The Scribal Habits of Demetrius
Moschus

Graham Speake

N A PREVIOUs article! Francis Vian and I established the existence

and importance of a group of late XV- and early XVI-century mss

of Apollonius Rhodius. This group (known collectively as the d
group) suffered much contamination from the rest of the transmission
but can be considered to be principally the work of one man, namely
Demetrius Moschus, who copied four of the five mss of the group. His
editorial technique has already been discussed.? This article is con-
cerned with the alterations Moschus made in the text of the
Argonautica.

“The unconscious habits of scribes are as important for an editor to
understand as their deliberate actions,” Dawe rightly tells us.® For
this reason I find his use of the general term ‘emendation’ to cover
“anything in which the mind has a part” unsatisfactory, since the
mindless is surely as important an indication of the scribe’s worth qua
scribe as the mindful. I have therefore chosen to employ the term
‘degenerative change’, coined by Mrs Easterling,* in assessing the
effect of Moschus’ pen on the transmission of Apollonius.

Mrs Easterling begins her discussion of the text of Sophocles’ Ajax
offered by the ‘Roman’ family as follows:

Most of the characteristic ‘Roman’ readings are just the sort one
would expect to find in a text that went on being copied so far into
the Middle Ages, symptoms, in fact, of the natural process of de-
generation. These ‘degenerative changes’ can be divided into two
categories: mechanical errors (which abound in p) and deliberate
alterations (in a charitable mood one might call them emendations).
These deliberate emendations, though no doubt usually intended as
improvements, are essentially corruptions; they are part of the pro-
cess of simplification and ‘normalization’ that affects every text in its
successive re-copyings.

1 “The So-called D-Manuscripts of Apollonius,” GRBS 14 (1973) 301-18.

® Ibid. pp.315-17.

3 R.D.Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus (Cambridge 1964)47.
4 CQ N.s. 17 (1967) 58. .
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114 THE SCRIBAL HABITS OF DEMETRIUS MOSCHUS

This seems to me the most realistic approach to adopt. Selected
instances of degeneration in the Moschan manuscripts will be dis-
cussed under the following heads: (a) alteration on metrical grounds;
(b) Homericism; (c) echo other than Homericism; (d) trivial sub-
stitution or substitution of a common or late word for a rare or early
one; (e) easier syntax preferred; (f) change due to misunderstanding;
(g) intrusion of a gloss; (h) other embellishments (which may or may
not be mechanical). There will inevitably be some degree of overlap
between categories. Whether or not the reader agrees with my
classification of the alterations, it will become obvious that we are
dealing with a scribe who was well versed in early epic and not
inhibited by over-cautiousness. If on occasion he is described as
foolish or rash this may be taken as either indirect criticism of his
predecessor(s) or a reflection of the fact that even the best of scribes is
liable to carelessness.
The manuscripts discussed are:

M Milan, Ambros. 426 (H.22 sup.) (Books 1 and 2), early XVI century
R Vatican, gr. 1358, ca. 1505, Demetrius Moschus

Q Vatican, gr. 37, ca. 1491-1514, Demetrius Moschus

C Rome, Casan. 408 (G.IIL5), 1490-1510, Demetrius Moschus

D Paris, gr. 2729, 1490-1510, Demetrius Moschus

d Collective siglum for the group MRQCD

The lemmata are taken trom Frinkel’s Oxford Classical Text
(Oxford 1961). Other editions cited are those of Brunck (Strasburg
1780), Wellauer (Leipzig 1828), Mooney (Dublin 1912; repr. Amster-
dam 1964), Gillies (Book 3, Cambridge 1928), and Vian (Book 3, Paris
1961).

(@) ALTERATION ON METRICAL GROUNDS

1.19 kopéew] ye xapeiv R. ye, “the universal panacea,”® comes to R’s
rescue, but it is a distinct improvement on xaueiv.

334 7oio] 10ié y* D. To avoid the hiatus. We may note another
hiatus earlier in the same line, ‘correction’ of which is not attempted.
This illustrates the sporadic and unsystematic nature of these altera-
tions.

665 Cpéwy 8 €l Tic dpetov émoc] Dpelwy 8 €l kev Tic émoc D. All our mss

5 Dawe, op.cit. (supra n.3) 44,
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read dpelwv with LAPE. D restores the metre and retains the syntax,®
but at the expense of a vital adjective. Presumably the idea came
from the end of 663, €l ke daelev.

976 kdeiry] kdeirny 7 RQ. To avoid the hiatus.

1313 émopéfaro] pey’ dpéfaro MC. An attempt to remove the
superfluous syllable in the text of k (uéy’ émopéfaro). See Frinkel’s
apparatus.

2.1 &vba 8écav] évl &p’ écav RQC. &b écav is the reading of BPMD
which, as the copyist realizes, does not scan.

143 érapovro] édaackov MRQ. A correction of éAavvovro which D
reads here,” no doubt influenced by dnudackov above in 142.

160 ayyiddov $vAdowc 7 mep] ayxtadw 77 yap kel 77 MRQC. Faced
with ayyiddw 74 xai 74 (k) the scribe employs ydp as a stopgap.

256 véw évi] évi dppeci MRCD, perc: ppeci Q. This is the only reading
which Frinkel mentions anywhere as proof of D’s descent from B.2
But in fact k read 7radra éviBaddeo (sic EKB); P and d corrected
independently: 7«7’ évifaddeo Quud P, Tadra évi dpect BdAdeo d. All
one can say then is that here d rests on the text of k.? To avoid the
hiatus Q emended évi to pera.

271 mévrow] mévrov R. Faced with mévroio dopé(p)ovro (MQCD),
the scribe makes the obvious correction.

329 édiepar] adiéper MRQ. An attempt to correct iéuev in D.

397 éyovrar] éaxcev MRQC. An intelligent suggestion to replace
éyovrar, which is omitted by BH.10

513 Gécav vpavov] Béccav émjpavov M. The scribe may have mis-
counted the number of syllables, or found @éccav in his model and
corrected the wrong word. Alternatively it could simply be faulty
introduction of a compound form.

725 mvou 8¢] mvorice RQ. k could not tolerate the postponement of
8¢ and, followed by CD, wrote vmo 8¢. RQ were driven to correct
mvoufj to mvoufice to give the line a metrical ending.

887 70 'n'épmﬂe] wpowoipot@e MRQ. CDB omit 79; MVRQ use the
prefix wpo- as a stopgap.

% For i e with the future indicative see Iliad 15.213.

7 See below, p.128, and H. Frinkel, Einleitung gur kritischen Ausgabe der Argonautika des
Apollonios (Gottingen 1964) 90.

8 Frinkel, op.cit. (supra n.7) 91 n. But see now Speake and Vian, op.cit. (supra n.1) 307-09.

® I owe this note to Francis Vian.

10 See Speake and Vian, op.cit. (supra n.1) 307.
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1103 odpavorv] dydfev D. MRQC retain k’'s unmetrical odpavdfev:
D’s suggestion is not without merit.

1114 kdpara] kope € MRC, kipa 8¢ D. k reads xdpua, which D and
MRC attempt to correct.

1165 ki om. M. RQCDB read eicadric. M sees it is wrong but
cannot find the right correction.

1200 écov] pe R. C omits écov; R seizes upon a suitable replacement.

1240 A0’ ive 87)] évfe 8 iva M. C omits 87 ; M attempts to restore
the correct number of syllables. Frinkel suggests, quite plausibly,
that &6’ results from a gloss on ive.

3.223 aveBAvecke] avafAvlecke RQ. The uncompounded BAvlw is
much commoner than BAdw so, pace Vian, normalization is more
likely than assurance of a long v.

254 Spwai 8¢ moddv mpomdpoile] Spwal 3¢ napofe C. All Mss omit
nod@v. C is one degree more corrupt but offers a scannable line of
five feet.

305 feivwv nperépoicv évi peyapoicv] Eeivov évi peydpoicw év
nueréporcy Q. Q inherits the reading £etvov from k and successfully
restores the metre, though the duplicated preposition is rather
clumsy. The transposition of peydpoiciv and Huerépowcv is harder to
explain unless one or other had been omitted in the exemplar and
inserted above the line.

437 ad1dp xev] Td kaw por D. Restoration of the metre but not of the
sense. D still has a po: after pédoird.

445 Oyeiro om. C, pinracke R, xpomwrecke Q. RQ seem to be follow-
ing C here and make intelligent, if mutually contradictory, guesses to
fill the gap.

529 mepiladda] mept @A wv ye C (mepi &AAwv cett.). Unsuccessful re-
appearance of the ‘universal panacea’, employed no doubt to im-
prove the scansion of the second half of the line, if not of the first.

571 dre mrijccovrac] émmriccovrac RQ. mriccovrac in CD is the
result of iotacism, which also afflicts RQ, but the addition of the
prefix ém:- is a great improvement metrically. ére of course has no ms
authority and is merely Frinkel’s suggestion.

673 Sdarpucv bcce] daxpvoice R. The omission of cce is inherited
from k. R attempts correction but is apparently unaware that the
second syllable of 8¢xpvov is short, in spite of its appearance in the
next line. But perhaps the scribe is ascribing to Apollonius an arbitrary
lengthening of the v metri causa.
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771 éyw viv évba kaxdv ) &vla] éywy kaxdv (7)) &8 7 évba RQ. The
root of the trouble is omission of viv (éydw for éyw vov by haplography
in D) for which RQ are attempting to cover up.

990 col & v éyw Telcayut xdpw perémichev dpwyijc] coi 8 dv éyd
peromicle Ticayus ydpi émapwyiic D. The scribe is mistaken about the
quantity of the first syllable of ricauc.

1136 Aumroiic’ &mo] Aimodcd ye RQCP®. Also the reading of S and
Paris.gr. 2844, but the obvious change may well have occurred
independently to an intelligent scribe.

1200 sveike] éméveie C. k, followed by RQD, has removed the
augment: reasonably enough, C makes up the lost syllable with a
prepositional prefix.

1210 dmévepbev] épivmepfer RQ. k, followed by CD, has dmepfev by
haplography. The scribe’s remedy is the same as at 1200, but the result
is less successful with regard to sense. The corruption was no doubt
influenced by xaflvmepfe at 1209.

4.277 viv pével] pipvee RD. Omission of vdv is inherited from k. RD
make up for the lost syllable at the expense of the caesura.

435 7 8 6re] 7 8 87e 8y C. Perhaps an inherited conjecture to deal
with the omission of a syllable. The form x7jpeccw survives in H, and
B retains a reminiscence of it with knpdiccw.

673 008’ @vdpeccw] dvdpec R. Another pentameter. QB also omit
0?8’

770 Bopoica] dpro Béovca RQC, dpro 83povce D. All tour mss read
odAvpmov for odAdumoio and insert dpro in an attempt to make the
second half of the line scan. Presumably Moschus allowed synec-
phonesis of -ov dp-.

1083 vmepicidoio] vmepprdrov RQ. k’s reading of Sewov for Bapiv
precludes the genitive in -oto.

1147 d¢Barpoic yAvkepov mdfov] odbadpoict yAvkde mdfoc Q.
yAvkde is commoner than the form yAvkepdc (though not in Apollo-
nius), so we are surprised not to see it in RC, which, with Q, read
odfarpoice.

1470 &my Aime] 60 Aeimero RQ. The scribe finds Aémero in his model
(sic CD); his alteration restores neither sense nor metre (except that
the second half of the line now scans).

In assessing these metrical alterations, it is important to remember
that Demetrius Moschus was himself the author of a poem in some
460 Homeric hexameters on the Rape of Helen, otherwise known as the
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Circa Helenam et Alexandrum.!! This poem is highly derivative. Echoes
of Homer and Apollonius are particularly abundant, and clearly the
poet was familiar with all the relevant source material. Errors in
prosody occur—occasional false quantity, absence of caesura, hiatus,
others obviously resulting from the contemporary pronunciation of
Greek. But they are not numerous nor (on the whole) of a serious
nature. We must credit Moschus with a clear understanding of the
basic principles of the Homeric metre. By and large this conclusion is
supported by the metrical alterations discussed above; there are
occasional lapses, but more than once we have noticed the scribe
giving closer attention to metre than to sense.

(b) HOMERICISM

1.39 idvrec] iévrec MRQCD. Perhaps influenced by the passive
cvpdopéovrar, but inu. is the usual Homeric word for the movement
of rivers, and there is similar confusion in the mss at Iliad 12.33.

753 rwdccwv] Tiraivwy D. fyia reivac is the Homeric phrase, cf.
Iliad 5.262, which the scribe seems to be adapting here.

811 yfpai 7° émi thc] xfjpai Te yuvaikec MR. Thoughtless intrusion
of a Homeric reminiscence: cf. Iliad 2.289.

971 pédeclou] pédecler MRD. Apollonius does not use this word
but cf. Iliad 2.384 moAépoio pedéclw. On the other hand it could be a
misreading of péAecfou.

1062 Syydvoiciy idéclar] dpryovoict mvbécfoe D. Mooney draws our
attention to Iliad 22.305 kai éccopévoict mvbécfor, which clearly the
scribe also has in mind. MRQD make the same change at 2.842.

1226 ckomiac opéwv Adyov] ckomiac éxov D. Cf. Odyssey 8.302 ckomuny
éxev. In his zeal to imitate the Homeric passage, the scribe omits
opéwv. But perhaps Adyov had éyov as a superscript gloss, and that
distracted the eye from the intervening dpéwv.

1336 émdpabdéwc] émppovéwy D. Only once in Homer, Odyssey
19.385, which reads émigpovéovc’ ayopedeic. Perhaps we see here a
variant from the exemplar.

2.116 7ax’] 7> &p D. This shows some grasp of the use of particles, cf.
Odyssey 24.28 ) 7° @pa kai col mpdi mapactricecho Epelle poip’ SAotj. But
it could be just another Homericism.

11 The only editions known to me are Reggio (Em.) 1499; Alcala 1519; Rome 1823, ed.

I. Bekker; Vienna 1833, ed. A. G. Leukias. It is my intention in time to publish a new
critical edition together with a study of the poet. '
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470 éov udpov] éuov véov D. Cf. Odyssey 4.493 008¢é Satjvar éuov vdov.

673 Paivov épale] mimrov [sic] épale D. Substitution of the regular
Homeric expression, cf. Iliad 12.156.

678 Buov audi 8¢ vdroic] Biov 8¢ dapérpny D. Slavish following of
the Homeric formula, cf. Iliad 10.260.

786 marpi] Sovpl Q (ita LM). A reminiscence of Iliad 5.653, in view of
which the agreement with L"! may be fortuitous.

833 Yuyoppayéovra] Bapéa crevdyovra Q. Cf. 1.388 where MRQCD
read Bapv crevdyovro. In both cases this is substitution of the regular
Homeric phrase.

842 See above on 1.1062.

1062 acmicw dpcere]acmic ppafare D. Cf. Iliad 13.130 and 15.566: the
result of an unfamiliar form and reminiscence of the Homeric
passages.

1176 xopéovcon]yavdwcar Q. Thoughtless imitation of Odyssey 7.128.
3.20 88Mov] véov C. For voéw véov cf. Iliad 9.104; but this may be
mechanical assimilation.

119 76 pald] émi pald D. The more regular expression, cf.
Odyssey 11.448, but éx{ for ¥md is a common change.

301 Buuov dpeccav] Buuov érepmov D. The Homeric formula, cf.
Odyssey 1.107.

615 audada épya médoiro] audade épya yévorro RQ. Cf. Odyssey
19.391. Bur it could be a gloss.

664 Kwipeto Ty 8¢ Tic dvw] Tépev kata Sdxpuov elfev R. Another
Homeric formula, ¢f. Iliad 16.11 7§ ixeloc, IIdTpokde, Tépev kara
ddrpuov eifewc. Presumably 74 ikédy reminded the scribe of the pas-
sage in the Iliad which he felt compelled to introduce here. In the next
sentence, finding himself in difficulties without mjv 8¢ 7ic d¢vw, he
resorts to omission of a whole line (666). This is a good example of the
lengths to which Moschus was prepared to go for the sake of Homeri-
cism, although it may be that he was simply tired and inattentive.

692 Kkijdoc €lowo] kidoc dporo RQC. Cf. Iliad 4.95 and 9.303, «ddoc
dpoto, suggesting iotacist pronunciation by Moschus.

866 aAvwv]ayevwy D.Itis unlikely that the copyist would have been
bothered by the lengthening of the v (for which there is a Homeric
precedent at Od. 9.398); he simply prefers the traditional Homericism,
of. Iliad 5.869 and 18.461.

919 émi mpotépwv] émyboviwy C. Apollonius is imitating Iliad 5.637,
the scribe 9.558.
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1262 yviwv] yewpadv D. Another Homericism which also occurs at
2.334 and 3.507.12

1357 ixero] iero D. Just a mechanical error? Cf. on 1.39 above.

1373 ooi] fapcadéor D. No doubt influenced mainly by fepcadéwc in
1370, but also perhaps by Odyssey 19.91 fapcadéy, kdov adeéc.

4.12 Babeinc] xaf’ SApv RQ. Cf. Iliad 10.184, and Ap. Rhod. 3.1351
where R has av Ay for 88dvrac (see below, p.123).

38 SovAia épya] Béckea épya RQ. A Homeric phrase also occurring
at 3.229.

260 044Bnc] hifmc é8oc R. Cf. Iliad 4.406.

262 yévoc] pévoc C. For the corruption cf. 1.548 and Frinkel, op.cit.
(supra n.7) 134-37; for the phrase cf. Odyssey 8.2.

425 dudidde] audippitw Q. Cf. Odyssey 11.325 diy év audipity and
Ap. Rhod. 11305 Trvew év dudipdry. Brunck prints it without
comment, “‘ex ingenio, ut videtur” (Wellauer), but I am sure
Moschus is the source of the conjecture.

446 crovayai Te ydoi T€] méAepol Te payor e C. A reminiscence of
Iliad 1.177 and 5.891.

458 vijcov] 8idpov D. Thoughtless substitution to fit a Homeric
phrase, cf. Iliad 13.26.

462 Texviicauto] TexTiivauTo D. Imitation of Iliad 10.19.

467 Tvmévroc] mecdvroc RQD. Imitation of Iliad 11.250.

497 émabfprjcavrac] écabpricovrac R, écabpricavrec QD. écabpéw is
Homeric, énafpéw is not.

591 7elioo] meplovoc D. It does not scan here, but this word is
common in Homer as an epithet of the sun; only once without the
addition of §éXeoc, at Odyssey 1.24.

654 alfadinv] olyadiny D. Aethalia (the modern Elba) does not
appear in Homer, but Oechalia does.

701 péya pév xoréel] péya pév kparéer D. péya kparéer, but not
péya koréer, is a Homeric phrase.

777 alfadéol] adcraréor D. Thisis a Homeric word fitting the metre
and giving some sort of sense, so Moschus employs it.

860 al Te mAaykTal keAéovrar] dc Te mAaykTac kadéovce D. No doubt
influenced by Odyssey 12.61 IThaykrac &) 7ot tdc ye Oeol pdropec
KaAéovct.

1067 elleiro] fAowce RQ. Thoughtless imitation of Iliad 1.246.

13 Cf, similar confusion in the mss at Aesch. Pers. 913.
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1198 dewdov édiccdpevar] dewdov apefdpevar D. Imported from Iliad
1.604.

1244 madpov élewmrro] maidp’ édédeimro RQCD. As Brunck pointed
out, éAédetmrro is the Homeric form (Il. 2.700); the scribe had no
Homeric lexicon,'* but he knew that éAeinro did not occur in early
epic.

1397 piero pfda] ufiX’ épvdacce R, ufda ¢vdaccey Q, ufra dvdacce C.
Reminiscence of Odyssey 12.136 or a gloss.

1674 podvor] Avypoc RQCD. Even if the copyist does understand
the sense of podvor he prefers to substitute a traditional Homeric
epithet.

Simple cases of alteration to suit standard Homeric diction are
commonplace in mss of Apollonius and would cause us no surprisein d.
Furthermore, the scholiast often quotes passages from Homer to
explain and illuminate the text of the Argonautica; so a scribe’s eye
could easily be caught by an attractive phrase in the marginal com-
mentary of his exemplar. But of the readings discussed above, very
few can be ignored as normalization to early epic, or for that matter
as subtle allusion: most are instances of direct quotation from the
Iliad and the Odyssey, often regardless of metre and syntax, and in no
single case is the quotation to be found in the scholia.

Here is something truly remarkable in a Renaissance scribe:
thorough familiarity with the Homeric poems and a persistent desire
to introduce Homeric formulas and phraseology into the text of
Apollonius. We know that Moschus made at least two copies of the
Odyssey.' The evidence accumulated above shows that his knowledge

13 Perhaps a rash assumption. We must examine the possibility of Moschus having
access to a Homeric lexicon. That by Apollonius Sophistes exists in only one ms (Coislin. 345,
X century) and the chances of its being in the right place at the right time are remote.
There are other possibilities: the scholia minora to Homer would provide a kind of lexico-
graphical aid, though of course it is not alphabetical; and R. Reitzenstein (Geschichte der
griechischen Etymologika [Leipzig 1897] 335f) tells us “Ein drittes Werk des Oros, welches
schon Fabricius nach einer Pariser Hs. erwihnt, trug den Titel wepl modvenudyrwy Aééewy.
Ritschl suchte es vergeblich; die Spiteren haben es offenbar vergessen. Das Werk, welches
in byzantinischer Zeit viel benutzt wurde, ist uns in Wahrheit nicht fremd.”” This work is
found in at least three Parisini—2720 (end of the XV century), 2830 (XVI century) and 2558
(end of the XIV century)—and contains many quotations from the Psalms and Homer. It is
possible that Moschus had some such work of reference, but even so it is unlikely to have
provided him with the comprehensive knowledge of Homeric poetry which he obviously
possessed and which can only be obtained from thorough familiarity with the original

texts.
14 Oxford, Canon.gr. 79, and Paris, gr. 2688: see Speake and Vian, op.cit. (supra n.1) 316-17.
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of Homer was at least as great as of Apollonius, his fondness for the
earlier poet perhaps greater,!® and lends support to the theory that
he may have employed the same technique in copying Homer as we
have suggested for Apollonius.1é

(c) EcHO OTHER THAN HOMERICISM

1.125 Avpkniov] modvdjiov MRQ. No doubt lifted from 51, butitis a
forgivable attempt to correct a still not understood epithet.1?

129 dmeceicaro] amoxdrfero MRQ. Not without merit: the double
compound adds extra flavour and the word occurs again at 3.817 and
1287.

202 mduc] véfoc MRQ. An intelligent if unsubtle suggestion which
could be the result of a gloss. It is tempting to consider this a metrical
emendation, but dangerous to presume upon the metrical skills of
Renaissance scribes, even those who were themselves poets. Most
likely it is a reminiscence of Orph. Argonaut. 211: év 8¢ ITadaudvioc
Aépvov véboc iAvlev vidc.

331 peréermev] mpocéemev C. Lifted from 294.

457 adMjdowcwv] &Adofer @Adoc M. Cf. Theoc. 1.34 ¢poiBadic dArofev
&Mdoc vewkelovc’ éméecce (and Ap. Rhod. 1.843). M contains Theocritus
as well as Apollonius, so this is very likely an echo rather than a
preference for a dactylic ending.

576 pvpia] écmere RQ. Lifted from 2.143 and 839.

770 éyyvddiée] dmacev elver C. Imported from 2.31f.

1115 morapot] iepod C. iepdc is a regular epithet for rivers in Homer
and Apollonius. The scribe finds it more attractive than a defining
substantive.

1325 élewdplev] éBycav MRQ. Lifted from 1285.

2.32 8imTuya]ddcero C (not éddcero as Friankel states, op.cit. [supra n.7]

15 Jt may be relevant that both mss of the Odyssey copied by Moschus are prefixed by the
following epigram:

vié pédnroc Sumper ¢ yop kAéoc éNASL wdey
kol kododdve mdrpy Bfjrac éc aidiov.

xai 7dcd’ avriféw Yuxn yevmicao kovpac,
Siccac Huibéwy ypayduevoc celidac.

duvet 8’ 1) uév vécrov dduccijoc modumAdykTov,
7 8¢ Tov LAvaxdv SapSandiv miAeuov.

Authorship has not been established, but it is a reasonable conjecture that the poem may
be attributed to the scribe himself.

16 Speake and Vian, op.cit. (supra n.1) 315-17.

17 Cf. D. N. Levin, GRBS 4 (1963) 9.
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90). The result of failure to look ahead to 34, perhaps influenced by
1.1326, where RQCDBP read édvcaro.

107 709 & Gccov idvToc] 1008’ diccovroc D. A clever anagram possibly
affected by aiéavroc in 92.

115 éXdccac] aifac MRQ. Also affected by 92, but the scribe has
cither forgotten that the « is long or permitted internal correption.!8
301 yépovroc] Aéovroc. A reminiscence of 1.1195 (and Iliad 10.23).

339 udpov] olrov MR. Imported from 172.

519 éperus]évicrsy C. Presumably the scribe meant to write évinjj, a
reminiscence of 3.677 éddnc éx marpoc évimiv, and 4.615 Amaw ék
TRTPOC EVLTTIC.

749 &é\y] avayxy MRQC. As a result of 3.430, kakxi} and dvdyky
are inseparable in the mind of the scribe.

811 mowvijuepor éfudwvro] mawnuépior movéovro MRQ. Lifted from
667.

903 eddiéwvrec] elpecince M. Drawn from 1031.

973 dvdiya] elc GAe M. Taken from 744.

1134 épéewe] mpocéerrer R. Copied from 1.1336.

3.306 &r]alce C. Imported from 328, though it could be a gloss.

415 adf: Sailwv] alpa Salfac D. Both adverb and tense are drawn
from 412 alipo Topdiv.

782 olov] dccov Q. Vian is right to keep idodice (cf. 908), but we might
have expected Q to make the change to lofce once he had introduced
dccov, cf. 2.107 and Homer, passim; but maybe he has 3.253 in mind.

1092 odvop’ akodicon] odvope kéAywv C. Imported from 680.

1351 38dvrac] dv vAyv R. The scribe is reminded of the simile at
4.1338.

1358 acrpamrovce] aiccovce RQ. Taken from 1265 or 1379.

4.402 &lyoc] &éo RQCD. The result of confusion with 3.429f (the
only other occurrence of piyiwov in the poem).

462 Teyvijcauro] Texprpauto C. Imported from 217.

477 rduve Bavdvroc] Oijke Bundiic C. Lifted from 1.1140.

570 TAp] aiyAy RQD. Taken from 1710.

826 ¢pépncwv] Bedncy RQC, 8vedda D. RQC inherit an error arrived
at by confusion with the first word of the line; D attempts correction
by importing 6eAe: from 787 or 834.

912 érailpwv] am’ &Awv RQ. Drawn from 1.60.

18 On correption in Apollonius see M. Campbell, RevPhil 47 (1973) 83-90.
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1008 moAépoio] cvépoto R, kededforo Q. Q’s error is by confusion
with kedevfw in 1007; R’s comes from 1.953.

1124 éyprjccovrac] aiccovrec D. Influenced by 1.241.

1209 évumdac] éperpcc R. Cf. 1.279, 2.615.

1333 épnuovdpor] éetovépor RQCD. An unfortunate choice for the
desert, but these marsh nymphs have already made their appearance
twice in the poem and so are more acceptable to the scribe.

1393 kwciv] cdcww CD. It may be just a slip, but probably the scribe
is thinking of the simile at 3.1351.

1540 ¢opéovro] movéovto R. Borrowed from 2.667.

The fact that so many of the changes discussed in this section took
place at the end of the line suggests a basic flaw in Moschus” method
of transcription. The most likely explanation is that the scribe at-
tempted to take in a whole line at a time when looking at his exemplar
and to write it in full without looking back. Inevitably his memory
was less efficient towards the end of the line and the penultimate
word may well have reminded him of another line perhaps recently
copied with the same penultimate word at the same sedes or of a
favourite passage elsewhere containing some verbal similarity. In
this way many of the above superficially erudite importations may be
dismissed as errors of psychological association. This at least provides
an explanation for those changes that make nonsense of the line.

(d) TRIVIAL SUBSTITUTION OR SUBSTITUTION OF A COMMON OR LATE
WORD FOR A RARE OR EARLY ONE

1.187 CuPpacinc] auBpocine D.
357 épvcoarpev] éAccwper C.
376 mpdrryct] mporépnc C.
576 piX’ épémovrar] pijda émovrar D.
617 éppacav] dAec(c)ov MRQD.
629 pnirepov] pnidiov MR,
834 ¢dvov] $idov C.
885 Smdccan] éAéclau C.
967 éuédovro] éuvdovro C.
972 YmocTayveckov] emiyvoaeckov D,
1212 amovpac] aeipac MRQ.
1289 ydAoc} dyoc MRQ.
1339 uijyw] Gvpor MRQ.
2.2 ayrfjvopoc] apvpovoc CD.
24 avrwcacloud] dnpidacfor MR.
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96 idyncav] spddncar C (not D as stated in Frinkel’s apparatus).
159 pérwmal kepyva MRQ.
286 a&Ato] dpro MR.
298 édvcav] éBncav M.
467 épérycw] érdpowcww D,
576 karévewkev] karépvke MRQD.
577 alvérarov 8éoc] alvoraroc yAdoc MRQ.
610 jpyero pvbwv] éxparo puibov MD.
812 éyrovéovrec] eduevéovrec MRQ.
949 ééero] ipeipero Q.
1032 éurev] 7jAvbev R.
1123 émoysiov] ireciov M.
1215 U8act] évdofe MRQ.
1248 crugedoict] crifapoic C.
1274 apwyoivc] éraipovc Q.

3.66 péya] moAv R, wavv Q.
232 crifopoid] crvyepot CD.
339 kdac] yatav D.
383 ééAdeto] laivero Q.
553 audvew] apriyew D.
572 mpoiadde] mpoénke C.
712 apac Te crvyepoc] apny Te crvyepny R.
762 Sua] kare RQ.
797 alcyoc] dAyoc RQCD.
884 caivovcw] Géovaw D.
886 kovpnc] vipgnc C.
900 &¢ ke] 8° av RQ, ¢ ye C.
916 cdicw] Toic D.
1025 «ovpy] viudy C.
1098 kelvmv] viugyy C.19
1113 wdvrowo Pépoiev] movrov dopéotev C.
1147 jroc] adrap D.
1168 wavrecct perévveme] mavreccw épuvee RQ.
1170 Her’ amavevle] icrar’ dvevfe D.
1372 cdlowo] Aifloo RQD.,

4.19 Bpuyricar’ avin] Bpvxijcaro ¢wvij C.
57 aAdckw] ikdvew C.
148 édopuiv] éberuny D.
302 pdov] mépov RQ.
392 kedccor] redcccor RQ.

19 As usual, it is the last word of this line that has gone astray, not the first as stated in
M. L. West, Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique (Stuttgart 1973) 19.
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437 wvédac] védoc C.

559 «ipknc] kodpyc C.

567 kovpmv] viudmy D.

578 aéMac] avrdc R, arjrac Q.
743 émdev] écrv QC.

871 yplecke] devecke R.

1071 Aeyéecct] Aéxrporce RQCD.
1103 veixoc] vécrov D.

1315 évewcev] éperce RQCD.
1436 dBpw] éMwv RQC.

1527 audayépovro] aupemévovro RQC.
1580 yépcov] vijcov Q.

(e) EASIER SYNTAX PREFERRED

1.711 éfepéovrac] éfepéovce D. An attractive emendation to the
myopic; but where is the interrogative in Iphinoé&’s speech?

969 87] xai D. The scribe took fright at 87 as the first word.

2.60 épidnvev] épéewe D. od 7. bears every resemblance to a direct
object. In épéewe the scribe finds a transitive verb fitting the metre,
giving some sort of sense, and palaeographically close to the puzzling
épidnvev.

218 picache] Mcare MRQD. SC read Adcache, which was no doubt a
gloss, but regardless of metre MRQD prefer the active form.

695 é€fepéovrec] eicopdwvrec MRQC. Common in this sedes and an
easy change which still makes sense; no doubt influenced by éci8orev
in 696.

884 amoppipavrec] amoppipacte > MRQ. No logical reason for this
change, but presumably the scribe prefers two imperatives.

3.68 meipwpévy] meipdpevoc D. We may assume that the exemplar
lacked the iota subscript: attraction to the case and gender of the
subject of avrefdAncer is no surprise.

225 mpopéecke] mpoénke QD, mpobéecke C. “‘Librarios turbavit
minus obvius usus verbi géw active significantis” (Brunck). RQChave
oivw for J8wp from 224. Meanwhile QD have changed to a more
regular transitive verb. R keeps k’s mpoéecke; C, taking advantage of
the chaos, offers yet another variant of little merit.

276 oldv] oloc D. An intelligent suggestion, probably the result of
failure to recognize ofov as an adverb.

404 7v '] ai ¥ RQD. Another intelligent alteration by a scribe
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who was not endowed with Vian’s facility for adducing parallels for
“une curiosité attestée chez Homeére.”’20

510 évrivauo] avicaro D. Gillies has correctly explained évrdvaio for
us, but D, in search of a verb to govern dmocyecinv, finds dvéw and
would have done better to add the prefix é-.

801 7eAéccou] TeAeicfar D. Unable to find a subject for reAéccon in the
npiv clause, the scribe resorts to the passive.

1139 @y olkdvde véecBai] eic olkov vaiecow D. All our mss inherit eic
from k, which makes the suffix of olxdvde otiose. D realizes this and
allows himself (perhaps unconsciously) phonetic corruption from
véecfou to valeclor, thereby retaining the metre.

1240 {cOuiov] icfuioc D. An interesting transference of epithet,
presumably the result of proximity to ofoc and IToceidcwv.

4.1399 éipepov] édvuviov RQC. The scribe prefers a noun to an
adjective and finds it from 2.713.

(f) CHANGE DUE TO MISUNDERSTANDING

1.816 aekéa maidec duvvov] aei waidec mpocapvvoy RQ, aeikéa mpdclev
apvvov D. D’s mpdchev is most likely a mechanical change influenced
by mdpofer. RQ’s mpocdpvvor may be affected by D’s mpdcfev, but
more probably deicéa was not understood and so shortened to the
more familiar adverb and the prepositional prefix added to the verb
metri causa.

2.738 mepirérpode maxvnv] mepirérpodev dxvyv D. The scribe is
not familiar with the word mdyvy; his treatment is similar at
4.1531.21

934f rwdccer pumiv] ¢vddecer purryv D. The scribe does not under-
stand the text he is copying and is not averse to writing nonsense.
3.267 ikowcBe] éfnre RQC. ikoiwche, as Vian remarks, is “potentiel du
passé: ‘comment avez-vous pu aller...?.” The uncomprehending
scribe has imported éB8yre (from 316?).

662 xfipov] ¢idov RC. If the scribe did not understand yioov he
might at least have found a substitute that scanned. But it could be a
corruption via fndov.

755 €0viev] @hvev RQ. The copyist does not understand €6v(:)ev and
looks for a word to mean ‘bounded with joy’: he finds it at 866.

1111 8ccee] alce RC. Either the scribe did not understand écce and.

20 Cf. Gillies, appendix p.139, and A. Platt, JP 33 (1914) 31.
2L See below, p.133.
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as at 306, resorted to a more familiar phrase; or it is another attempt
to enforce Homeric-type formulas in Apollonius.

(g) INTRUSION OF A GLOSS

1.40 Ixavev] éBoavev MRQ.
350 ynBdcvvoc] ynbopevoc D.
512 «385] dudi MQ.
601 avérelle] avédpope MRQ.
625 Géavri] yépovre MRQ. The truth?
803 éuBalev dryv] éuPole veixoc C.
837 yaréovcw dmdleic] xaréover mapicxeic D.
1031 Aéxerpov] 8dpov D.
1219 aAéyovrec] aiovrec D.
1228 kaAdwdoto] kaeAdpdoio D.
1305 wégvev] kreive D.
2.12 BGécpidv] 0épuic MRQ.
143 érduovro] éravvovro D.
183 {aMev] éfnxoav MR.
205 kéxAir’] KkeiTo D.
363 xvper] xeirar MRQ.
419 yepauoc] yépwy D.
465 Stic €oyoc] Scric dpictoc M.
616 omacce] édwre M.
670 Aemrrov] pkpov MRQ.
681 éAe] édafe D.
1152 aAéyovrec] aiovrec M.
3.366 yeyaacw] éBAccrycay D.
862 évépoiciv] veprépocv R.
1000 edvace pivac] edvacev jpwc RQD.
4.156 0cArd] Oapdy C (voluit Oapvew).
422 mépov] mépmov D.
1019 popyocvvyc] poyAocivne RQCD.
1665 Bélye] Tépme Q.

(h) OTHER EMBELLISHMENTS (WHICH MAY OR MAY NOT BE MECHANICAL)

1.221 varoc] yaine RQ. I can see no motive for this absurdity, and yet
I am reluctant to discount it as merely a copyist’s error. yainc occurs at
243 and 255, and might have caught the scribe’s eye.22

253 aicwv ad péya 81 T ducappopoc: 7) T€ ol fev] aicove § ad péye

22 Dr Dawe suggests that it is a relic of a note explaining that v¥&ra can sometimes refer
to land as well as to people.
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potpe Sucdupopoc écyero (ixfeo M) mivrwy MRQ. CDBIP omit 87 7¢:
MRQ conjecture poipe to fill the gap and find that considerable
alterations to the whole line are needed. There seems no reason to
suppose, with Wellauer, that this represents the reading of the
proecdosis or first edition.2?

361 ei ke] 3¢ppe MRQ. An unsuccessful attempt to correct a faulty
exemplar (cf. ai ke D). M”” preserves the truth.

523 aprivaclu] aprvvéecfoa CD. A curious emendation of tense,
which Brunck unwisely accepts. The scribe may have doubted the
length of the » and have been influenced by the Homeric future
apTivéw.

538 opapry] évicry MRQ. “Mira sane discrepantia,” comments
Wellauer, and I can see no motive for it. Again M”” preserves the
truth.

822 IV’ 7) Pppovéoiev] 8dp’ 7) voéorev D. It is to be assumed that an
ancestor of D omitted {’. The solution is clever: by rearrangement
of the letters the scribe needs only to add one omicron to restore both
metre and sense.

1176 7prjcaro] évapijcaro D. The scholiast admits that this is an
unusual sense for the uncompounded verb, so we should not be too
harsh on this reading if it is a conjecture. It may on the other hand
result from miscopying of an awkward pair of words.

1213 énedvev] éaumev C. A fine example of exceptional stupidity but
clearly not an unconscious one, as it makes a neat doublet with
axovcac, the absurdity of the previous line.

2.66 én” aicy] avdyxn C. A bad guess by a meddlesome scribe.

139 olai] oivaor MRQCD. Perhaps a mechanical slip, but olvy is an
old name for the vine, ¢f. Hes. Op. 572.

267 adevkéec] arndéec D. The scholia are divided on the meaning of
adevréec here, so we might expect a conjecture from the scribe: his
choice disappoints us and is so close to anagrammatism that it almost
certainly has a mechanical origin.

323 qur] dAun D. Perhaps a slip: it does not make much sense as a
conjecture.

396 &v vmep 18] olcwy Smepbe D. Either 58y was missing at some
stage, or the scribe found it superfluous. In order to fill out the line he
uses the lengthened form dmepfe, inspired by éddmepfer in 393, and
the unparalleled dative, perhaps influenced by éni roicw.

23 On the proecdosis see Frinkel, op.cit. (supra n.7) 7-11.
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590 & vmoelkabe] 8¢ mapeixabe D. The copyist seems to have under-
stood the objections to év?* and produced a fairly successful solution.

631 vikra] vije C. At first glance én’ fjuart véxre is an apparent
paradox, and the scribe considers Jason more likely a ¢vAaé of the ship
than of the night. It is curious to observe that at 1.934 the same Mms
has vukroc for vyoc, but there the change is probably unconscious, as
vukr{ occurs in the same line.

843 dadayé] potnié RQ, mrdpfoc M. The reading of RQ is pre-
sumably the result of a miscopied ¢dAayé ; that of M is an attempt to
restore the sense (but not the metre).

962 perémeita Oofj medopnuévor adpn] peréeime fojf medopnuévov
@Apn D. Although there is no direct speech within 50 lines, the scribe
cannot resist Toict 8 Spod peréerme .2 He is then involved in difficulties
with the plural medopnuévor, which is made to agree with moroudy;
but a river can hardly be borne along by the breeze, and so dAuy is
conjectured, which strictly means ‘sea-water’.

991 ¢udomrorépovc] didomdordpove R. This word is known to us
only from the fragments of Euphorion. At first glance it is perhaps a
more suitable epithet for kodpac than ¢domrrodéuovc, but no doubt the
origin of the corruption is mechanical.

1260 danpoctvycv] épnuocivycey MRQ. An attempt to improve on
the absurd aAnuoctvycw of all mss except E2im,

3.22 dupar’]ovar’ R. Is this meant to be some sort of a joke? Reductio
ad absurdum of Apollonius’ Homeric variatio.

86 0érfan] pAéfan R; 143 0érEov] pAéfov R. Perhaps mechanical in
origin, but clearly no accident when the same alteration is made
twice within 60 lines; nor is it an improvement.

254-56 mwpomdpofe Padodcar . .. Edpauov] mpomdpobev iobcar . . .
éxBadov D. This sort of rewriting allows us a glimpse of the scribe
aiming to display his own poetic talents but succeeding in no more
than an exhibition of his own ignorance.

300 épaudprvvavro] émorpivavro D. I cannot see any motive for this
alteration, which may well be accidental in origin.

418 rdde Toia] rade wavra C. “rdde rota ni fallor Graecum non est,”
writes Frinkel. If this is the scribe’s motive for alteration, his solution
is quite successful, cf. 2.876, 1020; 3.697; 4.234. Indeed it may be the
truth, but if so I am at a loss to explain the corruption. More likely

24 Cf. Platt, op.cit. (supra n.20) 20.
25 Though the usual Homeric phrase is 7oic. 8¢ kal peréeme.
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Tade is a gloss on Tole and has displaced something like po (Frinkel’s
suggestion).

604 ¢pdccwvra] mpaccwvrar RQ. Not as clever as it looks at first
glance: the epic form is mpijccw, and the phrase is rather prosy.
Probably it is no more than a phonetic slip.

990 dpwyiic) apofijc Q. Tivew duoiv is common enough, cf.
1.619 and Odyssey 12.382, but 7{vew ydpw dpocBijc is absurd.

1025 8¢ 87] 8¢ pw RQ. Whether the exemplar contained 8+ or not
(it is omitted in P), this is an intelligent suggestion.

1263 iyvoc] éyyoc D. The scribe is suspicious of {yvoc and finds éyyoc
a more suitable subject for éraAdev. Spears are in the air both literally
(rwdaccwr) and metaphorically (uedipy in 1264 and éyyoc in 1231 and
1286).

1266 peramaiddccecton] peramraiddccovcar R. “Var. lect. apud Schol.
utrumque, quae in quibusdam libris ex errore scribarum nata
videtur, quorum oculi ad versus praecedentis exitum aberrabant™
(Wellauer). This might suggest that R’s exemplar carried scholia, but
alternatively it could be a mechanical change, as Wellauer suggests.

1272 émrifodoc cppati] émijpoboc aipare D. Nonsense again, and
probably mechanical in origin.

4.24 kddme] kéAmowc RQ. This may be the truth (cf. Platt’s kdAme),?8
but perhaps more likely it is the result of confusion of compendia.

186 yepciv] ¢pecciv RQ. Another absurdity, probably a real word
made out of nonsense.?’

293 dperépnc yainc] yaine juerépnc RQD. The order of the words is
inherited from k. As for the change of person, “loquitur Argus in
Colchide natus. ... Mendose quidem D, sed tolerabili menda, in
utroque versu primam personam praefert.” Brunck is too tolerant of
ignorance.

399 marpi] mariip D. This destroys not only the metre but also the
worth of the reading &yoro (400) in D. Perhaps it is simply the result
of a nomen sacrum compendium.

405f avridwct . . . péporev] eicaiovrec D ... pépovrec RQCD. “Das
Letztere [avridwrrec] ist in D durch eine weitere Konjektur in elcaiov-
rec verwandelt worden (worauf dann ¢éporev hitte folgen sollen),
‘wenn sie gewahr werden—dass Apsyrtos nicht mehr am Leben ist

26 op.cit. (supra n.20) 37.

27 For examples of the reverse corruption see R. D. Dawe, Studies in the Text of Sophocles 1
(Leiden 1973) 126.
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(vgl. 497 und 507)’, etwa in Anlehnung an den Vers 11.1085 (der mit
éwaérar beginnt), oder an die 7 anderen Versschliisse mit elcei-
o(vrec).”’28

604 aeipevar] édvypévar D. Giangrande may be right to support
aeipevau here (Zu Sprachgebrauch, Technik und Text des Apollonios
Rhodios [Amsterdam 1973] 35), and R predictably ‘ normalizes’ to
the Homeric dnuévou. But D’s élypévar (which surely means
‘ whirling,” cf. Hes. Th. 791) looks to me more like the preservation
of an ancient variant (or uncial corruption AEI)EAIYEAI) than
a XV-century ‘ Verbesserungsversuch.’

606 BAeddpwr] Aexéwv D. “In cod. D qui optimum éAvypévar modo
suppeditavit absurda hic observatur lectio,” comments Brunck with
good reason. Mechanical in origin?

827 cruyepov] iepév RQC, ddodv D. Mechanical?

938 {fuve] fjruce Q. A poor suggestion which does not even scan. It
could perhaps be mechanical: (Bvvedwvfedprovbe . . .

998 Kexdpovro] éppwovto RQ, éyavvvro CD. Alternative suggestions
to ‘correct’ a faulty exemplar.

1055 edrjreac] yodxijpeac RQ. Perhaps a variant in the exemplar.

1111 dpro]écry RQ, éyvw CD. The reading of CD is imported from
698; that of RQ was perhaps intended to ‘correct’ it.

1144 moucide] mvbuéve RQCD. I am unable to account for this
word, which elsewhere in the poem occurs only as a variant at 946.

1162 peydpoic] peydpw RQCD. Obviously intended to correct
peydpov, which is read by k.

1195 médov] véov R. Another mystery.

1197 adre] Ao R, éAa Q. Both are tasteless suggestions when
followed by oidfev ola: (olov RQCD). The scribe allows himself to be
carried away by the double jingle.

1320 é¢’ dypipv] émi yjv RQCD. Silly and irresponsible, but no
doubt mechanical in origin.

1348 crépdecwv] créprorciyv RQCD. Anatomical extravaganza in-
duced by the proximity of adyévoc, vére, i£dac, kedadijc.

1355 édrpoyov] édrpopoc R. Correction of évrpoyoc read by QCD: it
is at least a more respectful epithet for Amphitrite than ‘well-
wheeled’. Moschus has a remarkable facility for Homeric reminis-
cence, but he is unable to think back 30 lines to find the truth.

28 H, Frinkel, Noten gu den Argonautika des Apollonios (Munich 1968) 485f.
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1358 %8¢ OBdyarpec] 78’ émiovpor D. On the face of it, a more likely
doublet perhaps, but cf. 1323.

1361 aAAd Tic] A& mn RQCD. Cf. 1.822 7¢ 7y &My but probably a
mechanical error.?®

1500 yain] adrod R. Perhaps the exemplar omitted yaiy. QC read
vékvy from 1499; R’s suggestion is very feeble.

1523 @dyoc om. R, éiroc rell. R recognized the corruption but
rather than attempt correction resorts to omission.

1531 éppee Aayvn] éppeev dyvy RQCD. Frinkel’s parallel®® from
Nicander, Ther. 328-31, is sufficient to secure Adyvy in the text. dyvy
may be no more than a mechanical slip.

1595 éxpivaro] amexpivaro RQ, émexplvaro CD. 1594, 1596 and 1597
all have én{ or ér- at this point in the line. CD fall into the trap with-
out realizing that the reading is excluded on metrical grounds. RQ
alter to a compound which occurs (though only once, Iliad 5.12) in
Homer.

1620 cjpara] Sdpara RQCD. In spite of 554, the slight zeugma
does not escape the attention of a literal-minded scribe.

1682 mevkn] wérpn D. A particularly stupid alteration: Moschus, if
not his predecessors, must have been familiar with the sources of this
simile at Iliad 4.482 and 16.482.

1767 apeudéa] areipéa RQ, amepéa C. Since C was probably copied
before RQ, arewpéex was most likely a conjecture in the exemplar
which was miscopied by C. It is perhaps an echo of a passage I have
been unable to identify.?!

CHrisT CHURCH, OXFORD
November, 1973

29 A plausible motive for the corruption is suggested by Campbell, op.cit. (supra n.18) 89.

30 op.cit. (supra n.28) 607.

31 ] am grateful to Dr R. D. Dawe and the late Professor Douglas Young for criticism
of this paper in typescript.



