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In 1948 Stilpon Kyriakides published a collection of brief studies 
on Digenis A kr i ta s1. The longest was an exam ination  of relationships 
between the  poem ’s th ree m ajor surviving versions, those represen
ted  by one m anuscrip t each, G ro ttaferra ta  (G) and Escorial (E), and 
th a t which seems to  be the ancestor of th e  o ther ex tan t Greek m a
n u scrip ts— especially the verse tex ts  of Trebizond (T) and A ndros/ 
A thens (A) and th e  prose version published by Paschalis (P). K yria
kides’ discussion was based on a tab u la r presen tation  of th e  same long 
passage from each version (TAP being represented by  A since T is 
in lacuna). The tab le  is set out to  leave sim ilar verses from each tex t 
in a s traigh t line across the page. He claims th a t  : Τά κείμενα οΰτω δια
τεταγμένα όμιλοΰσι μόνα των εις τον προσεκτικόν αναγνώστην2. Their m es
sage is unexpected, b u t sim ple: 'Ω ς βλέπει ό άναγνο>στης, ή διασκευή 
’Άνδρου ότέ μέν άκολουθεϊ τήν διασκευήν Esc., ότέ δέ τήν διασκευήν G rA  
After ten  more lines of discussion — which form a fairly accurate p lan  
for the  argum ent of the present paper — Kyriakides concludes th a t  A 
is m aking a com pilation from two tex ts  like G and E. This theory  
was repeated, w ith  another briefer example, in the  Forschungsbericht 
which he presented to  the  E leventh In ternational Congress of Byzan- 
tin ists in  19584.

The idea has not been well received. Most subsequent studies 
have ignored i t5, and o ther reactions m ay be sum m ed up in a recent 
com m ent of L. Politis6 : the  proposal is unlikely in itself, based on only 
one episode when a m ajor m anuscrip t is in lacuna, and is not the  only

1. Ά κριτικαΐ μελέται, Miscellanea O. Mercati  H I, V atican  1946, 1-32, especially 
11-22 (henceforward abb rev ia ted  as «K yriakides, Μελέται»),

2. Μελέται, 11.
3. Μελέται, 17.
4. Forschungsbericht zum A kritas-E pos. Berichte zum  X I  Intern. Byzant  

Kongr.,  M unich 1958, II 2, 3-5.
5. H .-G . Beck, for exam ple, in the very  thorough  tre a tm en t of the problem s 

of Digenis in his Geschichti der B yzantin ischen Vollcsliteratur, Munich 1971, 70, 
makes only a passing reference to  the view of K yriakides a t  the end of his com m ents 
on the stem m a of G regoire. (His book will be abb rev ia ted  henceforw ard as «Beck, 
V olksli ter a turn).

6. Digenis A kritas. A propos de la  nouvelle edition  de l’epopee byzan tine , Scri
ptorium  27 (1973), 334 (henceforward «Politis, Review»).
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conclusion to be drawn from the  evidence presented. Recently, howe
ver. it has achieved an im portan t success: it has been adop ted  by E- 
rich T rapp as a fundam ental principle of his «synoptic» edition of 
the three oldest versions of Digenis1. T rapp  assumes th a t the  case 
has already been proved by K yriakides, and never discusses th e  que
stion from first principles. He does provide a long and persuasive exam 
ple from the beginning of the poem, showing once again th a t the  lost 
ancestor of TA P (which he calls Z) drew alternate ly  from  a m anuscrip t 
of the G version and another of the  E version2. U nfortunately the  exam 
ple is only convincing to those who have tu rned  from  his in troduction  
— where it appears as one of m any arid lists of references — to examine 
the process in action in his text.

Early reviews of T rapp’s work suggest th a t  K yriakides’ idea will 
still not m eet easy acceptance3. More th an  one of the  reviewers were 
plainly so absorbed in their criticism  of other features of the  tex t and 
its in troduction  th a t  th ey  had little  space or sym pathetic judgem ent 
left for this aspect.W ork on the present paper was begun in a similarly 
hostile spirit. But my scepticism  was combined w ith  a beliel th a t an 
opinion shared by the  only two scholars Lo have a ttem p ted  parallel 
editions of the poem ’s m anuscrip ts4 should not be brushed aside w ithout 
more detailed consideration. This a ttitu d e  has been changed, by  ca
reful analysis of T ra p p ’s tex t, to a com plete acceptance of the com pila
tion theory. 1 hope th a t the following pages will add further argum ents

1. Dlqeaea Akrites.  Synoptisehe A usgabe dor iiltesten Versionen, V ienna 1971 
(W iener B yzantinistische S tudien  8) (H enceforw ard abbrev ia ted  as «Trapp». This 
edition has been used for the sym bols referring to the e x la n t m anuscrip ts and ver
sions, and for all references to the tex t. In  the in te rests  of c larity , f have even s ta n 
dardised  quo ta tions from earlier scholars to T ra p p ’s term inology and line-num 
bering).

2. T rapp , 28-9.
3. Of the notices which have come to my a tten tio n , only Politis, Review , has 

given any  serious discussion of ttie com pilation question (334-5), and he has re 
jected  it. Cf. P. C haranis in Balkan Studies, 13 (1972), 168-9, J . D arrouzes in R evue  
des E tudes Byzan tines  30 (1972), 350-1; H . E ideneier in Siidostforschungen  31 (1972), 
515-9 ; E. M. Jeffreys in Journal o f  Hellenic S tud ies  92 (1972), 253-5; A. P . Kaz- 
dan in Vizantijskij Vremennik  35 (1973), 276-7; P. Lemerle in Cahiers de civili
sation medievale  16(1973), 348-50; O. M azal in Ja.hrbuch der osterreichischen B y -  
zantin is tik  23 (1974), 350-1; I. R ochow  in Byzantinoslavica  34 (1973), 71-3; C. A. 
T rypanis in Gnomon 45 (1973), 614-6.

4. K yriakides had  begun w ork on a sim ilar edition to th a t of T rapp , b u t he 
stopped  on the publication  of P. P . K alonaros’ collected edition  of the m anuscrip ts 
(A thens 1941); see K yriakides, Μελέται, 1, and  Politis, Review, 327.
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to those already used in its support. Bui th e ir m ain purpose is to  con
centrate attention, on a discovery which has been unjustly  neglected, to  
provide words for the example of Kyriakides which has not succeeded 
in speaking for itself, to pu t flesh on the unconvincing bones of T rap p ’s 
iisi, and to  secure acceptance for th a t  which th ey  have already proved.

i t  is impossible to avoid, a paragraph  on the m anuscripts, though  
they  have been described m any times before1. The oldest, G, is now 
dated by  F ath er P etta , librarian of G ro ttaferrata , to  the second half 
of the th irteen th  century  or the beginning of the  fourteen th2. Its 3850 
lines are com paratively well-organised and even in q u a li ty : it  has 
provoked tru st and suspicion in roughly even proportions, so th a t  some 
critics call it a good reflection of a ra th e r learned original, while others 
a ttack  it as a treacherous reworking of a more popular te x t3. The se
cond oldest m anuscript E, probably w ritten  in the  second half of th e  
fifteenth century, gives a tex t of 1855 lines which is superficially very 
bad. I t  is full of obvious m istakes, Iivperm etric lines, and gaps in sense. 
In spite of this, perhaps even because of this, it has a ttra c ted  support 
as a true, though corrupt and lacunose, picture of a popular original 
v ersion! Most of the tex tu a l analysis has been carried out by acknow
ledged partisans of G or of E, and their m utual antagonism  over the 
linguistic level of the  original version has dom inated the  whole discus
sion. The th ird  version, Z, is now represented by T, A and P, all p ro 
bably of the seventeenth cen tu ry : thus the  version which Kyriakides 
and Trapp say was compiled from tex ts  like G and E m ust now be 
reconstructed by  an editor from th ree late  m anuscrip ts — a fruitful 
source of confusion. I t fills 4442 verses in T rapp’s ed itio n — more than 
the 3182 of the lacunose T bu t less than  the 4778 of A, which has some 
ob\dous insertions. Z contains nearly every episode found in G or 
E, and others now missing in both. In  spite of th is fullness, however,

1. The clearest general description, referring to m ore detailed  w ork on specia 
topics, is given by  L. Politis, L ’ epopee bvzan tine  de Digenis A kritas. Problem es 
de la trad ition  du tex te  e t des rappo rts  avec les chansons akritiques. A t t i  del Gon- 
vegno Internazionale sul tema: La  poesia epica e la sua formazione,  Rom e 1970 
(Aecademia N azionale dei Lincei, anno 367 (1970), Q uaderno 139), 551-6 (hence
forw ard «Politis, L ’ epopee»).

2. R eported  w ith  favourable com m ent by  Poiitis, L ’ epopee, 554.
3. G enerally in favour of G : Hesseling, K alonaros, M avrogordato, L Poli

t i s ; ag a in s t: K rum bacher, K yriakides, D anguitsis. F o r details, see Beck, Volksli- 
teratur, 66-7.

4. F or a ttitu d es  in favour of E  and  against, the nam es in the previous note 
should be reversed.
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it is no t usually regarded as a reliable m eans for the recovery of th e  
original Digenis. The ex tan t witnesses to  its tex t are la te  in date , 
and m etrical analysis confirms th a t  T  reflects a la te r redaction  of th e  
te x t th an  G, and th a t  A is la te r th an  T 1. T, A and P share passages, 
not found in G or E, which read like in ep t com m ents or recapitu lations 
inserted by a redacto r2. Perhaps th e  m ost disturbing problem  w ith 
Z is the practical question of the editorial reconstruction of the  t e x t ' 
T m ay be used, where it is ex tan t, as th e  best surviving reflection of 
Z. T ’s lacunas m ust be filled from A, w hich is obviously a t a lower level 
in linguistic sophistication, and less faithful to  Z. P is a useful check 
on A, in spite of its prosaic form. As well as the  m anuscripts, Trapp 
has occasionally used A kritic folk-songs or popular B yzantine lam ents 
for the  reconstruction of Z. He usually  em ploys th is rag-bag of sour
ces w ith  considerable skill: b u t the  result is a te x t  which is em baras- 
sing to  read, particu larly  where the  com paratively formal language 
of T suddenly slips into the colloquialism of A, and vice versa3.

Because of the lite rary  inadequacy of Z as edited, i t  has been 
suggested th a t the  a ttem p t to  reconstruct it was too am bitious, th a t  
it m ight have been b e tte r to  ed it T, for example, w ith  its lacunas 
filled by A b u t m arked by a change in tvpe-foun t4. This suggestion 
m akes the  assum ption th a t  the  purpose of a «synoptic» edition  is to 
produce tex ts  which are acceptable in lite rary  term s. I do no t agree: 
I th in k  th a t  the  best possible reconstruction of Z, in  spite of its une
venness, is a useful tool of philological and historical research. F u r
therm ore, as m ay be seen from his apparatus, T rapp has m ade h un
dreds of small corrections to  T, based on the  theory  th a t  Z was a com
pilation of a G -tex t w ith  an E -tex t. If th a t  theory  is correct, these 
changes give num erous small insights into the  natu re  of Z which would 
have been missed in a simple edition of T. B ut there is one final a r
gum ent against the critical com bination of any of the m anuscrip ts 
which has wider im plications, and m ust be discussed a t greater length.

G.A. T rypanis believes th a t  each of th e  m anuscripts of th e  poem

1. C. D anguitsis, Le problem e de la  version originale de Γ epopee byzan tine  
de Digenis A critas, R evue de-s E tudes Byzantines  5 (1947), 188 ; Politis, L ’ epopee, 
560-3.

2. T rapp , 26-33, lists a num ber of the m ost obvious cases, w hich he ascribes 
to the redacto r of Z.

3. See the criticism s of Politis, Review , 350-1.
4. Ib id ., 350.
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represents a separate recording from oral trad itio n 1. In th a t  case, their 
varian ts would be nothing more th an  the  changes noted by every col
lector of oral n a rra tiv e  poetry  who has taken  down th e  same poem 
twice. T rypanis claims th a t, as a result, conventional m ethods of tex tu a l 
criticism  are n o t appropriate  to  th is poem, since the  connection b e t
ween the  m anuscripts is no t tex tu a l, b u t involves the  m em ory and 
creative faculties of oral perform ers. This idea is a ttractive , and is 
strongly supported by some of th e  features of the E version, which 
m ust have been perform ed orally2. A .B.Lord has found signs of for
m ulaic diction in Digenis, particu larly  in m anuscrip t E, of the ty p e  used 
by oral poets in Y ugoslavia3. My own contribution to th is question 
has taken the  form of a detailed study  of formulas in another demo
tic poem, the Chronicle of the M orea,  where this feature of oral poetic 
style is extrem ely prom inent — m uch m ore frequent th an  in any tex t 
of Digenis4. I am  quite sure th a t oral com position has played an im por
ta n t  p a rt in th e  creation of m any popu lar B yzantine poems which 
now survive in w ritten  form, Digenis  am ong them . B ut I am no t con
vinced th a t  all the  surviving tex ts  of th is poem are the  direct result 
of oral com position or transm ission. One m ust com pare the low for
mulaic content found by Lord — wThich I can confirm by prelim inary 
samples of m y o w n — w ith  the  high levels of the  Chronicle of the Mo- 
real·. Even in the  la tte r  case the different m anuscripts, in spite of con
stan t variation  w ith in  their respective lines, stride on in parallel, line for 
lina, on page after page of Schm itt’s edition. Such a com bination of large-

1. Gnomon  45 (1973), 614-6.
2. G. M organ, C re tan  P oetry . Sources and Insp ira tion , Κρητικά Χρονικά 14 

(1960), 44-68; cf. Politis, L ’ epopee, 569-71.
3. The Singer of Tales , Cam bridge, Mass. 1960, 207-221 (henceforw ard «Lord, 

Singer»).
4. Form ulas in the Chronicle of the Morea, D um b ar ton  Oaks Papers 27 (1973), 

164-195.
5. My results for form ulas in the Chronicle range from  31.7 to  38.4 percen t, 

depending on th e  definition of form ula used. B oth figures exclude p a tte rn s  of re
pe tition  less th a n  half a  line in  length . L ord ’s sam ples are too sm all to  perm it the 
estab lishm ent of percentages like th e s e ; b u t if a  sim ilar lower lim it for form ula size 
is im posed, they  po in t to m uch sm aller figures th an  for the Chronicle. The only 
exception is m anuscrip t E, w here L ord ’s seven-line sam ple (1265-71, C hart XV, p- 
215) shows five repeated  half-lines. This w ould place th a t  m anuscrip t w ith in  the 
percentage range ob ta ined  for the Chronicle. I t  m ust be poin ted  out, how ever, 
th a t  the sam ple, as well as being sm all, includes a  line and  a half of strange repe
tition  (1269-70=1277-8). This is no t characteristic  of the  tex t, and  inflates th e  for
m ulaic percen tage beyond w h a t I  th in k  i t  should be.
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scale uniform ity with sm all-scale varia tion  cannot surely have been 
the resu lt of oral re-creation. W ith  th is in m ind, we m ust be careful 
about m aking more daring assum ptions about the  oral com position of 
less formulaic m aterial, like Digenis. Then there is the question of lan 
guage : G and T especially seem to  show a concern for gram m atical 
and syntactical regularity  unlikely in a poem derived directly from 
an oral source.

U ntil more work is done on th e  positive evidence in favour of an 
oral connection between the surviving m anuscripts, there is little  more 
th a t  can be said. There exists also, however, a negative argum ent, 
based on the  inadequacy of ordinary  m ethods of tex tu a l criticism  to 
explain the differences between the versions and their various m anus
cripts. This point of view will be tested  by im plication th roughout 
this paper, and will be m entioned in its conclusion. I believe th a t  it 
is possible to prove the com pilation theory  for the origin of Z in p u 
rely tex tual term s, w ith carefully defined concessions to  the  variations 
inevitable in any mediaeval Greek popular tex tu a l trad ition . Such an 
argum ent is its own vindication. If its conclusions are convincing, it 
is strong evidence against the  hypothesis th a t  th e  tex ts  concerned 
derive from oral transm ission, especially when th a t  hypothesis is not 
supported by unequivocal evidence on technical questions like form u
las. For these reasons, I m ake no apology for presenting here detailed 
stem m atic analysis and careful exam ination of verbal changes from 
one te x t to  another, although the relevance of such m ethods to  tex ts 
like Digenis is often questioned. The success of th e  argum ent will 
be the chief theoretical justification  for its  u s b .

There is no need to examine the  whole of the  elaborate stem m ata  
which have been presented to  express the  relationships betw een all 
versions of the poem 1. We are n o t directly concerned here w ith  the 
Oxford rhym ed version, the R ussian tex ts, or the  folk-songs, nor w ith  
different layers of historical m aterial found in the  m ajor versions. O ur

1. S lem m ata  for Digenis  m ay be found in S. K yriakides’ review  of the first 
five articles of Gregoire in Λαογραφία 10 (1932), 661 (w ritten before he adop ted  th e  
com pilation theo ry ); P . P. K alonaros in  volum e I of his edition (A thens 1941), 
p. λ σ τ '; H. Gregoire in Ό  Διγενής ’Ακρίτας, New Y ork 1942, 301; idem , Notes on 
the B yzantine Epic, B yzantion  15 (1940-1), 103 ; and in his rep ly  to  C. D angui- 
tsis in R evue  des Etudes B yzantines  6 (1948), 31; A. P ertusi in La poesia epica b i- 
zan tina  e la sua form azione, A t t i  del Convegno etc.  (seep . 165 n.  1 above), 544; 
Beck, Volksliteratur, 71; T rapp , 46; Politis, Review , 335.
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in terest m ust be confined to  the basic pa tte rns of relationships b e t
ween E, G and Z. S tripped to  their essentials, the alternatives are th e s e :

On the left is th e  conventional p a tte rn , seen for example in the 
studies of Beck and Politis, on the  righ t is the proposal of K yriakides 
and T rapp, ε and γ are w ritten  there , instead of E and G, because T rapp  
is suggesting a com pilation betw een two m anuscrip ts closely related 
to G and E, no t the  surviving m anuscripts them selves1. I have m ade 
no a ttem p t to  picture the  origins of γ and ε, though  there m ust have 
been a connection betw een them . This is a subject outside the  scope 
of the present paper.

A little  reflection on the two stem m ata will show how difficult 
our task  is likely to  be. In  a trad itio n  made up of th ree versions, one 
m ay only m ake direct progress in the  discussion of a stem m a by dis
covering th a t  two versions are linked against the  th ird , w hether by 
agreem ent or by com plete lack of agreem ent in significant error. B u t 
the conventional stem m a above is in effect an adm ission of failure 
to find links of this s o r t : the  o ther proposal, by  in troducing  the  pos
sibility of random  choice and even of recom position by  the  redactor 
of Z, opens the  recension in  an alarm ing w’ay. No simple pa tte rns of 
agreem ent found in these tex ts  could give us the  basis for the  accep tan
ce of one of the two stem m ata  and the  rejection  of th e  o th e r: they  
would cause us to  sweep aw ay bo th  and to  replace them  w ith  something 
better.

We are saved from stem m atic despair by  the  red ac to r of Z. He 
did not a ttem p t to  hide his ac tiv ity  and thus to  obscure the  tex tu a l 
trad ition  of Digenis for ever. He probably added a brief in troduction ,

1. T rapp, 26-41. The Zw ischenstufen w hich he assum es (g betw een γ  and 
Z, e betw een ε and  Z, E ' betw een e and E) will be ignored here, because they  w ould 
p u t im possible verbal stra in s on a  discussion w hich is a lready  com plex. I do no t 
th ink  th a t any of them  can be proved to  have existed, though  th is is n o t the place 
to  a tta c k  them . This discussion will be w ritten  as if Z w ere com piled from  ε and 
γ —in fact, a t  tim es, w hen th e  argum ent is difficult to follow and  th e  d istinction  
betw een εγ and  EG is irre levan t, I have expressed m yself as if  th e  sources were 
E and  G them selves.

z
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in which he gives his nam e as E usta th ios1 and twice insists th a t  his 
aim is to give the whole story of Digenis in all its details2. He seems 
to  have worked in a simple and m ethodical way, try ing  to be fa ith fu l 
to his models by om itting  as little  as possible of the  inform ation w ith  
which they  provided him, b u t feeling quite free to  add ex tra  lines of 
his own. In doing his work, he left th ree clear signs of his existence. 
F irst, where his models agreed, he nearly  alw ays accepted w hat they 
gave and copied it out fairly accurately. Second, where his models 
disagreed, his desire for completeness som etim es led him to include 
conflicting details of the  same event from tw o distinct descriptions, 
or contradictory inform ation about th e  same person. Third, when com
bining materia] from both  his models, he freq u en tly  copied a few lines 
from one, then  a few from the other, then  returned to  the  first, and 
so on. Each of these th ree processes is qu ite  n a tu ra l and easy to  un 
derstand in the case of a redactor. But each causes features in th e  tex ts  
which are difficult to  reconcile w ith  the conventional stemma.

The three habits of th e  com piler of Z will provide the  fram ew ork 
for th is paper. Each will be discussed in tu rn , and the  relevant evi
dence will be collected and sifted, both  on the  basis of th e  com pilation 
proposed by Kyriakides and T rapp, and by the conventional stem m a. 
Though the volume of evidence varies, the  conclusion in each case 
will be the  same — acceptance of the  com pilation theory  and rejection 
of the  conventional view. The com bined w eight of the  th ree cases see
ms to  me decisive.

W here Z ’s models agreed, he usually  accepted their com bined ver
sion and copied it out fairly accurate ly  into his text. T ranslated  into 
practical term s, th is m eans th a t  where E and G on the left-hand  page 
of T rapp’s te x t are similar or identical, we should except to  find the 
same words in Z, edited on the  righ t-hand  page. E and G, the  close re
latives of th e  models, should rarely  agree significantly against Z, the  
com pilation. A careful w atch  m ust be kep t on T rapp’s apparatus cri- 
iicns, for his editorial interventions, m ade on the assum ption th a t Z is 
a conflation of the o ther two tex ts, have sometimes, naturally , p re
judiced the evidence in favour of th a t  assum ption. I t is also necessary 
to  follow up the references in the fourth  colum n of his tex t, where he

1. Ευσταθίου πρός τινα Μανουήλ προσφιλέστατοι αϋτοϋ δέκα λόγοι περί τοϋ Διγε- 
νοϋς ’Ακρίτου καί των γονέων (superscrip tion  to Ζ ; T rapp , 73).

2. Ζ 2, 6.
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gives parallel lines found elsewhere in E, G and Z. In  compressing 
three freely variable versions into the tig h t fram ew ork of a «synoptic» 
edition, Trapp has been compelled in some cases to  p rin t on different 
pages lines which derive from the same original passage, bu t have 
been displaced in the  transition  from one te x t to  the n ex t1.

A supporter of the conventional stem m a m ay begin the search 
for parallels between E and G — and even those not reflected in Z — 
fully confident th a t  he will find large num bers. E and G are the earliest 
surviving Greek m anuscrip ts of Digenis by  a m argin of perhaps a 
century. Z is a reconstruction  from  th ree  later m anuscripts, which has 
been severely criticised for its unevenness. The tex tu a l trad itions of 
o ther dem otic Greek poems suggest th a t  every copying appears to  cause 
changes, in the linguistic form of the te x t if no t in wording and de
tails  of th e  sto ry2. These factors should all tend  to  m ake E and G ra ther 
closer to  each o ther th an  to Z. I t would be no surprise to  find th a t  two 
m anuscripts which are older, an d  which have both  been supported 
as valuable records of the  original version, agree frequently  against 
a th ird  tex t which is a dubious m ixture of th ree la te r m anuscripts, none 
of which has been m uch praised for consistency or authenticity .

Anyone who exam ined th e  tex ts  w ith  these a ttitudes would im 
m ediately be disappointed. A ny level of agreem ent between E and G 
is com paratively rare — m uch less common, for example, th an  EZ and 
several tim es less common th a n  GZ. W hat is more, when agreem ent 
of word or sense is found between E and G, Z includes the same word 
or sense w ith  great regularity . If one reads EG, looking for similarities, 
and com paring any sim ilar phrases w ith  Z, one begins to  sense th a t 
this is the way in which the  tex t of Z was m a d e : so often can one p re
dict the la tte r  version from agreem ent between the  two former m anus
cripts.

R egrettably, it is extrem ely  difficult to prove the  im portance of 
a  tex tu a l practice which is very frequent. In a demotic tex tu a l tra d i
tion, w ith its constan t changes, regular pa tte rns of agreem ent occur 
so frequently  th a t  it is only m eaningful to  collect examples of excep
tions. I have com pared the  three versions very carefully along the lines

1. E. g. E  625-33= Z  269-77 (no t an accidental displacem ent b u t an a tte m p t 
to give in form ation  ab o u t the em ir on his first appearance); G 1089=Z  1410; G 
2676-9= E  1331-6; G 2883-4= Z  3453 and 3455, etc.

2. The scribal h ab its  of th e  copyists of -vernacular m anuscrip ts deserve a 
special study . There are a  few rem arks in Form ulas in the Chronicle of the Morea, 
D um barton  Oaks P apers  27 (1973), 194.
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suggested here, and found m any hundreds of parallels of every kind 
where sim ilarity betw een E and G is followed by  a sim ilar phrase in 
Z. Here the redactor found th a t  his models agreed, and followed them . 
I have listed, however, only th e  exceptions, num bering abou t a h un
dred, m any of them  extrem ely slight. These are cases where the  re
dactor, breaking his regular p a tte rn , m ade changes in the  te x t in spite 
of the combined au tho rity  of his m odels1.

Even among these hundred cases there are m any  which are not signi
ficant exceptions to  Z ’s usual m anner of work, as J shall explain. F irst, 
there are several cases where th e  sim ilar version of E and G is very 
tigh tly  expressed, and it seems th a t Z, sensibly, w rote two lines where 
they  had given only one. He rejected, for exam ple, the  zeugma of G 
3517 χεΐρας τε προς άνατολάς έκτείνασα καί δμμα (cf. Ε 1795 εύθέως προς 
άνατολάς τάς χεΐρας έκπετάσας); he w’rites (4363-4): εΐθ’ οΰτως προς άνα
τολάς εξάπλωσε το μάτι,2/ τά χέρια ψηλά έσήκοίσε, θρηνητικώς έβόα3. A 
compressed line in the  in trep re ta tio n  of a dream  also dem ands more 
explanation : E 320 περιστερά τό άδέλφι μας, μή το κακοδικήση, G 458 
περιστεράν την άδελφήν μήπως την άδικήση becomes Ζ 725-6 περιστερά, 
ήν εβλεπες, έστίν ή άδελφή μας,/ καί θεωρείτε, βέλτιστοι, μή τήν κακο
ποίηση. In these cases and a few others4, parallel words and constru 
ctions in E and G are changed and lengthened for ex tra  clarity . One 
m ust distinguish o ther examples where an ex tra  line is inserted  ap p 
arently  no t for clarity  b u t only for ex tra  length and w eight5. These 
editorial changes by Z are not so easily explained aw ay as those which 
aim  a t the  clarification of a difficult phrase. Not all im provem ents of

1. H ere and in w hat follows 1 shall argue on the assum ption th a t  the com pi
ler used two models, ε and γ. T rap p ’s th ird  source (29-33) will be ignored. Since it  
is postu la ted  largely in an a tte m p t to explain the origin of the passages in Z no t 
found in E  or G, its  omission will have a negligible effect on discussion of the re la
tionships of E , G and  Z.

2. H ere, and tacitly  elsewhere, I have corrected orthographical va rian ts  in 
T rap p ’s te x t where I regard  them  as significant lapses of ta s te  (here ’μμάτι is rep 
laced by  μάτι). I  have m ade no audible changes. The corrections follow sim ilar, 
b u t less radical, principles to those used by Politis, Review.

3. Note, however, th a t the problem  is resolved in ano ther w ay in P  409/11 
έπειτα  έστάθη κατά άνατολάς καί ύψωσε τάς χεΐρας καί τά  δμματα εις τον ουρανόν...

4. Ζ 1257-8, cf. Ε 604 and G 959 - where Ζ has inserted  a line in G, w hich is 
already  one line longer th an  Ε ; Z 2165-6, cf, E 1031 and G 1757 ; Z 2193-4, cf. E  1050 
and G 1773 -w h e re  Z has decided th a t  the am biguous σέλλαν of E  and G m ust be 
the saddle of a horse ra th e r  th an  a  throne.

5. Z 1851-2, cf. E 853 and G 1393; Z 1966-7, E  911 and  G 1551; Z 2916-7, 
cf. E  1161 and  G 2476.
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contorted lines involve the  insertion of ex tra  lines. An example is the 
com m ent of the  κόρη to Digenis when he sings outside her window be
fore ca rry in g  her o ff : E 851 καί. τό λαβοϋτο σου, το κρούεις, έβλεπε, που τδ 
κρούεις, G 1392 τήν δέ κιθάραν, ήν κρούεις, δοκεΐς, τό που είσαι, ούκ οϊδας. 
Ζ 1850 h as  simplified both  construction and m eaning: τί κρούεις τήν 
θαμπούρα σου έν τή παρούση ώρα; Digenis’ challenge to  the A pelatai 
to  a ttack  him  on ho rseback : E 1228 έλατε καβαλλάροι, G 2534 δεΰτε και 
καβαλλάροι was rejected by  Z 3044 in favour of δεΰτε μετά των ίππων. 
Since th e  same change is m ade from G 2563 to  Z 3077, we m ust assume 
th a t Z felt a need to  explain th a t  καβαλλάροι here m eans «on horseback».

A similar wish to  clarify and to  explain has caused Z to make 
a few more definite changes in passages wrhich he does not understand 
or cannot approve. The statem ent th a t  God sent Digenis on earth  
(ώς) διά τούς άνδρειοιμένους (Ε 695, G 1110) has been given a m uch easier 

and more concrete sense in Z 1443 διά τούς άπελάτας. Elsewhere, his 
changes often have a more m oral tone. One of Digenis’ frequent claim s 
th a t he wishes to  be alone is m ade a t the end of a p rayer asking God 
to end the  day quick ly  so th a t he can go to  carry off the κόρη. His 
words έπειδή γάρ μονώτατος βούλομαι πορευθήναι (G 1325, cf. Ε 786 οτι 
καί είμαι μοναχός καί μόνος θέλω όδεύειν — a line which Ζ probably did 
no t notice, as I shall suggest la te r1) sound in the circum stances like 
a cynical a ttem p t to  deceive the Alm ighty. Z 1762 replaces them  with 
a line w hich is more honest, b u t no less cyn ica l: έπειδή περιμένει με ή 
εύγενικωτάτη. Sim ilar motives sometimes seem to provide a complete 
explanation for changes m ade by  Z 2, sometimes only a partia l reason3.

A nother group of alterations m ade by Z against EG is composed 
of m etrical «im provem ents». I t  has long been noticed4 th a t  the d if

1. See pp . 178-9 below.
2. A t Z 784 (cf. E  358 και σφάξω τον έαυτόν μου, (ϊ 504 καί σφάξω Ιμαυτόν μου), 

T rapp has chosen for his te x t of Ζ καί νά σφαγώ άτός μου (A), presum ably  because 
of its s im ilarity  of m eaning to  EG. B ut the change from active to passive makes 
the w ords m uch less m eaningful. I p refer v i σφαγώ ή νά σφάξω (Τ, cf. Ρ  331/25-6 
καί ή θέλω σφαγή ή θέλω σφάξει), w hich could easily have been the  source of A. In 
th a t case, Z would have replaced a suicide th re a t by a m ore m anly  challenge te  
figh t the problem  ou t to  the death . Z 3678-83 also explains a little  and softens the 
cru d ity  of M axim o’s offer of herself to  D igenis a t E  1556 and G 3102.

3. P re tty  girl prisoners in E  253 and G 372 are om itted  from  Z, as is a re 
ference to  th e  tom b of the P ro p h e t in Ξ 533, G 747 (for o ther aspects of de-isla- 
m ization see p. 190 n. 1 below). The b lu n t coupling of w orldly success and  C hristian 
buria l in D igenis’ o a th  of E  898 and  G 1511 is rem oved in  Z 1950.

4. F irst by  S athas a n d  Legrand in the ir in itia l edition  of T (Paris 1875),268.
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ferent versions of Digenis have an unusually high proportion of accents 
on syllables th ree and eleven of the  fifteen-syllable line — an accentua
tion which la te r w ent so ou t of fashion th a t  it could be regarded as a 
m istake. I t was first pointed  out by  D anguitsis1, and has recently 
been confirmed by Politis and T iftixog lu2, th a t  the highest propor
tion of these «anapaestic» or b e tte r  «trochaic» accents is found in G, 
less in T and less still in A. Very frequently a line m ay be found in G 
w ith these trochaic accents, then  «improved», w ith  the accents re
moved, in T or A. This change seems to  be m ade by th e  Z group of 
m anuscripts even when the  reading of G is confirmed by E. Thus it 
is an exception to Z ’s usual practice of accepting the common reading 
of EG, b u t an exception which m ay be explained and justified  by ex
ternal circum stances.

For example, in the p rayer of Digenis’ wife to be spared the sight 
of her husband’s corpse, she asks for death herself if he cannot be sa
ved : E 1840 si δ’ ου, κέλευσον, δέσποτα, πρώτον εμέ τεθνάναι, w ith  an ac 
cent on 3, or G 3541-2 εΐ S’ οΰ, κέλευσον, ό Θεός ό δυνάμενος πάντα / προ 
τούτου τελευτήσαι με καί τήν ψυχήν άφεΐναι, of which the first line has ac
cents on both  3 and 11. Z 4402 m akes changes which avoid both  tro 
chaic accen ts : ή πρόσταξόν με, κύριε, πρώτην εμέ τεθνάναι. A few lines 
la ter she pictures Digenis’ hands (E 1844) δεδεμένας σταυροειδώς, νεκρικά 
συσταλμένας, w ith accents on 3 and 11, or δεδεμένας σταυροειδώς, με- 
νούσας άκινήτους (G 3545), w ith  an  accent on 3. Z restores orthodox 
accentuation  w ith καί σταυρωμένας νεκρικώς, <ιτήν γην έξαπλωμένας (4406) 
On a smaller scale, E 534 τής μητέρας του λέγει and G 767 τη μητρί οΰτως 
λέγει (both w ith  accents on 11) have compelled Z 1041 to extend the 
phrase to  a whole lin e : εϊ~ε προς τήν μητέρα του τούσδε τούς λόγους πά
λιν3.

1. Le problem e de la version originate de 1’ epopee byzan tine  de D igenis A - 
critas, B evn e  des E tudes  B yzan tin es  5 (1947), 188.

2. Politis, 1 / epopee, 560-3; V. T iftixoglu , Digenes, das Sophrosyne-G edicht 
des M eliteniotes und der byzantin ische Funfzehnsilber, Byzantin ische  Zeitschri ft  
67 (1974), 1-63.

3. M etrical reasons are p robab ly  solely responsible for changes in the following 
cases also : B 119 κοινόν τάφον (accent on 3), G 227 τάφον ενα (3), cf. Z 439; E 143 
στρατηγός (11), G 268 στρατηγοί (11), cf. Z 489; E  255 κι ό άδελφός μου (3), G 383 
δ άδελφός μου, ο θείος σου, ό Μουρσης ό Καρόης (3 and 11), cf. Ζ 619 ; G 444 ό γάρ ύ
στερος (3), cf. Ζ 711 ; G 534 συγγενείς (11), cf. Ζ 815; G 1537 ορθωθείς cf. Ζ 1957 ; G 
1625 σφικτά δήσας τάς χεΐρας του, χαμηλά προσκυνήσας (3 and 11), cf. Ζ 2051 ; G 1755 
εάν ξένοι (3), cf. Ζ 2162; Ε 1321 αύτά δλα (3), G 2666 ταϋτα πάντα (3), cf. Ζ 3196; 
G 3566 έν μια ώρα τάς ψυχάς έκ συνθήματος ώσπερ (3 and  11), cf. Ζ 4417. In  cases
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Sometimes m atters are not so simple, as in the case of th e  bear 
cubs during Digenis’ first hunting. G 1059 άρκοπούλλια δύο (cf. E 669 
είχαν καί δύο κουλούκια, which involves a ra th e r d ifferent construction) 
are changed to μετά μεγάλης τόλμης in Ζ 1388, presum ably  because 
the line in G has an accent on l l 1. L ater when th e  m other bear tu rn s  
to  defend her cubs, Z cannot assume their existence, as do E 678 and 
G 1073. Z 1405 has to  introduce them . For some reason even now he 
m entions only one. W hen the emir restores his fu tu re  wife to  her b ro 
thers, he swears μά τον μέγαν προφήτην in Ε 1602 and G 278 th a t she has 
not kissed him nor even spoken to  him  (G 279) — or, less likely, th a t  
he has not spoken to her (E 161). His oath  leaves an  accent on 11 in 
bo th  E and G. Z cannot a t first find an  alternative , so he replaces th e  
oath by the weak καί την άλήΟει,αν ταύτην (498). By the next line, how e
ver, he has found another oath  which does not b reak the conventio
nal m etrical p a tte rn : μά τόν λαμπρόν προφήτην. He inserts this, and 
omits the phrase about speaking which has been noted, in its different 
forms, in E and G — perhaps relieved th a t he does not have to recon
cile these differences. There are several o ther cases where the existence 
of a trochaic accent on the th ird  or eleventh syllable, while it does 
not provide a to ta l explanation for a change m ade by Z, m ust have 
unsettled the compiler and thus acted as a partia l reason3. This m e
trical discussion m ust end with a warning th a t  it m ust no t be pushed 
too far. More th an  once, lines w ith  trochaic accents in E or G or bo th  
are replaced by lines in Z which introduce new accents of the same

where m etrical «faults»  are m entioned here from only one m anuscrip t, there is 
evidence in the w ording of Z th a t the com piler was w orking in th a t  passage from 
the m anuscrip t concerned.

1. Or perhaps a failure in com prehension : see N. E ideneier, Διορθωτικά στο κεί
μενο τοϋ Διγενή τής Κρυπτοφέρρης, Ελληνικά 23 (1970), 306, on IV  108. Note th a t 
Ζ 1388 is reconstructed  from  A and P ; see T ra p p , ap p ara tu s , ad loc.

2. This half-line, too, has been reconstruc ted  ; see T rapp , appara tu s, ad loc.
3. G 395 τά τερπνά (3) — which Z 632 can only solve by  w riting  σοϋ τά τερπνά 

κοράσια — m ay well have caused a change in the w ord-order of the previous line of 
Z ; G 631 τάς ήμέρας (3), cf. Z 875, and E 983 τόν ό κόσμος (11), cf. Ζ 2068-9, occur 
in phrases w hich resem ble com m on cliches and, as I shall suggest, are therefore a lrea
dy a little  un stab le ; G 2918 κονταρέαν (3) m ay com bine w ith  the aw kw ard repe
tition  κοντάριν... κονταρέαν (Ε 1530) as the reason for the differences in Z 3483; E 
1556 κ’ έσύ μόνος (3) m ay be added to  Z ’s horror a t  M axim o’s proposal (see p. 173 
n. 2 above) to cause Z 3678-83 ; E 1638 εις τοΰ δένδρου τούς κλώνους (11) and  G 3177 
έν τοΐς κλώνοις (3) m ay have con tribu ted  to  the reasons w hy th e  p a rro ts  in the g a r
den are om itted  in Z (bu t see p. 178 below ); G 3492 τόν άήττητον (11) could have 
led Z to om it Charon from  D igenis’ announcem ent of his com ing death .
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k in d 1. Here the compiler m ay have been driven to  m ake changes by 
finding trochaic accents in his m odels: bu t his failure to  exclude si
m ilar accents from his own w ork throw s doubt over the valid ity  of the 
argum ent.

Mediaeval Greek vernacular poetry  is full of form ulaic cliches of 
phrase and idea, which result, I believe, from the  use of this linguistic 
level and the political verse for orally  composed poetry. The ex isten
ce of formulas is one of the  m ost disruptive features in any tex tu a l 
trad ition , for it suggests to  the  scribes the freedom  to vary  th e ir tex ts  
as they  copy them , as oral poems are varied in perform ance2. I t  is also 
very easy to  replace a form ula by another, in this trad itio n  a t least. 
For Digenis, this is particu larly  relevant for phrases used by parents 
to  children, of the type τέκνον μου πολυπόθητον or ώ τέκνον αου γλυκύ- 
τατον. This easy substitu tion  sometimes leads to  more cases of the  re 
jection by Z of the com bined reading of EG3. Suspicions m ust be ra i
sed whenever one of the disregarded readings of Z’s models is a for
mula. or when the form ula appears in Z itself4.

In another case, th e  existence of a cliche will explain an  app aren t 
change by Z, in com bination w ith  criticism  of T rap p ’s reconstruction 
of th a t  tex t, κοντάρtv έμαλάκιζεν βένετον, χρυσωμένον is one of the  few 
lines showing exact id en tity  betw een E (17) and G (135). T he same 
line recurs at Z 3447 and 3642, and m ay be called a cliche in th is poem. 
B ut Z 311, parallel to  the  EG line g iven  above, is καί τό κοντάρι, ήστρα- 
πτεν σάν Βενετίας χρυσάφι—the reading of Λ, chosen by  T rapp  because 
T  is no t ex tan t a t th is point. B ut the  prose te x t  of P gives τό δέ κοντάριν 
ήτον γαλάζιον χρυσωμένον. W ith  Βενετίας preserved in A and χρυσωμένον

1. G 286 ήν ϊδόντες (3), cf. Ζ 508 ώς οδν εΐδεν (a case w here for no  obvious
reason the sub jec t of th e  verb in EG becom es its  object in Z, and  vice v e rsa : cf.
also G 287 and Z 511); G 1076 νά τοϋ δώση (11) and 1077 έκ τήν μέσην (11), cf. Ζ 
1408 καί κλειδώσας (3) ; G 1112 ώς δέ ταϋτα έλέγασιν ό πατήρ καί οί θείοι (3 and 11)
cf. Ζ 1445 δεινήν λέαιναν (11) (where Z ’s change m ay also re f le c t d o u b ts  on the
num ber of uncles p resen t: cf. N. E ideneier, op. c it . , 307, on IV  61).

2. See p. 171 n. 2 above.
3. E  220 τέκνον μου ποθεινότατον, G 360 ώ τέκνον ποθεινότατον, Ζ 596 ώ τέκνον 

μου παμπόθητον (cf. A 633 ώ τέκνον μου ποθεινότατον): Ε 531 τέκνον μου πολυπόθητος 
G 740 ώ τέκνον μου γλυκύτατον, Ζ 989 υίέ μου ώ παμφίλτατε: an illu m in a tin g  collec
tion of such phrases m ay  be found in Lord, Singer, 212).

4. Several exam ples m ay  be found in the tex t and notes to thes e pages. A no
th e r is E  1139 νά τον θωρώ, νά χαίρωμαι τά £τη τής ζωής μου (= Ε  808), w hich happens 
to  coincide in  one w ord (χαίρω) w ith  G 2439 against Z 2876; a t  ano ther po in t Z 
seem s to  have decided th a t  G w as m ixing its  cliches: E  460 ώς δμβροι τοϋ Μαΐαυ, 
G 575 ώς όμβρος έκ καρδίας, Ζ 856 έκ βάθους τής καρδίας.
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in  P it is no t impossible th a t  Z accepted the  whole cliche from E and 
G. I would a t least propose βένετον, χρυσωμένον for the  second half of
Z 311.

This is not the  only place where T rapp’s tex t is open to criticism 
based on his own stem m a. E 68 μή ελθατε το έπάνμορφον ρυάκιν, G 194 
διέλθετε εις το ύπαύχενον, εύρήσετε ρυάκιν, Ζ 390 άπέλθατε στο πάμμορφον 
ρυάκιν, νά ϊδήτε. To correct Ε, T rapp  has accepted a suggestion of Gre- 
goire and L e to cart1, m ade on the  basis of G : διέλθατε τό ανήφορον,
εύρήσετε ρυάκιν. B ut connection betw een E and G in T rapp’s stem m a 
is d istan t and ra th e r weak, passing th rough  the  archetype. I would 
propose διέλθατε στο πάμμορφον ρυάκιν, νά ίδήτε, on th e  basis of Z, w ith 
which the  connection is close and direct, passing through  the com pi
lation; έπάνμορφον (E) is b e tte r explained.

Z 3392 (from A) καί στο μερί έλάβωσεν το άλογόν μου εκείνος, Ε 1455 
καί κονταρέαν μ’ εδωκεν τήν φάραν στα μηρία, G 2843 κονταρέαν έν τω μηρω 
τιτρώσκει μου τόν ίππον. T rap p ’s note shows indecision, though he has 
not indicated uncerta in ty  in the t e x t : «melius P 388/29 καί έδο^κεν κον- 
ταοέα τό άλογόν μου εις τό μερίν, cf. G 2843 e t Ε 1455». By T rapp’s stem 
ma, the readings of E and G could only have reached P  through 
Z : his tex t here is thus alm ost certain ly  wrong, bu t there is no b a 
sis for a decisive choice of alternative reading. There are several other 
cases where the  readings of P seem to confirm  EG against T rap p ’s 
te x t of Z : usually, however, the  points of sim ilarity are too brief to 
suggest a com plete new reading in Z 2.

In order to  be influenced by agreem ent betw een E and G, the 
redactor would first have to  notice it. T rapp’s te x t nowr provides an 
easy m eans of finding corresponding lines betw een th em —but anybody

1. H . Gregoire - M. L e to cart, T ren te  cinq corrections au tex te  de Digenis
selon Γ Escorialensis, Byzantion 14 (1939), 211-2.

2. E 70 ώσάν τάς έλαλοΰμαν, G 196 εις & ταϊς έλαλοΰμεν Ζ 392 (from Α) τούς λό
γους μας ν’ ακούσουν, Ρ  321/24 έκεΐνα όποϋ τούς έλέγαμεν: Ε  390 τήν πίστιν του, G 
534 συγγενείς καί τήν πίστιν, Ζ 815 (from Τ) γένος καί τήν πατρίδα, Ρ  332/23-4 το 
γένος καί τήν πίστιν καί τήν πατρίδα το υ : Ε  396 κατάραν τής μητρός σας, G 539 κατάρας 
τής μητρός μας, Ζ 820 (from Τ) τήν μητρικήν κατάραν, Ρ  332/30 τήν κατάραν τής μητρός 
σας: Ε 794 καί κρέμασε, G 1329 καί κρέμασαι, Ζ 1766 (from Α) καί θές αύτω, Ρ 352/36 
καί κρέμασε: Ε  1074 τρεις μήνας, G 1882 τρεις μήνας, Ζ 2246 (from Α) καί τριμηναΐον 
γάρ καιρόν, Ρ  362/4 τρεις μήνες: Ε  1207 μή τοϋτος εΐν’, τόν λέγουσιν, ό Διγενής Ά κ ρ ι
τ η ς ; G 2523 μή οΰτος £νι, δν λέγουσι, Βασίλειος ’Α κριτης; Ζ 2975 (from Τ) μή ενι οΰ- 
τος δ Διγενής, δν λέγουσιν ’Α κρίτην; (cf. Α 3054 μή οδτος είν’...), Ρ  379/19 μήνα είναι 
έτοϋτος, όποϋ λέγουσιν δτι είναι ό Διγενής Ά κρ ίτη ς; Ε  1435 δπου, G 2817 δπου, Ζ 3365 
(from Τ) ένθα, Ρ  388/5 όποϋ: Ε  1841 μή ιδω τοΰτον ίίφωνον κατακείμενον, όίπνουν, G
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who has tried  to  make tex tu a l com parisons w ithout T rapp’s help will 
bear w itness to the problems faced by the compiler of Z. There are 
several passages of a few isolated verses, particu larly  in E, w hich are 
prin ted  by T rapp  pages after th e  last lines in th a t version  and pages 
before the n ex t: sometimes th ey  are also out of order in E. Elsewhere, 
single lines are prin ted  on their ow n opposite their parallels in o ther 
versions, half a page aw ay from the passage of w hich th ey  now form 
a part. T rapp is here m aking valuable progress in the  archaeology of 
th e  tex t, particularly  in the  im portan t relationship betw een E and G. 
B ut he gives us a deceptive omniscience about tex tual parallels, which 
cannot have been available to  Z : the  la tte r was, as fa r as can be seen, 
a conscientious compiler, not a scholarly editor.

E 1536-42 is a good example. Three pages separate it from E 1535, 
and one and a half pages from E 1543. Yet E 1539 καί νά νοήσης, άγουρε, 
καί τήν έμήν ανδρείαν, is identical to G 3010 b u t for t h e  vocative πάγκαλε 
for άγουρε. Z om its th is line betwreen 3604-5, and show's no sign of ha
ving seen the rest of E 1536-42. This omission cannot, however, be 
called a departure from Z ’s usual mode of work, for it is m ost unlikely 
th a t he ever noticed the sim ilarity between E 1539 and G 3010. E qually 
unlikely to  have been com pared bv  Z, b u t for a different reason, are 
E 1638-9 κ’ έκρέμασεν χρυσόκλημαν εις του δένδρου τούς κλώνους / κ’ έχουν 
οιραίους ψιττακούς καί κηλαδοϋν καί λέγουν and G 3177 έν τοΐς κλώνοις οξ 
ψιττακοί fjSον περί τά δένδρα. Their u n a ttra c tiv e  m etrical features m en
tioned in p. 175 n. 3 above are probably not the  reason w hy they  w-ere 
om itted in Z. These lines are buried  in long passages describing Di
genis’ garden and palace, which show no other significant verbal p a
rallels between E and G. Elsewhere, there is more direct proof tha t Z 
failed to  find all the parallels betw een E and G: E 1336 ίσως καν έκαυχή- 
σατο εκείνους ού μή τούς δείρη and G 2679 εΐ γάο καί έκα,υχήσατο, άλλ’ ού 
πάντας άνεΐλε, which m ust come from the same original line, are reflected 
twice in Z a t 3234 and 3209 respectively. F inally  there is a longer i- 
solated passage of 14 lines, E 785-798, w hich I do not th in k  th a t  Z 
can have noted in copying th e  equivalent lines G 1324-31. These lines

3543 μή ιδω τοΰτον αφωνον νεκρόν έξηπλωμένον, Ζ 4403 (from A) Ι’να μή κατακείμενον 
και άπνουν ί'δω τούτον, Ρ  410/5 διά νά μήν τον ίδώ νεκρόν ήπλωμένον. A less cogent 
exam ple: E 1457 ν' εύθύς έκοντογύρισα καί βλέπω τον και φεύγει, G 2846 έπιστραφείς 
τον γέροντα φευγόμενον κατεϊδον, Ζ 3394 (from Α) έπεγυρίσθην πρός αύτόν καί έβαλε 
τοΰ φεύγειν, Ρ  388/31 inserts καί έγώ ώσάν τον είδα οτι φεύγει ετζι... (a sim ilar om is
sion of the idea of seeing a t  Z 1448, cf. E 703, G 1115).
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contain five small parallels between E and G not given in Z’s te x t1 
—a sudden and unacceptable increase in the num ber of exceptions to 
his usual m ethods of compilation. This same isolation of lines in one 
of the  models has probably caused fu rther exceptions2, and m ay have 
contributed tow ards o thers3.

Some apparen t changes m ade by Z probably result from m isrea
ding or m isunderstanding of EG. E 603, for example, has ό ερων τίκτει 
το φιλίν καί τό φιλί τον πόθον, while G 956-7 have the  same though t in 
an expanded bu t hard ly  clearer form ρίζα γάρ ούτος (sc. ό ερως) καί αρ
χή καθέστηκεν αγάπης, / έξ ής φιλία τίκτεται, είτα γεννίται πόθος. It seems 
to me th a t Z has misread φιλίν as φυλή, and has com bined two tex ts  
like the ab o v e : he w rites ρίζα γάρ ούτος πέφυκεν εκείνης της αγάπης, / 
έξ ής φυλής του έρωτος γίνεται και ό πόθος (1254-5), and then rephrases 
the next lines as well. E 1301 is a challenge to the  A pelates to  re tu rn  
w ith  fresh soldiers for a new a ttack —those who have not seen Digenis 
in ac tio n : δπου ούκ οιδαν πείραν μου (cf. G 2627 τούς μή εϊδότας πείραν 
μου). Ζ 3146 responds w ith  a phrase which is similar, b u t senseless: 
ποΰ δεν οϊδασιν πόλεμον, probably  a m isreading. A th ird  case is part 
of an im precation against the emir pronounced by his wife, in case 
he ever em braced another w om an: E 471 άλλην νά πεοιλάβης, G 581 
εΐ περιλάβης άλλην. This phrase is missing in Ζ, I assume because the 
compiler did not understand i t : Politis has pointed out a similar case, 
G 416 εί περιλάβουν άλλους, where he assum es th a t the  tex t was m isun
derstood by  Z 657 πώς μέλλουοι παραλαβεΐν άλλοι τά τέκνα τούτου4.

Although th is discussion of changes m ade by  the  compiler in his 
models has been conducted in term s of E, G and Z, i t  is im portan t 
to rem em ber th a t in T rap p ’s view wre have direct access to  none of 
the  m anuscripts involved in the  com pilation : Z has to be reconstructed 
from la ter tex ts , and its  models, ε and γ, were not, it seems, exactly 
the same as E and G. Thus lacunas and other tex tu a l changes m ust

1. E  786, G 1325, cf Z 1762; B 789, G 1326, cf. Z 1763; E  793, G 1328, cf. Z 
1765; E  794, G 1329, cf. Z  1766; E  795, G 1330, cf. Z 1767.

2. E 505 w ould be h a rd  to find in re la tion  to  G 699 and Z  940; E  891, cf. G 
1465 (Em itted by  Z a fte r 1911); E 1074, cf. G 1852 and Z 2246 - where in any  case 
the reading of P  throw s d o u b t on T rap p ’s te x t of Z (see p. 177 n. 2 above).

3. The m oslem  detail of E  533 m ay not have been no ticed  in connection 
w ith  G 747, nor M axim o’s a tta c k  of E  1529 w ith  G 2917 ; bo th  are om itted  by  Z.

4. L·’ epopee, 559. F o r ano ther view  (th a t Z could no t accept th a t  the newly 
Christian em ir should be jealous over his moslem wives) see N. E ideneier, op. c it.,  
304, on II  108 f . : b u t cf. Z 698-9.
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have had a considerable effect, on the  picture presented here, bo th  cau
sing apparen t omissions in  Z which cannot now be explained, and 
perhaps concealing others. Only one significant lacuna, however, is 
clearly dem onstrable: between Z 868-9 there is a b reak  in  the tex t 
of Z which Trapp has skilfully traced  to  a lacuna in  γ, th e  m anuscrip t 
of the G family which Z was using1. W ithin  this gap fall two them atic 
parallels between E and G, E 472-3—G 588 and E 4.74-5—G 602-5, 
which Z thus had no opportun ity  of noticing and including in his t e x t . 
There is probably also a smaller lacuna left in Z by hom oioteleuton 
from G 697-9, so th a t  the compiler appears to  sim plify the in tro d u 
ction to  the  em ir’s hunting  which he found in EG.

Most of the hundred or so verbal and them atic parallels betw een 
E and G not reflected in Z have been m entioned or referred to  in the 
discussion above. M any have been fully explained by  difficulties of 
tex tu a l reconstruction—the problem s faced by  Z in com paring the 
models for his com pilation, and the difficulties encountered by T rapp  
in his edition. Others have been traced to  motives like clarity  of ex
pression and m etrical accuracy, wiiich caused the com piler to m ake 
exceptions to his usual policy of respecting the  com bined readings of 
his models. Many of the hundred, however, still rem ain. N ineteen of 
those m entioned above (pp. 172 n. 5, 173 n. 3, 175 n. 3, 176 nn. 1, 4, 177 
n. 2 (ad fin.), 179 n. 3) have been m arked as inadequately explained by the 
suggestions m ade there. There are ten more un im portan t b u t unexplained 
cases where the  parallel between E and G is restricted to single w ords: 
ακολουθώ E 276, G 404; ψυχή E 316, G 454; όνειδίζω E 360, G 506 and 
E 849, G 1390; εύτρεπίζω E 456, G 568; στρατηγός E 4.96, G 676; μά- 
γουλον Ε 688, G 1086; άδέλςκ Ε 864., G 1404; κοντάρι, (tw ice) Ε 1448, 
G 2837 (for a similar change see E 1530 and Z 3483); καλός E 1843, 
G 3544. F ive more small parallels depend on sim ilarity  of m eaning 
or construction alm ost w ithout verbal id en tity : E 82, G 203, cf. Z 406- 
7; E 118, G 226 (missing in Z b u t cf. Z 406 and similar thoughts at 
Z 411 and 431); E 350, G 496, cf. Z 774; E 1176, G 2491, cf. Z 2935; 
E 1195, G 2515, cf. Z 2966. As sim ilarly triv ial bu t unexplained chan
ges one m ay m ention the  clum sy contraction of two lines in to  one at 
E 37-8, G 152, Z 338; a reference to  the  baptism  of the  em ir’s m o th er 
and household a t E 601, G 938-40, where there are no verbal id en 
titie s ; tw elve mules in the wedding present given to Digenis b y  his 
parents a t  E 1065, G 1852; a change of person from ra th e r crude direct

1. T rapp , 28.
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speech to  more sophisticated th ird-person narrative a t E 1468-72, G 
2874-6, Z 3427-31; and the  transfer of the golden trappings of M aximo’s 
horse to  the  Amazon herself a t E 1480, G 2888, Z 3441-3.

There are seven exceptions which I regard as s ign ifican t:
1. The existence of a dowry for Digenis’ wife, already separated 

from the property  due to her brothers (E 986, G 1658).
2. Instructions to  Digenis to  tak e  his musical in strum en t and 

play it a little—differently  expressed in Ζ {E 1.133, G 2434, Z 2871).
3. M aximo’s strong arm y (E 1345, G 2710).
4. Equipm ent to be brough t by  the  A pelates who are summoned 

(E 1395, G 2769).
5. An a ttack  by  Melemitzes (E 1447, G 2836).
6. Charon in Digenis’ announcem ent of his coming death  (E 1770, 

G 3492).
7. Lazarus, in  a list of those raised from the  dead by Christ (E 

1815, G 3530).
A t the  end of th is long discussion of trivial tex tu a l connections, 

we m ust conclude th a t  agreem ent of EG against Z is no t common at 
any level, and th a t  significant agreem ent has been found, after a ca
reful exam ination, to  be rare. In  the  light of th e  stem m a proposed by  
Kyriakides and T rapp , we have tested  the com piler’s work, on the 
assum ption th a t  he was looking for agreem ent betw een his models, 
and accepting in to  his te x t  phrases on w hich th ey  agree. Considering 
the length of Digenis, we have found ra th e r few exceptions.

The assum ptions w hich have so far been dom inant will now be 
set aside for a few pages, and discussion will re tu rn  to  th e  conventional 
stem m a. The fram ework of a compiler and his models m ust be rep la
ced by th a t  of th ree \ rersions, E, G and Z, of different dates b u t equal 
sternm atic status, each w ith  independent access to a a t th e  head of 
th e  surviving tex tu a l trad itio n  of Digenis. We have already found th a t  
EG rarely agree against Z : th a t  is, the two versions which are appa
rently  th e  m ost au then tic  and derive from older m anuscripts do not 
often agree against th a t  which is reconstructed  from la ter and less 
obviously tru s tw o rth y  tex ts. This insight m ust now be p u t into pers
pective and applied to  th e  generally accepted stem m a of the  poem.

Our conclusions on the  lack of agreem ent betw een E and G 
against Z will be m uch more valuable if we can com pare them  w ith  
o ther sim ilar details concerning other tex tu a l relationships. I t  would 
be useful to  collect m ore sta tis tica l d a ta  abou t th e  whole poem : how
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often, for example, do EZ agree against G or GZ against E? In a clas
sical te x t such concepts would not he difficult to  define, and it  would 
be an easy, though tim e-consum ing task  to  collect the statistics. In a 
m ediaeval vernacular tex tu a l trad ition , however, the problems are m uch 
more serious, as we have seen in the detailed discussion of the last few 
pages. Generally the scribes of these tex ts  seem to have aim ed a t the 
accurate reproduction of their models, and one suspects th a t they would 
defend them selves against any accusation  th a t  they  were m aking chan
ges. It is the concept of accuracy itself w hich is different, in early ver
nacular Greek as in the early vernacular m anuscripts of western E u 
ropean languages1. x\ n  accurate copy for these m ediaeval scribes, when 
they  were copying vernacular verse, did not exclude the replacem ent 
of one cliche by another sim ilar in m eaning, or a m etrical «im prove
m ent», or the substitu tion  of a more popular word or gram m atical form 
for its equivalent in a more formal style, or vice versa, or even the  
expansion into two lines of a though t which was hard  to  understand  
when expressed in one. Smaller changes, like the insertion or omission 
of euphonic elements, are so com m on th a t the scribes cannot have 
noticed them . As I have already  suggested, the  copyists probably re 
cognised in these tex ts  the language and m etre of a trad itio n  of oral 
poetry  which allowed perform ers sim ilar freedom. W hatever the rea
son, the stric t m ethods by which statistics are gathered in classical 
tex tu a l criticism 2 are inappropria te  here. The num bers of m anuscrip t 
disagreem ents found in Digenis wTould be greatly  inflated by changes 
which occur as an inevitable consequence of the poem ’s tex tu a l genre. 
Most of the examples found would have no relevance to  the problem s 
of D igen is : they  would only dem onstrate th a t  we are dealing w ith  a 
m ediaeval vernacular tex t.

In an a ttem p t to overcome this problem and to  reach a satisfa
ctory  statistical evaluation of the  m anuscript relationships, I have used 
a m ethod which would be viewed w ith horror by  any classical tex tu a l 
critic. I have worked carefully through T rapp’s tex t, m arking lines 
where, in m y opinion, two or more of his three parallel versions show 
convincing signs of derivation from the same original line. As ev iden
ce for such a derivation I have dem anded two significant com m on

1. A useful com parative exam ination  of th e  a ttitu d es  of copyists in a num ber 
of m ediaeval vernaculars m ay be m ade by  read ing  the two volum es of H . H un
ger, etc., Qeschichte der Textiiberlieferung,  Zurich  1961.

2. See, e.g., the suggestions of M. L. W est, T extua l Criticism and  Editorial 
Technique, S tu ttg a r t 1973, 37-9
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words and a general agreem ent in m eaning, or more complete sim i
la rity  in wording if there is a change in meaning. W here experience 
shows th a t a learned word in one tex t is regularly reflected by the 
same popular equivalent in another, these have been counted as signi
ficant common words. T rapp’s apparatus and the references in th e  
fourth column of his te x t ha\re again been examined, for the same 
reasons as those given above1. This methodology, by  its very nature, 
is imprecise and subjective. F ortunate ly  it is based on T rapp’s te x t ,  
which provides all the m aterial for anybody who wishes to check and 
evaluate the results presented here. These results show wide and sig
nificant differences between the m anuscrip t relationships, too great 
to  be invalidated  by unsatisfactory  elem ents in the  m ethod. Any of 
the following num bers could be raised or lowered by a quarter w ithou t 
causing serious changes in the  conclusions.

The basic figures, expressed w ith  th e  necessary approxim ation, 
are as follows. Lines showing no common source w ith  any parallel lines 
in another version: over 1200 in E, about 1600 in G, over 2000 in Z. 
Lines where two versions show common derivation wrhile the  th ird  
is missing or differently expressed : under 25 lines for agreem ent of 
EG against Z ; nearly 400 for EZ against G ; over 1800 for GZ against 
E. Lines where all th ree versions seem to share a common sou rce: 
just over 200.

The first use we  m ay m ake of these sta tis tics  is to confirm  the 
significance of the  long discussion above over the  ra rity  of agreem ent 
of EG against Z. The to ta l num ber of cases where EG agree for th e  
purposes of these statistics m ay be found by adding th e  num ber of tim es 
when all th ree tex ts  agree (just over 200) to  those when EG agree a- 
gainst Z (under 25). On abou t 90 percent of these occasions (i.e. ju st 
over 200 out of 227), Z also shows significant agreem ent. This figure 
is high, particu larly  if one rem em bers th a t  several lines am ong the  
rem aining 10 percent, as has been shown above, are no t significant 
exceptions. This is useful positive support for a tendency wrhich we 
have so far exam ined only through its exceptions. C om parative fi
gures : proportion of agreem ents of EZ w ith which G also ag rees: around 
35 p ercen t; p roportion  of agreem ents of GZ w ith  which E also ag rees: 
ju s t over 10 percent.

B ut the  figures given above, in  spite of their lack of precision, 
will allow us to  go fu rther in exam ining tex tu a l relationships. L et us

1. Bee pp. 170-1 above.
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first resta te  them  in proportional term s. Leaving aside lacunas, more 
th an  40 percent of the lines of G and Z, and nearly  70 percent of E, 
are idiosyncratic to  the version in w hich th ey  are found - th a t  is, th ey  
do n o t recur in recognisable form in another version. In con trast to  
these high figures, cases of agreem ent between all th ree  versions m ake 
up little more th an  ten  percent of the  shortest version E, down to under 
5 percent of the  longest, Z 1. Parallels restric ted  to  only two tex ts are 
frequent, b u t vary  considerably in num ber. Agreem ent of GZ against E 
accounts for about half of G, and around 40 percent of Z ; agreem ent 
of EZ against G covers more th a n  20 percen t of E and nearly  9 percent 
of Z ; bu t, as we have seen, th e  oldest surviving m anuscripts, E and 
G, rarely show a common source against Z : such lines, according to  
these rough statistics, m ake up ju s t over one percent of E and a little  
more th an  a half of one percent of G. In  th is  form these statistics will 
best perform  their m ain function, the evaluation of the  conventional 
stem m a.

The chief purpose of a stem m a is to provide a m eans for the  recon
struction  of th e  archetype of a te x t or, a t least, of as m uch of the 
archetype as can be recovered. The chief tes t which m ay be m ade 
on it is a practical a ttem p t to  use it in  such a reconstruction. I should 
like to  examine the conventional stem m a of Digenis by  m aking it the 
basis for an  investigation of a, th e  head of the surviving tex tu a l t r a 
d ition2.

For more th an  200 lines of th e  poem, where EGZ are all similar, 
we m ay m ake firm  predictions ab o u t the  shape of a. These sta tem ents 
will usually be of lim ited use to  th e  po ten tial editor, who would gene
rally  be left w ith several difficult problem s of detail unresolved. In 
the  following line, for in s tan ce :

E 211 ετεκαν παΐδα θαυμαστόν, τόν Διγενήν ’Ακρίτην

1. These pairs of percentages refer to  the sam e num ber of cases of agreem ent. 
The difference in each case derives, of course, from  the d ifferent lengths of the m a
nuscrip ts against w hich the num ber is evalua ted .

2. I have no hesita tion  in m aking a p rac tica l tes t of the s tem m a given b y  P o 
litis (Review, 335), because he concludes from  it  «... nous savons, en fin de com pte, 
assez d ’ elem ents nous p e rm e ttan t de te n tir  une re s titu tion , ne ffit-ce que partie l- 
le, de cet hyparchetype». Beck’s «S tam m baum » (Volksliteratur, 71) w as probab ly  
draw n up w ith  the aim  of illu s tra ting  m anuscrip t relationships, n o t of proposing 
a p rac tica l m eans ot reconstructing  the archetype. E ven an illu stra tion , how ever, 
m ust be exam ined to see if i t  is c o rre c t: it  seems to me th a t  a  p rac tica l te s t of 
th is so rt m ay reasonably  be used.
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G 356 καί ετεκε τον Διγενή Βασίλειον Άκρίτην 
Ζ 583 κ’ έγέννησεν τον εύγενή Βασίλειον τον Άκρίτην

we m ay he sure th a t these th ree  forms derive from a single line in a> 
and we m ay m ake some firm  predictions ab o u t th a t  line—for exam 
ple, th a t its last wrord w’as Άκρίτην. B ut no ed ito r reconstructing  a 
could feel secure about the tex t which he printed for th is  line, w ha
tever com bination of readings he chose. Nevertheless, since EGZ all
fall w ithin the  lim its of sim ilarity used to  collect our statistics, one
m ay predict th a t  a was sim ilar to  them , w ith in  the  same limits.

Furtherm ore, when only two of the surviving versions show this 
degree of sim ilarity, our prediction about the  original will be only 
slightly less firm. Here is an ex am p le :

Ε 1 κρότοι καί κτύποι κι άπειλαί μή σέ καταπτοήσουν
G 106 μη κρότοι δειλιάσιυσι, πληγαί σε έκφοβήσουν
Ζ 291 καί κρότοι, κτύποι, άπειλαί μήν σέ καταπτοήσουν

Again these te x ts  are surely reflecting a single line in a, and in spite 
of the  differences of G, which has only one significant word in com m on1, 
the parallelism  of EZ m ust derive from a, and give us a basis for p re 
dicting the  tex t of a. Thus more th a n  2250 lines where two of the  tex ts  
agree against the  th ird  m ust be added to  m ore th an  200 lines where 
there is agreem ent betw een all th ree versions, m aking a to ta l of nearly 
2500 lines in which predictions m ay be m ade abou t th e  general shape of a· 

L et us continue th is speculation, rem em bering its  slender th eo 
retical base b u t noting the  large num erical differences from which 
conclusions are drawn. If we analyse these nearly  2500 lines of predi
ctions, we find th a t  only around 600 are reflected  in  E, more th an  2000 
in G and nearly all in  Z : only in those cases, under 25 in our statistics, 
where EG agree against Z are we able to  m ake a prediction for a which 
is significantly different from the  te x t of Z. Thus E is found to  be mis
sing or defective in abou t 75 percent of th is large sam ple of predicted 
lines, G in about 12 percent, and Z in  less th a n  one percent. E is shown 
as a very inadequate m anuscrip t, a judgem ent which will be no s u r
prise even to  its supporters. More striking, however, are the  results 
from G and Z. G is ap p aren tly  m uch more defective th an  Z, since our 
statistics, im precise as th ey  are, show abou t 16 tim es as m any lines

1. T rap p ’s te x t accep ts T sopanakis’ conjec ture μή κρότοι for the μικρόν τι 
of the m anuscrip t. If (w ith N. E ideneier, op. c it., 301, on I 134-5) we re ta in  the 
m anuscrip t reading, we are  le ft w ith  th e  sam e conclusion b u t no  com m on words.

12
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m issing or differently expressed. Cases like the second exam ple quo
ted above, where G seems to have m ade changes in a, which m ay be 
reconstructed from E and Z, are surprisingly common.

T h is  is no t all. If we m ake another com parison between our two 
oldest m anuscripts, E and G, we find th a t  both show sim ilarity  to our 
predicted  te x t  for a large num ber of lin e s : more th an  2000 in G, and 
abou t 600 in th e  case of E. B ut in spite of the  age of these m anuscripts, 
and the  faithfulness to  the  predicted  te x t  of a shown by bo th  in m any 
passages, there seems to  be some unexpected pressure a t work pre\ren- 
ting  them  from including the  same lines of a. Between them , they  in 
clude all 2500 of the  lines which m ay be predicted in  a, for none m ay 
be based on the  evidence of Z a lo n e : b u t our statistics show them  o- 
verlapping for only 227 lines.

For th e  final point in th is discussion of the  conventional stem m a 
we m ay leave the im precise statistics on which it has been based, and 
re tu rn  to  the  more com prehensive study  which preceded it. There, cases 
where EG agree in any w ay against Z, including m any triv ia l examples, 
were found to  num ber only abou t a hundred. They were carefully dis
cussed in th e  fram ework of the  K yriakides-Trapp stem m a. The picture 
th a t  emerged was simple and reaso n ab le : the com piler of Z was loo
king for agreem ent betw een E and G, and w riting  out in to  his tex t 
any agreed phrases w hich he found. M any of the hundred proved not 
to  be s ig n ifican t: th ey  were places where the  compiler m ade changes, 
in  spite of the  com bined witness of EG, only because th e ir te x t  was 
not clear, for example, or because he wished to  m ake a m etrical correc
tion. We were left w ith  some fo rty  triv ial b u t valid exceptions to  Z ’s 
policy of respecting agreem ent between E and G, and seven more im 
p o rtan t examples, none more th a n  two lines in  length.

If these hundred exceptions are examined in the  fram ew ork of 
the conventional stem m a, th e ir role is found to  be quite different, b u t 
still very  im portan t. They are th e  only cases where E and G agree 
against Z, where therefore Z can be proved to  have changed a. As 
such, th ey  are the key to  all progress in the search for the  te x t of a. 
A potential editor of a would have to correct Z b y  EG in all hundred  
cases or a t least in all cases where sim ilarity  betw een E and G has 
sufficient verbal precision to perm it the reconstruction of the  reading 
of a. In th is fram e of reference, th e  distinction between significant 
and insignificant exceptions disappears, for all hundred cases are chan
ges m ade by  Z which m ust be reversed to  recover a. For th e  whole of 
the  rest of th e  tex t, on the  o ther hand, it  is impossible to  escape from
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the choice of Z for the overall organisation of th e  narra tive , the  order 
of the  episodes, and probably for the  omission and inclusion of con
troversial passages. Z is the m ost com prehensive of the  versions, and , 
as we have seen, seems somehow to act as a bridge between the  dif
ferent areas of a covered by G and E respectively. A te x t which is ap 
paren tly  about sixteen tim es more accurate th an  its nearest rival a t poin ts 
where we can check it will natu ra lly  have ty rann ical influence also 
in areas where we cannot.

W ithin  the framewTork tak en  from Z there is room  for correction 
from the other tw o versions. By our statistics, there are more th an  
200 lines where « m ust be reconstructed  from all th ree versions when 
they  have sim ilar wording, nearly 400 lines where there are parallel 
tex ts  of EZ, and over 1800 parallel lines of GZ. The au th o rity  of Z, 
a t least in cases where its own tex tu a l reconstruction seems secure, 
will usually prevail over its rivals. B ut the hundred exceptions are 
again of crucial im portance—here particu larly  those found not to 
be significant, for the  com pilation stem m a. If, for instance, there are 
a dozen examples am ong the  hundred of the  «improvement)) of tro 
chaic accents, th en  th is kind of change will be established as a chara
cteristic of th e  te x t of Z. I t  should be possible to  find m any more cases, 
in areas covered by  only tw o versions, where Z has an  «improved» 
version and the  original trochaic reading m ay be found in E or G. Si
m ilar argum ents m ay probably be available in connection w ith  ex tra  
explanatory  lines, and w ith  m isreadings.

S tarting  from the  discovery th a t  agreem ent of EG against Z is 
rare in Digenis, we have now sketched the  im plications in some detail 
for bo th  the  proposed stem m atic patterns. For th e  stem m a of K yria
kides and T rapp, th is lack of agreem ent is largely irre levan t—or 
perhaps slightly favourable, since it  provides the  compiler of Z w ith 
a ra tional program m e of a c tio n : he looked for agreem ents between E 
and G and used them  in his com pilation. The exceptions are so unim 
p o rtan t th a t  th ey  hard ly  need to  be m entioned in a conclusion. For 
the  conventional stem m a, however, our initial discovery has pointed 
tow ards t.wro po ten tial problems. F irst, E and G, the oldest m anuscripts, 
bo th  faithful to  a for m any lines, are m ade to  disagree m ysteriously 
over the  areas of a w hich th ey  choose to  include. Second, th e  possibi
lity  of progress in  the  reconstruction of a is alm ost to ta lly  reduced 
to  the  acceptance of the  te x t of Z, w ith  a few im provem ents. Though 
T, A and P  are no t usually  regarded as au then tic  reflections of th e  o- 
riginal, the  evidence we have found in  th e ir favour is very  strong. Of
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the th ree versions, this is the only one against which the others are 
not often found in agreem ent, as we have found by a com prehensive 
count of examples. S upplem entary  sta tis tica l exam ination, which was 
full, though of its  very n a tu re  no t precise, suggested th a t  Z, where it 
could be checked, was missing or seriously wrong less th an  once in a 
hundred  lines, a record m any tim es more accurate th a n  th a t  of G.

The second working h ab it of the compiler of Z m ay fortunate ly  
be illu stra ted  and discussed m ore briefly and simply. I t will be ea
siest to  begin w ithin the  fram e of reference of the conventional stem m a, 
and by quoting a long passage from Z, the version w7hich, as we have 
seen, becomes dom inant according to  th a t  stem m a. This is an area of 
the tex t where the lines of Z seem particu larly  difficult to challenge, 
because m ost of them  are supported  by E and G, which, how ever, 
give hard ly  any confirm ation to  each other. The con tex t of th e  passage 
is as follows. The emir has stolen a C hristian girl from Cappadocia, 
and her brothers have followed him to rescue her. After one of th e  
brothers defeats him  in single com bat, he sends them  on a fool’s errand 
to  look for their sister. They are directed to  a pile of badly  m utila ted  
female corpses, and so they  lam ent their sister’s death, as well as the 
fact th a t  they  cannot recognise her body for proper burial. A fter b u r 
ying all the bodies in a common grave, they  re tu rn  to  th e  emir.

Z 440 αύτοί δέ ύποστρέψαντες στον άμηραν άπήλθον
καί παρευθύς έξέλκυσαν καί οί πέντε τάς σπάθας 

(Τ 41) καί κατά πρόσωπον αύτοϋ ούτως τον συντυχαίνουν
(Τ 47) θερμά κινοϋντες δάκρυα έκ μέσου τής καρδίας'
(Τ 42) « Ώ  άμηρα, πρώτ’ άμηρα καί κύων τής Συρίας,
Ζ 445 τήν αδελφήν, ήν ήρπασες, μηδέν μας τήν στερήσης,

εΐ δε καί πράξεις άθεσμα, πάντως έθανατώθης.
Ούδείς ημών χωρίς αύτής άποστραφήναι θέλει,

(Τ 46) άλλα σφαγώμεν άπαντες διά τήν άδελφήν μας».
(Τ 48) Άκούσας ταϋτ’ 6 άμηρας μεγάλως έπτοήθη,
Ζ 450 ήρξατο τούτους έρωταν' «Τίνες καί πόθεν ε ίσ τε ;

ποίου γένους υπάρχετε άπο τής Ρωμανίας;»
Καί τότ’ ό πρώτος άδελφός ούτως άνταπεκρίθη"
«' Ημείς, άμηρα, λέγοντες τυγχάνομεν άρχήθεν 
έκ χώρας ανατολικής, έξ εύγενών γονέων’

Ζ 455 δ πατήρ ήμών Άαρών έκ των Δουκών το γένος 
κατάγεται τών θαυμαστών, άπο τών Κιννααάδων,
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καί Μουσελώμ ο έξακουστός πατήρ ό τοϋ πατρός μας, 
ή δέ μήτηρ ήμών αυτή άπό των κυρ Μαγάστρο^ν 
τδ γένος έκκατάγεται των πλουσίων έκείνίον.

7, 460 Δώδεκα θείους εϊχαμεν καί έξαδέλφους εξι.
'Ο πατήρ μας έξορισθείς διά τινας μωρίας 
άπηλθεν εις τάς άκρας γε λαόν τοϋ συναθροΐσαι’ 
εκείνοι άν σέ εΰρισκον, κόσμον ούκ έθεώρεις.
Ούδείς ήμών έτύγχανεν έν τη επιδημία,

Ζ 465 καί εΐ έκεϊ έτύχομεν, ού μή συνέβη τοϋτο,
ούδέ ή αδελφή ήμών έκ χειρών σου ήρπάγη, 
άλλ’ ούδέ εις τον οίκον μας εϊχετε προσεγγίσει.
Πέντ’ άδελφούς έγέννησεν ή μήτ/jp μας. οΰς βλέπεις’ 
μίαν εϊχαμεν αδελφήν, τό γέννημα ήλίου,...

T rapp’s ap p a ra tu s : 446 πράξης Τ 450 είστε A 484: ήτε Τ 453 εκγονοι 
pro λέγοντες coni. E berhard  458 Μαγίστρων Karolides et Ρ 323/18 461 
μας A 495, G 241, E berhard : ήμών Τ 464 αποδημία Τ, corr. Lam pros.

Lord justifiab ly  finds in th is  passage strong confirm ation th a t  
oral com position has played a p a r t in the form ation of the te x t of Di
genis1. T h at a group of bro thers should bury  a pile of bodies w ith 
every sign of accepting the  fact th a t  their sister is am ong them , then 
rush from the  grave-side to dem and her from her captor, is a con tra
diction unlikely in  a purely lite ra ry  tex t, b u t of a type which is quite 
frequen t a t th e  junction  of two them es in an oral poem. This m ay 
be classed w ith  the  la te r case where the em ir asks his wife to come 
home secretly to his m other, b u t later, after the conflict and confusion 
resulting from her b ro th er 's  dream , he goes off w ithout her, w ith  no 
m ention of a change of plan2. These are striking incongruities, which 
occur, w ith different wording, in all the  m anuscripts, and m ust he 
a ttrib u ted  to  factors of confusion far back in the  poem ’s history.

There are two other problem s in th is passage, however, for which 
answers m ust be sought a t a m uch more superficial level. F irst, why 
is there such a confusion of em otions and a ttitu d es  in th e  interview  
between th e  emir and the b ro thers?  Second, why is the descent of the 
bro thers’ father given as from two different families, the  Doukai and 
th e  Kinnam oi? N either of these problems, adm itted ly , has arisen from 
the tex t of Z in isolation. If this were the only surviving version of

1. Singer, 217.
2. G 421-441, Z 663-695, cf. G 628, Z 873: see L ord , Singer, 217.
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Digenis, bo th  these difficulties would be ascribed to deliberate choice 
by  the poet, or perhaps to  m inor effects of the  d isto rting  pressures 
noted above in the com m ents of Lord. Both have become significant 
problem s m ainly because of th e  existence of obvious and compelling 
solutions.

There is nothing in trinsically  im probable in th e  com bination of 
draw n swords and heartfelt sobs in the  approach of the brothers to  
the emir, or in  a speech which begins w ith  an insult and a th rea t to  
kill him, ends in a rhetorical request to  be killed, and provokes a rea
ction of fear. I t is perhaps surprising th a t  th is  ra th e r unsophisticated 
poet should have used some degree of psychological sub tle ty  to express 
the emotional confusion of the  scene. W ithou t the evidence of E and 
G, however, our reaction  w'ould be to  praise the poet ra th e r th an  to 
look for th e  solution to a problem 1. F urtherm ore, of th e  ten  lines 440- 
9, six (442-5 and 447-8) are strongly confirmed by similar lines in E 
or G, while there is wreaker support for three others (440-1 and 449), 
and even the  rem aining line (446) m ay be paralleled b y  a line in E w ith  
some sim ilarity in m eaning b u t no verbal identities. At first glance) 
therefore, there is nothing d isturbing ab o u t the  relationship of Z to 
E and G .W e m ust note, however, th a t  if the conventional stem m a has 
any  m eaning, Z m ust in these lines be a fairly accurate  p icture of a 
in general outline and in much of its  wording.

D oubts begin to  arise w hen the  o ther two versions are exam ined 
independently . I t  soon becomes obvious th a t, if we rem ain w ithin th e  
conventional stem m a, the  psychological sub tlety  of the  poet has been 
found unacceptable bo th  by E and by  G. E reflects the  ten-line passage

1. Two prev ious reactions to  this question  m ay be noted . C. D anguitsis, Le 
p rob lem e de la version originale de Γ epopee byzan tine  de Digenis A critas, R evue  
des Etudes B yzantines  5 (1947), 198, (referring to  th e  sim ilar in terv iew  a t G 70 - 83, 
n o t found in Z) regards G as an ineffic ien t rew orking of the te x t :  «C ette fagon de 
se com porter de nos cinq heros est inadm issible dans une epopee qui av a it la  p re 
ten tion  d ’ etre le sym bole de l1 heroism e pour to u te  la Grece de ce tte  epoque» (see 
Politis, L ’ epopee, 565, note 38). P o litis’ own explanation , while i t  is free of such 
ab su rd ity , is no t convincing. He sees a co n tra s t betw een the  approach  of th e  b ro t
hers to  the em ir in G, weeping piteously, and  an aggressive a tt itu d e  in  T, w hich he 
ascribes to a policy of reducing the p ro-A rab  feeling obvious in G. In  fact, the  an ti-  
A rab lines of T are n o t the invention  of any  of the Z m anuscrip ts, b u t derive from  
E ; equally , th e  hum ble phrases of G are still p resent in the te x t of T, a lthough  the 
o rder of the lines has been changed a little . F rom  the po in t of view  of T, th is is n o t 
an  ideological change, b u t a com pilation.
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by seven lines in which th e  aggressive side of the  b ro thers’ a ttitu d e  
is d o m in an t:

E 120 Κ’ έστράφησαν στον άμηραν μετά κακής καρδίας,
τλυσαν τά φηκάρια τους κι οί πέντ’ έξεσπαθώσαν 
καί καταπρόσωπα αύτον ούτως τον συντυχαίνουν'
« Ό  άμηρα, πρωτοαμηρά καί σκύλε τής Συρίας, 
το άδέλφιν μας, το ερπαξες, μηδέν μας τό στερέψης'

Ε 125 η δείξε μας το άδέλφι μας ή κόπτομε τήν κεφαλήν σου».
Κι’ ώς είδεν τούτους ό άμηρας, πολλά τούς έφοβήθην,...

G, on th e  o ther hand , has six lines which give no h in t of an aggressive 
approach, or o f a reaction of fear by the em ir:

G 228 καί θρηνοϋντες ΰπέστρεφον προς άμηραν ευθέως
θερμά κινοϋντες δάκρυα έκ μέσης τής καρδίας'

G 230 «Δός, άμηρα, τήν άδελφήν, ε’. δ’ ου, θανάτωσαν μας'
ούδείς ήμών άνευ αυτής υποστρέφει εν οΐκω, 
άλλά σφαγώμεν άπαντες διά τήν άδελφήν μας.»
Άκούων ταΰτ’ ό άμηρας, όρων δέ καί τούς θρήνους...

These two tex ts  give to ta lly  different impressions, im plying widely 
divergent a ttitu d es  on the p a r t  of the brothers, m irrored in the rea 
ction of the  emir. The sim ilarities between them  in wording are neg
lig ib le—only a word or two derived from th e  general situation which 
th ey  share (E 120 cf. G 228, E 123 cf. G 230, E 126 cf. G 233). Y et nei
th e r copyist has used m uch of his own in v en tio n : bo th  have m ade up 
their tex ts  largely of lines from  a, which, as we have suggested, m ust 
have been quite sim ilar to  Z in th is area of the  poem. E 120-1 adds very 
little  to Z 440-1, though  th ere  is considerable change in w ording; E 
122-4 is very  close to  Z 442, 444-5 ; E 125 has som ething in common 
w ith  Z 446, while E 126 is ra th e r closer to  Z 449. The passage in G 
begins w ith  some sim ilarity betw een G 228 and Z 440, followed by 
an alm ost identical pair of lines G 229 and Z 443. G 230 is not really 
reflected in Z, b u t G 231-2 are very similar to  Z 447-8. G 233 is a mild 
version of the  em ir’s response, while Z 449 shares a reaction of fear 
w ith  E.

By the conventional stem m a, therefore, we are forced to  imagine 
a series of events which is quite difficult to believe. S ta rting  from li
nes of a which m ust have included both  the  aggressive and the sup
p licatory elem ents now visible in  the  te x t of Z, the  tex tu a l trad ition
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m ust have divided into three versions. Z preserves κ fairly accurately. 
E rejected  m ost of the  miM words and preserves only the violent p h ra 
ses ; G banished all thought of aggression, and has a version which is 
entirely passive. By chance, aided by a natu ra l dualism  in the original 
tex t, G and E have divided a in such a way th a t  th ey  hard ly  overlap. 
This is a striking coincidence, to  say the least, b u t no t incredible.

The emir, w hether p ity ing th e  b ro thers’ groans (G), or terrified  
by their th rea ts  (EZ), reacts by  asking who they are, where they  come 
from and w hat is their ancestry  (E 127-8, G 2.34-5, Z 450-1). Six lines 
after the  end of the ten-line passage discussed above, the eldest b ro 
th er explains th a t their fa ther is «descended from the splendid family 
of the  Doukai, from the Kinnamoi». Now there are presum ably several 
ways in which one m an m ay claim allegiance to  two families, as well 
as the  possibility th a t  somebody involved in the  poem ’s tex tual h istory  
believed th a t  the two families were somehow connected, perhaps by 
the ra ther shadowy Kinnamoi being a branch of the D oukai1. B ut 
this reading of Z (455-6) is sim ultaneously confirm ed and underm ined 
in m uch the same way as the  previous passage. E 131 says th a t their 
father was born from των Λουκάδων τήν γενεάν, not m entioning the  
Ivinnamoi, while G 237 knows of descent from the Kinnam oi w ithout a 
reference to the Doukai. Once again the  conventional stem m a dem ands 
th a t oc m ust have included both  n am es: b u t it m akes the fu rther and less 
acceptable dem and th a t, of the three tex tual versions, Z preserved a  fair
ly accurately, E rem em bered the first nam e w ithout th e  second, G r e 
m em bered the second w ithou t the  first. Thus another coincidence of a 
precisely similar kind is piled on top of the first. There is also a third, 
weaker, example in the  same speech: Z has two ra th e r ineffectual p a 
rallel statem ents explaining th a t  the emir had been lucky in the tim ing 
of the ra id  in which he had carried off his future wife. If their twelve 
uncles, six cousins and their exiled fa ther had found him, the emir 
would no t have escaped alive (Z 460-3), and in fact if any of th e  b ro 
thers them selves had chanced to  be on th e  spot, the em ir wrould not 
have reached their house (Z 465-7). The language of the  first s ta tem en t 
is largely from E, particu larly  in its last line εκείνοι αν σέ είχαν εύρεΐ, 
Συρίαν ποτ’ ούκ έθεώρεις (Ε 136). This line is m issing in G, which thus 
runs bo th  statem ents together. The second sta tem ent in Z is all from

1. On the, K innam oi, see K yriakides in Λαογραφία 10 (1932), 638, note 3, and 
A- G arzya, Versi e un  opusculo inediti  di Michele Psellos, N aples 1966, 25.
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G, for it is missing in E. The tex tu a l im plications here are similar, 
though less sharply defined, to  those of the previous two cases.

There are th ree o ther strong b u t isolated examples of the same 
phenom enon, collected by  T rapp  in his in tro d u ctio n 1:

1) D uring the  single com bat betw een the  emir and one of the  b ro 
thers, the  former is given advice by  his followers, of whom it is said 
th a t  μίαν φωνήν άφήσασιν. Their words begin:

«Μήν τρέμης, κύριε ήμών, μήν δειλίας, αύθέντα, 
πιάσε μόνον τον άγουρον, ταχέως νά νικήσης... (Ζ 346-7),

and e n d :

καί τήν άγάπην ζήτησον, τον πό>εμον ν’ άφήσης,
διότι είναι δυνατός πολλά, μήν σέ καταπονέση». (Ζ 351-2).

As we have come to  expect in such cases, the  first p a rt of the speech 
is reflected in E, the  second in G.

2) L ater, messengers arrive from the  em ir’s m other w ith  a secret 
le tte r  for her son. T hey cam p some distance away from the  em ir’s new 
home, so as not to  be discovered, and send th e  le tte r w ith an oral 
message about d ep artu re2. But the  Em ir’s brothers-in-law  are warned 
in a dream  of the  m essengers’ arrival, and go out to m eet them , asking 
the  pointed q u es tio n :

«Καλώς ήλθετε, άρχοντες, ίέρακες γαμβρού μας, 
τί ώδε έπεζεύσατε, ούκ ήλθετε εϊς οίκον;» (Ζ 732-3).

The messengers are apparen tly  surprised into the  t r u t h :

Εκείνοι δέ μή εχοντες τ ί  άνταποκριθήναι 
άκοντες, μή βουλόμενοι, τήν αλήθειαν λέγουν 
(φόβος γάρ απροσδόκητος αλήθειαν έκφαίνει, 
ό δέ γε προσδοκώμενος γέννα απολογίαν)’ (Ζ 734-7).

Their reply is given in one line, which, in spite of all th is preparation^ 
is a lie3 :

«’Εχθές παρεβραδύναμεν καί έμείναμεν ώδε».

This one line is found a t E 329, b u t no t in  G ; th e  lines about telling 
the tru th  are all in  G, w ith  no reflection in E.

1. T rapp , 28.
2. Z 645-52.
3. Com pare Z 649 νά μή φανερωθώ<πν.
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3) Digenis’ fu ture wife, as he is carrying her off from her hom e, 
hears the noise of pursu it behind them . She shouts to  h im :

«Άγωνίζου, αύθέντα μου, μήν μας άποχωρίσουν,
άφες μ.’, αύθέντα καί καλέ, έδώ νά άποθάνω,
επειδή κακώς έ'ποισα, κακώς άποθανοΰμαι’
εσύ εχεις μαϋρον καλόν, τον σεαυτόν σου σώσον». (Ζ 2013-6).

N aturally , neither of the o ther versions shares the  serious con trad i
ction between the first verse and the  rest. The first line is very  like G 
1577, the rest like E 945-7. E and G show no point of con tac t in  their 
versions of her cry. Here then  are th ree more cases where Z m ust 
apparen tly  reflect a, in spite of its inconsistency. Each tim e there is a 
dualism  in Z which m ust derive from α; E and G have in each case 
accepted one side of the dualism  and rejected the  o ther, so neatly  th a t 
there is no overlap of wording betw een them .

I t  is tim e to  leave the  conventional stem m a, which is showing 
signs of collapse, and to  suggest how th e  d a ta  exam ined here fit the  
second working hab it assum ed for the  compiler of Z : where his m o
dels disagreed, his desire for completeness sometimes led him to in 
clude conflicting details of the  same event from two distinct descrip
tions, or contrad ictory  inform ation abou t th e  same person. We m ay 
begin from the com m ents of A. P ertusi on the  double fam ily of Di
gems’ grandfather, as discussed above: «Ma come puo essere Aaron 
della famiglia dei Dukas e dei Cinnami alio stesso tem po ? E ch ia ro : 
di quella dei Dukas, perche cosi afferm a E 131, di quella dei Cinnami 
perchc cosi afferm a G 237 e 1005»1. Thus a scholar studying  the tex t 
of Digenis from the  po int of view of genealogy, finds th a t the tex t of 
Z a t th is point can only be explained by assum ing a conflation of the 
other two versions. This them e runs through the whole of his s tu d y : 
«Quali le conclusioni? In TA(PO) si t r a t ta  ev identam ente di una con- 
tam inazione: il rim aneggiatore del prototipo di TA(PO) si tro v av a  di 
fronte a due recensioni del poem a assolutament.e inconciliabili quanto  
ai particolari della genealogia di Digenis, molto simili alle recensioni 
conservate in E e in G»2.

This conclusion seems to  me certain  in the case of Digenis’" grand
father and his family, and capable of extension to  each of the o ther

1. Alcune note su ll’ epica b izan tina , A e v u m  35 (1962), 27.
2. Ib id ., 30; of. also the s tem m a in L a poesia epica b izan tina  e la sua form a-

zione........  (see p. 168 n. 1 above), 544.
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situations m entioned above. In  each case, we have been forced to  con
clude th a t  a in the  conventional stem m a contained m aterial reflecting 
a m ixture of two opposing a ttitu d e s ; w hy not assum e ra th e r th a t  the  
compiler of Z was faced w ith  two models which offered him  a choice 
of these two a ttitu d es?  R ather th an  assum ing th a t  bo th  E and G m ade 
changes in a, w hy not accept th a t Z included con trad ic to ry  a ttitudes 
from his m odels? Above all, ra th e r th an  believing th a t  E and G di
vided a so precisely as to  leave hardly  a word in  common betw een 
them, w h y  not  ad m it th a t  the versions of E and G were originally au
tonom ous, th a t  tw o tex ts  similar to them  were the models from w’hich 
the  com pilation of Z was m ade? In these passages a t least th e  theory  
of Kyriakides and T rapp  has so decisive an advantage in economy th a t  
it m ust be right.

It m ust be pointed ou t in conclusion th a t  the te x tu a l agreem ents 
visible in the lines quoted and  discussed here are no t exceptions to  
the general practice of the poem. We have found here no case of agree
m ent of EG against Z, and few examples of agreem ent of EG under 
any circum stances. EZ against G and GZ against E have been the 
m ost common p atte rn s  in these passages. A glance a t the statistica l 
inform ation listed above will show th a t  these features are typical. In 
stating  our conclusions from  those statistics, as seen from their im pact 
on the  conventional stem m a, reference was m ade to an «unexpected 
pressure a t work preventing  E and G from including th e  same lines of 
(x))1. I suggest th a t  we have discovered here in parvo  the reason for 
the  phenom enon which was troublesom e in ex ten so : E and G do not 
include the  same lines of a because they  represent the d istinct models 
from w’hich a was created, and a is n o t the  original, b u t m erely a false 
nam e for the  com pilation Z , based on a stem m a which m ust itself be 
false.

The th ird  hab it of th e  com piler of Z is a natu ra l and alm ost ine
vitable result of a compil a tio n — th a t the a tten tio n  of the  compiler 
should sometimes pass d irectly  from one of his models to  th e  other. 
We have already seen several examples in  th is recent discussion: 
there are for instance eight sharp changes of model in  the  long quo
ta tion  from  Z on pp. 188-9 above2, and these are largely responsible for

1. See p. 186 above.
2. A fter Z 442 to  G ; a fte r Z 443 to  E ; a fte r Z  446 to  G ; a fte r Z 454 to  E ; 

a fte r  Z 455 to  G ; a fte r  Z 456 to  E ;  a fter Z 464 to  G ; a fte r Z 467 to  E.
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the confusion and contradictions which we have found there. F u rther, 
com pare these two passages:

οί μέν φιλοΰσι χεΐρας του, άλλοι τήν κεφαλήν του.
Οί πέντ’ έκαβαλλίκευσαν, στον άμηράν έτρέξαν
και εΐπον λόγους προς αύτόν, πώς τον παρακαλοϋσιν"
« Ώ  άμηρα καί εξαρχε άπάσης τής Συρίας,
άποδος ήμΐν τήν άδελφήν, ώσπερ ήμΐν ύπέσχου... (Ζ 367-71).

οΐ μέν φιλοΰσι χεΐρας του, άλλοι τήν κεφαλήν του.
Κ’ οί πέντ’ έκαβαλλίκευσαν, στον άμηραν υπάγουν' 
τόν δ’ άμηραν άμφότεροι θερμώς παρακαλοΰσι'
« Ώ  άμηρα πρωταμηρά και πρώτε τής Συρίας, 
δός, άμηρα, τήν άδελφήν, καθώς ήμΐν ύπέσχου.

The first was w ritten  by the redacto r of Z, as p a rt of his compilation. 
The second has been m ade by  me out of T rap p ’s tex ts of E and G, by 
draw ing alternate  verses from each: its firs t line is G 175, the  second 
E 55, th en  G 176, E 56 and G 177. The sim ilarity  of th e  results is sug
gestive abou t Z ’s m ethods here.

For m anipulation by the  compiler of larger blocks of source-m a
terial, it is interesting to examine the  scene where the emir preaches 
to his m other and converts her and their whole household to  C hristia
nity. Z 1042 begins w ith  lines which are rem iniscent of E 535 ff., though 
Z is more concise. Close verbal parallels begin a t Z 1046 and E 542, and 
end at Z 1052 and E 548, where Z m akes a sharp switch to  the version
of G. A fter a line of transition , Z 1054 is a direct reflection of G 770. Z
follows G fairly closely for m ore th a n  30 lines in a m etrical version of 
the creed, though he shows increasing im patience by leaving gaps after 
1077, 1080 and 1082. The last parallel line is Z 1086 ένθα κλαυθμός καί 
όδυρμός καί βρυγμός τών όδόντοον (very sim ilar to  G 806), afte r which Z 
is moved to add ό ιοβόλος σκώληξ τε, τάρταρος καί τό σκότος (Ζ 1087). 
Now the  m echanics of the  com pilation become very obvious. Z 1088- 
90 are alm ost unchanged from  E, and 1091-2 from G. A fter this, the 
compiler re tu rns less sharply  to  E, for Z 1095 is taken  from E 554 and 
Z 1097-8 from E 555-6. By Z 1102, however, he is aga in  copying from 
G (811).

A striking fact in nearly all these cases is the way T rapp is com
pelled to  w aste paper in prin ting  E and G. W hen Z is draw ing from E, 
the column for G is often blank, because there is no rejected parallel
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passage in th a t  version, and when Z is following G there are usually 
similar gaps in E. This is an indication of the com piler’s desire to om it 
as little  as possible of w hat he found in  his models. W hen he can, he 
appears to fit them  together as a mosaic of single lines or as larger blocks· 
The m ost extrem e and m ost in teresting  p a tte rn  of th is kind has had 
its  im pact on m ost of the  pages of T rapp ’s te x t which include all three 
versions, a t least where there  is some sim ilarity  in the  te x t which they 
present. In the purest form of the  p a tte rn , Z provides a continuous te x t 
on the righ t-hand  page, while E and G escort it  alternately  from their 
columns on the  left-hand  page. Thus w hen there is an apparen t lacuna 
in  E, of one line or a hundred, G o ften  provides a passage of about 
the righ t length  to  fill it. W hen E resumes, G will often stop, leaving 
its own apparen t lacuna to  be filled by approxim ately  the  righ t num 
ber of lines of E, and so on1.

This suggestion of lacunas has led aw ay from the  com pilation 
theory  back to  th e  conventional stem m a, and to  one of its m ajor prob
lems. If we assume th a t  agreem ent in phrasing betw een two of the 
surviving versions is a sure m eans of predicting the  general shape of 
th e  hyparchetype a—and, as repeated ly  sta ted  here, I can see no other 
m eaning for the conventional stem m a—th en  we are compelled to  cut 
large num bers of lacunas in E and G2. One passage which dem ands 
particu larly  com prehensive surgery is the  first 20 lines of the  long quo
ta tio n  from Z given above (Z 440-59, paralleled by E 120-33 and G 
228-38). W ithin  these lines there is good stem m atic evidence for three 
lacunas in E (of two, one and one lines respectively)3 and for five in 
G (two of two lines an d  th ree  of one)4.

W hat is more, th e  w ord «cut», used above for the establishm ent 
of these lacunas, was carefully chosen. B oth E and G are convincing as 
they  are w ritten . Not one of these eight lacunas could have been su
spected w ithou t reference to  th e  te x t of Z, and nobody has ever sug

1. This p a tte rn  occurs frequen tly  on a sm all scale tow ards the beginning of 
th e  tex t, where the  com piler was exam ining  his models very  carefully. See especially 
T rapp , pp. 92-3 and  98-9. L a te r the blocks are la rger: good exam ples m ay be found 
on pp. 142-5, 162-5 and  204-7.

2. The use of th e  w ord «lacuna» in the con tex t of a  te x t often  though t to 
have independen t versions is som ew hat contentious. I t  is to  be defined as «a line 
or lines from  a  pred ic tab le  h y parche type  m issing in one of the versions derived 
from  th a t  hyparchetype» .

3. One line a fte r 122, tw o a fte r 125, one a fte r  131.
4. Two lines a fte r  228, tw o a fte r  230, one a fte r  235, one a fte r  236, one a fter

237.
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gested th a t  lines have been left out a t any of these p o in ts : th ey  are 
sim ply gaps left in the tex ts  in T rap p ’s edition. B ut if th e  con\ren tional 
stem m a were valid, these missing lines could only be described as la 
cunas, w ith  reference to  the  pred ic ted  te x t of a. W hat else m ay th ey  
be called, in a passage of which half is a ttes ted  by EZ and the  o ther 
half by  GZ? It seems to  me im possible to  examine pages 98-9 of T rap p ’s 
edition - which include th is passage - w ithout concluding th a t  there 
are only tw o conceivable ex p lan a tio n s: either there has been a com pi
lation, or Z reflects the  ap p ro x im a te  shape of a, so th a t  E and G m ust 
be cu t into pieces by lacunas, as T rapp  has divided them  in prin ting 
his tex t. There is no possibility of compromise, w hether based on the 
doctrines of oral poetry  or on the  varia tions of a dem otic tex tu a l t r a 
dition.

On th is basis, there are a t least a hundred «lacunas» in each of 
E and G which have rem ained unnoticed by  previous editors and w ri
ters of tex tu a l corrections, where these versions have om itted  lines 
from a. Such cases are easy to find. Take, for example, any gap in T rap p ’s 
tex t of G a t a point where E and Z have similar lines. Exam ine the 
relationship of GZ in lines ju s t before and ju s t after the gap. \ Aery 
often it is im m ediately obvious th a t  a passage of agreem ent between 
GZ has been broken, more or less cleanly, by a sequence of lines 
where Z agrees w ith  E. U sually  all th ree tex ts  read quite normally 
and convincingly, and no tex tu a l changes would be suspected before 
the versions were carefully analysed. B ut w hat can the  gap in  G re
present, by  the conventional stem m a, if no t a lacuna?

Furtherm ore, of the  hundreds of lacunas I have m entioned, there 
are large num bers linked together in a striking way. A t least 36 tim es, 
by  m y counting1, the  end of a lacuna in E corresponds alm ost exactly  
to  the  beginning of a new lacuna in  G, or vice versa. A fu rther 51 exam p

l .  Z 318-9= G  142, E  18 ; Z 334-5= G  150, E  32; Z 3 5 0 - l= E  48, G 159; Z
367-8= G  175, E  55; Z 3 8 0 -l= G  185, E 63 ; Z 381-2= E  63, G 186; Z 402-3= G  202, 
E  78 ; Z 423-4= E  106, G 209 ; Z 455-6= E  131, G 237 ; Z 463-4= E  136, G 243 ; Z  718- 
9 = G  453, E  315; Z 737-8=G  469, E  329; Z 109 0 -1 = E  551, G 807; Z 1355 -6= E  
663, G 1027 ; Z 1383-4=G  1056, E  666; Z 1386-7=  G 1058, E  668; Z 1393-4= G  1060, 
E  673; Z 1395-6=E  674, G 1061; Z 1790-1=G  1346, E 803 ; Z 180 4 -5 = G  1350, E 
821 ; Z 1986-7=G  1572, E  919 ; Z 2013-4=G  1577, E 945 ; Z 2053-4= E  975, G 1627 ; 
Z 2058-9= E  977, G 1630; Z 2065-6=G  1638, E  981; Z 2067-8= E  982, G 1639; Z 
2147-8=G  1739, E  1021; Z 2151-2= E  1023, G 1742 ; Z  2179-80=G  1766, E  1041; 
Z 2190-1=E  1049, G 1771; Z 2228-9= E  1069, G 1862 ; Z 2236-7= E  1073, G 1864 ; 
Z  2942-3=G  2498, E 1182; Z 2945-6= E  1184, G 2499; Z 3302-3=G  2759, E  1375; 
Z  3352-3 = G  2811, E  1412.
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les give a similar p ictu re1, made less precise by  vagueness of wor
ding or an ex tra  line of transition . Thus we are asked to  believe in a 
coincidence which has appeared before in th is discussion, th a t the  tex t 
of a has in each case been divided so neatly  betw een E and G th a t  there 
is alm ost no gap in the  lines to  which they  w itness, nor yet m uch o- 
verlap between them .

In a few cases, m ost of them  given above, it could be suggested 
th a t there  is a m otive for the  division of the te x t of a into two distinct 
branches. In the speech quoted  above, for exam ple, where the  oldest 
of the emir’s fu ture brothers-in-law  tells him  about their family tree, 
any hyparchetype common to  all the surviving versions m ust have pro
vided contrad ictory  inform ation about the  fam ily of Digenis’ grand
father. « m ust have claimed th a t  he was descended from bo th  the  Kin- 
namoi and th e  Doukai. If th is were so, i t  would not be surprising th a t 
two tex tu a l branches should each choose to  preserve one half of the 
contradiction  and to ignore the  other. B ut m ost of the  passages listed 
here correspond more closely to  th e  situation  in the  five-line passage 
above which I p u t together ou t of E and G. Here a would seem to have 
been unified, if a little  diffuse, and there is no obvious reason for the 
division into two distinct tex tual branches. The lack of overlap b e t
ween E and G in these cases can only be ascribed to  chance.

There is no point in  prolonging th is discussion, or enlarging any 
further upon the  absurd ity  of the  hypotheses which it  is examining. 
It so happens th a t  here th e  m ost reasonable and economical assum p

1. Z 342-3= E  42, G 155; Z 3 6 0 -l= G  168, E 53 ; Z 361-2= E  53, G 1 7 0 ; Z
36 8 -9 = E  55, G 176; Z 369-70=G  176, E  56; Z 3 7 0 -l= E  56, G 177 ; Z 408-9=G  
204, E  85; Z 411-3= E  87, G 205 ; Z 432-3=G  218, E 107 ; Z 442-3= E  122, G 229; 
Z 443-4=G  229, E 123 ; Z 446-7= E  125, G 231 ; Z 454-5= G  236, E  13; ; Z 456- 
7= G  237, E  132; Z  467-8= G  246, E 137; Z 649-50=G  410, E 285 ; Z 662-3=G  
420, E 295; Z 664-5= E  297, G 422; Z 6 8 0 -l= G  436, E  299 ; Z 682-3= E  300, G 
437; Z  683-4= G  437, E  301; Z 692-4= E  308, G 440 ; Z 738-9= E  329, G 470; Z 
827-8= G  546, E  399; Z 1051-4= E  548, G 769-70; Z 1086-8=G  806, E  549; Z 
1351-3=G  1026, E  658-9; Z 1800-2=E  818-9, G 1347-8; Z 1841-2=E  843, G 
1385; Z 1865-6=E  865, G 1407; Z 1881-2=G  1422, E  876 ; Z 1884-6=E  880, G 
1423; Z 1939-41=G  1506-7, E  893; Z 1942-3=E  894, G 1508; Z 1946-8=G  1510, 
E  896-7; Z 1969-70=E  913, G 1553; Z 2009-10=E  943, G 1573 ; Z 2012-3=E  944, 
G 1577 ; Z 2051-3=G  1625-6, E  975 ; Z 2086-7=E  989, G 1669; Z 2104-5=G  1700, 
E 993; Z 2111-3= E  999, G 1705; Z 2150-1=G  1741, E  1023; Z 2195-6=G  1774, 
E 1051 ; Z 2210-1 = E  1058, G 1807; Z 2921-2= E  1165, G 2479; Z  2979-80=G  2527, 
E  1211; Z 3129-30=E  1286, G 2613; Z 3148*9=E 1302, G 2629; Z 3309-10=E 
1392, G 2766; Z  4352-3=G  3509, E  1794.
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tion about a com piler’s m ethod of work coincides w ith  a ridiculous 
series of conclusions draw n from the  conventional stem m a. The choice 
between the two patterns is simple. We m ust assum e th a t  Z wras a 
compiler whose eye sometimes switched directly  from one of his m o
dels to  the  other, and reject a conventional stem m a which dem ands 
hundreds of unnoticed lacunas in E and G w hich repeatedly  coincide 
in  their beginnings and ends.

A detailed discussion has reached a dry and uninspiring conclu
sion, dem onstrating  th a t one proposed stem m a for Digenis is probably 
righ t and th a t  the  o ther is wrong. W h a t are the  practical consequen
ces of th is theoretical judgem ent?

I t  seems to me th a t T rapp , who has tak en  up the  com pilation theory  
and provided us w ith the  foundations on which to  base its proof, is 
m uch less reliable as a guide to  its  use. He has removed from the  back 
of A kritic scholarship the confusing w eight of the Z tex ts , by  dem on
stra ting  th a t they  represen t a com pilation from m anuscrip ts like E 
and G, which are th u s  identified  as tw in sources of the  surviving tex 
tu a l trad ition . B ut then  he has reiinposed m ost of the  Z m aterial, by 
the highly questionable assum ption th a t  the  compiler had a th ird  sour
ce, which gave him, it seems, more d irect access to  the archetype th an  
by th e  E-version or by th e  G -version1. T rapp  has given a sound th eo 
retical basis for the detailed com parison of G and E. to  discover the  con
nection betw een th e m : b u t he has then  confused the p icture by  prin ting  
a stem m a full of «Zwischenstufen», whose unprovable existence will 
im pede fu rther research2. He has provided for the  first tim e a scientific 
m eans for the investigation of the h istory  of the  tex t, b u t in  his con
clusions has combined these hard-w on results w ith others which derive 
from dubious assum ptions abou t the  Russian versions, the  folk-songs 
and Z ’s th ird  source3. His in troduction  contains m uch valuable m ate
rial side by side w ith  m uch which is unacceptable.

Among the  conclusions which seem to me inevitable on th e  basis 
of the  com pilation theory  are several w hich disagree com pletely w ith

1. T rapp , 29-33.
2. T rapp , 46; see the criticism s of P o litis, Review.
3. E .g. the prologue of Z (found only in A) is ascribed to  the a rc h e ty p e  via 

the th ird  source, on the evidence of two w eak parallels w ith  the R u ssian  version  
and ano ther w ith  a folk-song (T rapp, 51). H ad  T rapp  persisted  w ith  analysis o^ 
the Greek tex ts, he could have found  m uch firm er evidence for th e  opposite as
sum p tion  : th a t  the prologue was com posed by  the redacto r of Z.



those of T rapp. For example, I believe it can be proved th a t  the  com
piler himself composed the  so-called «astrological prologue» of his tex t, 
or a t least th a t  he did no t derive it from another te x t of Digenis. E qual
ly, I th ink  it alm ost certain  th a t  the  compiler had in  his hands the  
ex tan t te x t of E, ra th e r th an  one of th e  Zwischenstufen which T rapp  
suggests1. B ut the m ost im p o rtan t result of the  com pilation proof 
will be to remove from m ost of the  tex tual h istory  of Digenis th e  aura 
of m ystery  and separateness which has prevented  any  serious deve
lopm ent since the original publication of the  m anuscripts. This spe
cial trea tm en t m ust be restric ted  to th e  problem  of th e  origins of th e  
E version, wrhere G areth  M organ has proved th a t  oral performance» 
if not oral com position, has played an im portan t p a r t2. Elsewhere, I 
hope th a t  th is paper has dem onstrated  a tex tu a l, ra th e r th an  an oral, 
connection betw een the  m anuscripts.

The com pilation theory , by  encouraging detailed tex tu a l ana ly 
sis, is likely to  have an unfortunate effect on the  lite rary  quality  of 
studies of Digenis, which will tend  to  degenerate from th e  exciting 
prose of Gregoire in to  lists of references to  m anuscrip t differences. 
B ut there will be a m ajor gain, more th an  enough to  com pensate for 
the  lowering of lite rary  standards. A t last it  will be possible in some 
cases to  m ake definitive steps forward in investigation of the  poem , 
to  confirm some of the num erous theories proposed and to  reject o thers. 
This new analytical fram ew ork will perm it genuine discussion in  an 
area of s tudy  where there has so far been little  more th a n  th e  sta tin g  
of opposing hypotheses.
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1. I hope to  discuss b o th  of these sub jects elsewhere.
2. See p. 167 n. 2 above.
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