Joseph Scaliger’s Notes on

Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica

Guallermo Galdn Vioque

OSEPH SCALIGER was without a doubt a prolific humanist.

Apart from his editions of major Latin authors, he pro-

duced numerous notes and conjectures to classical and
postclassical texts, both Greek and Latin.! In this article I study
and publish Scaliger’s notes on Quintus of Smyrna’s Post-
homerica, using the surviving witnesses that we have of his an-
notations.

An autograph manuscript with Scaliger’s notes i1s in the
library of the University of Leiden, Ledensis SCA 57, ff. 11-14
(= L). It contains a list of corrections and conjectures on the
Posthomerica organised by books, but without line references. It
seems that Scaliger copied onto these pages his own notes from
the margins of a manuscript or an edition of the Posthomerica. 1t
is well known that a great part of Scaliger’s library was in-
herited by the University of Leiden shortly after his death in
1609.2 Others of Scaliger’s books were acquired at the auction
of an important selection of his books held in Leiden on 11
March that same year, or came later through donations by

! For his life and work see A. Grafton, Joseph Scaliger: A Study in the History
of Classical Scholarship I-11 (Oxford 1983—1993).

2 There is an apograph of his will at the University of Leiden (MS. Leidensts
Perizon. Q 5, fol. 39-44Y); cf. P. C. Molhuysen, Codices manuscripti. Codices
Scaligerani (praeter orientales) (Leiden 1910) v—vIII, and K. van Ommen, “The
Legacy of Joseph Justus Scaliger in Leiden University Library Catalogues,
1609-1716,” in M. Walsby and N. Constantinidou (eds.), Documenting the
Early Modern Book World. Inventories and Catalogues in Manuscript and Print (Lei-
den 2013) 51-82.
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other humanists.? And Scaliger’s manuscripts are already men-
tioned as part of the University Library in its first printed cata-
logue, published by Daniel Heinsius in 1612.4

There are also two volumes with Scaliger’s notes in the Bod-
leian Library, manuscripts d’Orville 442 and 405.

MS. d’Orville 442 (= O') is an undated Aldine edition of
Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica, Colutho’s Rape of Helen, and
Tryphiodorus’ Sack of Troy.> It contains notes taken by S.
Haverkamp from an unidentified manuscript which belonged

3 Cf. Catalogus librorum bibliothecae losephi Scaligert, quorum auctio habebitur in
aedibus Ludovict Elzeviru, bibliopol. Lugd. Bal. ad diem 11. Marty (1609). A
facsimile edition: H. J. de Jonge, The Auction Catalogue of the Library of . 7.
Scalger (Utrecht 1977); see esp. 1—4.

+[D. Heinsius], Catalogus librorum Bibliothecae Lugdunensis. Praefixa est Danielis
Hewnsii Bibliothecari [...] oratio (Leiden 1612) 79-88 (cf. Molhuysen, Codices
manuscripti 11, and van Ommen, The Legacy 77-79).

> Quanti Calabri Derelictorum ab Homero libr quatuordecim (Venice s.d.; usually
dated 1505). Cf. C. J. Strackhoven, Catalogus lbrorum manuscriptorum et im-
pressorum wire nobilissimi Joannis Dorwille (manuscript copy [Oxford, Bodl. Lib.
D’Oruille 302—-303], ca. 1765) f. 63 (I always quote following @’Orville 302);
Bibliotheca d’Orwlliana siue catalogus librorum instructissimae bibliothecae wirt summz
d. Jacobi Philippr ’Oruwilli (Amsterdam 1764) 156, no. 1318; T. Gaisford, Co-
dices manuscripti et impresst cum notis manuscriplis, olim d’Orulliant qui in bibliotheca
Bodleiana apud Oxonienses adseruantur (Oxford 1806) 57; F. Madan, A Summary
Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford IV (Oxford
1897) 122, no. 17320). Strackhoven mistakenly dates this Aldine edition to
1529. This date appears in one of the exlibris written at p. Ai: “Memorare
nosissima 1529.” This copy belonged to Francis Fox, who received it in
1530 from his brother John (p. Ai: “Sum Francisci Foxi ex dono Iohanni
Foxi 1530”), first owner of the book (his exlibris gives a date of 1521 [p. Ai:
“glpl 100 POEov kol tdv eA@v 15217]). John Fox was nephew of Richard
Fox, founder of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, and became the Arch-
deacon of Surrey (1520) and Winchester (1521). He died in 1530 (cf. C. J.
Drees, Bishop Richard Fox of Winchester: Architect of the Tudor Age [Jefferson
2014] 153). That same year Francis also inherited from his brother a copy
of Anistotelis opera omnia (Venice 1495—1498) (Oxoniensis Jesus Coll. K.16.8) and
another of Luciani opera (Venice 1503) (Cantabrigensis Corpus Christi Coll. Gaselee
156) (cf. “Early Bookowners in Britain. British provenances from 1450 to
1550, http://ebob.cerl.org/ cgi-bin/record.pl?rid=00002007).
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to G. Falkenburg.® The notes on the Posthomerica stop at
Quintus Smyrn. 4.203.7 Most of these notes were published by
J. C. de Pauw (= p) as an appendix to his edition, Quinti Calabri
praetermissorum ab Homero libri XIV (Leiden 1734).8 According to
its preface, it was Haverkamp himself who sent this book to the
editor (f. *¥5rv):

Communicauit etiam mecum uir cl. Sigebertus Haverkamp

aliud exemplar Aldinum, in quo emendationes Josephi Scaligeri

a libro primo ad uersum CCIII libri quarti, ex ipsius Scaligeri

codice descripserat: quae cum numero plures et Sylburgianis

longe essent meliores, et illis excerpsi et ad calcem libri, serius

6 Cf. the note written by S. Haverkamp in the back cover: “Emenda-
tiones quae sunt in margine Calabri, Tryphiodori et Coluthi descripsi ex
codice Falkenburgiano.” There is a copy of the Basel edition of 1569 (Quinti
Calabri antiquissimi et sapientissimi poetae Praetermissorum ab Homero Libri X1V,
quibus Trotanam historiam ab Homero derelictam graviter et splendide prosecutus est) in
the library of the University of Leiden with notes copied by Falkenburg
himself (Sign. 755 C 28 [= H. 540]: cf. W. Senguerdius, J. Gronovius, and
J. Heyman, Catalogus librorum tam impressorum quam manuscriptorum bibliothecae
publicae Unwversitatis Lugduno-Batavae [Leiden 1716] 261). There are numerous
notes to the first book of the Posthomerica, but subsequently they are rare (see
pp. 107-108, 146, 182, 200, 226, and 276) until the beginning of Tryphio-
dorus’ Sack of Troy (pp. 303—326) and Colluthus’ Rape of Helen (pp. 327-334).
This volume is mentioned in the prologue to J. C. de Pauw’s edition,
although it is mistakenly considered an Aldine one: “Asseruantur in Biblio-
theca Lugduno-Batava duo Aldina (sic) huius poetae exemplaria, in quorum
uno Sylburgius multa, in altero Falkenburgius pauca oppido manu sua
notauerant” (f. *5). In fact, today there are two Aldine editions in the library
of the University of Leiden with manuscript notes, one actually with F.
Sylburg’s notes (755 C 26 [= H. 559]; cf. Senguerdius-Gronovius-Heyman,
Catalogus 261); the other is annotated by G. Canter (755 C 27; absent from
Senguerdius-Gronovius-Herman). There is also a copy of the Hannover
edition of 1604 (Q. Cal. Paraleipomena, 1d est Derelicta ab Homero) with man-
uscript notes by D. Heinsius (755 C 30 [= H. 220]; cf. Senguerdius-
Gronovius-Heyman, Catalogus 261).

7 Madan, A Summary Catalogue IV 122, says erroneously that the notes stop
at Quintus Smyrn. 4.210.

8 “Addenda et corrigenda,” pp. 872—874.
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enim mihi innotuerunt, eas exhibui, quae ab aliis non erant pro-
ditae, ut ne cum molestia tua eadem bis terue recurrerent.9

Later, Haverkamp sent it to Jacques Philippe d’Orville along
with some coins, as he tells him in a letter written 9 May 1736:
“Calabri exemplar et nummos pro commodo tuo, quamdiu
indigas, potes retinere.”!? D’Orville never returned it to its
owner.!! In this same letter Haverkamp explains why he could
not finish copying the notes:

Nullo modo exsculpere ex memoria possum, unde Scaligeri illa
in Galabrum nactus fuerim, certe ille noster Ultraiectinus plura
nequaquam habet. Credo autem me iuuenem Leidae descrip-
sisse in libro qui publica auctione vendebatur, atque angustia
temporis prohibitum reliqua describere, pretio uero deterritum
ab emendo codice ipso.!2

Three years after the publication of de Pauw’s edition, d’Or-
ville published a book criticising it, his Critica vannus in inanes
Joannis Cornelir Pavonis paleas (Amsterdam 1737), because, in his
opinion, the editor used Scaliger’s notes more than he ad-

9 “Sigebertus Haverkamp sent me another Aldine copy, in which he had
copied J. Scaliger’s corrections from the first book as far as line 4.203, from
Scaliger’s own copy. Since they were more numerous and better than Syl-
burg’s, I selected and edited at the end of this book (they came to my notice
late) those which have not been published before, so that you do not find
them repeated two or three times to your own discomfort.”

10 MS. d°Orville 482, f. 95. For d’Orville and S. Haverkamp as coin
collectors see J. J. Bellermann, Bemerkungen iiber die phoenizischen und punischen
Miinzen I (Berlin 1812) 32-34.

11 On d’Orville’s fondness for not returning the books he borrowed see P.
Burmann, “De uita uiri inlustris Nicolai Heinsii comentarius,” in Nicolai
Hewnsii aduersariorum ibri IV (Harlingen 1742) 9 (quoted at G. Galan Vioque,
“Isaac Vossius’ Sylloge of Greek Pattern Poems,” GRBS 52 [2012] 304 n.75).

12 “T cannot remember where I found those notes of Scaliger. That citi-
zen from Utrecht [= de Pauw] certainly published many of them in vain. I
think that when I was a young man in Leiden I found them in a book that
was going to be sold in a public auction. I could not copy the other notes for
lack of time, and I was discouraged from buying the book itself because of
its price.” Quoted at Gaisford, Codices manuscripti 57.
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mitted, without acknowledging them.!3

On the other hand, MS. &’Orville 405 (= O?) is a copy of the
edition by de Pauw, mentioned above, which contains notes by
d’Orville, who copied into the margins collations of the first
book taken from two manuscripts and numerous annotations.
According to a note written at the top of p. 3, one of the manu-
scripts belonged to the Laurentian Library and was collated by
A. M. Bisconius; the other belonged to the Barberini collection
and was collated by Philippus Vitalis.'* The latter was Bar-
berinus gr. 166, and the Laurentian was Laurentianus LVI 29.16
The notes are assigned to F. Sylburg, P. Francius, J. Lectius, G.
Falkenburg,!” D. Heinsius, A. M. Salvinius, and also J.

13 See especially d’Orville, Critica uanus 577: “Scaligeriana autem serius
accepisse ait; etiamsi mihi hoc uariis de causis credibile non sit.”

14 P 3: “cod. L. siue Laurentianus collatus cum edit. Aldina contulit
Anton. Maria Biscionius, Laurentianae custos. Cod. B. ex bibliotheca Card.
Barberini. Contulit P. D. Philippus Vitalis hieromonachus Cryptae Ferratae
crit. Diui Basileii, nec non eminentissimi Cardinal. Franc. Barberini biblio-
thec[arius].” Cf. Madan, 4 Summary Catalogue IV 118 (also Strackhoven,
Catalogus £. 63, and Gaisford, Codices manuscripti 52).

15 Cf. S. di Ricct, “Liste sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheca
Barberina,” Revue des Bibliothéques 17 (1907) 94; J. Mogenet, Codices barberiani
Graeci 11 Codices 164281 (Vatican City 1989) 3—4; F. Vian, Histoire de la tra-
dition manuscrite de Quintus de Smyrne (Paris 1958) 11, 13, and 67.

16 The notes agree with the readings of the manuscript and its subscriptio is
also transcribed at p. 2: “In catalogo bibliothecae Laurentianae quam con-
fecit Langius [= W. Langius, Catalogus librorum mss. bibliothecae Mediceae (Leip-
zig/Frankfurt 1710) 156] dicitur scriptis hic codex a Georgio Trapezuntio,
sed potius est ille Georg. Tribizius. Eya Tedpyrog 6 TpiBiliog, 6 tdv év
Bevetiong Tpokdv iepevg petéypayo 168e 10 mopov PBifiiov Koivtod
[romtod] éx Bipriov SrepBopuévov kol 1o uév émdidpbovv, 10 88 dg Fyer
10 dvtlypogov, od yap 0i6v te dtopfodv Tt Thvta, dnep copde ovk 01dn”
(quoted at A. M. Bandini, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae
II [Florence 1768] 330, and Vian, Histoire 24). The relationship of Barberinus
gr. 166 and Laurentianus LVI 29 to this collation has already been pointed
out by M. D. Reeve in a note at W. M. Linday’s catalogue of annotat: in the
Bodleian library: List of Editions of the Classics with Marginalia (Oxford ca.
1900) 32 (MS. Top. Oxoniensis G 310).

17T have verified that d’Orville copied Falkenburg’s notes from the 1569
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Scaliger. This volume belonged to G. Canter, and later to D.
Heinsius (f. *1: “Olim Gulielmi Canteri, nunc Danielis Hein-
sii”).

We know of the existence of another volume with Scaliger’s
notes on the Posthomerica thanks to the catalogue of the library
of Jacques Philippe d’Orville produced by Strackhoven around
1765.18 Strackhoven included in his catalogue d’Orville’s man-
uscripts and printed books with notes. Strackhoven mentions at
f. 63, just between the Aldine and de Pauw’s edition mentioned
above, an edition of Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica published
in Frankfurt in 1614, in reference no doubt to a copy of Troa
expugnata seu Supplementum Homeri, eorum omnium quae urbi ilv ac-
ciderunt ab interitu Hectoris, donec tandem omnino exscinderetur; interprete
L. Rhodomanno, cum C. Dausqueir adnotamentis (Frankfurt 1614).
This copy is also mentioned in both auction catalogues of his
library of 1764 and 1804.!9 Unfortunately it is now lost. What
makes this missing book especially interesting is that, according
to Strackhoven’s catalogue, it contained L. Rhodomann’s and
J. Scaliger’s notes on Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica copied
from their own manuscripts: “cum emendationibus Jos. Sca-
ligeri et L. Rhodomanni ex eorum exemplaribus descriptis.”?0

volume mentioned in n.6 above. Moreover, at p. 1 d’Orville mentions a
fragment of the third book of Constantinus Lascaris’ Grammatica (““H 8¢
noinoig 100 ounpikotdrov Koiviov™; cf. f. 164 in the Aldine edition of 1495
and f. t VIIIV in the edition Venice 1521), copied also at f. 2 of Falkenburg’s
volume, pointing out his source as “Falkenb.,” and besides he adds below
“Falkenburgi liber habet quaedam in Tryphiodorum™ (on which see n.6).

18 Cf. n.5 above. According to a note in f. VY, the catalogue was started in
1761 and finished in 1779.

19 Cf. Bibliotheca d’Orwilliana (1764) 156, no. 1319: “Quintus Calaber Gr. &
Lat. Rhodomanni & Dausquii. Ffurt 1614,” and Bibliotheca d’Oruilliana. A
Catalogue of the reserved part of the lLibrary of the learned and critic James Philip
d’Orville (London 1804) 5, no. 123: “Calaber (Quintus) Gr. Lat. Rhodo-
manni et Dausqueii notis mss. Francof. 1614.”

20 Strackhoven, Catalogus f. 63. The notes were copied from Scaliger's
Aldine by P. Francius (cf. Strackhoven f. 62v: “In margine huius libri emen-
dationes Jos. Scaligeri ex ipsius exemplari Aldino adscriptae sunt [...] P.
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D’Orville’s library was acquired by the Bodleian in 1804, but
this 1614 edition did not enter the Bodleian.?! It was not men-
tioned by Gaisford in his catalogue of the d’Orville legacy,
published only two years after the acquisition of d’Orville’s
books and manuscripts. It is also absent from the manuscript
List of Editions produced by the classicist W. M. Lindsay around
1900,2? and from F. Madan’s catalogue.?? This missing copy
could well be the one that is mentioned in the auction cata-
logue of Scaliger’s books, although the date is there mistaken,
as it 1s dated 1604 (“Quintus Smyrmaeus Calaber Rhodomani, gr. lat.
Francof. 16047).24

On the other side, we also know that Scaliger owned a copy
of J. Brodaeus’ Annotationes in Oppiant Cynegeticon libros I, Quinti
Calabri Paralipomenon Homert lib. XIV, Coluthi Thebani de Helenae

Francius”). D’Orville owned other printed editions with Scaliger’s notes,
such as an edition of Diodorus Siculus’ Bibliotheca (Paris 1559) (MS. @’Orville
311), and D. Heinsius’ edition of Theocritus’ Idylls ([(Heidelberg] 1604) (MS.
d’Orville 294). There was also a copy of Abraham Ortelius, Thesaurus Geo-
graphicus (Antwerp 1596), with Scaliger’s notes, when Strackhoven wrote his
catalogue (Catalogus f. 88v: “ex bibliotheca illustris uiri Josephi Scaligeri,
cuius manu conjectura annotata hic leguntur. [fuit] Nicolai Heinsii D. F.”),
but it is no longer in d’Orville’s collection. It is already absent from Gais-
ford’s Catalogue. It was sold in 1836 as part of R. Heber’s library (cf. B.
Wheatley et al., Catalogue of the Library of the Late Richard Heber [London 1836]
part X, 83, no. 2516), and is today Bodleian Library B 17.C Th.

21 A copy of this edition with manuscript notes is mentioned in the
catalogue of R. Heber’s auction that could possibly be this missing one
(Wheatley, Catalogue part X, 86, no. 2600).

22Tt 1s today’s Top. Oxon. C 310 (R. 6136); cf. n.16 above.

23 See P. O. Kuisteller, lter Italicum. A Finding List of Uncatalogued or Incom-
pletely Catalogued Humanistic MSS of the Renaissance in Italian and Other Libraries IV
(Leiden 1989) 263-265.

24 Cf. de Jonge, The Auction Catalogue 54 (Rhodomann’s edition of 1604
was printed in Hanover, see below). According to this catalogue, it has no
annotations, since it appears without an asterik (the asterisk means that
“aliquid in eisdem libris ab Illustrissimo Scaligero notatum esse”: Catalogus
librorum bibliothecae Tosephi Scaligert £. A1Y).
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raptu lib. unum (Basel 1552) without manuscript notes,?> and per-
haps an unknown edition of the Posthomerica bound together
with the editio princeps of the tragedies of Aeschylus (deschyli
tragoediae sex [Venice 1518]), later owned by N. Heinsius.?
According to the auction catalogue of N. Heinsius’ books, it
was “passim emendati manu Jos. Scaligeri.”?” Unfortunately, it
1s today also missing. This unknown edition could well be an
Aldine, since Scaliger mentioned that he owned one in a letter
to J. Gruterus 10 March 1601,?¢ and moreover, R. Montague
wanted to borrow one from Scaliger on 1 July ca. 1600-1603.2°
Thus Scaliger’s notes are the following:

Conspectus siglorum

L Lewdensis, SCA 37, ff. 11-14

O!  Oxoniensis, d’Orville 442

O2  Oxoniensis, d’Orville 405

p J. C. de Pauw, Quinti Calabri praetermissorum ab Homero libre XIV
(Leiden 1734) 872-874

Liber primus

12 ellop (instead of Auop) O O2 16 udd’ dpmpet (instead of mendnro) O!
02 33 aAhor €movio L O! O2 44 peta 8’ O! O2 48 OvAdunoo O2 71
ntorepov O 72 51e gpévag O p 77 7§ O 02103 1idn O! O2p 111 d1lvpdg
O! 116 péro yép tor mévBog O O2 p 137 ¢€andenoev O! O2 « novéechon
O! 02 143 ypvcéog O! O2 150 ddonetov O 02153 ay én’ "OAdunov L
169 Apnvinot O! O2 p 187 Apniddog O2 190 érovpavinot O2 192 koo

% De Jonge, The Auction Catalogue 54. Brodaeus’ printed annotations to
Quintus of Smyrna are at pp. 153-424.

26 Cf. R. Smitskamp, The Scaliger Collection (Leiden 1993) 109: “Quintus
Calaber & Aeschylus Venice 1518.” N. Heinsius’ father, the famous Daniel
Heinsius, was allowed, along with friends such as C. Mylius and J. Badius,
to select and keep the printed books he wanted, and in addition D. Heinsius
bought some books with annotations at the auction of Scaliger’s library (cf.
de Jonge, The Auction Catalogue 3 and 5).

27 Catalogi bibliothecae Heinsianae pars posterior (Leiden 1682) 90.

28 P. Botley and D. von Miert, The Correpondence of Justus Joseph Scaliger 111
(Geneva 2012) 588.

29 Botley and von Miert, The Correspondence 111 435. Cf. also n.20 above.
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Tvleodv e O O2p 231 épéoneto O 02232 ¢vcbevésot O 02240 3¢ O!
02245 &¢ 8 O! O2 282 MyukdAny évepov O! 02296 o1 cuvetovdyovot O!
02 p 298 pniovopoiowy det O 299 napecscopévoist O O? p 310 oot O!
332 nov & 1g Alavtog #Bn O! 02 p 333 évavtio NpdocBour O! 334
neddocw O! 345 Boolg O! 357 payidinow O! 369 xoxd noAla O! 380
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0! 599 &ic18e O! 606 xoi et O O2 p 615 | & g O! 618 1 éni O! 627
nopd O! 630 g uv Wdovio O! 637 tetpvuévor dyea ndvieg L O! 645 dvti
O! 648 163 ool ye O! 651 énel f O! 656 o 661 3¢ O! 668 11 O! 669
guyecdovio O! 670 toradng dAdyoto O O2p 675 évnéog duei Buyatpog L
* démAetov uel dueilyov duei Buyatpog O! 686 énefhcato O O2 p 693
drnoiBopévorg O O2 p 696 AAPGtov O! 700 dve topeéo O! 706
nopevpovit Ol O2 p 711 puvhicod’ oot Kpovimvog L  pvicad’ oot xol
Znvog O! 722 ol veikeoe pdbe L » pndho velxeoe uel xotoveixese phbo O!
723 opévag NAeé tig vo o L O! 746 on’ éx pedéwv O! O2 p 772 vida O!
773 100 & ététukto mdic oBevopoc L O! 779 épduaiverv O! 804 oi
nopxotéBoyov O O2 p 806 00’ &p ool L O1 02 p 827 éxidvato O!

Liber secundus

1 dpéwv drepnyméviov L 11 Snnag O! 30 dAAd tov O! O2p 34 7 vu oi O!
50 &vokkeing Yo Aypiic O! O2 p 51 pAd’ érmi ndtpng O! O2p 56 diocdxt
LO'O2p e« gépovtag L O! O2 p 57 ddpev £wg 00 xtiiowy L : dy d6pev dg o0
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Gye OM O! 85 nopeipn ... yoréntny O! O p 110 Apnia O! 115 untépog O!
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oilnor L O! O2 p 154 poyéoacBor O O2p 157 £0éherg O! » uetadoivoco
0! 161 odét’ O!175 pnde O! 197 npordroist L : mowofopoig O! O2 p 206
fnmoig kol Sxespy O 230 edte T'omg peddBpoiot L O! O? p 232 udho yép
pa O 245 1pdsd’ O! « xei 100 O! O2 p 252 éocuuévov 100 & ol 11 MBn
kéop L O! 255 BAnuéve O! O2 p 286 Bdpoer O! 287 g 161e ke Mépvaov
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439 6mndte dewpoiveoke L O! 441 OvAbunoto necdvio O! O2 451 éyyvg 8¢
O! 464 #vepBe 8¢ dandaréoro O! O2 p 471 Lacunam statuit Scaliger O O2? p
486 nélog 8 énetépmer’ "OAebpoc L O! 509 doroi &p’ O! 510 épepvain pév
£Bn O! 518 udpvochai 1e O! O2 p 529 dveyvipednoov O! O2 p 535 tovg
{nnot ypepéBovteg L O! 545 Bpdyev O! O2 p 551 mfi O! 560 Hoploydviov
non legitur O p 562 oinotderg O! 566 nubopévovg O! 568 popéovieg O!
573 bmnéprot eopéecBor L O! 575 not” O! 593 dvocato O! O2 p 595
dvokaidexo O! 596 diév éhccouévov ‘Yrepiovog L : dugv Eliccopévon
nepl téppovog O! O2p 600 kixdov O O2 p 607 nepi O! 609 ¢ire O! 618
ay onioonto L : onicoto O! 623 eoapévig O! O2 p 626 xoatékpofev uel
kotékpugey 00pavog O! 627 ¢épav O! O? p 632 deve fopelinv L o
Axikiea O! O2p 642 pedovoypoeg O! 654 dpo kKAGvov 7 xal dovo L 658
etoavopovoev O! 662 yaop péyo Znvog O! O2 p 664 £xer O! 666 ékédacoe
& Gp’ dyAdv L

Liber tertius

3 uéy’ fov otevéyovteg L O O2 p 17 ¢BicBor O! O2 p 39 Beoneciny O! 44
yép pv O! O2 p 48 dpopaydod O! 72 pue O! 84 é€eipvocey O! O p 89
duBpotov 1ov L O' 90 xpounvog O! 94 Axaioig ovb Siévdiga O O2 p 100
gv 8¢ v O! 02 101 Souvvpévoig O! 102 Mrodsov O! 105 HAvBey HAn O!
110 xpotarod O! 115 et 116 Stic O! 116 tetipévog O! 123 ov vi 11 ool
Tpoov émpéuPretor O! O2 p 125 cotow vn’ O! 129 MueiPeto wel
amapeifero O! 133 katneidmv O! 02 137 xpid” “Hpng L O' 154 ivag v’
gyxepdioto O! O2 p » kéacoe O! 155 épeloag O! 165 épéfovio O O? p
187 éyhBeev O! 201 dugr- O! 206 of & vrep dvdpdv O! 210 moti v
oAy O! O2 p 213 dueéfav O! 219 drai véxkvog O O p 222 motéovton
0! 02224 dxdynton O! 234 dvtioa Mocsoikdtoro Xeldoving O! 253 ot vi
tor O! O? p 258 Egivog O! 259 dwrtivior noaporpapevog O! 264
ovtdaviicty O! 266 épeuvig O! 269 & odt’ édduoacce uel & elv’
gdapacoe O! O2 p 275 Aypiddéog O! 277 xteivovt” O! 297 dvopevéot O!
dvopevéoe O2 p 299 Maivorov O! 302 notapoio O! 307 dn” O! 319
Agtnev O! 333 xpdortog; éx & Gpa O! O2p 342 xépiccov O! 363 émepéy’
avéikeo, L O p : émewév’ dvékieo O? 380 molvxiavtoo O! 386
novéovto dmeiptrov; fote L O O2 p 396 novivnédeBpog O! 398 ¢xBouevov
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O! 0?2 p 411 rpoBelduvoug O O2 p 419 Beoxrtitoior aut Beoxtitorot
Beléuvor L : Beoxthitolot Bedéuvor O! 421 molvoybér O! 423 dutduovog
Alaxtdao L : dpdpovog oto dvaxtog O! 431 1ov to1e Kiip dixéov L O! O2 p
437 #unobev O! 446 nov 168 O! 451 4B Aol O! O2 p 452 Bupog O O2 p
460 &boneta O! 466 yeperdrepov éneAidvbey O! O2 p 467 dyavoidg O!
473 éuoiol O! 474 yeideor O! 480 viv & oiyn pev duostog O! O? p 482
Levyarkéog O O2 p 495 xotogdiuévov O! 496 Svouevécty O! 499 7y pa
Kol dppe Ppotodg wevdéoor Adyost L O O2 p uel § po vu kol ob kol
Bpotovg yevdéoor Adyorst O O2 p 500-501 TIpidpoto dvoktog / dotv L
O! 501 o¢ drnéog O! O? p 527 Vdatog év mupl Beviog Goap kpvepoto
AéPntag L O 531 navia O! 534 kpdotog O! O2p « v pela gact L O! O2
557 aiyAn O! ¢ dAeyewvirg O! 562 dpvydpov mept O! 572 dvodupopog O!
» ne O! 582 dpwopévoro yéo1o L O! 610 edpvpéebpoc O! 621 ol por O!
622 ywopévy O! « Goo R te xai O! O2 p 632 dysipopévn O! O2 p 653
Tpoav 1e O! 662 foto O! 666 ndviesst pdog O! O p 691 6dmdee O! O2
696 moldpaxvuv O! O2 « #kmobev ‘OvAdunoo O! 710 nvpfi O! 711
podepoto O! 714 6udg uel &dnv O! 738 ‘Heoiotov kAvtov Epyov L O!
Liber quartus
7 v’ Gykea TN and Tpoing L 9 mepifivcav O! 10 devdov O! 27 kelve
O! 28 ¢ebEecBon O 39 to0g & #1° éyo O! 02 p 52 adtog O! 65 vnuoiv
£80pmeov O! 93 o1 O! 98 #11 {dovtog gueto O! O2 p 99 7 xai colo kol
adtod L O! 02 p 108 ¢palmpecho O! 128 tolvexev év O O2 p 130
gvppoovng te xal O! O2 p 139 duPpociny éxépaipov L 140 é¢ O! « tpamev
O! 02 p 144 NnAfjog £0g O! 154 18 O! 172 adth 0” 1) Oétig dpyvpdnelo
0! 02 p 191 Soocon G’ O! 193 dxvtdroo O! 200 xoi to1e O! 203 1H )
ap’ EyxproBeig uel 1 & &p’ EviypreBeig p : 1@ M &p’ yxpreBeic O O2 369
pAtt movtoin L O2 389 xdAlmev ovx £0ehovti L 425 xoprolo tuyxficot L
427 éc 1éhog ©de L 428 xoi domopov avOeudev kpi L 429 péddov 10 (sic)
. &A8aivesBon L 431 #v dyvoov L 508 xoproiinwg & ebAnpo Adfe L
511 xod ... &op®d Scaliger obelo notauerat O? 537 év &ydvi dpdpov népt L 550
101 & alyoa 160N Spduog L 558 éxootog xéxAeto L 566 £60Loc dvip L
Liber quintus
36 dvrep andvin 02 52 néviy O2 53 diepyduevar O? 63 épémovio O2? 72
peddov O2 88 #é16wv non legitur O2 101 §£devto 8¢ O? 108 ddonetov O2
115 xexoouévov O2 120 ‘Extopéoto O2 125 6k’ O? 152 éuoi nibecBe O?2
170 Snpréwvior O2 173 pAoetor O2 190 dALY ool dueuéunie Opdoog L
02202 8¢y’ 02 213 épHoocar O2 217 nep1deidieg O2 229 épduaivovie O2
237 évévintev O2 240 pe Egnobo 02 251 duel névoist O2 262 xpdrog O2
263 evgpocivnot ... fvopén 8¢ O2? 267 pév O2 275 péocov O2 278
#xto08’ Eotoog pdvog 02 287 éyxeinv O2 314 uéymoa 02 322 &p’ adTog
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02323 dn dvinpfi O? 335 xoteddoato O? 336 {cav O2 338 Ipounbéa
untidevta O2 353 olte wv ¥vog O2 354 dALG ¥ £olowy L O2 ¢ év Eviectv
L 356 vorug O2 362 xelvog €pekev L 367 TTAnwag O? 370 Srn piv O2 375
AEITEI XTIX0X O? 380 én’ éoxdpn O2 382 duel ye ndocav O2 396
T 00povov ainvv L : 8’ ovpavov evpov O2 399 1 8¢ € khoev Elodoa O2 410
xedev O? 422 doocduecBo O2 429 Kepoldfvov O2 439 dpvelolo O2 446
toxéeg 02 469 yepoiv O? » xoxfi ... &tn 02478 ¢60hog O2 491 déuag O?2
496 éx teyéov O2 502 deest versus post dpyoréag qualis iste: elyov. 68 Moto
kéop teTimuévog NUte kobpog L 504 Ste mop’ L 509 véxvv népt vniicavto
ExPoiev frop L 523 Anidinv ceetépny droyov L 619 L

Liber sextus

GAAog & dAAAolow éngyeto L 31 moléuoto dvonyéog O2 35 don Apnoa
02 79 Guoon yop xev idvie L 82 émi xpatepolo toxfog L 158 duew
deicavomvto L 181 pet’ dyoxivtov L 224 péy’ éoiveto nocov GAonv L
349 apoper L 378 edxedroro O2 391 pnder’ énecovuevog L 398 npwiog L
466 5w xBovog MOT Ghovong forsan L 495—6 duyo & émi coetépog
éxdpiooay £taipot / vijog L 580 éxéppovo Antovijo L 617 dHreov evxtéavov
L 630 #pb1to &’ aiidv L 645 Bpotoig Babov népa L O2

Liber septimus

15 érel khutd ppdea L 61 intipra vodowv L 206 i un olo mothp tov icov
Ad tlov Ayxool L 225 fuetépov de yduoto Beolg L 290 dopfuevon eivex’
Axondv L 291 kol dEov Alaxidnow L 306 7| évi cuugopéovial * Aeimet
otixoc L 321 movldg & due’ éva ydpov L 360 péunve Oedg peydbopoc L
381 "Thiov duel mOAy te épov kAéog Atpetdnot L 397 aiya 8¢ &1 02407
ailya Kodvdvoiog L 408 tévu IMpotesiidov L 411 dvaivetor dxpo L 434
notpl €9 L 549 Sbuevor O? 572 ot 8¢ xehovig L 633 avt’ O? 715 kol
dAceo pornevto L

Liber octauus

72 ovv vépeo pnéoot L 113 'Odvofiog £bepovog L 170 &g pévev drpopog
Stog L 347 nepi otepornfiow EAopune L 437-440 néler dAyog / £ooeton
(omittit 438-439) L

Liber nouenus

53 gpévag O2 56 £idov 02 62 mopd vijog O2 128 neldv O2 174 eicer’
g1ovtog aut £vB&8’ ¢6vtog L 175 Bodprog L 186 Tnne uel {nmov O2 318 cind
BépeBpov L 347 dmopoiveton fitop L 353 Afuvov koidny L O2 360 & ydp
v énny ke Mpoc deest versum L 448 dovo O2? 449 noti x06vo Slov
dyeoxov L 462 dxdtepov moinoe vonuatog L 503 €idépevol goAlototy L
512 viv 8éyov Enta yuvoikog L 519 einep tig #11 ftey elvex’ éuelo L
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Liber decimus

30 ovtdp émiBpicovoty L 65 dewvh yop dye Beog L 69 ndp Ppéuet aibBépevov
L 109 ovv Sryer L 131 novéovoav énixBovog L 135 adbi &’ tor L 173 €
opéov xehodewvd L 194 nendétto O2 210 Boov Béhog L 351 édmopévou
‘0Odvoonog L 405 i dpedov 1 €ddcovto ndpog 16.8e L 406 Socov dviepfig
L 413 xoxvs’ O2 415 oin & év Euvoxfior nepirpépeton L 426 Piotov
Khutov L 462 Npo. eépoviec L 463 votorinv L 481 Evédvny Kamoviog ...
peléesorv L 484 vrnoxkdPPoie téppn L

Liber undecimus

3 éxdrepBe néAnog L 23 Anto 817 L O2 39 xoxoi 8¢ € Kiipeg L 40 EAAafe
névBog L 56 écovpévov fuepoe kopfiotog dopt towag L 70 Sopi ... poxpd
02 76 ypavcaco O? 79 Ioldedov O? 89 ZpBoce O2 96 BouréBovot O2
112 AEIIEI XTIXOX O? 194 xpotounv L O2 195 oepg O? (instead of
oteppov £17) 218 xwov xotevavtio L O2 228 dnex Bopéao Buéiing L 280
018’ &yov dAAAAoot edvov L 365 dp’ O2 419 O’ dxopdrolo époic L 474
Totavtog évg L

Liber duodecimus

58 xexInydtec O2 134 dAlobev 8Ahog én’ €pyov L 135 O’ dxpudevtt
c1dfpo L 197 Ynepbe yohoduevog L 234 £ov Adyov L 393 éunpnoépev {nnov
L 498 AEITIEI O2 502 £&vnadvEar O?

Liber decvmus tertius

26 téya & au eote L 75 AEITEI O? 164 xoi d¢ BePopndteg oive L 169
audpovo Moydovog via L 191 § 1ic 02236 SuPpiuov Gop L 243 e00odnéoc
®pn L O? 244 1| de péy’ Audovoa L uel iMAilovoo O2 247 AEINEI O? 259
goyoatdevio O? 260 ¢hyloyéwv O2 261 Bén O2 285 Gpvoton O2 291 dAlo
&’ dAloioig ivddAipact 02320 tov 8 amalfic nédio xepog L 345 obvexa g
xpvooio L 348 vo& 8¢ ui’ fuwv Eenvn L 396 Idpig Eelvolo Atdg L 462
AEITEI O2? 488 N1’ 8poc Aociowct L 489 10 pév odt’ dvépov Bopeoo
B0elhon L 413 dALo vréx mdpog O? 492 ‘Heaictoo Biner L 499 &¢ py
Qyev L*n 8 dAdAnto L 514 pe O2

Liber decimus quartus

33 ovol vima téxva L 36 piydo meprypvlovot L O? 51 petd opeciv
aidouévn te L 60 énecPorinoct yoréwor L 145 ndvteg O2 (instead of
Aavooi) 159 kol pe népog pepoviov L 205 §tu O2 211 péuvn® O2 214
IMoAvEeivny O2 258 v & dryov NOTe TopTIV émi Bavdtolo Bunhog L : thv &
&yov ¢ Bavdroro Buniag note néptiv O? 283 Inct véov onapyedoo L 319
ofpott mopeopovit L 325-326 Covoundeog ipd / dopota L 338 poxpnv
noréuoto O? 344 peiliyor, o0de 1. kdpo O2 411 dugidroro O2 496
yéppov dvoPriioecke L 582 xot’ Eykehddoro Soippov L 620 tovg S¢
IMocelddmv pev éxhovéey L
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GUILLERMO GALAN VIOQUE 959

For all his notes Scaliger used a manuscript or, more prob-
ably, an edition which follows the text of the family derived
from H.30 There are some suggestions made on readings found
exclusively in H,3! and conjectures to missing words in H.3?
Moreover, at 12.498, according to O2, he points out a missing
line, missing only in the H family.

Some of his conjectures often agree with the readings of a
specific manuscript or manuscripts, most of them belonging to
the H family. This is the case regarding agreement with R,33
L3*V 35 C,36 Cre 37 D38 Lasc!,?9 Lasc?,*0 and also with the cor-
rector of H (H¢).*!

30 T use the sigla of F. Vian, Quintt Smyraei Posthomericorum libre X1V 1-111
(Paris 1963-1969).

31 For instance, 1.12, 3-3, 5.36, 10.406, 12.58.

32 Cf. 1.16, 33, 103, 116, 220, 298, 332, 451, 540, 541, 546, 549, 675,
722, 2.110, 134, 232, 618, 6322, 3.105, 123, 125, 206, 210, 446, 499, 653,
714, 4.52, 99, 566, 7.206, 321, 360, 381, 397, 407, 8.170, 347, 9.30, 206,
318, 10.30, 131, 11.218, 13.396, 14.145.

331.169, 227 (also Rhodomann), 282 (also with M), 406, 558, 592, 2.115
(also with B¥), 154 (with Rre), 436, 509, 562, 595, 3.110, 1542 [also with L#
and Lasc?], 213 (also with L), 302 (also with L) 333 [also with L], 495, 582,
610 (and also with P), 4.140!, 144 (with Rr¢), 5.63 (and also with Lasc?), 217
(and also with L#), 263 (also with Bruxell. 2946-50), 287 (also with Lasc?),
422 (also with He and L), 446 (also with Lrr), 469, 7.306, 9.519 (also with V
and N), 13.462.

31.637, 3.1542 (with L+, R, and Lasc?), 213 (and R), 302 (and R), 7.306,
9.56 (also with B and Lasc?).

35251, 8.165, 5.190, 3541, 9.519 (also with N and R), 13.26 (with Lms
and Rre).

362.1, 658 (Cpe and also B).

372.154, 2.658 (and also B), 10.481.

38 3.264 (also with M and H¢), 8.437—-440.

39 1.491 (also with Lasc?), 502 (also with Lasc?).

40 1,491 (also with Lasc!), 502 (also with Lasc!), 772, 2.59, 529, 3.17,
1542, 5.190 (also with He).

412331 (also with Y), 3.234 (also with M and R), 264 [also with M and
D]), 419, 421 (also with Y), 492, 499!, 5.190 (also with Lasc?), 6.181, 391
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However, there are also agreements with manuscripts of the
Y family and, while some of them are common to all witnesses
of that family,*? others are found exclusively in manuscript P*3
or M.#

On the other hand, there are numerous conjectures attrib-
uted to Scaliger in these witnesses that are usually thought to
have been proposed by L. Rhodomann, editor of Books XII—
XIV (Comnti Smyrnaer ... I Excidi hbri duo. Reditus Graecorum,
capta Troja, liber unus [Leipzig 1577], included at the end of the
second volume of M. Neander’s Opus aureum et scholasticum),*
and later of what can be called, in A. W. James’ words,*® “the
first truly critical edition” of the text (L. Rhodomann, Qun#
Calabri Paralethomena, 1d est Derelicta ab Homero, XIV lbris com-
prehensa [Hanau 1604]).*7 Some of his corrections were also

(also with N7), 14.36, 205, 582.

421.33, 71, 77, 143, 192 (also with Lrr), 205, 333, 345 (also with U and
Q), 406, 420, 469, 536, 540, 541, 552, 711, 779, 804, 806, 827, 2.30, 34,
71, 130, 157, 175, 331 (also with He), 373!, 408, 439 (also with U and Q),
441, 464, 535, 545, 566, 573, 609, 664, 3.72, 89, 101, 129, 222, 258, 275,
299, 398, 421 (also with H¢), 437, 467 (also with D, U, and Q), 474 (also
with He), 496 (also with He), 501, 527, 531, 710, 7.397.

# This is the case with his conjectures to 3.266, 714, 4.39, 65, 98 (éueto
DUreQU), 128 (also with L), 154, 191 (also with H¢), 193, 537 (also pro-
posed by Rhodomann), 558 (also with Rhodomann and Canter), 5.52, 120
(also with He), 152, 170, 229 (also with He¢), 439, 6.31, 79 (also with Nr), 617,
7.61 (also with N¢), 206, 321, 407, 434, 572, 8.72, 9.449, 10.109 (also with
He), 194, 11.194 (also with He), 13.235, 14.60 (also with Ree), 205.

41,982 (also with R)

45 M. Neander was also the author of the Latin translation that accom-
panies Rhodomann’s edition (cf. 7l excidit 11).

46 “Quintus of Smyrna and Virgil,” in M. Baumbach et al., Quintus Smyr-
naeus: Transforming Homer in Second Sophistic Epic (Berlin 2007) 146.

17 For instance, 1.48, 111, 137, 150, 187, 190, 192, 195, 196, 227, 231,
945, 298, 357, 395, 420, 457, 490, 518, 519, 599, 618, 648, 651, 675, 773,
2.1, 116, 126, 131, 1572, 206, 245, 286, 3732, 385, 408 (present already at B
and R), 418, 421, 451, 486, 510, 551, 568, 575, 626, 3.90, 94, 100, 155 (also
in B), 201 (also at R), 253, 259, 307, 353, 380, 382, 386, 473 (also at L),
5341, 662, 691, 6962, 711, 4.28, 139, 203, 425, 431, 550, 5.101, 173, 240,
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preserved in Londinensis, Burney 515, f. 19,* and were published
as an appendix to the Frankfurt edition of 1614.+9

Sometimes his suggestions agree with earlier proposals. This
is the case at 7.411, 9.62, 9.318, 11.70, 13.169, 413, where he
agrees with J. Brodaeus;?° 1.369, 395, 637, 2.72, 7.434, with C.
Dausque;’! and 4.93, 5.108, 13.489, with F. Sylburg.>?

Much more significant is the fact that there are also num-
erous original conjectures. Some remained unnoticed by later
editors and researchers, who proposed them independently.
Therefore they should now be ascribed to Scaliger. This hap-
pens at the following loc::

5.53 diepydpevor O2 (this correction is assigned to J. P. d’Orville

by Vian, although in OZit is attributed to Scaliger).

1.472 xoxdv O!, 627 mapo O!, 3.460 &doneto O!, 12.502

g&umoAhEan® 02, 13.243 evBoinéog dpnd* L O2 (he anticipates

251, 367, 370, 399, 523, 6.158, 349, 7.15, 206, 290, 291, 715, 8.113, 9.53,
128, 174, 462, 519, 10.69, 426, 462, 481, 484, 11.39, 40, 12.393, 13.320,
348, 488, 4992, 14.33 (also at Bre), 14.60 (Scaliger agrees here also with P
and Rre), 211 (and R), 283, 319 (and R¥), 325-326, 344. Cf A. H. Kéchly,
Quintt Smymaet Posthomericorum libre XIV (Leipzig 1850) CXIII: “Sed horum [=
Brodacus, Canterus, Sylburgius, Falkenburgius, Scaliger] pleraque et leuia
sunt et fere etiam a Rhodomanno inuenta sunt.”

48 Cf. J. Forshall, Catalogue of Manuscripts in the British Museum. New Series:
The Burney Manuscripts 1.2 (London 1840) 158; Vian, Histoire 13.

9 Troia expugnata (1614) 749-779.

50 J. Brodacus, Annotationes in Oppiani Cynegeticon libros IIII, Quinti Calabri
Paralipomenon Homer: lib. XIV, Coluthi Thebani de Helenae raptu lib. unum (Basel
1552) 320, 338, 343, 367, 397, 404.

51 Dausque’s conjectures were published as critical notes in Trowa expugnata
(1614) 1-309 (as an appendix at the end of the book); see especially pp. 27,
29, 36, 46, and 156.

52 An Aldine edition with Sylburg’s manuscript notes is in the library of
the University of Leiden (see n.6 above). There are also notes attributed to
him in the margins of Oxoniensis d’Orville 405.

53 D’Orville already noted that this correction had been proposed before
by Scaliger (O2 p. 737, “cum futuro saepe ... sic tamen etiam Scal.”).

> Vian attributes this conjecture to Rhodomann (1577).
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J. C. de Pauw’s proposals).5?

12.135 dn’ Oxpudevtt odnpw L, 13.247 AEITEI O2, and 261 Oén
O2 (he anticipates T. C. Tychsen’s conjectures).56

13.514 pe O2 (Scaliger anticipates C. G. Heyne’s proposal here).5?

9.353 Anuvov koiAnv L O? (he anticipates E. Gerhard’s conjec-
ture).>8

2.392 1teBvedrog O! O2 p, 5.619 véxkvy népt vimoavto L, 11.228
urex Bopéao QuéAdng L, and 365 ép’ O?2 (F. E. H. Spitzner later
proposed the same conjectures).>9

5.335 xaredvoaro O2 6.5 GAhog & aAAnAotow énmyeto L (he an-
ticipates A. Kochly’s conjecture).60

7.549 dvpevar O2 (he anticipates G. Hermann’s proposal).6!

5.362 xetvog €pekev L, 11.23 Anto 81" L O?2 (he anticipates C. L.
Struve’s conjectures).52

2.666 éxedoooe & ap” ayAvv L, 6.580 éxéppovo Anlovijo L83 (he
anticipates A. Zimmermann’s suggestions).6¢

%5 See de Pauw, Quinti Calabri praetermissorum 46, 58, 184, 737, and 774.

56 Quinti Smyraet Posthomericorum libre XIV. Nunc primum ad librotum manuscrip-
lorum _fidem et uirorum doctorum conjecturas recensuit et supplevit Thom. Christ. Tychsen.
Accesserunt observationes Chr. Gottl. Heynit (Strasbourg 1807) 298, 326-327 (I
have confirmed that at 12.135 Tychsen edited dkpvdevtt, not dxpidevtt, as
Zimmermann and Vian report ad loc. On the spelling confusion cf. LS] s. v.
oxpuodeig: “freq. confused with dkpioeig”).

57 Quinti Smyrnaet Posthomericorum libre XIV (Strasbourg 1807).

58 Lectiones Apollonianae (Leipzig 1816) 219.

59 Mantissa obseruationum criticarum et grammaticarum in Quintt Smymaet Post-
homericorum libros XIV (Leipzig 1816) 232, 259, and his Obseruationes criticae et
grammaticae in Quintt Smyrnaer Posthomerica (Leipzig 1839) 83-84, 262.

60 Quinti Smyrnaet Posthomericorum libre XIV 289 and 312.

61 Zeutsch.f Altertumsw. 7.31-33 (1840) 257-275 (review of the editions of
Spitzner [1839] and Kéchly [1838]) [= Golofredi Hermanni Opuscula VIII
(Leipzig 1877) 24—45].

62 Grammatische und kritische Bemerkungen zu Quintus Smyrnaeus (Konigsberg
1816-1817 [= Opuscula selecta 1 (Leipzig 1854) 29 (he suggested £peev;
Kochly proposed €pe€e) and 42].

63 Aniovija, proposed by Scaliger here, is an Actolian warrior, not to be
confused with the Trojan warrior of the same name mentioned at Quintus

Smyrn. 10.167.
6% Quintus Smyrnaeus. Tryphiodorus. Colluthus (Leipzig 1891) 59 and 165.
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6.224 péy’ éotvero mooav aAonv L (he anticipates H. Bonitz’s con-
jecture,5 followed later by F. S. Lehrs and A. Kochly).

9.360 oM YGp pwv €nnv €he MpoOg deest versum L (here Scaliger
anticipates M. L. West’s suggestion).66

Some of Scaliger’s other original conjectures have been ac-
cepted by recent editors, such as the suggestions he made to
1.195, 196, 686, 2.56, 85, 154, 593, 600, 627, 3.411, 431,
4.130, 140, 5.375, 6.378, 7.381, 10.65, 415, 11.56, 13.75, and
191.67 Others have been deemed worthy of mention in editors’
apparatus critici. This 1s the case with his proposals to 1.670,
2471, 3.480, 666, 5.72, 375, 6.35, 9.361, 10.405, 11.102,
452(2), and 14.159.98

However, other suggestions have remained forgotten and
perhaps should at least be mentioned in the apparatus criticus
of any new edition:%?

65 “Symbolae criticae in Quintum Smyrnacum,” Leilsch.fAllertumsw.
3.152-155 (1836) 1234.

66 See Vian, Quintus de Smyrne 11 194 (cf. also I LII).

67 T have not found a witness for Scaliger’s conjectures to 2.628, 9.361,
11.102, and 11.452, although they are mentioned by Vian in his apparatus
criticus.

68 For this selection I follow Zimmermann and Vian.

69 For Scaliger’s other original conjectures, see his proposals for 1.153,
195, 196, 228, 232, 299, 332, 388, 389(1), 451, 479, 587 (accepted by
Tychsen and F. S. Lehrsius), 606, 670, 693, 696, 700, 706, 711, 723, 746;
2.50, 56, 57, 64, 110, 129, 206, 230, 245(2), 252, 255, 287, 288, 305, 306,
316, 317, 400, 471, 518, 593 (accepted by Kochly), 596, 600 (accepted by
Kochly), 618, 627, 632, 662; 3.3, 44, 105, 123, 125, 129, 133, 154(1), 206,
210, 219, 224, 269, 363, 411, 419, 423, 431, 451, 452, 466, 480 (accepted
by Tychsen and F. S. Lehrsius), 482, 499, 534(2), 621, 622(2), 632, 714; 4.7,
39, 99, 130 (accepted by C. L. Struve, Spitzner, and Kochly), 140(2) (ac-
cepted by Tychsen, F. S. Lehrsius, and Koechly), 172, 389, 427, 428, 508,
566, 5.36, 72, 88, 202, 237, 267, 278, 314, 322, 323, 356, 375, 396, 491,
496, 502, 509, 6.35, 378, 466, 495496, 630, 645; 7.206, 225, 360, 381,
408, 633, 715, 8.170, 347, 9.62, 347, 512, 519, 10.30, 65, 131, 135, 173,
351, 405, 406, 413, 415, 11.3, 56, 76, 79, 89, 96, 112, 195, 218, 280, 12.58,
134, 234, 13.75, 244, 259, 285, 291, 345, 396, 14.51, 145, 159, 258, 338,
411, 496, 620.
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1.472 008’ €011 xok®V deog O!

The unanimous reading of the manuscripts is koxov. Kochly
proposed kakod, which was accepted by Vian. Scaliger’s pro-
posal, xokdv, attested in O! and also proposed later by de
Pauw, should also be considered since o and o were often con-
fused by the copyists.”?

2.57 ddpev €mg 00 ktfiow L : Gy dopev dg ov ktijow O O2p

The manuscripts have @g o0 kthiowv. Dausque emended
£kdopev ig ov ktfiowv, while Rhodomann proposed €wg instead
of ®g. Scaliger’s suggestions are worthy of consideration, since
both follow the metrical pattern of the first foot of the hex-
ameter.

2.230 edte T'ong peddBpoiot L O O2 p

The reading of the manuscripts is obscure (yaing [yéng H]
Q). Rhodomann proposed @vepog; in his first edition Kochly
pointed out a lacuna after ebt’, while in the second he added
Bo0¢; and Zimmermann oiyig, accepted by Vian, although
alylg with the meaning of “storm” or “hurricane” is not at-
tested in epic.”! Scaliger’s conjecture, T'ong, the name of one of
the giants mentioned at Hes. Theog. 149, should at least be
mentioned in the apparatus criticus, although the variant
I"oyng should be preferred to Scaliger’s I'omg, a misreading of
Hesiod (also attested as a variant at Apollod. 1.1.1 and Ov. 7r.
4.7.18) that has now been discounted.”?
2.662 yop <péyo> Znvog O! O p

The manuscript reading is 0eidie yop Znvog 6dnv GAANKTOV
évunv, which is metrically incorrect. Rhodomann added mov,

70 Cf. R. Browning, Medieval and Modern Greek (Cambridge 1969) 26; J. D.
G. Dunn, World Biblical Commentary XXXVIIla Romans -8 (Dallas 1988)
245; G. Horrocks, Greek: A History of Language and its Speakers? (Chichester/
Malden 2010) 165.

71 For this meaning see LSJ s.v. II. For the sense “aegis” see Quintus
Smyrn. 14.457. Its compound is attested with the meaning “storm” (Quin-
tus Smyrn. 4.572, 5.84, 365, 7.457, 10.412).

72 See M. L. West, Hestod. Theogony (Oxford 1966) 210.
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and de Pauw o1, which was accepted by Vian. In favour of
Scaliger’s proposal see Quintus Smyrn. 5.217, where Zimmer-
mann proposed <uéyo> deidiec.
3.154 vog <t’> éyxepdioto O O2p

The use of tkdve + accusative is more frequent in Homer
(and later epic) than its use with ég/eig + accusative (cf. LSJ
s.v.): reading proposed by Rhodomann.
3.482 Aevyaréog O O p

Scaliger’s suggestions imply a small change in the text trans-
mitted by the manuscripts (AgvyoAiéov) and makes Rhodo-
mann’s proposal redundant for Quintus Smyrn. 3.481 (névBog
instead of Qupog).
4.7 vr” drykeo THA® amo Tpoing L

7 1o’ [thd” DQ]J dvtpoto is the reading of the manuscripts.
TnAavdpoto, a conjecture accepted by modern editors, was
proposed by de Pauw. According to Pliny, Telandrus was a
Lycian city (VNH 5.101, Lycia LXX quondam oppida habuit, nunc
XXXVI habet. ex his celeberrima praeter supra dicta ... Telandrus). Ac-
cording to others, it was Carian (Steph. Byz. ThAovdpog). If de
Pauw’s conjecture 1s accepted, it refers to a valley close to the
river Glaucus. Scaliger’s correction solves the inconsistency.
For the confusion between 18’ and A’ see Quintus Smyrn.
5.447. Furthermore, Tpoin appears fourteen times in the same
metrical position in Quintus Smyrn.

5.496 éx teyémv O2

The reading of the manuscripts is €k tékemv. It is maintained
by Vian. Hermann in his second edition proposed ai téxewv,
Struve €k Aéxewv, Zimmermann gbtvktovg. Scaliger’s conjec-
ture should at least be mentioned in the apparatus criticus
alongside the other proposals.
5.509 #xBadev frop L

The unanimous reading of the manuscripts is €BAafev. Vian
accepts this; Bonitz, Spitzner, and Lehrs proposed ¢BA&pn, and
Zimmermann ¢BAGRetr’. While in Quintus Smyrn. £BAofev
and its variants are attested only here, €xBole(v) is attested
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three times and always in the same metrical position (6.563,
593, and 13.122).
7.225 fiuetépov de yapoto Beolc [... uedhoet] L

The use of the third person singular of péAw with the object
in the genitive and the person in the dative is very common (cf.
LSJ s.v. I.4). For the use of plurales maiestatis in Greek see H. L.
Jones, The Poetic Plural of Greek Tragedy, in the Light of Homeric
Usage (New York 1910) 127-131, A. Shewan, “The Pluralis
Maiestatis in Homer,” CQ 7 (1913) 129-131, E. Schwyzer,
Griechische Grammatik? 11 (Munich 1950) 4546, A. G. Katsouris,
“Plural in Place of Singular,” RAM 120 (1977) 228-240, and V.
Bers, Greek Poetic Syntax i the Classical Age (New Haven 1984)
49-52.

7.633 avt’ O2

The reading of the manuscripts is pvno0évti nodoxeog dvt’
AxiAAfjoc. Spitzner proposed dpe’. However, pipvioko in the
passive with a genitive 1s grammatically correct (cf. Hom. Od.
4.331; LSJ s.v. II). Phoenix earlier remembers Achilles at
Quintus Smyrn. 3.460—485 and 4.293.

9.62 nopa vijog O2?

The phrase in almost all the manuscripts (brep vijog) makes
no sense and is unattested elsewhere. In R and supra lineam in
several manuscripts €ni vijoig appears, a reading adopted by all
editors. Scaliger’s conjecture, proposed also by Brodaeus (4An-
notationes 338), 1s also possible, and is attested in Homer in this
same metrical position (£l 9.657, 10.54, 11.805, cf. also 1.347).

9.347 dmopaiveton frop L

This 1s an interesting proposal for a very difficult passage (cf.
F. Vian, Recherches sur les Posthomeriques de Quintus de Smyrne [Paris
1959] 169) that should be considered alongside those of Spitz-
ner (noAo poivetot) and Kochly (uéyo poiveron).
9.519 einep T1¢ 11 fHArTey €lvex’ éuelo L

Tychsen proposed el <kai>, which was accepted by Vian;
Zimmermann followed Rhodomann’s conjecture &l ©o0. Scal-
iger’s proposal is worthy of mention, at least in the apparatus
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criticus, although eimep is rare in epic, found only at Apol.
Rhod. 2.442 and Opp. Hal. 4.362.

10.135 o001 &’ tnor L

According to Zimmermann, the manuscripts differ, and sev-
eral conjectures have been proposed, to which Scaliger’s cor-
rection could well be added. a0t is a Homeric word (fifty-six
times in Homer; eighteen times in Apol. Rhod.), though it is

absent from Quintus Smyrn. Among late epic authors, see
Manetho Astrol. 6.190 and Nonnus Dion. 4.188.
11.3 éxdrepBe ndAnog L

The unanimous reading of the manuscripts makes no sense
(¢xaotote mOANOG). According to Quintus Smyrn. 11.5-7, at
this moment of the battle the Achaeans were outside the city,
while the Trojans were inside. Thus, Scaliger’s conjecture re-
flects the situation better than Rhodomann’s (§xtoc8e néAnog),
although both are palacographically possible. éxatepBe is at the
same metrical position in Quintus Smyrn. 2.482, 509, and

12.92. Moreover, ¢xatepbe méAnog is a Homeric expression
(0d. 6.263, also at the end of the hexameter).

11.280 018’ €xov aAAnAoiot eovov L

The manuscripts have néoyov 8 (P) and bréoyov (H). Rho-
domann, followed by Tychsen and Lehrs, suggested ol @épov.
Hermann proposed tedyov 6, and this was accepted by
Ko6chly, Zimmermann, and Vian. Scaliger’s proposal should at
least be mentioned in the apparatus criticus.

12.134 8AAoBev dAlog én’ Epyov L

With this conjecture Scaliger fills the gap after dA)og, as it
appears in R. The other manuscripts have the gap before
dAAoBev at the beginning of the line.
13.244 1 8¢ uéy’ auovovoa L uel iV ilovoo O2

The first proposal avoids the image of a severed head issuing
a deep sigh. Cf. Hom. Il 8.306-308: unkov & o¢ £tépwoe
kapn BéAev, § 17 évi xAno / koprd PpBouévn votinot te
glopwviiory, / Og £1épwo’ fipvoe képn rnAnkt fopuvBév.
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14.51 <peta™> @peciv aidopévn te L

The juncture peta gpeci(v) appears very often and always in
this same metrical position in epic from Homer (thirty-four
times) onwards, and is also found in Quintus Smyrn. at 10.408.
Conversely, Rhodomann’s proposal (<repi> @peoiv) is rare in
epic (in Homer, only at 7/. 16.157), except in Quintus Smyrn.,
who used it eleven times.

14.338 pnakpnyv noAépoto O?

The manuscripts have noAépoto pokpnv euyovieg. To solve
the metrical problem, Rhodomann adds mpo to @uydvteg, to
form a compound verb also attested in Quintus Smyrn. at
11.316. Scaliger’s proposal is perhaps an easier solution, since
changing the word order makes it unnecessary to add the pre-
fix tpo.”3
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