
[met up with Lai]us, who was himself too going to the oracle of the [god to find
out] whether his son Oedipus was alive or not. Then meeting (him) [along the
Split] Road Oedipus kills Laius, his (own?) father, because [he had been struck|
by the man of Laius. 1046 at that time to their relief: [because for them] he
solved the riddle of the Sphinx at that time.

1108 Ata[lante], with far-shooting arrows overcoming the Aetolian boar:
Oeneus having sacrificed to al[l the gods and] having left! Artemis without
sactifices, [and] Artemis, becoming angty,

! Before correction, indicative was used, ‘he left’.
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[nic dofikev] Oc Kuvnyétic odco kémpov katd The Altoiloc. KoAvddvi-

80 [oc & odtoc &]xMOn St acar 14-17 €110 100 KAmpov éABOvTOC €lc
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79 dofikev McNamee: Erneuyev Wilcken — 79s. KaAvdavil[oc 8’ obtoc €]kANOn Mastronarde: 8¢ 6
cdc é]kd. Essler:  KoAvdaovi[ov, obtac §” éx]Anbn Wilcken 82s. wvul[vnyéran navre]c Wilcken:
kul[vnyetodvie]c Mastronarde 84 [tolc GAlowc Alit. Henry:  [év tolc Oploic ve/ dypolc Alir.
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Schwartz:  [odtfit o] ve/ &Oha] Mastronarde: yépoc] ve/ G@hov] McNamee fin. €[ofixe] Essler
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[sent], since she was a huntress, a boar against Aetolia. [This boar| was called
Calydonian because [space of 14-16 letters left blank, for filling in explanation later].
Then, when the boar had come to ... and had ravaged the land, [the hunters]
were gathering together; and Meleager, son of Oeneus, [being] himself too a
hunter, (joined them) [and Atallante, who was a huntress, joined them, and
[...]set to fight (or engaged in battle?) [...] the boar [...| Aetolians. And some say
that she herself killed the bol[ar, but others (say) tha|t Meleager was the one
who killed it, and, because he had fallen in love with Atalante, as[signed to her
the prize| of the victory, the head and hide of the boar.
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4. Commentary
Verso

1-3 treat Phoen. 344

Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 344 ¢yod §° ottt cou: #0oc yop fiv T vopeny vmd
THc uNTPOC 1OV Yarpodvroc petd Aopunddov eicdyec@on MBSCVMn'S®,

a Possibly the note in the upper margin supplies a form of Aaumdc
missing from the explanation. Alternatively, it may indicate the subject
matter of lines 1f., namely, discussion of Jocasta’s regret not to have car-
ried a wedding torch. As an indication of contents, it would serve the
same function as dpdkwv at the foot of the page. If this was its putrpose,
it resembles indications of contents found (usually at the top of the text)
in several papyri of the Roman and late antique periods. The practice is
most prevalent in prose, in which the undifferentiated blocks of text
made it difficult to locate a particular passage: so in MP’ 339 (Did. in D.,
2" cent. C.E.), 536 (Hierocl. Stoic., 2™ cent. C.E.), 543 (Hp., 3" cent.
C.E.), 543.3 (Hippocrates, 6" cent. C.E.), 1327 (comm. on Nic., 1"
cent. C.E.), 1505 (Thuc., 1** cent. C.E.), but also in 60 (Alc., 12" cent.
C.E.) and 1857.1 (anthology of epigrams, 3" cent. C.E.). By contrast,
mediaeval scholia tend to use more generic labels (ictopla, coviagic,

amoplo, Avcic) for this purpose.

1 elo[0-: cf. line 4. If the subject is the bride’s mother, perhaps restore
dodvat at the end of line 2.

2 After elw[Boctv, the scribe’s style leads one to expect the kot following

¢€a&oa to connect with a second infinitive.

For nponyeicBor in the context of a torch-lit procession as in the lemma,
cf. Timaeus (Jacoby F 3b.566.F) fr. 26a.87 .. &v momcdviov 0
npoctoyév, ko’ OV kapov fyeto 1 vOUPT, TPOTNYOLLEV®Y TOAADY TOV
10 d0doC PePOVTOV, 1| HEV TOMC Eyeue ewtog, 10 8¢ cuvakolovBoiv
nAf0oc.

VOUQI®L Of VOUPLOV.
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3-6 treat Phoen. 347

3-6 The sch. vet. in Phoen. 347 give a lemma followed by glosses of
avopévora and then, after dAlwc, a metaphrase of the text and expla-

nation of the custom: dvvpévoia 8 Teunvoc: dvovuevolmc GyopevTOC.
MM°CVB®. Aloc: 00 petécye 1OV cdv duevolmv ovde covicOn i iy
npoc tov "Adpoactov EntyauPpior ov yop €0¢€m to Top’ adhTod AovTpd.
eloBecav 8¢ ol vougiol 10 modoov amoAovecBon ént tolc éyympiolc
notapolc kol mepippoivecBor AouPdvoviec Véwp TtV moTOUDY Kol
myov copfolkde modonotiov evyoUevol, €nel {®Oomolov T0 VOWP Kol
yovipov.. MCVMnS.

In the papyrus, it Wilcken is correct in assuming that the lemma
extended into line 4, the lemma presumably ended with yAddc and
eldbafc]w is the first word of the comment (cf. lines 1 and 8). A lemma
of such length is not out of the question: that for Phoen. 638 (lines 13f.)
is also much longer than the lemma in the scholia for the line. Alterna-
tively, if the lemma on Phoen. 347 concluded with "Teunvoc, the end of
line 3 and beginning of line 4 were presumably occupied by glosses on
avopévora. Something akin to what is offered in the scholia would fit

the space available.
4 Cf. lines 1 and 8 for other explanations beginning eimBoictv.

elcBadelv may be preferable in sense, but autopsy and the image based
on the original negative (B) support reading npo-.

5f. For ebyopon in proximity to youoc in the genitive, cf. Lib. Decl. 42,1,6:
notdac NOEGUNV 6 ducTuyTC €K ToVTOV Hot YevécHan TdV Ydumy.

6-8 treat Phoen. 417

0-8 Very likely the note began by identifying the fugitive as Tydeus. Cf. sch.
vet. in Phoen. 417 x¢td vy’ MABev &Aloc: 6 Tvdedc @aci yop St Tdr
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tékvo. Ayplov £edvevcev AlxdBouv kol Avkoméor S0 E@uyev.
MCVMnS

6 The older mss. and some recentiores have kditd vy’ NAOev dAAhoc ad
@LYac, which recent editors approve. The lemma here matches the text
ko &’ AA0ev attested in some recentiores.?? There is no room for the

pi reported by Wilcken, who may have been unduly influenced by
Nauck’s edition (¢rnfiABev is Nauck’s conjecture, but Nauck’s critical

notes are not printed beneath his text).

The scribe’s kato instead of katto leaves open the possibility that he
intended kotd, in which case we should understand the following verb
as kotfiADe in tmesis; the reading has no manuscript authority, however.
Our translation assumes the traditional K&Toc, which will in any case

have been the writer’s intention if he was aware of the meter of what he
wrote.

The suprascript nAB[ at the end of the line is problematic. Given its

position to the right of the punctuation marks, it presumably belongs to
the explanatory note. This is at the basis of our restoration. A comment
such as this, however, would be more likely to start with a simple identi-
fication, e.g., (0btoc) 6 Tvdedc, as in the sch. vet. in Phoen. 417 (quoted
above ad 6-8).

7 For moufcac @o]vov cf. Bas. Ep. 188, 11: 0 8¢ t0v dxovclov moticac
Povov apkovvtoc e€emAnpoce Ty dikny €v tolc €vdeko £tect and Sch.
419 [= 417 in Schwartz 1.298.8]: Tvded¢ dv oivéme: obtog EQuye St TOV
Povov TV ovyyevadv TAABaiog MB'CVMnRFS

8-10 treat Phoen. 574

8-10 The comment discusses inscribed clothing dedicated to the gods.
énopillov | vikmy émypldee[t]v in lines 8f. is preferable to Schwartz’s

*® For errors shared by ancient papyri and recentiores see Mastronarde/Bremer 1982,
66-69.
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énoio[vv ckOAevcy katoypldyoan, which entails three problems. First,
the space at the end of line 8 and the beginning of line 9 seems insuffi-
cient for ckOAegvcawvl kataypdyot. Second, kotaypdew does not appear
in scholia with the meaning intended, namely, “inscribe on cloth” (the
word used is énypdow); the choice of kataypdem presumably necessi-
tated the restoration of €v, which cannot be read here, after the verb.
Finally, a phrase like mopilewv (or motelv) ckvievcuy is evidently unparal-
leled. mopilewv vikny, for its part, is a faitly rare expression, but its pedi-
gree is good: in Ar. Eq. 593f. (nopicou ce vikny), J. AJ 5,42 (viknv adtolc
ael mopilecOon), Lib. Thes. 2,7 (mopicacBor viknv), sch. in Hom. Il
7,284 (¢ovt® mopiler viknv), and some later writers. In lines 9f.,
Wilcken’s amoAa]l[fov also is too long for the space available and not

necessary to the construction.

The absence of iotacistic spelling elsewhere in the papyrus makes
Wilcken’s velknv improbable; and although it would be satisfying to
restore €nopicev v viknv (cf. the examples cited above), neither this
nor the plural fits the traces well (the ac of tac would need to be
squeezed into a space sufficient only for a little more than one letter,
and vikoc cannot be read). Although OA is a plausible reading in the last
two positions, a form of &OA- preceded by the appropriate article is also

impossible to confirm.

The papyrus explanation is extremely odd, and it diverges from expla-
nations in the scholia, which locate such inscriptions on the weapons
themselves: sch. vet. in Phoen. 572: 10 d¢ kol ckOAo ypawelc vl ToD-:
T0 OmAo €miypdyelc ftot T Gvabnuato TV mepovevuévwv BRIRw;
sch. Thom. in Phoen. 572: .. t0c dcridoc TOV TOAEULOV CKVAEVOVTEC
tolc Beolc dveriBovv mc aitiolc Thc vikne, Emypa@ovTec elc oOTOC O, Kol
év 1otc tpomotolc ZZaZmT. The papyrus explanation considerably

softens the bloody facts of tradition as presented in the scholia, perhaps
to make the commentary more suitable for school children.
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10-13 treat Phoen. 631

10-13 The sch. vet. in Phoen. 631 give Ayvied: npomOACLE. TOV OYVLED TTPO
OV TuA@v Tctocov. kiov 8¢ obtoc v eic 0EY dmoAfyov MBCVMn
RfRf'RwS. énel mpd tdv moldv {ctocav dydipoto 100 AtdAAwvoc e
aAeikokov kol @OAaKkoc T@V 0dMV. O yop TODTO Ayvievc
MCVMnR{S. Wilcken’s reconstruction was presumably suggested by the
scholia but is an improbable phrase.

11 The writet’s Baddvtec is a curious choice for describing the setting up of
a column; a form of Tctnut or tiBnut would be expected. Presumably
Jowv at the beginning of line 11 is its object. A possible alternative, how-
evet, is to reconstruct the note by beginning with eimBecov and assum-

ing an object and infinitive are lost in the lacuna at 11f.; in this case the
sentence ends with AmoAAwvoc in 12, and a new sentence begins in

asyndeton with ékdAovv (compare perhaps the asyndeton in 46, 47, 52

and assumed 1n 27).
13-22 treat Phoen. 638f.

13-22 With lemma drawn from 638 only, the sch. vet. in Phoen. 638
supplies similar information: Kadpoc €uoie tévde yov: Kadupoc {ntdv
mv adehonv Evponny povietov €éhafe mept thic ddedoiic o0dev adTd
muaivov, GALN Bcte ovtov £EeABovtor EmecBot Pol kol o Av
avtopatoc méen ktilewv mOAw. €xer 8¢ 0 yxpncuoc 10d MMvbiov Oeod
ovTmC:

opaleo 0N tov udbov, Ayfvopoc Exyove Kddue:
nodc éypduevoc mpomav 101 ITvBm dlov

N0Ad” Exmv £cBfTo kil oyovénv peto yepcl

v o te DAeyvdv kol Poxidoc, £ct’ &v Tknot
BovkoAov nde Booc knprtpepeoc Ieharyovroc.
&vBo 8¢ mpocreddicoc coA GpPove Bodv Epiuviov
TNV 1 KEV VOTOLCLY €NT° AUOOTEPOLCLY €N CL
Aevkov cip’ éxdatepBe mepitpoyov NOTE pRVNC:
Tvde cv Nyepdvo cxe meprtpéntotlo kehevBov.
cfipo. O€ Tol €pem MaA’ Gplepadec, 0VOE ce Afcel
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&vBo k€ to1 mpoTicta fodc képoc dypordAo10

1Cnto kAMvn e ned® YOvL TonevTL,

Kol TOTe TNV pev T €rnerto pelopueOAio xBovi pélewy

ayvoc kol koBopde: Toin 8’ Otav tepa pEENc,

0xBw €n’ dkpotdte xtilev mOAY dpLEyLIOV

dewvov EvvaAiov méuyoc eulax’ "Aldoc elcw.

Kol ¢0 7’ €’ avBpodmovc dvopdrAvtoc Ecceat odbic

aBovdtav Aexémv dvincoc, SAPe Kadye.
ot dkovcoe 0 Kadpoc dpiketo eic 10 PovkdAtov tob ITeAaryovtoc
100 Apeddpovtoc, mop’ ob dyopdcac Bodv kol fyepdvo TadTny ThHe
0000 mowncapevoc ktilel Toc ONPac opmvopovc v Atyvrtiov OnBav,
énel 10 Gvéxabev Alydmtioc v 6 Kdduoc. kol f Bowwtio 8¢ dnd Tiic
Booc éxAndn MBCVMnRwS.

16-19 A paraphrase of the oracle. The traces in line 16 do not favor
Schwartz’s é[r]1[01, but it seems an imperative of some verb must have
been present in the lacuna to be associated with line 19 kticov. At the
end of line 17 an imperative is again needed, followed by the plural
masculine direct object modified by c]tpoyydlo[v]c (line 18). The traces
favor reading o[ tncan rather than Aa[Bé. As object, pakodic, e.g., would
suit the sense (see below on 18 c]tpoyyvAo[v]c). Although it is a little
too long for the space available it might have been squeezed in, and if
the verb was oi[tncou the fit will have been easier.

18¢]v 1® voto[u Reading év, which suits the traces better, entails the
assumption that the scribe omitted iota adscript here, against his normal
practice (but see @douc in line 46 (twice); and koo in line 6 is another
case, if koo was intended). Wilcken’s reading of éni induced him to

see TOVOT® as an error of haplography, with the second v omitted.

cltpoyydro[v]c kai: The space between the second o and xou is too
broad to have been filled only by v (ctpdyyvAov Wilcken); the scholia
quoted above also discourage reading a singular here, as they record a
verse otracle mentioning at least two marks as being votowcv én’
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augotépotct and éxdrepbe. A plural ctpoyydAo[v]c indicates that there
was a plural noun at the end of line 17 for it to modify. If, after Bodv,
we read dydpocov or aitncov, the remaining space in line 17 could ac-
commodate about six letters: @dxovc, perhaps? crnihovc might be
squeezed 1n, but it scarcely gives satisfactory sense, since the spots
commonly seen on cows are not ‘blemishes’. One might also expect the
oracle to have mentioned a specific number of spots, but there hardly
seems room for a numeral as well.

Scholiasts use 6mov ye (at sch. vet. in Eur. Phoen. 100, 402, e.g.), al-

though more often in a non-topographic sense.

There are three approaches to mecn[in: the subjunctive might be
followed by either the feminine article or by 1} (“ot”) or by a word that
begins with eta (which would account for Wilcken’s wish to restore
Nyncopévn).

If the word following |n began with B one might restore 1 B[odc, al-
though this would leave the curved stroke preceding it unexplained, and
the recurrence of the same word at the start of line 19 seems awkward.
The 5-to-9 curve might, alternatively, belong to the loop of alpha. Noz-
mally this has a more oval shape, sloping up from its lower extremity,
but the scribe’s practice 1s not uniform, and an alpha with a similarly
flattened bottom loop may be seen, e.g., in line 77 AltwAov. If in fact v

followed, ad[topdroc] is possible and would also fit the space available
at the end of the line (for the adverb cf. sch. Thom. 658 ... 6nn v
EKELVN ODTOUATOC Kol UNOEVOC doudcovtoc tecettat... ZZaZmGu).

With the eta interpreted instead as “or”, Essler’s proposal méc[i] 7
Kq[@i@m] would have the author using a form of glossing common in

medieval scholia but not used elsewhere in this text.
22f. treat Phoen. 640

22f. Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 640 ddduoctov mémuo: TO U1 VIO TIVOC
NVOYKOCUEVOV TTOUO, OAL’ oOTOpPLPEC. TECNUO. Of TO COUO OO TOD
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naperopévov MCVB. dAAwc: adduoctov: avtl ToD: avtopatov ERale

\ ~ 9 \ \ ~ ’ \ \ 14 (¥4 \ ’ \ \
70 cOpo €ml Ty yAv. dixewv yop 10 PaAlewy, 60ev kol dickoc. Tivec 8¢
adapoctov Técnuo T0 undénm dopacBey CedyAn cduo. éueaivetr 8¢ TOV
véov nocyov MBCVMnRfRwS, partial Sa.

22 The lemma partially repeats that of lines 13f. For discussion of similar
occurrences, see below on lines 38f. and on lines 40 and 43.

[&]6pactov: In its usual sense @dpoctoc, from Sidpdickm (“unlikely to
run away, not fleeing, immovable”) is extremely rare and unsuitable
here. In Philo and a few other late texts the word may mean “inescap-
able” (de sommiis 2,141 10 adpoctov kol avikntov tod Beod xpdroc; cf.
[Phlp.] #n catenas sancti Petri 19 €x pécov @V AYUKTOV TOVTOV KOl
adpactov apkvv), but this gives no better sense in the papyrus. If the
commentator intended the word in one of these meanings, his purpose
is unclear. Better, perhaps, to take [&]0poctov (if correctly read) as de-
tiving from dpdw and meaning something like “not managed, not in-
volving action,” which is how Hesychius defines it, s.v. o 1193
adpactov: Gmpoktov, 0 obk &v Tic mpdetev; cf. Phryn. PS (2™ cent.
C.E.) adparto (from Hermippus): arointo. o yop menointol, d€dpotat).
If this is correct, it refers to something — in this case the cow’s stum-
bling — as an event that occurred without action having been taken (as
opposed to dpactikoc, of the “effecting” of an event). Thus it would be
synonymous with avtopatov or adtopatwc, “without external agency,”
which may appear later in the comment (in line 23). We considered for a
time alternatives like aduntov and &Pioctov, but the traces do not suit

either.

23[1-2 Jtop v.on ov //>>: At the beginning, apparently not
COTOPPLPEC (offered in add1t10n to ovTopaTov, by the sch. vet.). At the
end, perhaps a0100, but between top and ov the writing is too damaged

to confirm any of this.

After ov, which ends an explanation, the symbol // (not read by
Wilcken) should appear, followed by >> before the next lemma. Either
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the symbols were written very close together, or the scribe omitted one
of them, for the available space is rather narrow to hold both. Because
the ink is smudged and a long crack begins above ov and cuts horizon-

tally through the place where the symbols should be written, however,
neither possibility can be confirmed.

23-26 treat Phoen. 651

23-26 The comment perhaps begins with an explanation of the protective
ivy which, after the palace of Cadmus was struck by lightning, twined
around the infant Dionysus to protect him. Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 651:
Klccoc Ov mepictepnc: O mavtoyoBev o0TOV ctéyoc. T0D yop olkov
kepovvobévioc EENuBAmwcev odTov 1 punmp @ofnBeico, xiccoc o6&
neptéMEev MBCVMnRwS. dAlwc: Oviwva, Atdvucov, kiccoc €Embev
nepImAoKelc €11 Bpepoc OVTOL KOTO TOD VATOV EKGAVWYEV. 1CTOPET YOP
Mvocéoc [Mnaseas Fr. 18 Miller] 6tt tdv Kaduelov Pocidelwv
kepouvobéviov Kiccoc mepl TovC Klovac QLEIC EKEGAVYEY aDTOV, OTmC
un ooOnuepov kol év undevi 10 PBpépoc dropBopii [KoAveBév Kiccd]:
d10 kol mepikidvioc 0 Bedc éxAndn mopo ONPatorc MBCVMnRwS.

24 xnpoue: Following these letters there is no more discernible ink. If the
commentary here is dealing with protection of the infant Dionysus by
ivy, a form of kpOmt® or the scholia’s mepledicco or kaAdmT® (see on

line 23) might be appropriate to the context, but none of these words is
legible in the next traces.

If Wilcken’s reading is correct, line 24 perhaps contained a reference to
Hermes, who saved Dionysus from Semele’s corpse (D.S. 4,2,3; Luc.
D.Deor. 12; Nonn. D. 8,406; Et.Gen. s.v. Bpopoc (= EM 214,40)).

25The last phrase of sch. vet. quoted above suggests restoring mept-
k10]I[v]ioc 8¢ €xAnOn, but the traces hardly support it.

26-28 treat Phoen. 6567 Cf. sch. rec. (Thom.?) in Phoen. 656: fiyouv toic
Bducyonc Gu®, Za®; also sch. Thom. 649 at end: 81 t0D10 00V ol Péiyon
npoc TiumnVv 100 Beob Kkiccod kAddovc épepov yopevovcon wepl TOV Oedv
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kol Bodcot: €0 o1t o1 €V vilc, Myovy VIE 10D Atdc. ToDTO Yap £CTl TO
evtotc. ZaZmTGu and sch. vet. in Phoen. 651 toic mept T0v Atdvucov
yopevovcoic kKol o €00l evdv €meBeyyouévorc MB*C'VRw; poctikoic
Mivs

26 kot yovou&iv evtotc (Phoen. 656), a new lemma. There is nearly room

for the entire phrase, but it cannot certainly be made out.
28f. treat Phoen. 658

28f. The sch. vet. that deals directly with Phoen. 658 (quoted below) is not
relevant, but the sch. vet. in Phoen. 662 may contain a parallel: ...
¢MBov 0 Kaduoc ént v kpivnv 100 viyocBor gveka dnoiece MBo
Bodwv 1 ovtod yeipt. xepvifoc ... MCVMnS; ... éBovAeto yop B0con
1o1c Beolc, 01 cOuPforov avTd avTdOL Yéyove 10D KTicon Ty TOAY. O
ugv odv ‘EAAGvikoc Ao onciv dvorpebfvor tov Spdrovia, 6 8¢
Depexvdnc Elper. MBCVMnRwSSa; poAov Kadpoc: €veka 100 mpoc v
Buciov Véwp AaPelv pormv: €Bve yop T yi Thv Podv MBV.

28 For the incomplete lemma proposed in McNamee’s suggested resto-
ration compare sch. vet. in Phoen. 658 "Apeoc ®uo@pov @OAOE: OC 10
‘Bactrémc dpywv’, dvtl to0 Lo 100 Paclénc kotoctobeic Gpywv
MB*CVMn (lemma thus in M, but in CVMn only Gpemc gOA0E).

29-31 or 30f. treat Phoen. 657 (out of order)

30f. Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 657: &vBo @dvioc fiv Spdkmv: évBo, mopd th
Atpxn, dewoc LIHpye OPAK®Y, MUOC TV VCY, GUACE VIO ToV Apemc
kotoctabeic thHc Alpknc mpoc 10 pndévor &’ avthc vOpevcochon
MBCVMnRfRwS.

The sch. Mosch. in Phoen. 657-669 seems less relevant: €vBa @dvioc:
&vBo Spdkav Mv 100 Apeoc povikdc dyproc dmnvic eOAoE, The TnyRc
dNAovoTt, o vapoto T edvdpor kol Ta VYpd pelBpa popdv 0pBadpoic
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gnl TOAAQ Otdryovct 10 PA&upa kol ckorovuevolc ... XXaXbXoGrTY
YfGrF-.
30 éxel seems to correspond to €vBa (Phoen. 657) which may have started

the lemma at the end of line 29, where it might have been either written
in full or split between lines 29 and 30 (there is enough room in line 30
for -Oa).

31-35 treat a new lemma, perhaps Phoen. 659 (and other lemmata?)

31 A new lemma, just possibly from Phoen. 659, begins in the second half
of the line. The poor condition of the papyrus makes it impossible to
know whether there were other lemmata in lines 32-35.

Recto
36-38 treat Phoen. 683f.

36-38 Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 683 divopor 0& mopdcov N pev Kopn xot
[Tepcepovn, N 0& Anuntnp kot I'f ovopaletort ... MBCVMnRwSSa.

38f. treat Phoen. 683

38f. The presence of two lemmata and two comments dealing with
dwdvopot Beoat is unusual, especially as the comments appatently treat
material that a single commentator would probably have consolidated
(first, identification of the two names of each goddess that warrant their
being called duwvopor and, second, the information that dt@vopot was
their cult title at Thebes). Either the writer or his source is evidently
combining material from two sources. Similar repetitions of whole or
partial lemmata occur in the comments at lines 13f. and 22 and in those
at lines 40 and 43. Each of the three pairs also involves at least one
lemma that 1s introduced by a triple angle mark instead of the usual
double, but there is no discernible pattern in play: at line 13 >>> intro-
duces the first lemma and >> the second; in lines 36 and 38 the begin-

ning of the first lemma is missing and >>> introduces the second; in
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lines 40 and 43 the same apparently occurs. See also, in general, the in-
troductory comments in section 3 above.

38 The new lemma may repeat part of Phoen. 683f., already quoted in line
36. av would not be excluded, but since ai is more to be expected than
&1, it might be odd if the scribe troubled to add a breathing mark, but
not to clarify that the word was not the article. Wilcken interpreted as
vtol some or all of the dividing signs that end the previous lemma and
begin this one; this was then followed by ot diwvopor 1 [kal. In his
commentary he notes the presence here of a second explanation for
dwwvupot, but the presence of the second, reduplicative lemma evidently

eluded him.
39 Whether text continued in line 39 after [ITe]pc[epdvn is unknown.

40-43 treat Phoen. 687 (perhaps with additional lemmata for same line?;
see also below, pp. 89-94).

40f. The writer deals with four points: he identifies the Tupedpovc Bedc,
mentions the Eleusinian torchlit ritual, explains mop@opovc as a synec-
doche (which is the point of the comment 60ev xal etc. in the sch.

Thom., see below), and identifies its gender.

Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 687: mupoedpovc 8¢ eine Afuntpo kol Kdpnv,
eneldn Oqdovylot avtatc yivovtat .. MBCVMnRSS; sch. Thom. in
Phoen. 687: mup@dpovc 0f KOAEL, €REON &V VULKTIL YIVOUEVOV TMV
uvctnplov ol pvovpevol Top Epepov, 80ev Tadtac mupedpovc eikdviLov
w2727 mTGu.

41 cuvexdoyikov: It is uncertain where to end the Tvo clause. It could be
va covexdoykov ) 10 cxfina, “in order that the figure be synecdochic”,
with a new clause starting at OnAvkoév (if that is the correct reading). Or
the punctuation may belong after 1}, “in order that it be synecdochic”,
with “the formation (is) feminine” following as a new clause (without a
conjunction). The use by itself of cvvekdoxikov is odd. In scholia,
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covekdoyk®dc is far more common, although the adjective is occa-
sionally found following and further explaining a simple gloss. For the
use of cxfjpo with €ctt and adjective see S.E. P. 2,254; Bas. Hex. 2,8,51.
If correct, the word OnAvkdv presumably refers to the gender of
Topedpovc; but the usage of cxfipor OnAvkdv is somewhat doubtful. In
the TLG texts, ¢xfiua OnAvkdv occurs only in Apollonius Dyscolus,
Adv. (Gramm. Gr. 21,1 p. 151,17-19): &ctt 11 &vono. ovdoude, @
nopdkerton Enippnuo 10 ovdoudc kol ovdoudbev, @ dmd OnAvkod
AV CYNUOTOC EMLPPMNUO TOLPOKELTOL TO 0VOOUT, where the sense is
“the feminine form of the word 00daun” (as distinct from the separate
masculine form o0douoc). The need for a comment on the gender of
TUPEOpovC is also a bit peculiar, since it is adjacent to the obviously
feminine Qedic, and since compound epithets normally have a common
masculine and feminine form. In making explicit what should be obvi-
ous this note has the quality of a schoolteacher’s observation.

42 New lemma or continuation of the previous comment?

otov presumably introduces a longer paraphrase, e.g., “that is to say / in
other words” (supply “let Demeter and Persephone come bearing
torches” or “with torchbearers™?).

43 Before Aapnadneop, perhaps read mopeop[ofuoc))y o If this

is correct, then line 43 repeats the lemma of line 40, at least in part; cf.
similar repetition of lemmata in lines 13 and 22 and in lines 36 and 38.

hourodneopot: cf. Hsch. s.v. © 4473: mupco@opoc: Gryyelov ... | 0 T0 TOp

----- e o o s o

PEPQV ... CNUaiver O TNV Aouradneopov.
44f. treat Phoen. 730

44f. Sch. vet. in Phoen. 730 ... Alpxn 0& motopOCc OU@VLUOC T} KPNVI
MBCVMnRwS.
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45-48 treat Phoen. 807

45-48 A two-part comment — factual (providing the terms of the riddle)

and lexical (glossing a rare word). It combines information and language
also found in the sch. vet. and the argument to the play.
Sch. vet. in Phoen. 807: c@uyy0c OUOLCOTATOLCL: COV KOKOUOVCOLC
npoPAnuoct Kol coplcpoct THe cpryyoc. @OV O& KOKOLOVCOV TO OVIYUd,
QeNCLY, ENEL EUUEADC TE KO EUUETPMC EAEYETO, ATMAAVE O€ TOAAOVC TV
OnPoimv: un evpickoviec yop 10 oiviyno xortncBiovio MBCVMnRwS
and sch. Thom. in Phoen. 801-817: ... év ®dolc GUOVCOTATOLC KO
Kokoic ... ZZaZmTGu; cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 50; Arg. Phoen. (e) Dig-
gle = 5 Mastronarde: 10 tfic Coryyoc oiviypo: €ctt dimovv €mt yHic Kot
teTpdmov, ob pia eovi, kol Tpimov ... .

48-51 treat Phoen. 606

48-51 On the tight spacing and smaller writing in these lines, see section 3
above. The lemma and comment are out of order and followed by four
more randomly arranged lemmata and comments before the commen-

tary resumes an orderly progression in line 60, with a note on Phoen.
1019¢.

The same information is presented in papyrus and scholia, the former
being a little more fully expressed: sch. vet. in Phoen. 606: Kactopoc kot
[ToAvdevrovc. 7 ZnBov kol Apgiovoc, Onep duetvov. MBCVMnRwS

51f. treat Phoen. 24, out of ordetr.

511 7-9 ]: The extent of the lacuna at the end of the line is unclear. It
must certainly have contained the name of Hera, cf. sch. Mosch. in
Phoen. 24: Aeipudv’ €c fipoc] eic tov Aetpudva tov dvateBeipévov T
“Hpo XXa'Xb'XoT* YYT'Gr'. But since it “Hpou by itself would make
a very short line (47 letters), an epithet may also have been attached.
aAcwdnc (referring to tomoc), which the sch. Thom. on Phoen. 24 and
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some other passages suggest, would fit. KiBopovion (referring to Hera),
which the sch. vet. in Phoen. 24 offer, is probably too long.

52f. treat Phoen. 43, out of order

52f.: The contents of the note correspond to the metaphrase in the sch.

vet. in Phoen. 43, 8AAwc: TL ovv, encl, TodTo TO TEPLTTO KO TO £KTOC
10V toBdv Aéyow MCMnPrSSa, but not to an explanatory note on the at-
ticulation of the line in MCV. For Henry’s reading Bupoia cf. the
Laurentianus scholion on Soph. Phil. 158 (p. 355,25f. Papageorgius):
gvawdov 1 Bupalov] éviog 7 xtog. éyyvg i paxpav. Although Bupoio
would suit the context much better, it seems incompatible with the sur-
viving traces.

53-57 treat Phoen. 982, out of order

53-57: The comment relays information provided in greater detail in the

sch. vet. in S. Tr. 171f. Xenis: A®wd®VL dccdV €k meAelddav: TNV €v
Awddvn thc Oectpotioc enydv 2¢° f Vo mepictepoi kobfuevor
EULOLVTEVOVTO. ... ; sch. vet. in S. Tt. 172 Xenis: vrepavo 100 &v Amdmvn
novteiov 8Vo Neow médeton S’ @V éuovtedeto 6 Zebvce, dc ATOAA®V Omd
tpinodoc ol ugv ovtm Aéyovct Becriley, ol 8¢ oVtm TOC lepeloc ypaioc
ovcac:... Hpddotoc d¢ év B oncl (Hdt. 2,57) “Ilederadec 8¢ pot dokéovct
kekAfjicOot mpoc Aodwvoimv ol yvvaikec, diétt PdpPopor ovcon
£60kovv Opolmc Spvict EBEyyecBot, petd 8¢ ypdvov dokodcy avBpariv
poviy ¢0éyEacBon [éneinep éx OnPdv Alyvrtiov fcav].” Edpinidnc
TPELC YEYOVEVOLL LY aDTAC, Ol O€ dVo.... (at 2.55, Herodotus identifies
three Peleiades by name). The subject of the mantic doves was also
addressed by the mythographer Asclepiades (4" cent. B.C.E.) év
tpary®dovpévole (Fr. 3 = FHG 3, p. 298 Miiller), quoted in the sch. in
A.R. 2,328. The claim of the commentator in P.Wirzb. 1 that the name
of the prophetess was Peleia seems to be unique to the papyrus. In fact,
however, the entire story of the Peleiades is irrelevant: at Eur. Phoen.
982, Menoeceus simply asks his father where he should go as an exile
and is told “Dodona”. Euripidean scholia on that line provide only
metaphrases and an explanation of Oecrtpwtov and are silent about the
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Peleiades. Another late papyrus intended for school use, a copy of Pi. P. 1
with annotations (MPER T 23, MP’ 1356, 6™ cent.; McNamee 1994),
also contains an unnecessary mythological digression taken from
tragedy, in that case S. Ph.

56f. The somewhat tighter line spacing and smaller letter sizes here, as well
as the empty half line in 57 and the unusual punctuation at the end of
comments (long horizontal strokes in addition to two and three appar-
ently vertical bars in lines 57 and 59, respectively) suggest that this mate-
rial was added after the rest, in a space left blank on purpose, and that
here the space turned out to be larger than needed. See the introduction
to the papyrological apparatus above and the next note.

58f. treat Phoen. 90

On the spacing, see previous note. This entry, which 1s complete, may
also be a secondary addition. Its lemma is wildly out of order, the
writing is notably smaller than in most of the text, the second line is
shorter by about five letters than typical lines, and the comment termi-
nates with the same unusual horizontal stroke seen at the end of line 57.
Why the scribe did not begin the note in the empty space in the second
half of line 57 1s unknown.

58f. Although the MSS unanimously attest éc in Phoen. 24, it is generally
true that both manuscripts and papyri have eic in most places where
modern editors print €c, so it is possible that elc was written in the
lacuna here, perhaps because of anticipation of the following eic in line
58. Scholia and glossaries have comparable interpretations of the phrase.
Restoration is based on sch. vet. in Phoen. 90: éc difipec €cyortov: 10O

OMPNUEVOV KO VILEPKELUEVOV, TO VLRLEP®OV. 1] T0 dicteyov ... MBCVMn
PrRfRwS; EM 274,27: dipnc: 6 Omepddoc oixoc. Edpunidne év ®ot-
viccone, uebfixe peddBpamv éc difjpec Ecxotov. dnd 100 ic, dthpnc v’ 7
0 dweteyne Poll. 1,82,6; cf. 4,129,7: 1| 8¢ dwcteylor moTE UEV €V OTK®
Bocidein Sifipec Soudtiov, olov &e’ ob év Powviccaic N Avtiydvn
BAEnetl TOV cTpotov. .. ; cf. Ps.-Zonat. s.v. A p. 509,9 Tittmann.
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5916 vrep tobtov: The Greek is possibly problematic. In the first place, in
educated Greek style vnép with the accusative ordinarily means “be-
yond” in a horizontal, not a vertical sense (possible exceptions in litera-
ture are few: Hom. Il. 24,13: qoc @ovouévn ... vreilp dho; Plu. Arist.
10,5: 000" Vrep yiiv ob0” V1o yiv). In documentary papyri, howevet, a
vertical relationship 1s implied in physical descriptions from the Hellen-
istic period through at least the second century C.E., e.g., in P.Petr.
1,14,15f.: 00AN éni uRAov map’ 0epdv | [apictepov] kol GAAN petdTmL
HEcmt kol GAAN \petdnwl/ vrep o0epiv deidv; see Mayser 1906-1970, 2,
2,461, §124 and Blass/Debrunner/Funk 1961, 121, §230.

Secondly, the phrase tov VynAov tomov to which tobtov presumably
refers is vague enough to suggest the writer may have been uncertain
about the topographical features he was explaining. The “high place” of
which he speaks 1s plausibly the roof. Something that is above it would
be a structure on the roof. The word he uses for this structure is the rare
noun dicteyov, which glosses dtfipec €cyotov in the scholia too: cf. the

passages quoted above and also the sch. vet. in Hom. II. 2,517, where it
is used in a similar way to gloss Unepoiov, “upper chambet”.

60-62 treat Phoen. 1019f.

60 A relatively short line, only about 45 letters long. Here the normal
sequence of lemmata resumes and the cramped appearance of the
preceding lines is gone.

61f. aAlot 8¢ ... GAAOL 0T ... . In scholia, the statement “Some understand
X, others y” is ordinarily expressed by twvec (alone or with pév or &) ...
dAAoL O¢ ... . Only occasionally is GAAot used without connective patti-
cle, as in fact occurs further on in this line; a parallel may be found in
sch. in Arat. 16 where, as here, aAAot introduces the third of three
options; in sch. vet. in Pi. P. 74b and sch. rec. in Pi. O. 7,25, dA\lot

without 8¢ introduces the second of two options.

The commentary 1s mythographic, offering three accounts of the birth
of the Sphinx: she arose from the blood of Laius, or from the earth, or
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from the union of Typhon and Echidna. The scholia on this and the
preceding line offer only the second and third possibilities: the sch. vet.
in Phoen. 1019 have a simple gloss, T'tic Adxevpo: yévvnuor: €k yiic yop
aveddBn MM'V®, but the sch. rec. try to rationalize the same infor-
mation, yoc Adxgvpo: mopocov €v Opect dratpifovco TO TPV Kol un
povopévn eEalpvnc éméctn tolc OnPoiotc, St Todto #d0Eev olov £x
Yiic dvadoBiivar VRE. Old and new scholia agree in the information they
give for Phoen. 1020: sch. vet. yéyove yap 1 co1yE Exidvnc xat Tvedvoc
MM™¢C*V; sch. vet. 1020 1 8¢ co1yE yéyovev Exidvnc ko Tvedvoc BPr
RfRwS; sch. Mosch. éx Tvedvoc yop kot Exidvnc i coty§ XXaXbXo®
TYYPGr (cf. Apollod. 3,52). The sch. Thom. in Phoen. 46 (...
Aéyoviec Buyatépo eivonr Tvedvoc kol ‘Exidvne, dAlor 8¢ Xwuoipoc
27a/ZmTGu) also mentions the Chimaera as a possible parent. Laius is
claimed to be the father of the Sphinx in the sch. vet. in Phoen. 26, on
the authority of the paradoxographer Lysimachus (4th-3rd cent. B.C.E.;
Fr. 5 = FHG 3, p. 336 Miiller: OnBoixd nopddo&oa), tivéc 8¢ kal Aotov
mv cotyyo mopadiddocty oc Avcipoyoc MCV; so also the sch. in Lyco-
phr. 7, ot N coiy€ Buydnp yéyove Aoiov (for a discussion of the
myth see L. Deubner, Oedipusprobleme, p. 12 with n. 4).

63-65 treat Phoen. 1023

63 Presumably the writer intended ovtiic and not the reflexive abtiic, since
the disyllabic forms of the reflexive are very rare in Koine and the
author has not added a rough breathing. See, however, the discussion of
ovTov in the note on line 74 below.

03-65 Cf. the surviving explanations: Arg. Phoen. 11 Mastronarde, lines 4f.
(= sch. 1760): v 8¢ N coiyE, demep ypdopetor, mapbévov uév Epovco
npdcoTov, ovpav de dpokoivnc kol ta Ao Aéovioc MBVPrMnSSa
V1Yf; sch. rec. in Phoen. 1023 wi€ondpBevoc] énedn 1o pév napBévov
elyxe, 0 8¢ Onpdc Mn*PrSa’Rw; sch. Mosch. 1019-1031 ... éx Onpiov kol
yovoukoc covieBepévn, Loov Eévne kol mopd @Ocy dramAdcenc ...
XXaXbXoTYYfsGr; sch. Thom. 1019-1066 ... wi€ondpBevoc xai 10
v napBévou €xovca... ZZaZmTGu (note the use of fiuicv).
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65 treats Phoen. 1028

65 Cf. sch. vet. in Phoen. 1028 ... Aéyetl d¢ 10 oiviyuoe BVMnPrRwS. 1 dio
TovC Yevouévouc Bpfivouc 7 did tor odviynatoe MSB'VSCE. Cf. sch. vet. in
Phoen. 1024 dAAloc: ... | c@1y€, ... apralovco ... TovC VEovc diow TNV
GAvpPOV ... podcowv, ot dto o oitviyud cov V. The papyrus commentary
omits the scholia’s metaphrase and explanation of sense and offers only
the same interpretation as the sch. vet.

66-68 treat Phoen. 1043

06-68 In attributing lalemus’ death to an accident on his wedding day, the
commentary again deviates from Pindar’s account (Pi. Threnoi Fr. 128c
Maehler = Fr. 56 Cannata Fera) that he died from disease. It also seems
to conflate his story with that of his brother Hymenaeus. Schwartz ap.
Wilcken (1934,20 ad. loc.), adducing the account of Hymenaeus’ death
in Servius’ comment on Aen. 1,651 Hymenaens anten: ... quidam invenis fuit,
qui die nuptiarum oppressus ruina est, unde expiationis cansa noMINatur in nUPLs.
Salsum est antem, nam vitari magis debuit nomen exstincti, infers from the
second sentence that a variant version of the story existed which identi-
fied Hymenaeus with his brother Ialemus, who also died young and
after whom a dirge was in fact named.

The scholia on this line metaphrase and interpret the text but say
nothing about the myth: sch. vet. in Phoen. 1033 idAepou: ot 3¢ Opfivor
gcteva{ov<to> €v Tolc olKolc. €viol O oVTmC ol Of IGAEUOL TOV
nopBévov kol tdv untépov Ectévalov &v tolc oikoic mevBoleot ol pgv
T0. TEKVO, ol 08 Tovc dedpovc MBCV; sch. Thom. in Phoen. 1034
idAepor 8¢ mopBévav: ... | Tpoc 10 mapBévav ctiktéov, §| 10 1dAepot
npoc 10 £ctévalov covtaktéov. kol un EevicBijc dxovwv 10 Ectévalov
1dAepor ToAAd yop totobdta Topo Tomtaic evpntot. ZmTGu. Glossa-
ries and scholia on other works also explain idAepoc as Opfivoc; cf., e.g.,
Moertis 1 1.1; Hesych. 1 27 (cf. idem 1 28 "IdAepoc: vioc KaAAionnc); sch.
vet. in Bur. Or. 1388; sch. in Luc. 51,24,2. The gloss survives in later
etymologica as well.
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69-75 treat Phoen. 1043f.

69-75 Both lemma and comment on Phoen. 1043f. are more extensive in
P.Whrzb. 1 than in the scholia, and the information provided is different
and, in the case of the papyrus, partly divergent from tradition. The
commentator recounts at length why Oedipus and Laius each went to
Thebes (the former to find out whether his father was alive, the latter to
find out whether “his son Oedipus” was alive) and gives a telegraphic
version of their encounter (Oedipus killed Laius because Laius’ man had
struck him). For a comparison of this version with Arg. Phoen. 11 Mas-
tronarde see Deubner 1942, 14. The more concise scholia gloss [TuBiouc
amoctohoticy and explain that Oedipus was headed for Thebes because
of an oracle: sch. vet. in Phoen. 1043 TMvBioic dmwoctohaictv: dvii 10D
oo Mubiov dmectodpévoc. kotd xpncpodv yop tovtov AABev eic ONPoc
MCV. toic 100 AndAAmvoc taparouroic MV MnPrS.

70f. Although 611 xtovel at the beginning of line 71 exceeds the space
available by one letter, its two or three narrow letters (1 twice and possi-

bly €, depending on its form) should allow the restoration to fit.

72 If the dative article preceded Aoimt, then venvince was probably divid-
ed between lines 71 and 72. vrAvltnce best suits the limited space at the
beginning of line 72. The end of line 72 can accommodate more letters
than the four of Ogod. Although the writer did not necessarily always use
all the available space, 0e0d kol or AtdAhwvoc might also be considered
as restorations.

74 1t is uncertain whether the author intended o0to¥ or avtod. Here (un-
like line 63), owtov is in attributive position, in contrast to 0 maTnp
a0tob and O v1oc owTod eatlier in the note. Given this difference in
position and given the emphasis that might be expected in connection
with patricide, the intended meaning may have been “his own father”
with the disyllabic reflexive; but in later Greek it is also possible to use
the non-reflexive avt0 in this position.
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75f. treat Phoen. 1046

The papyrus offers less information than the scholia, but has echoes of
their language: sch. vet. in Phoen. 1046 101’ dcpévorc: du 1o Adcot 10
CVIYUOL TOALY O€ Oy COVATTEL OLOL TOV YOOV THC UNTPOC KOl TOL AOLTeL
MB'CVMnRSS, partial Sa’. ... o0 yop e000c wc émednuncev dicpevol
aOTOV €100V, GAL §te FAuce 10 alviyno. Aetmet 8¢ 1O A0y MCV.

76-86 treat Phoen. 1108

76-86 The sch. Thom. in Phoen. 1108 covers some of the same ground:
k&mpov: Ov énflyoryev Altoloilc mote Aptepc AvpoivecBor Ty codv
xopav, opytlopévn Otvel BOcovtt tolc GAlotc Beolc kot 00 TH Aptépd.
OMEKTELVE O TOV KATpov ToVTOV 0 MeAfarypoc ZZaZmTGu; cf. sch. rec.
1108 obtoc 6 kdmpoc éléyeto Kadvddvioc: Kaivdav 8¢ poc Altmiioc.
lctopelTon 0 Mc ToVTOV TOV KAmpov N ‘Aptepic etoEguce, MeAfarypoc d¢
T® cLoKTOVE dopatt mepl 10 petonov TAnEac avetlev Gu (copied by
this 14th c. scribe from sch. in Lyc. Alexandra 492 or from Tz. H.
7,102,67, which correctly have Atalante where Gu carelessly names
Artemis). More detailed versions of the story are in Apollod. 1,66f. (1*-
2" cent. C.E.); Zen. 5,33 (2" cent. C.E.); loannes Malalas Chronogr. 6,21
(5"-6™ cent. C.E.).

77-79 mact Beolc ... dofikev: Cf. sch. vet. in Ar. Ran. 1253: ... Oivevc 8¢ thc
avtod yhc edopncdenc dmopytc moct Beotc OVcoc, Aptéuidr ovk
€0vucev 00ev dpy1cBeicor Dv péyav kot The xdpoc odtod defikey, Tvo
TOOTNV ADUTVTITOL.

78 The scribe originally wrote the indicative eloice. Once he altered this to
¢dcavtoc, an additional conjunction (e.g. kol or perhaps GAAG) was
needed to link the two participles. This he must have inserted in the
lacuna at the beginning of the line, presumably in the interlinear space.

79f. Wilcken’s restoration KaAvddvil[ov- ovtoc 8 éx]Anbn is questionable,

as ancient sources always use the article in writing about the Calydonian
boar (0 KaAvdmvioc kdmpoc / cic, i.e.); cf. Strabo 8,6,22; Apollod. 2,133;
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3,106; 3,163; Luc. Ind. 14; Paus. 8,45,6; Ath. 401b-d = 9,64 Kaibel; Eust.
in Il. 1,67,34, and scholia on several authors.

80 Space left for filling later, as perhaps occurred at lines 55-59 (see section
5). If so, the fact to be supplied is possibly an explanation for the epithet
KoAvdmvioc, as in the sch. rec. in Phoen. 1108, o0toc 6 xdmpoc éAéyeto
KaAivdavioc: KaAvdaov d¢ 6poc AttoMac (but note that this scribe has

identified Calydon as a mountain rather than a city, a claim confirmed
by no ancient source). Alternatively, Maehler suggests the blank may be
due to damage in the scribe’s original.”

81 What is needed here is either the destination of the boar in the accusa-
tive or the destination plus a genitive participle and possibly an object
(presumably the word that appears to end in -pn, which in such a case

would be neuter plural). But there hardly seems room for the latter.

83f. The reading of the accusative 10V kdmpov seems clear in the original,
but the meaning of the whole clause covéBadev .. AlitwAloiwc is not
unproblematic. Mastronarde points out that copufaAlm of setting parties
into conflict usually has as its subject someone directing events (e.g., the
gods set these heroes against each other), not a participant like Atalanta.
Thus restoring, e.g., T0lc dAAoic AltwMoic in line 84 is undesirable, and
in any case begs an explanation about the identity of these other
Aectolians (not Meleager?), since Atalanta herself is variously said to be
Arcadian or Boeotian.

Alternatively, the beginning of line 84 may have contained a participle
governing the accusative xanpov, with covéBoadev being used absolutely
in the sense “engage in battle” (LS] s.v.II.1.c); but there are few choices
of short verbs. Possibilities include €petca or dpeica, which would give
e.g., kol covefaiev tov kompov | [Epelcor tolc AlitoAiolc, “And
(Atalante) engaged in battle, sending the boar forward against the
Aectolians™.

# Maehler 1993, 111. 135.
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Or we might instead, as Essler suggests, restore a subject for covefaiev
in the lacuna, e.g., kol covéBoiev ov kdmpov [N Oea tolc Alitollorc,
“And the goddess (i.e., Artemis) set the boar to fight with the
Aetolians.” This allows a normal meaning of the verb, but makes the
return to Atalante as subject in the next sentence very awkward or even
unidiomatic, even if demonstrative ovtn is assumed in line 84.

Finally, one might consider that the accusative xampov is an error for the
dative, and that something like Schwartz’s covéBodev 1@t kdmpor | [év
to1c oplotc A]JitwMotc was written, “She (i.e., Atalante) engaged with the
boar in the Aetolian territoties” (cf. LS] s.v. coufédAim II ¢). But such
an assumption seems wrong for a text with rather few errors and, as
Henry notes, the adjective would need to go between the article and the
substantive.

5. Codex or loose sheet?

Wilcken assumed (and subsequent discussions have been premised on the
belief) that our papyrus was a page of a codex, since he interpreted the
mark at the top of the recto as the numeral theta.** He speculated that eta
was effaced at the top of the verso,” and postulated that numbered pages
of a codex had preceded this one.** Origin in a codex is also a plausible
explanation for why the scribe appears to have used the vertical-fiber side
(of decidedly poorer quality) before the horizontal-fiber side. If this inter-
pretation were correct, then the natural conclusion would be that if the
numbering began at the start of the codex, there were four previous leaves,
with the numbering beginning with alpha (1) on a verso of the first leaf; or,
alternatively, there were more than four leaves bound before this one, but
for some reason numeration was restarted in a new section (still on a
verso). On the former assumption, with only seven pages of text lost, it
does not seem likely that the author would have filled them solely with
notes on Phoen. 1-343, unless the density of annotation was far different
than in the pages that survive. One might further speculate that there were

24 Wilcken 1934, 9.
2 Wilcken 1934, 16.
26 Wilcken 1934, 9. 16.
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notes on one of the other select plays of Euripides on those pages, or
something entirely different, perhaps of pedagogical interest (notes on
Homer or another standard author, lists of words, definitions of rhetorical
figures, mythological summaries).

On our reading of the trace at the top of the recto, however, it is not a
numeral at all, but simply a cross,” such as scribes often place at the begin-
ning of a text or section of text or on both sides of a title. All speculations
about the size of the assumed codex and its numbering then fall out of
consideration. Other problems remain, however, primary among them the
question of which side was written first. Here four points are relevant. The
tirst three are codicological; the fourth deals with content.

1. The presence of the cross at the beginning of the papyrological rec-
to suggests that the papyrological recto preceded (unless the writer started
each page in this way and the cross at the top of the verso has simply been
obliterated).

2. The beginning of line 36 is in doubt. The start of a lemma (Phoen.
683f.) occupied some part of it, but its exact form is unknown: al (or ko)
may have been present, and either >> or >>> will have preceded. With so
much text missing and a script so variable, real precision is futile. That said,
the lacuna appears to be sufficient to hold something on the order of 23 to
26 letters. If it contained the longest possible combination of lemma and
punctuation (>>> kol dvdvopor Beat Tlelpcepaccar), the space would be
nearly but not completely filled. As many as 3-6 letter-spaces will have
remained. Eisthesis®™ could account for this, but if there was no eisthesis,
and if the lemma began with >> Si@vupot, a substantial space (as many as
7-10 letters) still remained. The space is unlikely to have been blank, but it
is too short for another whole lemma plus comment. There are at least
three possibilities for its contents: (1) an eccentric lemma; (2) a false start
by the writer, subsequently crossed out; (3) a word finishing a note from a
previous leaf. Since the final comment on the verso appears complete, we
must entertain the possibility that the commentary occupied more than one

?7 Wilcken 1934, 16 n. 2, remarked ,,Das 0 ist sehr schmal, aber ich glaube nicht,

dass es ein Kreuz sein soll.“ Under magnification and with autopsy the ductus ap-
pearts to us to be incompatible with 0.
% If eisthesis is considered as a possibility, one might also ponder whether lines 51

and 60 might have provided further instances.
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leaf, and that line 36 started with the continuation of a comment from a
lost preceding leaf.

3. Writing fills the recto all the way down the page and nearly to the
bottom edge, whereas the writing on the verso stops farther from the
bottom edge. This layout also may be taken as supporting the view that the
recto preceded, and this is Essler’s thinking.

Mastronarde and McNamee are inclined to think, instead, that the
verso preceded and base their opinion on content, as follows.

4. The order of the entries from verso to recto is generally consecu-
tive. Notes deal in almost perfect order with a middle section of the play,
from Phoen. 344 to 807. At the end of this consecutive run of notes come
fifteen lines of commentary on five lemmata that are seriously inconsecu-
tive both as a group and with respect to the preceding comments. Then
consecutive ordering resumes for the last sixteen lines (starting with a note
on Phoen. 10191.). If the recto had been written first, we would have to as-
sume that the writer started, at the top of that page, in the middle of the
group of lemmata on Phoen. 344-807, then broke away somewhat erratical-
ly from this pattern for the rest of the page, and subsequently turned his
sheet over and recorded notes on an earlier section of the play.

It is worth noting, further, that there is no carryover of text from one
side to the other: the final scholion on each side appears to end with the
typical punctuation that follows an explanation. It remains unclear, then,
which side preceded. If the writer began with the recto, perhaps he set out
to collect miscellaneous useful information from multiple sources but then,
when he reached the verso, happened to devote himself to collecting
comments from a single (consecutive) source. In this regard, it may be
relevant that all but one of the notes offering glosses and all of the notes
that contain alternative exegeses appear on the recto (see section 06; the
note on line 656, which is possibly a gloss, is on the verso). If the verso was
written first,” perhaps the writer set out at first to copy the notes on
Phoen. 344 to 807 but then, on seeing the unused space at the bottom of

? The custom of writing documents across the fibers re-emerged in later antiquity
and may, by the date of P.Wiirzb., have crept into literary and paraliterary scribal
practice. See Fournier 2007; Fournier 2009. Additionally, MP? 429 (P.Oslo inv.
1662), an excerpt from a learned commentary on Troades may also have been orig-

inally a single sheet and not a codex. It is written across the fibers and the back is
blank; see Stroppa 2009 and McNamee 2012, 521.
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the recto, he took advantage of it to add several more miscellaneous
comments. Neither scenario is entirely satisfactory, however. The first does
not account for the disorder of lines on the recto, and the second does not
explain why the scribe left so much blank space at the bottom of the
verso.”

We are left with four possibilities, then: (1) that the papyrus 1s a loose
sheet and the verso was written first, (2) that it is a loose sheet with the rec-
to preceding, (3) that it is part of a codex and its verso preceded its recto,
(4) that it comes from a codex and the recto preceded. We see no sure way
to choose among these options. If (1) or (2) is correct, the text was a loose
single sheet used for miscellaneous annotations by, presumably, an ad-
vanced student or intermediate-level teacher. The fact that there may have
been a washed out text, some still visible in the upper margin of the recto,
might be related to such use. If (3) or (4) is true, it is a folio from a codex
and was broken off at the fold from the other half of a bifolium. The
writing first on the vertical-fiber side then would need no further expla-
nation, although the presence of the cross on the side with horizontal fi-
bers would be less natural. Nor is there any way to tell how many pages

preceded the surviving folio. It cannot even be excluded, for instance, that

1

there was a text of Phoenissae preceding these notes,” or that there was a

%" Possibly 8pdixwv, written by itself in the middle of line 35 was intended as a place-
marker, indicating the subject of an eventual note at the bottom of the verso. Al-
ternatively, perhaps the larger margin was standard for this writer and the recto is
the side that deviates from the norm. The smaller space at the bottom of the recto
might be explained, then, if we assume the scribe was determined for some reason
to include comments through Phoen. 1108 on this piece of papyrus. On this view,
he will have originally written the lines at the top of recto, left a blank area in the
middle where he was somehow not able at that point to deal with the material that
belonged there, then added notes at the bottom part of the page. These ran fur-
ther down the page than usual because the scribe — uncertain about how much
room the comments temporarily passed over would occupy — left a considerable
amount of blank papyrus in the middle, which forced him to start and finish the
comments of lines 60-86 closer to the bottom of the page than he normally would
have. The compressed script of what he eventually added suggests that even so he
did not leave enough room.

1 The practice of formatting scholia in a separate block following the text of the

work is found in some medieval manuscripts, such as R of Euripides; for the
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much fuller set of annotations on the complete play preceding some pages
in which sparser supplementary notes have been compiled. More likely,
however, given the modest intellectual ambition of the surviving notes,
other pages of the codex will have contained similarly modest material.
Annotations on the first 343 lines of Phoenissae might have taken only one
or two previous pages, and lemmata between 1109 and the end of the play
(1766) could also have been covered in only a few pages. The page may not
in fact come from a formal codex but rather from a small notebook con-
sisting of a gathering of only a few bifolia.

In his book on the format of ancient codices, Eric Turner accepted
Wilcken’s judgment that this papyrus came from a codex and he estimated
the full width of the page as 18.5 cm and put this example in his group 5
(18x30cm).” The lower right of the recto looks like it may preserve the
right and bottom edges of the sheet (the right side of the bifolium when
viewed this way), and it is likely that the top edge is also close to its original
state. This part of the recto also shows how small a margin there is be-
tween the writing and the right edge (whether inner or outer margin is un-
known as long as we do not know which side was written first). On the
verso lines 1, 19, and 20 show us the very beginning of the lines, but this
coincides with the maximum leftward survival of the writing material and
any left margin is entirely lost. Turner’s estimate seems fair if this margin
was as narrow as the other, as it is likely to have been, to judge by the top
margin, which is small on both sides, and the bottom margin, which is
small on the recto. A literary text in a codex would usually have somewhat
wider margins, especially on either the left or the right, but this is a prac-
tical paraliterary text and so the author evidently makes fuller use of the
writing surface and is not concerned with aesthetics.

6. The nature of the P.Wiirzb. 1 scholia

We think it most likely that P.Wirzb. 1 comes from a compilation made
for private use either by a mid-level schoolteacher or by a somewhat ambi-
tious student in such a school (perhaps one who contemplated becoming a
teacher himself). The notes appear to fall into three or four clusters, each

somewhat more common medieval practice of alternating blocks of main text and
blocks of scholia see Irigoin 1984, 99.
2 Turner 1977, 17. 105.
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one starting with a group of comments on closely spaced lines in the play:

a) 344, 347 (end of a lyric passage sung by Jocasta);
b) 638, 640 (the very beginning of a choral lyric);

c) 683, 687 (from the epode of the same choral song)
d) 1019f. (the beginning of the third chorus)

To the notes on each of these closely spaced sets of lines the writer then
attaches other lemmata, with comments about content and other issues
attached. If our hypothesis of a school copy applies, the main focus of the
lesson might have been lyric sections of the play, to which additional back-
ground information has been added.

The number of lemmata is not certain, since there are damaged areas
where the detection of the dividing symbols is precarious. Our articulated
version has 30 lemmata and allows for the possibility that there were one
or two more in the final lines of the verso. If the uncertain cases are dis-
counted, there are still 26 or 27 notes.

Of the apparently 30 notes, 20 are on lyric passages: two from Jocas-
ta’s aria, 11 from the first stasimon, only one from the second stasimon,
and six from the third stasimon. Only 10 notes comment on words occur-
ring in spoken lines: two of these are from the trochaic tetrameter passage
that follows the rheseis of the agon, the rest fall in iambic trimeter passag-
es, with three from the prologue speech of Jocasta, two from the first epi-
sode (from the stichomythia between Jocasta and Polyneices, and from
Jocasta’s agon speech), one from each of the next two episodes (from the
stichomythia between Eteocles and Creon, and from the short dialogue of
Creon and Menoeceus), and one from the first messenger speech in the
fourth episode. A proper name or proper adjective is present or alluded to
in the majority of the lines commented on: seven out of 10 of the spoken
lines, nine out of 20 of the lyric lines. About half the selected lines (14) in-
clude the name of a god or invite the mention of a god in the explanation.
We count 15 out of 30 that deal with mythological issues. They evince the
strong interest in mythography and genealogy that characterized both
ancient schooling and more learned commentaries on poetry, a near-
obsession that continues in medieval scholars like John Tzetzes and Thom-
as Magister. In fact, 24 of the 30 notes are connected to gods or to
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mythography or to both, leaving only six that relate to neither. The next
most common shared feature is that 13 of the notes are prompted by poet-
ic or religious compound epithets. Finally, nine scholia offer explanations
of etymology or word derivation, seven refer to ancient customs, and six
help to identify places. Only five or six of the scholia are straightforward
glosses: 43 ta éktoc = meprtd, 90 Owfjpec, 807 dpovcotatorct, 1028
aAvpov podcov, 1046 dcpevore, and possibly 656 evtlotc. The importance
of mythography to the author or excerptor is thus abundantly evident, but
it is still puzzling how sporadic the notes are: in particular, there is but a
single note on the second stasimon, which is admittedly less obviously
narrative than the first and third stasimons, but still could have prompted
many more mythographic identifications or summaries.

Because of the randomness of the notes and their general character,
Wilcken and Schwartz were rather contemptuous of the author.” On the
other hand, Maehler and Athanassiou have tried to rehabilitate him and to
show that his interests are reflective of some scholarly practices we might
associate with more learned hypomnemata, and that his information has
more connections with other known sources than Wilcken and Schwartz
had mentioned.” In some details, such rehabilitation seems correct. In six
different notes we can be certain that the author offers alternative exegeses,
such as one might expect to find both in a commentary that quotes and
responds to eatlier commentaries, and in t& pikta (rouvnpoTe) men-
tioned in the subscription to the scholia on Orestes. On Phoen. 606, the
author points out that “white-horsed gods” can refer to the Dioscuri at
Sparta as well as to Amphion and Zethus at Thebes. Two or three ways of
explaining dufipec are present in the note on 90. dpovcotdrorct in 807 is

explained first with aiviypotddectv, and later with xaxopotcorc.” The

3 Wilcken 1934, 9f.

3 Maehler 1993, 109-111; Athanassiou 1999, 45-58.
3 kakopovcolc is also in the medieval scholia and reflects ancient doctrine: ancient
glossaries and lexica recognized that in poetry some alpha-privative adjectives
were equivalent to a compound adjective with koko-/dvc-. For the doctrine, see
sch. in Hom. II. 22,428b dedindocioke mpoOc TNV €nitocv: TO YOop duC KOl O TODTOV
dnrodcy, sch. in D.T. (Gramm. Gr. 1,3 p. 502,6-10): 10 a0 pdprov moAAd cnuoivet:
.. cnuodver 8¢ kol 10 Suc, dc T Yuvy Guropeoc kol drvyhc dvBporoc: dmd ovv ToD
cnpodvovtoc o duc dpova kol ovtd EkARONCco, olov T dvcpva Kol Kokdpmvo.
ovo.



The Wiirzburg Scholia on Euripides’ Phoenissae 89

note on 982 apparently offers two explanations of the birds associated with
the oracle at Dodona, one of which reflects a rationalistic adaptation. The
scholion on 1019f. reports three different genealogies of the Sphinx. And
the narrative of Atalante and the Calydonian boar in the scholion on 1108
indicates two slightly different treatments of why she received the aristeia
of the hunt. Two other possible examples of multiple explanations are un-
certain because of damage. The second explanation given for dtwvupot in
683 may be meant as an alternative to the first, if it means the goddesses
are twin-named because they form a pair rather than that each goddess has
two names. And the notes on mvpeodpovc in 687 may have given more than
one explanation.”® The author thus shows awareness that the interpretation
of some words 1s uncertain or disputed and reports different possibilities
very briefly, but he has no ambition to argue for one view as superior to
another, in the manner that is characteristic of ancient hypomnemata and
occasionally attested in the tragic scholia, although much less frequently
than in Homer scholia.

Other aspects of the notes confirm, however, their relatively low
intellectual milieu. We may note what is not present in the extant notes.
First, there is no mention of variant readings of the text, unlike the sur-
viving comment in the medieval scholia that speaks of whether the ou
before dtwvopotl in 683 should be read as the article ol or the relative
adverb . Second, there is no citation of any scholar or commentator by
name: such names are a sign of learned commentaries, whereas opinions
have usually been rendered anonymous in scholia on tragedy that reflect
the needs of schools or general readers. Third, there is no quotation of
Homer or any other poet, or even a reference to Homer or another poet
with the quotation omitted. Again, this reflects the normal practice in the
consolidation and reduction of scholia on tragedy. It is typical to find there
examples of a long version of a note containing both author’s name and a
full quotation as well as reduced forms with the author’s name and a short-
er portion of the quotation or no quotation at all, and, in the briefest sort

6 As we have reconstructed these notes, there is appatently no reference to the al-

ternative interpretation of the epithet as “grain-bearing” (ctto@opovc) instead of
“fire-bearing”: sch. vet. in Phoen. 687: mupoodpovc 8¢ eine Afjuntpo kol Kopny,
énel dqdovylat avTHIC YIVOVTOL TOD GMTOC EUEAIVOVTOC TNV €K TAV KOOV TOTC
avBpadmoic Cwfv. 7 Toc crtopdpovc Aéyet. Ectt 8¢ Tadtd MBCVMnRSS.
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of reduction, neither the name nor the quotation surviving.”” Finally, both
the scholia vetera and the scholia recentiora on Phoenissae include many
paraphrasing or metaphrastic scholia, especially on the lyric passages such
as Phoen. 347 or Phoen. 638ff.; but there 1s nothing like that here: the note
on 347 says nothing of the recherché syntax and goes straight to the expla-
nation of the custom, and that on 638 does not disentangle the syntax and
clausal structure but starts immediately with the narration of the myth. The
closest thing to a paraphrase is in 52f. on Phoen. 43, to which we return in
a moment.

The notes bear comparison to some known scholia because of the
long survival of the same practices in explanation and because of the simi-
lar need or desire for certain types of explanation in antiquity, late antiquity,
and the middle Byzantine period. On the other hand, we doubt these notes
are carefully copied from a thorough hypomnema. The surviving older
scholia generally feature a decided ambition to employ learned Greek, usu-
ally in Attic dialect.”® There are many naive features in P.Wiirzb. 1 notes
that betray a lower level of ambition or competence. Note the use of rather
imprecise verbs in tpoPaAetv in line 4 and Paldvtec in line 11; the vague
ehaPev xpncpov in line 15; the fourfold repetition of €xel in lines 19-21; the
repetitious ring-composition in the short explanation of the derivation of
idAepoc in lines 66-68; the repetition kvvmyétic ovdco, Kvvnyétnc v,
KuVNYéTic ovca (79-83); and the echoing of cuviyovto, which makes good
sense as a plural, by the singular coviyOn, which makes less sense (81-83).

7 For an example of the process, here are three versions of the sch. vet. in Eur. Or.

371 (full version in MCVRw): Ymovia mévto w0 pAuote Meveddov, 4o’ ob O
TOMTNC T0 GCTotov THe AoKeSOUOVIOYV YVOUNC KOU®OIET, e Kol &v Avdpoudyn
[445f] “® macy &vBpdmowcty Exbictor Ppotdv, Crdpinc #voikol, oA
BovAevthpia.” mpd yop AltokAéouc, ¢ ob OV Opéctny £818ake, Aokedapovioy
npecBevcopévov mepl eipnvnc dmicticaviec ABnvolot o mwpochkovto, émi
apyovtoc Ogomoumov [0 €ctt Tpo AlokALouc]. oVtmc ctopel Pddyopoc [Philoch.
Fr. 117 = FHG 1, p. 403 Muller|; (shorter version in MnPrRSa, omitting minor
differences among them) Ymovda t& pAinote Meveddov, &g’ ob 6 momthc o
dctotov The yvounc Aokedopoviov kopumdel, ‘rcocy £xbictol Bpotdv, Crdptnc
gvowcol, dO0Aa PBouvAevtnpla’; (extreme shortening in O) VmovAo mavia o
pAuaTo 1o Meveldov.

%# In collating, one is always brought up short when a Palacologan scholar scribe

suddenly uses a vernacular form, like vo tpam tade.
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Another oddity is the curious assimilation of Oedipus’ inquiry to the oracle
to that made by Laius: “[to learn] if his father lives” (lines 70, 73).” Also,
the phrase “by the man of Laius” (b0 10D dvpoc 10D Aciov (75) involves
a usage of avnp (as “servant, attendant”) for which we have been unable so
far to find a parallel (although it is impossible to check all the instances of
such a common word). Finally, there is the mystery of what the author was
thinking of when he mentioned udtio twice in connection with the dedi-
cation of spoils (8-10): was he merely ignorant of or confused about the
ancient custom, or (as suggested in the commentary above) was this expla-
nation meant to be less shocking to young students?*

Maehler speculated that the author of these notes was transcribing
them from an old commentary on a papyrus roll that was in fragments. He
suggested the disorder of the notes resulted from the fact that the loose
pieces were in the wrong order, and thinks the unfinished explanation of
the name Calydonian boar in 80 was due to an original that became
unreadable at that point.*' This interpretation was already doubted by the
collocutors at the Fondation Hardt gathering at which he presented it.** Tt
is more plausible that when writing the note on the Calydonian boar, the
author did not have the explanation at hand and was not quite sure of his
facts, and he meant to look it up or ask about it and supply it later in the
vacant space. As mentioned earlier, the disorder and tighter format of
some of the notes on the recto, the blank space left in 57, and different
appearance of the punctuating marks in 57 and 59 (vertical rather than
oblique or horizontal) are perhaps another sign that these are occasional
jottings for private use, not all recorded at the same time. One wonders
whether the author left a gap in the middle of this page, which he later
found was not needed for the only note he wanted to add between 807 and

3 Wilcken, p. 21, took this as an original formulation by our commentator, L.

Deubner, Oedipusprobleme, p. 13 n. 1, as careless analogy to Laius’ question.
4 Other odd features of language occur in passages where the reading is extremely
uncertain, so it may be the case that the decipherment is not yet accurate enough
rather than that the writer uses Greek in an unusual way: e.g., Gdpoctov in 22 is
very oddly used, if it is really the reading; the purpose of the mention of cyhjuo
OnAviodv in 41 is unclear.
41 Maehler 1993, 111.

#2 Maehler 1993, 136.
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1019, and so he used the extra space for some notes that had not been
included in the sequence on this and the previous page or pages (see above,
n. 30).

Another possible indication of a teacher’s practice 1s seen in an odd
detail of the scholion on Phoen. 43. In some of the scholia of the period
1280-1340 C.E., including some apparently by Planudes, the note is really
about a grammatical or etymological or lexical topic that is prompted by
the appearance of some particular word in the text: it 1s thus a lesson about
the word and general usage and not about the specific usage of the poet in
this passage. Medieval notes of this kind are related to a technique that
many teachers still use, digressing from a text to point out some fact that
will contribute to the student’s developing knowledge and pay off in their
study of other texts. The P.Wiirzb. 1 scholion on 43 has the lemma 60ev i
1aktoC, which is short for the whole expression 60gv T TaKkTOC TOV KOKDY
ue Oel Aéyewv; the explanation is brief: 1o mepittd: c[o]Bopd: mdc ©
nleprrtov €cti Aeym;], if we accept the restoration given above (McNamee
has added éctt to what was already proposed by Wilcken and Schwartz).
The first word is a normal gloss on the phrase in need of explanation, 1o
xtoc; the last words form a good paraphrase of the whole question. But
the word coPapa is odd, and does not fit the passage of Phoenissae. Wilcken
saw that eprttoc and coPapdc occur together in two passages of Plutarch,
to which the TLG allows us to add a sentence that Nicephorus Gregoras
uses identically in two works.” Tt may be suggested that the word coPapé
is there because a teacher wanted to make the general point that neptttov,
in addition to its common meaning ‘superfluous’, could also mean ‘exces-
sive, more forceful than usual’. This would be a lexical lesson digressing
from the text.** So coPapd in the scholion is either a shorthand reminder

# Plu. Comp. Agis et Cleom. 10,8: 10 év povcikfi coPapov kot neprrtov; Plu. De recta

ratione andiendi 41c: 00t Teprrn kol coPopa AeElc avTiAaunel T® GKpPOOTH TPOC
10 dnhovpevov; Nicephorus Gregoras, Epistulae 12,68 and Historia Romana 2,839,6:
olc Yop éc vmepopiovc éxctpoteioc mopackevdlecOon pepelémon, tovToC KOl
neprttidc te kol uddo cofopdc 6nAilecBon dvorykoiov.
# A good example is the gloss above duvnuov®d in G on Orestes 216, 00 pipvnoko,
axoptot® (only the first word is applicable to the usage in the text). Also, a late

wooden codex of Isocrates has glosses that go beyond what is relevant (P.Kell. 111
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to himself by a teacher, or an unclear record of the teacher’s digression by a
student. The idea of a student recalling what the teacher has said might also
be invoked for the strange statement about uatio and other somewhat
deficient or inaccurate remarks; but if we are talking about the sixth century
in Egypt, such errors are not necessarily impossible for a mid-level
schoolmaster himself.

In his dissertation, Athanassiou remarked upon some instances in
which he found the wording used by our author and the language of Palae-
ologan-era scholia or prefatory material so strikingly similar that he specu-
lated there may have been a continuous tradition accounting for it. These
passages deserve brief consideration here. (1) The narrative about Cadmus
in 13-22 is similar to prefatory item 10e in the Teubner edition of Phoenis-
sae: Kadpoc mepebeic vnd 100 motpoc Ayhvopoc {nthico thy &dedonv
o0Tod EOpdrny cuv tolc adeA@olc Kol um gupav oTNV €1C T0 UOVTEIOV
100 AmOAAwvoc év TTvBol mopayiveton movBavouevoc mod Opeilet
KOTOlKelY: O 08 £on ‘Omov xobicel 1) Bodc o, ékel kTicov TOAY . Kol O
¢EeMBiv 100 povieiov edpe Bodv, koi frodoOBncev adi, kol eic OHPoc
TEONKet kot €xel @rodounce toc ONPoc MnSHnPrY). This seems to be a
case of old commentary material or mythographic material surfacing in
some of the recentiores of Euripides, but the stylistic similarity perhaps re-
flects the similar educational level for which these notes were intended
rather than direct dependence on the same source. (2) Athanassiou
compares our author’s reference to synecdoche in 40-43 to the use of the
verb cuvélofev in the Thoman scholion on 687: mupeopovc O KoAEl
Ene1dn €v VKTl YIVOUEVOV TOV HVCcTNplov 0l LLOVUEVOL TOP Epepov, ODev
To0toc  Tupeopovc  eikovilov. 1| mupeodpovc [rupogdpove T] 1t
TOPOCYOVCOC TOV CITOV. €1 YOp Kol MOV Anuntnp mopécxev, GAAO, uet’
aOThc kol Tovtv covélofe. kpelttov 0¢ £ctt T0 mpdcBev: éml yop 1@
notfjcor OAebpov 100 TV mWolepiwv cTpotevpotoc S1d 10D wVPOC
emiPoatol todtov ovtoc méEpworl (ZZaZmTGu). But here Thomas is
simply following two possibilities already given in the old scholion on the
same line, although Thomas explains more fully why both goddesses are
credited with responsibility for crops. Moreover, the synecdoche adduced

Gr. 95, MP3 1240.03, 4% cent. C.E., Ad Demonicunz, cf. McNamee 2007, 292, note
a on lines 47-55).
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in our text more likely refers to the first explanation, so the kinship with
Thomas 1s not close. (3) The narrative about Oedipus in lines 69-76 has
some similarities with the verbose Thoman synopsis (arg. 12 in the
Teubner edition), but parallel interests in mythography do not require
dependency on one source for similar content, and Thomas is here closely
following the traditional content of the myth and the information provided
in the texts of Oedipus Tyrannus and Phoenissae (both members of the Byzan-
tine triad for their authors). (4) Athanassiou was also impressed by the ver-
bal similarity between lines 79f. on the reason for the name “Calydonian
boar” and the wording of a scholion in Gu,* which he assumed to be
Thoman. Most Gu scholia in Dindorf’s edition are indeed Thoman, but
not all of them, and this note is in fact found in Gu alone and is one of
those due solely to the personal efforts of the Gu-scribe, who copied this
note (a little carelessly) from the tradition of commentary on Lycophron.
The details we find in the P.Wiirzb. 1 scholion are actually comparable to
those in Apollodorus and other sources and have no special affinity to this
last annotation. In conclusion, only the first case of similarity seems to be
significant, not for a genetic relationship, but as evidence of a less polished
style used in notes aimed at a less advanced audience.
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Abstract

The paper provides a new edition with translation and commentary of P.Wiirzb.
1, a papyrus of the 6th century containing scholia on Euripides’ Phoenissae. The
edition includes a diplomatic transcription and articulated text with a paleo-
graphical and critical apparatus.
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Plate 1: P.Wirzb.Inv. 18 recto (B), Papyrussammlung der Universititsbibliothek Wirzburg.
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Plate 2: P.Wirzb.Inv. 18 verso (B), Papyrussammlung der Universititsbibliothek Wirzburg.
© Universititsbibliothek Wirzburg



Plate 3: P.Wirzb.Inv. 18 recto (H), Papyrussammlung der Universititsbibliothek Wiirzburg.
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Plate 4: P.Wirzb.Inv. 18 verso (H), Papyrussammlung der Universititsbibliothek Wirzburg.
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