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I N HIS DISSERTATION on the manuscript transmission of Apollonius 
Rhodius, Hermann Frankel posited the existence of a group of 
MSS. headed by Paris.gr. 2729 (=D) and descended from Brussels 83 

(= B).1 He admits, however, that his conclusions were based on a 
minimum of collation and that his views about the origin of the k 
family (of which B is a member) were, to say the least, hazy. This 
article presents the conclusions of an inquiry which we have con
ducted in collaboration on the eight MSS. (FNMRQ,CDB) which 
Frankel assigned to the D group.2 If these MSS. truly constitute an in
tegral branch of the k family we should expect them to share a good 
number of significant errors against the rest of the transmission. Col
lation of the whole text, however, reveals that these suggested des
cendants of B in fact constitute two quite distinct groups which have 
only slight affinities with each other. It therefore seems necessary to 
revise Frankel's conclusions in certain respects. 

Before proceeding with the inquiry we list below the MSS. to be 
treated, together with (where available) details of date, copyist and 
provenance. This list is followed by a reproduction of the stemma of 
the k family (otherwise known as the Cretan recension) as established 
by Vian.3 

The m family: 

L Florence, Laur. 32.9, ca. 960-80 

1 "Die Handschriften der Argonalltika des Apollonios von Rhodos," GottNachr 1929, 
pp.164-90. 

2 Speake has collated these MSS. in full and studied them in a dissertation entitled "The 
Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Apollonius Rhodius," submitted in 1972 for 
the degree ofD.Phil. in the University of Oxford. Vian has provided collations of the princi
pal MSS. of Apollonius, thus enabling us to determine the place of the so-called D group in 
the k family. 

3 Cf. Vian, "La Recension 'cretoise' des Argonautiques d'Apollonios," Revue d'Histoire des 
Textes 2 (1972) 191. This article contains full details of the MSS. ofrhe k family. For a descrip
tion of the so-called D-MSS. the reader is referred to pp. 1-9 of Speake's thesis. 
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302 THE SO-CALLED D-MANUSCRIPTS OF APOLLONIUS 

A Milan, Ambros.120 (B26sup.), ca. 1420, George Chrysococcas, Constantinople 

The w family: 

S Florence, Laur. 32.16, 1280, for Maximus Planudes 
G Wolfenbiittel, 10.2 Aug. 4°, XN century, by one Peter 

The k family: 

E Escorial, .E. iii. 3, ca. 1480-85, Antonius Damilas, Crete 
B Brussels, 83 (18170-73), March 1489, Aristobulus Apostolides, Crete 
H Paris, gr. 2728, ca. 1487, George Gregoropoulos, Crete 
J Modena, Estensis a.P.5.2, ca. 1485-87, Alexander Chomatas, Crete 
T Toledo, 102-34, late XV century 
P Paris, gr. 2727, ca. 1487-89, Crete 
K Sinai, gr. 1194, December 1491, Aristobulus Apostolides, Crete 

The so-called D-manuscripts: 

F Florence, Laur. 91.8 (to 3.117), ca. 1485-90 
N Milan, Ambros. 477 (L 37 sup.), early XVI century, Michael Souliardos 
D Paris, gr. 2729, 1490-1510, Demetrius Moschus 
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.III.5), 1490-1510, Demetrius Moschus 

HI = LI - 2.1020 = quaternions 1-5 

H2 = 2.1021 - 3.198 (?) = quaternion 6 (partly) 

H3 = 3.199 - end 
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I. CHARACTERISTIC READINGS OF GROUPS (M) RQ.CD AND FN 

(a) (M)RQCD (henceforth this group will be designated d) 
We offer below a selection of readings common to these five MSS. 

(not forgetting that M carries only Books 1 and 2; we have identified 
the other four MSS. (RQCD) with the hand of Demetrius Moschus 
whom, for the sake of convenience, we shall consider as the scribe of 
the d group). The readings of the other MSS. are enclosed within 
parentheses. 

1.39 UVTEC (loVTEC), 159 orn 7TEp (OT( T)L KEV), 283 7TCXVTCX om., 388 {3apu (CTL
(3apfj), 703 JJpco (opco); 2.27l ~ope( p )OVTO NepoVTo), 398 wc (;wc), 498 
En]cLaL (h~CLOL), 640 7TpodEL7TEV (fLETEEL7TEV); 3.84 OUTE (OUSE), 86 al~T(Xo 

( al~T€w), 203 Sry (vvv), 332 OUK (ou c'), 458 ayopEuEV (ayopEucEV), 580 p' om., 
797 aAYoc (alcxoc), 1035 j.LEJ..tCcaLO (-CCOLO), 1086 EVPPELTOC (EVp( p }r}voc, EVPPU
TOC), 1131 Tflc (Tfj), 1201 gKTOBL (gKTOBEV); 4.127TElvaTo (-VETO), 256ayopEuEV 
( ayopeucEv ), 327 &AaSE 7Tp0j.LoAoVTEC (&'\as' EK7TPOj.LoAoVTEC), 402 a'\'\o (aAYoc), 
417 E7TEpxofLEVOVC (a7T-), 770 OUAvfL7TOV clJpTO Beouca (B6povca D) (ovAvfL7TOLO 
()opovca), 823 cijfLa (SELfLa), 873 aV€7TaAfLEVOc (ava7T-, aVEc7T- G), 965 ALfLEva 
(A€LfLWva), 975 7Tap' vSaCL 7ToTafLov (7ToTaj.LoLO 7Tap' vSaCLv), 1019 fLaxAocvV7Jc 
(fLapyoCVV7Jc), 1022 g7T€L()EV (g7TELCEV), 1198 olov (olaL), 1201 EV~ (ava), 1217 
TETuKTaL (SExovTaL), 1296 E7TL om., 1320 £7TlyY)v (£4>' vyp~v), 1330 aVEcTa()Ev (iv' 
eCTa()Ev), 1361 7TY) (TLc), 1368 7ToSac om., 1531 eppEEv axV7J (eppEE AaxV7J), 1585 
KOfLtccaL (fLOyijcaL) , 1613 V7TEK ([J7Ta~), 1620 SWj.LaTa (c~fLaTa), 1674 Auypoc 
(j.Lovvov), 1698 {3apaf)pwv ({3EpE()pWV), 1759 Sry om. 

(b)FN 
Now follows the evidence for the second group, FN. F stops at 

3.117, so evidence for the existence of the group also ends there. 

1.66 AaTotSy)c (AY)TOlSY)c), 257 wS~v (aVS~v), 466 LCTWV aO ('tCTW vvv), 522 opt
()VVEV (OpO()UVEV), 941 apKTwv (apKTov), 1069 oUvvj.La (ouvoj.La), 1116 aSpacTdY)c 
(aSpY)cTEty)C) , 1313 y' £7TopE~aTo (C7TOp-, £7TOP-, j.LEy' £7TOp-); 2.751 aVEj.LOLCL 
(aVEj.LoLO), 778 KOj.Lt~OV (-~wv), 886 7TOV (7Tij, 7TOL), 1189 ESaccEv (£KESaccEv). 

2. RELATIONS BETWEEN THE GROUPS d AND FN 
There are instances of readings common to both groups or, more 

precisely, to certain MSS. of these two groups. The most important are 
those readings attested in MSS. of the first and second families. The 
most remarkable cases are listed below. 

'Reading attested by Madrid gr. 4691, apograph of S. The reviser of S, erasing the faulty 
text, made a hole in the paper on the site of the £; he then changed the ~ to an £. 
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384 fipteaVT€ ,ufj F, MRQD, L: fipteaVT€e fLLfj(L) cett. 
692 KaKoT1]Ta FN, D, BBI, LA: -7£ S k 
871 EAc1v FN, D, Bsmg, LASG: om. k, EKc1v JPTKB2mg 
893 TOL FN, D, BPc, LVI 5: EO' LAS, EO'O G, 7£ k 

2.1170 L€P€VCfXfL€VOL F, MRQ, LASG: -eofL- k 
4.689 fLtfLV€V N, C, LASG: -vov k 

1365 €K80p€v N, D, LA: CIv8- w, €v8- k 

Clearly these agreements, which are not otherwise numerous, do 
not signify the existence of affinities between FN and d; they prove 
only that all these MSS. were subject to contamination, as we shall 
demonstrate later. 

At the same time there exist a small number of readings which re
main confined to the two groups under examination: 

2.77 ~ T€ Kp(X-roe N, MRQC, BH: ~ KapToe cett. 
81 €1f" rua 8'T' ruoe FN, CD, Bac H: €1f' 'rucp 8' ruoe LASG, €1f" rua 

s€ ruoe k, €1f" rucp S' T' ruoe Blr 

721 A( €)t1f'OV vfjeov Fac, D: vfjeov At1f'OV cett. 
1155 KTtewpoe FN, D: KVTtewpoe LAS (G) et Ea.r, K&rwpoe EPc, BHJPTK, 

MRQC 
4.436 1f'apa N, C: 1f'OTt. K, 1f'€pt. cett., p.€Ta pap. 

1147 yAVK€pOe 1f'o80e N, RCD, P: YAVK€POV 1f'o80v LASG, YAVK€pO,e 

yAVK€pOe 1f'o80e k 

These six agreements are not analogous and may be explained in 
different ways. Two of them (2.77, 81) indicate that FN and (M) R QC 
knew B or were copied from it. The agreements noted at 2.721 and 
4.1147 are probably fortuitous, particularly in the second instance 
where the elimination of k's unmetrical and absurd yAVK£poic makes 
the first reading inevitable. Only the shared conjectures listed at 
2.1155 and 4.436 are worth considering, but they alone do not allow us 
to posit a group FN M R Q CD. They indicate only that there was
or that there could have been-contamination between FN and D in 
one case,6 and between Nand C in the other. 

It is therefore practical to treat the two groups FN and d separately. 

3. THE GROUP FN 
These two MSS. are notable above all for the introduction into the 

6 The scribe of L first wrote the two variants ~o'i TOt in the text; then the reviser struck 
out TOt and wrote it in above the line as a variant between two points (·TOt·). 

8 The form KTlcwpoc is found in one MS. of Hdt. 7.197. 
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text of k of a considerable number of variae lectiones borrowed from 
L:7 

1.494 avO; FN,LA: <Xv cett. 
548 fLEVOC FN,LA: YEVOC cett. 
575 KaT' FN,LAS (G deest): fLET' k 

688 7TEPLTE>v"O/-LEVOV FYP, LVI A: KaTaTEA- S, 7TpoKa TEA- N, L k 
1117 vA1]v FN,LA: vAn cett. 
1144 gVAoxac FN,L, gvAAoxac k: gvAoxovc ASG 

2.77 &aaTot F,L: &aaTov D, aaToc SG k, aaTov A 
358 €V€T7]LOC FYP, LVl SVI GVI BYP: JL€vE8~tOC cett. 

374 T€ FN,LASG: O€ k 

379 Tfj (Tfi) FN,LAS: TOt G, TOtC k 
392 V7}CW FN,L: v~cov LVI NSI, cett. 

404 ap€wc FN,LAG: apwc cett. 

632 -ryY€PE€CO€ FN,LsIA: -E€COaL L, -EO€CO€ cett. 

730 O€PKOJLEV1] FN,LASG: K€KALJLEV1] FypNVI,Lvl k 
763 JLV8EtT' FN,LA: JLv8Ell), cett. 
766 T' FN,LA: e' kMRQCD, 0' SG 
804 oLaJL7TEp€C Fvl Nvl, LVI: OL€g aAoc cett. 

934 1>0p€TaL F N, L: 1>EP€TfXL cett. 
1030 7TCXPCXVLCCOfL€VOL F N, L (A): 7TCXPCXfL€L{3OfLEVOL FYP NVI, LVI KVI S G k 
1032 ALap~ FN, LSG: OL€P~ FYP NYP, LvI A k 
1039 €PV{3WT1]C FN, LSG: EPL{3wT1]C k, dpv{3aTTJc A 
1156 EPYOV FYP N, L: apyov cett. 

1219 JLuOcp F, L, E2vI: (JV/-Llp FYP N, MRQCD, LVI ASG k 
4.657 TPUX€CX NSI Lvi S(?) : T€UXW LAG k 

709 LKEctnct NYP, LVi SG: iK€CLaWV LA k 
810 OVJL1]OECX NSI Lvi SG: V1]JLEPTECX LA k 
1065 JLVWOJLEV1]C NYP, Lvi S, -JLEV1] G: JLVPOJLEV1]C LA k 
1115 E1>YJJLOCVVrJCLV NYP, LvI SG: E7Tt1>POCVVrJCLV LA k 

The only two agreements that we have noted with SG bear only on 
orthography and are therefore of no value: 2.705 7TCXPV1]COLO FN, SG 
and 733 7T€1>VCXCCLV FN, G. 

It would be interesting to establish the point at which the group 
should be attached to the stemma of the third family. We have 
already remarked that at two points (2.77 and 81) the scribes seem to 

have known B. But three other readings suggest that FN may belong 
to the group JPT(K): 

7 It is certain that FN used L itself: V, apograph of L, is unaware of a good number of the 
variae Iectiones mentioned below, e.g. 2.358, 804, 1219,4.657,709,810, 1065, 1115. FN were 
presumably therefore copied in Florence, since L was there from 1424. 
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2.625 lJ1-€AA€{V) F N, J P Tac: -AAov LAS G, E B H K, Jmg TPC 

908 a:yptac F N, E, J P T K: aylac LAS G, BYP pYP, D, ayplovc B H, 
MRQC 

997 Vat€TeX€CKOV F N, J P T K: -eXacKov LAS G, B H, M R Q CD 

It seems impossible to decide. It is more important to note that 
some other contemporary MSS., of which only two have been partially 
collated, are related to FN to a greater or lesser degree. The most 
significant cases are those of Paris.gr. 2846 and Estensis gr. 140 (a.T.8.13, 
formerly II E 7). 

Paris.gr. 2846 agrees with FN at 1.66,257, 522, 941,8 1116, 1313; 2.81, 
705, 733, 886,908, 997, 1155, 1189; 4.1147, but it does not report read
ings of the group at 1.105 (N), 466, 1069; 2.77 (N), 751, 778; 4.436 (N). 
Furthermore along with FN it carries the following readings that 
issue fromL(A): 1.384 (F), 494,548,575,688 (FYP), 692, 871, 893,1117, 
1144; 2.77 (FS1), 358 (FYP), 374, 379, 392, 404, 632, 730, 763, 766, 804, 1030, 
1032, 1039, 1156 (FYP), 1170 (F), 1219 (FYP); 4.657 (NSI), 689 (N), 709 (NYP), 
810 (NS1), 1065 (NYP), 1115 (NYP), 1365 (N).9 It does not, on the other 
hand, carry those readings reported for 2.934 and 1032. 

Estensis gr. 140, for which we have had to content ourselves with 
some soundings, appears to be very close to Paris.gr. 2846: it agrees with 
FN for 1.66,466 (contrary to Paris.gr. 2846), 941 (apK'Tov,like Paris.gr. 
2846), 1116; 2.81, 886;10 like them it gives the readings ofL at 1.548, 
871, 1144; 2.1030, 1032 (A.tap-ry only by Paris.gr. 2846), 1156. At 2.77 it 
offers two variants which are attested the one by F (and Paris. gr. 
2846), ~ KapToc aaaToc, and the other by N (written between the lines 
and prefixed by yp), ~ Tf. KpaToc aaToc. 

These two MSS. certainly belong to the same group as FN and no 
doubt more systematic collations would allow us to be more precise 
concerning their reciprocal relations. 

The case of Marcianus gr. 1161 (= Class. IX 22) is different. This MS. 

is the work of an intelligent scribe who collated a great deal: he cer
tainly used K (post correctionem) for his work, and probably also MSS. 

of the first family and of the group d (MRQCD). We have twice 

8 The conjecture of FN appears between the lines (&pKT~~) and seems to be in the first 
hand. 

D Like F and/or N, the MS. reproduces both variants at 1.688; 2.77, 358,392,730,804,1030, 
1156,1219; 4.657, 709, 810, 1065, 1115. The interlinear and marginal notes are always in the 
first hand. 

10 7I'of} appears to have been inserted in a blank space by a second hand, but there is no 
erasure. 
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noted agreement with an error in FN (1.66 and 466); but it disagrees 
with them at 1.522, 548, 871, 941, 1116, 1144; 2.77,11 81; at 2.1030 and 
1032 it does not report the readings 7Tapavtcc6p-~vot and t.tap~. So we 
may assume that the copyist knew a MS. of the group FN, but that he 
only rarely borrowed from it. 

4. THE GROUP MRQCD=d 

(a) The Relevance ofB 
Now the time has come to examine the evidence for a possible con

nection between d and B. We list below the most significant coinci
dent readings: 

1.447 -{1aVTt om. Bacc (Em/lt.{1TYjTat/J3avTt B, EV~ t.. C, EV~ TOLo t.. MRQ 
(recte MYP), €m{1avTt t.. cett.). This provides us with conclusive evidence 
for a link between Band d. When C was copied, either the scribe 
failed to read correctly B's carets or the addition had not yet been 
made in the exemplar. 

594 This verse is omitted in Bac Kac R and is a glaring case of 
homoeoteleuton. But "when two or more manuscripts agree in an 
omission which can be thus [palaeographically] explained, it does not 
necessarily follow that the omission is derived from any common 
source of these manuscripts; the palaeographical cause is universally 
operative, and manuscripts not akin to one another may be inde
pendently affected by it."12 

871 odJC€t€ B C, odJYjnv M R Q, odJC€t cett. This agreement seems to be 
in no other MSS. and provides further, but much less convincing, evi
dence for some connection between Band C. 
2.777j T€ KpaToc B H M R Q C N, 7j KapToc cett. 

397 ;xoVTat om. BH, ;acw MRQC. A most significant agreement. 
;anv is in 393 but not in the same sedes. Almost certainly M R Q Care 
attempting to make up for the deficiency they have found in B or H. 

723 Ka~ civ8pwv B H R, civ8pwv cett. This time the presence of Ka~ civ

immediately below in line 723 forbids any conclusion beyond the 
simple palaeographical one. 

739 P-€cYjp-{1PU)€VTOC B R Q C, -tvO€VTOC D, -tOWvTOC cett. This agree
ment, although not especially significant in itself, adds some support 
to the possibility of a connection between Band d. But it is not de-

11 The Marcianus has '>7 KcXpTOC dcXTaToc (sic). 
12 A. E. Housman, Preface to Lucan (Oxford 1926) p. xx. 
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cisive, for the same reading is attested in Vrat.Rehdig. 35 and Laur.gr. 
32.45. 

908 ayptovc BHMRQC, ayptac EFN, Jytac LASG. This could in
dicate a link, though attraction to the ending of aJ.tEtS7}TOVC is simple 
enough. 

1222 ol6J.tE8' BMRC, J[0J.t' k, FNQ, oioJ.tat D, oiw LASG. 
4.633 S' av Kat B R Q, S' av E-1Tt E H, S' E1rt cett. 

673 miS' om. BRQ. Independent haplography (the line starts with 
otiS~) is a possibility, but the same MSS. are involved as at 633 above, 
and the suggested cond usion is likelier than not. 

Evidence of a connection between Band d is thin on the ground, but 
the quality rather than the quantity of the three or four really signifi
cant agreements cited above (especially 1.447 and 2.397) is sufficient to 

suggest that B was one of the MSS. of the third family (but not neces
sarily the only one) available to the scribes of d. 

(b) The Relevance of Other MSS. of the Third Family 
We must now examine the possibility of another MS. of the third 

family being available to the scribes of d. We list below a number of 
readings which d shares with MSS. of the third group (and not with m 
or w) against B: 

1.1356 pa om. D, EK 
2.142 87]ptcXaClwv D, K: 87]tcXacKov cett. 

195 E7r7}tEV MRQC, Emg JPcPK (T deest), E7T~t7TEV E (Baa?) HD, 
E7TO{7]CEV N, E7T~tCEV LASG, Bir 

9966fL7]yvpIEc CD, JTFN: 6fLTJYEplEc cett. 
1198 T' R QD, K: 8' cett. 
1255 7TIAev MRQCD, PK: 7TlAAEv EBHJTFN, 7TcXAAEV cett. 

3.179 7Tapa{TEpov RD, EHJK 7Tapo{TEpOV cett. 
223 avCt.f3Av~ECKE( v) R Q, K: -VECKE cett. 
356 lVEK' RQCD, HK: OtJVEK' cett. 
556 £v(Jopev RCD, K: av- cett. 
799 Ell (VVKT1.) om. D, JPTK 

4.787 8EtVa£ om. QD, K: in v. fine A 
1147 yAVKEpbC RCD, PN: yAVKVC Q, yAVK€POLC yAVK€PbC EHBJTK, 

yAVKEpbV LASG 
1427 EC7T€p{7] RQCD, K: EC7Tlp7] cett. 

Of these shared readings it is hard to ignore 1.1356, 3.223, 356, 556, 799, 
4.787, 1427. One MS. is conspicuous by its appearance at everyone of 
these Significant agreements, namely K. It therefore seems likely that 
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K as well as B was available to Demetrius Moschus, the scribe of the 
d group. 

It is no doubt a fact of some relevance that Band K are in the same 
hand, namely that of Aristobulus Apostolides, and were both copied 
and signed by him in Crete in March 1489 and December 1491 re
spectively.13 It is not difficult to imagine a correspondence between 
Aristobulus and Demetrius Moschus, the latter asking for a good copy 
of Apollonius to use as his own model, the former sending both the 
copies that he had recently made since a collation of the two would 
provide a better text than one. Alternatively the two Cretan MSS. may 
have been sold together or been copied for the same man and found 
their way to the same Italian library to be utilized by Demetrius 
Moschus.14 

(c) Contamination with Other Families 
We may now turn to d's contaminations and its relationship with 

the other two MS. families. We first list the agreements of d withL,A, 
and LA. 

L 
1.281 Tapxvcao LacMRD: TCXPXUcaC LPC AS (G), TapxvCatc vel -CDC cett. 

384 {3plcaVTE LMRQD, F: {3plcaVTEC cett. 
406 E1Tt7TpolYJK~V L, -Kt~ D, -KEV E, -Kav ASG 

2.77 &&aTov LSI D FSI: &&aToc L F, aaTov A, aaToc cett. 
786 80upi. Lvi Q: 7TaTpL cett. 
962 /LETEEt7TEtTa Lac, /LETlEL'TTE D: /LETl7T€LTa cett. 
1198 /LE/LaOTEC Lsi R: -TaC cett. 

3.1198 7TacLv LCN: 7TaCL cett. 
1310 Ept7TOVTa LacD: E1TtOV'Ta LPC cett. 15 

4.576 8t&'oVTo Lac, 8t,- D: 80,&'- cett. 
650 -l{3TJcav CD: -l{3[ .. Jav V r , -l{3av cett. 
123501" L, DO' RDN: LV' Lvi ASG, EVO' k 
13 On Aristobulus see D. J. Geanakoplos, Greek Scholars in Venice (Cambridge [Mass.] 

1962) ch.6 and bib!. thereto. Unfortunately there is no evidence other than textual for a 
connection between Aristobulus and Moschus. 

14 For notes on the Moschus family see E. Lobel, The Greek Manuscripts of Aristotle's 
Poetics (Oxford 1933) 51-53, L. G. Gyraldi, Dialogi duo de poetis (Florence 1551) 60, E. Le
grand, Bibliographie Hellenique 1 (Paris 1885) lxxxviii-xciii. The only MS. which Demetrius 
signed was a New Testament (Vat.gr. 2139) for Giovanni Francesco Pico della Mirandola in 
1499. He was himself the author of a short epic poem, De Raptu Helenae, which owes much 
to Homer and Apollonius. He worked mostly in Ferrara. 

16 Actual examination of L leaves no doubt as to the original reading. The reviser re
moved the stroke of the p and changed the remaining 0 to a 1T; he also erased the 1T before 6, 
but vestiges of the cancelled letter are still visible. 
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1308 eM7Jpav LD: -lnpav A, -latpov SG, -al7Jpav k 
1711 To~pa ~a&v07J LacD: TO~p' E~- cett. 

A 
1.312 170AtOOXOV AMRQCD: 170A7JtDVXOV E, 170At7JOXOV cett. 

588 Kfjav AD: KatOV MRQ, KEtaV cett. 
4.175 aypiirTat AD, EtGM : aypoCTat RC, aypiiicTat cett. aypwcTal. EtM 

787 SEWal. om. KQD, in v.fine A 
1369 61-'7J'YVplECCL AD: -yEp- cett. 
1697 I-'lya X&.oc AKD (et sac ut vid.): I-'EAcf'YXPOOC RQC, I-'lAav X&.oc cett. 

LA 
1.62 aYKAtVat LpcARQCDFN: aYKAEtVCXt Lac, EY- cett. 

464 Evl. LAMRC: EV cett. 
692 KaKOT'f}Ta LADBslFN: -T' cett. 
1290 EK7JAOC Lac AD: EVK- cett. 

2.8278£ TV1TlVTEC LAC: -TOC cett. 
3.109 EplS7JVE LARQC: -87Jvov k DFN, -8awE SG 
4.152 KVAW80I-'EVOC LA R: -I-'EVOV cett. 

405 aVTtoWVTE'C ••. ~lpOVTEC LA R Q C: aVTtOWCL S G. E'lcatoVTE'C D. ~lpOtEV 
kN 

499 ,hpvvlEW LPC ADsl: -lEt cett. 
1365 ;KOOPEV LADN: ;v- k RQC, ~v- SG 
1538 al7ETE'KI-'7]paVTO LARQ: al7oTEKI-'7]PaVTO SG, al7ETEKl-'atpoVTo k 
1775 avOpcfJ1TotCt· 8~ LARD: -l7OtCtV' 8~ k QCN, -l7OtC' 7j87J SG 

Here we must distinguish two types of agreement: (a) agreements 
which suggest contamination: 1.384, 2.77, 786, etc. (b) agreements 
between Lac and D: 1.281, 2.962, 3.1310, 4.576, 650, 1711. These 
latter agreements cannot be explained byL's influence onD since the 
reading of L has been corrected and is sometimes no longer legible 
except to a reader attentive to the erasures. They prove that D had 
access to a MS. which preserved readings (either errors or variae lec
tiones) of great antiquity which have completely disappeared from the 
MS. tradition. The case of 3.1310 is particularly significant in this 
respect.I6 

Finally we shall examine the evidence for contamination of d by the 
w family. We list below agreements with S, G, and SG. 

18 At 3.379. where D is the only MS. to attest what is perhaps the correct reading a1To-

1Tpol'T}Kf%.L presents a Significant erasure before tm1Tpol'T}Kf%; but the expunged reading seems 
to have begun with t": L probably wrote t1Tt1TPO twice. At 4.1350 Lit' offers av; D writes tK. 

but the original reading of L cannot be deciphered. 
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S 
1.19 Kal-'lEtV SMYP: yE Kal-'Eiv R, KafLEiv cett. 

43 {3apv(JecKiv SMRQCD: -Ki cett. 
435 aKptTovC SRQ.: EKKptTOVC D, aKp~TovC cett. 
515 aotS~v S M: -Sfjc cett. 
749 af'vvof'EVOt SMRQ.CD: af'ELf3- cett. 
829 ovSl c' dtw SMRD: ovSl n (0130' en) c' d{w cett. 
1097 TrETr677JTO S D: -Tat cett. 
1224 KEtV' SI D: KEic' ssl cett. 

2.139 olvaL S, OrVaL MRQCD: olaL cett. 
218 AverxcBE SC, ).VerxTE MRQD: pVerxCBE cett. 
243 XEP~ S M R Q CD: XELP~ cett. 
391 Evi1ToVTa SMRQCD: EgEV- cett. 
504 x(JovtatC SMRQCD: -t7]c vel-L7]tC cett. 
886 TrOt SRQCD: 1TOV FN, 1Tfj cett. 

oiYE SMRD, K: OLSE cett. 
1015 IEp6V SMD: IEp6v S' cett. 
1135 OtCafLEvoc SMQ: otcca- cett. 
11800, TE SM: oioSE cett. 

3.81 XipEc S R Q. CD: XE'ipEC cett. 
104 o~ om. sac R Q 
156 Xpvcl-,}V S(?) D17: -in cett. 
445 1Tapa2 S R QD: 1T(xpa cett. 
500 TOVCOE S R Q CD: TOVCYE cett. 
724 £VOO(JEV sac QD, EVOOC(JEV C, EVOOV R: €VTOC(JEV cett. 
752 alcovtSao SPc R Q C N: alcovtSEw cett. 
1111 rxlca sac R C: ocerx cett. 
1136 AL1Tovca yE S R Q csl: AL1TOVerx cett. 
1163 Egafi-rLc ETa( L )pOtC( tv} sac CD: ETapOtC EgaVTtC cett. 
1219 1ToTafL7]tSEc SRQCD: -7]TtSEc cett. 
1227 crpwtTipaLc SRQD: -P7](L}C cett. 
1320 aV/hc S R Q CD: a&rtc cett. 

4.44 tJ1T' SD: E1T' cett. 
244 EV~ SRQCD: EV cett. 
245 aKrfjc£ SD: aKTiCt C, aKTaiCL cett. 
320 OiJTE SRQC (deest in D): ovS~ cett. 
474 apyvrpi'Y)v S C, pap.: -vP''Y)v cett. 
691 KiAEvcEv SPc R Q.D: -EVEV cett. 
723 lopvv(J7]erxv S R Q: [opv(J'Y)cav cett. 
1642 ~L(JEOtC£ SRQCD: 7]fLL- cett. 
1777 av(JtC S R Q CD: aVTtc cett. 
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17 The last letter is hard to decipher in 8: it is morc like an elongated v than an t (8 does 
not normally use the, adscript). 
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G 
1.105 £l,c/>aEa G M R C D N: etc/>aEa cett. ( etc/>va{Ea sac) 

882 ap.EAyoVet( v) G M R Q CD: aJ-t'py- cett. 
1153 EVO' GMRQCD: EVO€V LAS (sic) k 
1188 SLOC vioc SD: vioc SLOC cett. 

2.387} om. GD18 
148 7TVYJ-taXtTJV G D: -tT} cett. 
177 {3LOwlSL GMRQCDPc, K: OWlSL D,19 {3LOwTJlSL cett. 
1019 aJ-tc/>aStTJv GMRQCD: -tT} cett. 

3.499 XaAK€loLC GRQCD: -EOLC cett. 
637 J-tEya om. D: cf TL '7TfjJ-ta G 
687 E7TLKAOVE€CKOV G D: E7Tf:KA- cett. 

4.18 AEVKavlTJc GD, EacH: AavK- cett. 
262 YEVOC LEPOV G D: L€POV om. S sed add. i. m., LEpOV YEVOC cett. 
331-36 vss. om. D: 337-38 ante 335-36 Gao 
865 E{3~caTo G D: ESVC- cett. 
1618 VLCCOI-'EVT}V G R Q CD: VLCO- S, VELCO- cett. 

SG 

1.1 03 KOLvTJV S Gsl R C D F N: K€LvTJV vel K€tVT}V cett. 
204 7ToSa SGPOMYP: 7TOct MRD, 7TOCct Q,7TOS€CL C, 7TCJSE k, 7ToSac LAGao 
350 ayopEVC€V S G R C: -WE( V) cett. 
371 7T€PL{3cX>J.ETO SGMRQCD, pap.: -{3aAAETaL cett. 
917 &:PP~TOVC SGMRQC, TPo: &:PP~KTOVC cett. 

2.17 av SGC: <Xv cett. 
393 Ec/>V7TEpOEV S G M R Q CD: EgV- cett. 
488 aOEpLg€ GRQCD, -L{€ SM: -LCCE cett. 
606 7TEpaCCT} SGRQD: -p~cT} C, -pacT} celt. 
710 EVt SGMRQCD: EV cett. 
807 vs. habent S G M (et B21m) 

3.26 <hpVVOI-'EV SGRQCD, BPo: -VWI-'EV cett. 
163 EpEVO€TaL S G R Q CD: EpEvYETaL cett. 
206 KaT€tAVCaVT€C S G D: -TE cett. 
241 <i.Uov S G R CD: <i.UlP cett. 
288 E7T' SGRD: 1m' cett. 
477 E7TEKAV€C SGQC, KPo: 1m- cett. 
481 TOSE S G R Q CPc: TOYE cett. 
732 aUrT] S G R Q C: a~v cett. 

18 The first hand of S makes the same omission, then corrects and inserts 7i in the text. 
19 The first hand of D wrote 6vv{a" which might suggest that the scribe possessed a MS. 

with a reading not far from the truth (6vV1jta,). 
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733 l(acLYV1}T1] S G R Q: -T1]V cett. 
827 I({( S G R C, B: I({(V cett. 
973 1T€pL1r€1TTTJvZav S G R Q: €VL- cett. 
1002 TEl(fLWP S G R Q: TEI(/1-ap cett. 
1208 vr}TJC( SGRD, Bac: V1}C( Q, vr}TJC(V cett. 
1355 ¢plf€v SpcGDN (¢pvt- sac): -tav cett. 

4.108 T' E1TE€CCt S G R D: T€ €1T€CCt cett. 
302 p.l/1-v€v S G R Q: /1-€LV€V cett. 
421 ~p";vavTo S G R Q CD: -VOVTO cett. 
423 {€PoV om. S G, {€PoV Sowv D: Sowv {€PoV cett. 
586 1TOPOVC S G R Q CD, LPC 20 : 1TOVOVC cett. 
590 €VTocB€ S G Q: €/1-1TpocB€( v) cett. 
619 OUT€ SGCD: OliSE cett. 
627 dC€1TEpTJWV SGQ: €g€1TEPTJWV RD, €lCCX1TEf3TJCCXV cett. 
685 1TE/1-1T€V S G Q C: 1TE/1-if;€v cett. 
690 EClrEcBTJv S G C D N: E1T- cett. 
860 S' €I( S G CD: SLEI( cett. 
979 TaC fLEV S G R Q CD: /1-Ev TaC cett. 
1023 TfjCS€ S G R Q CD: TfjCY€ cett. 
1065 fLVWO/1-EVTjC S(G)RQCDNYP, LvI: /1-VPOP.EVTjC cett. 
1076 ou TE SGRQCD: ovM cett. 
1157 alSTJAoc S G R Q CD: aploTJAoc cett. 
1212 lOVT€C S G D: JOVT€C cett. 
1224 V1T€VaWC S G Q: V1TEI( auk cett. 
BOI I(LV1}CWCLV S G D: -~COVCLV cett. 
1343 4>tAOVC S G R Q, LsI: 4>tAOLC cett. 
1653 ALAaLofLEvoLC S G Q: ALa'o- cett. 

ayop€v€ S G R QD: -€VC€( v) cett. 
1723 yEAW SGRQCD: YEAWL L, YEAWV cett. 
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Here we find a wealth of undeniable evidence for contamination. 
Of particular significance are the agreements at the following points: 
for S at 1.19, 515, 829, 2.139, 218, 391, 1015, 1180,3.104,752, 1111, 1136, 
1163, 1219, 4.474, 1642; for G at 1.105, 882, 1188, 2.38, 4.262, 865; for 
SG at 1.371,917, 2.393, 807, 3.163, 973, 4.423, 590, 627, 979, 1065, 1224, 
1653. So convincing is the connection with both MSS. that we may 
confidently assume that Demetrius Moschus had access to a MS. high 
in the w family-perhaps w itself. 

It should be stressed at this stage that our conclusions as to the 

20 Sic in spite of Fdinkel's apparatus: the original v has clearly been corrected to a p with 
a paler ink. 
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stemmatic position of d must without the evidence of further colla
tion remain provisional. Not but what we may safely sum up our 
findings as follows: FN and d are two distinct subgroups belonging to 
the third family. FN is essentially characterized by certain contamina
tions with L. d is descended from B; but the scribe may also have 
utilized the other Aristobulean MS. K; the scribe of the d group cer
tainly knew a MS. of the second family, perhaps w itself; he also bor
rowed some readings from the first family. The most original witness 
of d, Paris.gr. 2729 (D), further utilized a MS. related to A and, what is 
most important, preserves some ancient readings which were elimi
nated in L by the revisers and are unknown in MSS. later than L. 

5. THE INTERNAL RELATIONSHIP OF MRQCD 

It remains to consider the internal relationships of the MSS. of the d 
group. All five MSS. offer sufficient evidence of their mutual independ
ence to convince us that no one MS. can be the sole source of any other; 
on the other hand, instances of unique error are markedly more 
numerous in D, and to a lesser extent in C, than in M R Q. Significant 
readings occur in almost every conceivable combination of MSS. 

Amid the confusion we may discern the existence of yet another 
subgroup, MRQ. We list below some significant agreements. As 
before, the readings of other MSS. follow in parentheses.21 

1.125 1rOAVA~LOV (AvyK~LOV), 129 a1TOKaT8€TO (&1T€8~KCXTO), 202 vo80c (1TCXtC), 
361 ocppcx (€'t K€), 447 €VI. TOLo (€1Tt{3aVTt) , 559 1T€ptKcxAA€CX (1T€ptTJY€cx). 601 

av€8pcx!-'€ (aV€T€tA€), 625 y€povn (8ocxvn). 1325 l{3TJccxv (lAeLcp8ev); 2.12 8€!-,LC 
(8€C!-,LOV), 115 aLgcxc ( €AaCccxc), 143 €AaCXCKOv ( €-ra!-'oVTo), 159 KapTJVCX ( !-'€TW1TCX), 
363 K€tTCX£ (Kvpn), 577 CXlVO'TCXTOC XAOOC (cxlvchcxTOV o€oc), 587 1r€1TOT7)TO 
(1r€CPOPTJTO), 811 1TCXV7J!-'€PLOL 1TOV€OVTO (-!-'€POL irpLOWVTO), 812 elJ!-'€V€OVTeC 
(€YKOV€OVT€C), 1260 €CPTJ!-'OCUvnCLV (aATJ!-,OcVV[}CLV). 

To illustrate the promiscuity, yet at the same time the over-all co
herence, of M R Q CD we list below instances of M R Q agreeing 
with one or the other of the remaining MSS. of the d group against the 
rest of the transmission. First the agreements of M R Q C : 

1.883 a!-,cpl. om., 1098 €K 8~ (€K yap), 1169 a!-'cpoLv (a!-,cpw), 1337 8v!-'w (!-,v8cp); 
2.84 aC1T€TOV (-TOC), 90 !-'~ om., 397 lcxnv (lXOVTCXL), 695 €lCOPOWVT€C (€gep€ov
T€C), 749 avaYKTJ (a€>J.n), 1016 VCXL€TaCXCKOv (vCXL€TaOvcLV). 

II M, it will be remembered, contains only Books 1 and 2. The evidence of RQ as a sub
group in Books 3 and 4 is equally convincing, but for the purposes of the present inquiry we 
shall limit ourselves to the first two books. 
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And now the agreements of M R QD: 
1.228 and 320 ~€pe(JOV'ro (~y€pe(JoVTo), 582 &XT~ (XxPYJ), 617 WA€C( C )av (Eppat
cav), 693 TaS€ 7TayXV (7TayXV TaS€), 955 €AKVCaVT€C (€KAUCaVT€c); 2.198 -ryK€ 
(il€), 475 Tt€CK€V (TtV€CK€V), 569 €f3pof1-€Ov (€f3of1-f3€ov), 576 KaTepVK€ (KaTeV€t
K&), 627 aTpuTovC (aTA~TovC), 755 TOI:O y' (TOI:O), 842 -Ct 7Tv(Uc(Jat (-CtV 
lSlcBat). 

We are faced with a group of five MSS., all apparently having a 
common parent, all sharing readings with each other in every pos
sible combination, and yet all (to a greater or lesser extent) displaying 
signs of independence of one another. If these five really are a group, 
descended from one common ancestor, how can they be both so 
similar and so different? 

In an article entitled "Commerce et copie de manuscrits grecs,"22 
A. Dain published a small collection of letters which gave no indica
tion of date or of the names of either author or addressee. On external 
evidence he identified the year as 1564, the author as Angelos Vergi
kios, and the addressee as Henri de Mesmes, "maitre des requetes du 
roi." "Dans un meme centre," writes Dain, "chaque copiste a ses 
auteurs attitres, sur lesquels il a un droit d' option quand une copie en 
est demandee." Vergikios made seven copies of Aelian, but Nicepho
rus Blemmides was his nephew's territory. The contents of Vergikios' 
library are unknown to us, but Dain discovered two working copies 
(or 'brouillons d'atelier' as he called them), one of Aeneas and the 
other of Aelian. 

Dain continues his observations on the methods of Vergikios in a 
chapter in Melanges dedies .i la memoire de Felix Grat II (Paris 1949) 
329-49, entitled "Dne Minute d'atelier." Vergikios copied the Scoria
lensis <P.III.2 from Paris.gr. 2526 and made it his working copy; he 
never returned to the Parisinus. It was the practice of the time for 
scribes to make Greek MSS. conform to their printed Latin translations. 
So the first revision of the text of Paris.gr. 2526 was made by Vergikios 
on the current Latin translation and resulted in corrected readings, 
spellings and punctuation, and especially the filling of lacunae. The 
second revision consisted in a comparison with a more ancient Greek 
text, namely Paris.gr. 1774. After that yet a third revision was exe
cuted. Dain summarizes the scribe's method as follows: 

22 Humanisme et Renaissance 4 (1937) 395-410. Our attention was first drawn to this article 
by Mrs P. E. Easterling. 
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Si d' aventure Vergece reprend a nouveau son brouillon ou sa minute, 
pour en tirer une nouvelle copie, il se retrouve devant les memes 
problemes critiques. Le plus souvent, il a oublie la solution adoptee 
precedemment et il se decide pour un arrangement different, car 
notre homme est un peu leger et versatile. C' est ce qui fait que les 
copies executees par Vergece sur un meme modele sont parfois si 
dissemblables. (p. 339) 

Vergece revenait periodiquement a son exemplaire personnel et 
l'ameliorait en ajoutant ~a et la quelques corrections. (p.346) ... Le 
projet primitif: mettre a la disposition des lecteurs un texte grec re
touche et adapte exactement a la traduction latine de 1535, trouve son 
parfait aboutissement dans l'exemplaire aujourd'hui place dans la re
serve de la Bibliotheque nationale en raison du luxe de sa calligra
phie, Ie Parisinus gr. 2443. (p.347) ... II est des copistes qui reprodui
sent leur modele pour en donner comme une photographie et 
s'accuseraient volontiers d'omettre certaines fautes. II en est d'autres, 
au contraire, qui font des editions critiques ou pretendues telles. 
(p.349) 

With his study of Vergikios, Dain has provided the most probable 
solution to our problems concerning Demetrius Moschus.23 Is it not 
likely that our scribe determined to establish himself as supplier of 
texts of Apollonius ? For this purpose we may imagine him construct
ing a working copy based on B (and perhaps K), revising it against w 
and a MS. of the first family, and sprinkling it from time to time (per
haps as he made more copies from it) with his own conjectures. 
Having made this assumption, we may account for the numerous 
combinations and permutations of MSS. sharing readings according to 
whether he remembered or bothered to consider the marginal 
variants in his mastercopy. Now there are no obstacles to our theory 
that Moschus was the maker of a group of MSS. of the Argonautica 
which display at the same time both remarkable differences from and 
remarkable similarities to each other. 

By a curious stroke of chance, this hypothesis may be put to the 
test. There is in the Bodleian Library in Oxford a MS. of the Odyssey, 
Canon.gr. 79, which was identified by Lobel as being in the hand of 
Demetrius Moschus.24 T. W. Allen, in his article on the MS. transmis-

18 cf. F. Vian, Histoire de La tradition manuscrite de Quintus de Smyrne (Paris 1959) 26-41, 
where similar conclusions are reached in relation to Constantine Lascaris' editions of the 
Posthcmmca. 

84 Cf. the Photographic Catalogue of Greek Renaissance Scribes in the Bodleian Library, 
04ford. 
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sion of the Odyssey,25 says of the group r that it "consists of the children 
of Pal. [= Heidelberg, Pal. 45] where they depart from their parent, 
whether in obedience to the alterations made in Pal. in the xvth cen
tury ... , or following some other unknown source. The latter may 
have been d, with which 0 p3 [= Oxoniensis and Paris.gr. 2688] often 
coincide .... The survivals in single MSS. of the xvth century, such as 0 
and P3, are remarkable." Are we not immediately reminded of the 
remarkable survivals in d of Apollonius? Does it not occur to us at 
once that here is a reason for Moschus' wide knowledge of Homer ?26 
Is it possible that Moschus employed the method suggested above 
also for the copying of Homer? In other words, was he the scribe 
of P3? 

Speake communicated this suggestion to Vian, considering it at the 
time a wild conjecture, but asking him to compare the hand with that 
of D of Apollonius. Vian's reply was as follows: "rai confronte Ie 
Paris.gr. 2688 avec D : les deux ecritures sont identiques; les presenta
tions (interventions du rubricateur) analogues. Ainsi l'A initial place 
par Ie rubricateur (sans doute Ie copiste lui-meme) au debut d'Od. K, 

~,Test identique a celui qui ouvre Ie ch.IV des Argonautiques et possede 
une decoration de meme type, sinon tout a fait identique; il existe 
aussi de nettes ressemblances entre l'E initial d'Od. w et d'Apoll. Rh. 
II et III." We consider this identification sufficient justification for our 
theory that Moschus' method of copying Apollonius was at least 
similar to Vergikios' as described by Dain. The only essential dif
ference is that Moschus did not concern himself with contemporary 
Latin translations, but rather with making his texts of Apollonius 
conform to standard Homeric diction. 

It remains to try to place the MSS. of the d group in their correct 
order of copying. External evidence shows that C and D have the 
same watermark (Briquet 465), giving them a terminus post quem of 
1490. The watermarks of M cannot be identified with anything in 
Briquet, but those ofQ place the MS. to within 1491-1514, and that of 
R is as late as 1505. In view of their close textual affinities, MR Q are 
likely to have been roughly contemporary, so on this evidence, and 
making allowance for the date ofK, we may tentatively suggest that 

25 BSR 5 (1910) 57-58. 
26 A large proportion of the conjectures introduced into the text of the d group by 

the scribe are clear cases of deliberate Homericism. Cf. G. Speake, "The Ma,nu~<;ript 0 
of Apollonius Rhodius," ProcCamPhilSoc N.S. 15 (1969) 86-94, 
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CD were copied in the years following 1491 and MRQ during the 
first decade of the XVI century. 

Assuming the truth of our hypothesis concerning the copying of the 
d group, it would be rash to base any conclusion as to the relative 
dating of the MSS. upon internal textual evidence: we shall pursue the 
question no further. What matters most is that we have established 
the independence of each MS. of the d group and given due considera
tion to the possibility that any single MS. may be the unique witness 
to an otherwise lost reading of either of the first two families. 
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