The So-called D-Manuscripts of
Apollonius

Graham Speake and Francis Vian

N HIS DISSERTATION on the manuscript transmission of Apollonius

Rhodius, Hermann Frinkel posited the existence of a group of

mss. headed by Paris.gr. 2729 (=D) and descended from Brussels 83
(=B).! 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. (FNMRQCDB) which
Frinkel assigned to the D group.? 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.?

The m family:
L Florence, Laur. 32.9, ca. 960-80

1“Die Handschriften der Argonautika des Apollonios von Rhodos,” GéttNachr 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 of D.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 ‘crétoise’ des Argonautiques d’Apollonios,” Revue d’Histoire des
Textes 2 (1972) 191. This article contains full details of the mss. of the 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°, XIV century, by one Peter

The k family:

Escorial, 2'iii.3, ca. 1480-85, Antonius Damilas, Crete

Brussels, 83 (18170-73), March 1489, Aristobulus Apostolides, Crete
Paris, gr. 2728, ca. 1487, George Gregoropoulos, Crete

Modena, Estensis «.P.5.2, ca. 1485-87, Alexander Chomatas, Crete
Toledo, 102-34, late XV century

Paris, gr. 2727, ca. 1487-89, Crete

Sinai, gr. 1194, December 1491, Aristobulus Apostolides, Crete

RN~ WM

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.IIL.5), 14901510, Demetrius Moschus

H? T

H! = 1.1 — 2.1020 = quaternions 1-5
H? = 2.1021 — 3.198 (?) = quaternion 6 (partly)
H? = 3.199 — end
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1. CHARACTERISTIC READINGS OF GrRouPs (M)RQCD AnND FN
(@) (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. (RQGD) 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 wmss. are enclosed within
parentheses.

1.39 iévrec (idvrec), 159 8r7i mep (S7(T)v Kev), 283 mwdvre om., 388 Popv (c7i-
Beapij), 703 dpco (8pco); 2.271 opé(p)ovro (pépovro), 398 dic (éwc), 498
érjaae (émjciot), 640 mpocéeimev (peréamev); 3.84 obire (00dé), 86 alfjrao
(aliirew), 203 &7 (viv), 332 odk (0¥ ’), 458 aydpevev (&ydpevcev), 580 g’ om.,
797 &Ayoc (alcyoc), 1035 petkiccato (-ccowo), 1086 évppevrdc (€vp(p )yvidc, évppu-
18c), 1131 Tijc (77), 1201 éxTob. (éktobev); 4.127 Telvaro (-vero), 256 aydpevey
(&ydpevcev), 327 dAade mpopoddvrec (GAad’ ékmpopoddvrec), 402 &Ado (dAyoc),
417 émepyopévovc (am-), 770 odAdpmov dpro Béovca (Bdpovca D) (odAdpumoro
Bopoiice), 823 cijue (Setuce), 873 avemdAuevoc (avam-, avecm-G), 965 Apévo
(Aewpdve), 975 map’ U6act morapod (mworapoio wap’ Hdacw), 1019 paydocivyc
(napyoctvnc), 1022 énelflev (émeicev), 1198 olov (olor), 1201 évi (ava), 1217
rérvkrar (Oéyovrar), 1296 ém om., 1320 émiyny (éd’ dypijv), 1330 avécrabev (&’
écralev), 1361 7 (1ic), 1368 md8ac om., 1531 éppeev dxvn (éppee Adaxrn), 1585
ropiccon (poyijcan), 1613 dmex (Vmoi), 1620 Sdpare (cipara), 1674 Avypoc
(nodvov ), 1698 Bapabpwy (Bepébpwr), 1759 67 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 Aaroidnc (AnToidnc), 257 Wy (addiv), 466 icrwv b (icrw viv), 522 dpi-
Ouvev (SpdBuvev), 941 dprrwv (&prTov), 1069 obvvue ((otvoue ), 1116 adpacreinc
(adpncreinc), 1313 3’ émopééato (cmop-, €mop-, uéy’ émop-); 2.751 avéuoict
(avéuoro), 778 kopilov (-Lwv), 886 mob (i}, mot), 1189 édaccev (éxédaccev).
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 wmss. of the first and second families. The
most remarkable cases are listed below.

1.105 edpaéax N, MRCD, G: cipvaléa S2°,% cipoéa cett.

4 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 e.
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384 Bpicavre wi F, MRQD, L: Bpicavrec uiij(t) cett.
692 kaxéryra FN, D, B!, LA: -7 S k
871 wv FN, D, B3, LASG: om. k, ékav JPTKB2™¢
893 rot FN, D, BPe, LV15: &t LAS, éoto G, 7t k
2.1170 iepevcapevor F, MRQ, LASG: -cdu- k
4.689 puiuvev N, G, LASG: -vov k
1365 éxfopev N, D, LA: &vf- w, évb- 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 4 re kperoc N, MR QC, BH: 7 kaproc cett.
81 én’ &Aa 8¢ 7° dMoc FN, CD, B2 H: ér *adMw 8’ dMoc LASG, én’ d\a
de &M\oc k, ém’ &M 8¢ 7° dAoc BI*
721 X(€ )imov vijcov F2°, D: vijcov Aimov cett.
1155 kricwpoc FN, D: kvricwpoc LA S (G) et E®T, kdrwpoc EP°, BHJPTK,
MRQC
4.436 mapa N, G: wori K, wept cett., pera pap.
1147 ylvkepoc méfoc N, RCD,P: yAvkepov wéfov LASG, ylukepoic

yAvkepoc mdboc 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)RQC
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 yAvkepoic 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 MR Q CD. They indicate only that there was—
or that there could have been—contamination between FN and D in
one case,’ and between N and C in the other.

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

3. THE Grour FN
These two Mss. are notable above all for the introduction into the
5 The scribe of L first wrote the two variants éo? 7ot in the text; then the reviser struck

out o and wrote it in above the line as a variant between two points (-tot").
¢ The form xricwpoc 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:

1.494 ave FN,LA: &v cett.

548 pévoc FN,LA: yévoc cett.

575 kar’ FN,LAS (G deest): per’ k

688 mepireloucvov F*?, LY A karatel- S, mpdka 7ed- N,L k

1117 5dqv FN,LA: dAy cett.

1144 £vdéyac FN, L, fuldyac k: £vddyovc ASG
2.77 adarol F,L: adorov D, daroc SG k, darov A

358 éverrjioc F7°, LV! SV! G¥! B"?: pevedijioc cett.

374 ¢ FN,LASG: 8¢ k

379 4 () FN,LAS: 70t G, roic k

392 vijcw FN,L: vijcov LY N*!, cett.

404 dpewc FN,LAG: dpeoc cett.

632 Nyepéecle FN,LA: -decOor L, -éfecle cett.

730 8epropévy FN,LASG: xexAuéry F?PNYLLV! k

763 pvbeir” FN,LA: pvfei6’ cett.

766 7 FN,LA: ¢ kMRQCD, &’ SG

804 Siopmepéc FYENYL L¥: 81é¢ ddoc cett.

934 doperar FN,L: ¢éperar cett.

1030 wopaviccdpuevor F N, L (A): mapopeBipevor F** NV, LMK S G k

1032 Awopny FN, LSG: Siepn) F7? N7, L1 A k

1039 épvBdirnc FN, LS G: épiBdimyc k, edpvPdrnc A

1156 épyov F*” N, L: dpyov cett.

1219 pibw F, L, E?*!: Guuo F* N, MRQCD, L' ASG k
4.657 Tpvyea N3 LY §(?) : redyeac LAG k

709 ixecipas N7, LY SG: {kecidwv LA k

810 Quundéx N3 L' SG: vnuepréx LA k

1065 pvwouévne N2, LV §, -uévy G: pvpouévmc LA k

1115 épnuocvvycw N?2, L' SG: émpocivycw LA k

The only two agreements that we have noted with SG bear only on
orthography and are therefore of no value: 2.705 weprycoio FN, SG
and 733 mwedvaccw 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 lectiones 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 éueMe(v) FN, JP T2: -AMov LA S G, EBHK, Jme Tre
908 aypicc FN, E, JP T K: ayiec LAS G, B P, D, aypiovc BH,
MRQC
997 vouerdeckov F N, JP T K: -dackov LASG,BH MR QCD

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 («.T.8.13,
formerly IIE 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 from L (A): 1.384 (F), 494, 548, 575, 688 (F?), 692, 871, 893, 1117,
1144; 2.77 (F=), 358 (F*°), 374, 379, 392, 404, 632, 730, 763, 766, 804, 1030,
1032, 1039, 1156 (F), 1170 (F), 1219 (F**); 4.657 (N*}), 689 (N), 709 (N "),
810 (N*1), 1065 (N”?), 1115 (N7?), 1365 (N).? 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 (&pkr6b, like Paris.gr.
2846), 1116; 2.81, 886;1% like them it gives the readings of L at 1.548,
871, 1144; 2.1030, 1032 (Apn only by Paris.gr. 2846), 1156. At 2.77 it
offers two variants which are attested the one by F (and Paris.gr.
2846),  kdproc adaro¢, and the other by N (written between the lines
and prefixed by yp), 9 e kpdroc adroc.

These two wmss. 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 (MR QCD). We have twice

8 The conjecture of FN appears between the lines (&pxr6¥) and seems to be in the first

and,
h 9 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 70§ 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 wapaviccduevor and Aepr. So we
may assume that the copyist knew a ms. of the group FN, but that he
only rarely borrowed from it.

4. THE GRour MRQCD=d

(a) The Relevance of B

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 -Bavri om. B2°C (e’m/\)\[ﬂnratl\ﬁdvn B, & X.C, évi 7oio . MRQ
(recte M"?), émBdvre A. cett.). This provides us with conclusive evidence
for a link between B and d. When G 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 B*¢K*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 8cbcele BC, 8chmcy MR Q, Scbceu cett. This agreement seems to be
in no other mss. and provides further, but much less convincing, evi-
dence for some connection between B and C.

2.77 §) re kparoc BHMR QCN, # xdproc cett.

397 &yovraw om. BH, éacw MR Q C. A most significant agreement.
éacw is in 393 but not in the same sedes. Almost certainly MR Q C are
attempting to make up for the deficiency they have found in B or H.

723 kot avdpdv BHR, avdpdv cett. This time the presence of kat év-
immediately below in line 723 forbids any conclusion beyond the
simple palaeographical one.

739 pecyuBpidevroc BRQGC, -wdevroc D, -idwvroc cett. This agree-
ment, although not especially significant in itself, adds some support
to the possibility of a connection between B and d. But it is not de-

11 The Marcianus has § xdproc adraroc (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 aypiovc BHMR Q C, éypiac EFN, dyicc L AS G. This could in-
dicate a link, though attraction to the ending of auedijrovc is simple
enough.

1222 oidued” BMRC, diop” k, FNQ), oiopou D, oiw LASG.
4.633 8 ob kai BRQ, 8 of émi EH, & émi cett.

673 008’ om. BRQ. Independent haplography (the line starts with
098¢) is a possibility, but the same mss. are involved as at 633 above,
and the suggested conclusion is likelier than not.

Evidence of a connection between B and 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 po om.D, EK
2.142 8npudackov D, K : Snudackov cett.
195 émjiev MRQGC, E™8 J°PK (T deest), émjurev E (B2¢?) HD,
émoincev N, émjcev LASG, Bi*
996 ounyvpéec CD, JTFN: cunyepéec cett.
1198 7 RQD, K: & cett.
1255 wédev MRQOCD, PK: 7éMev EBHJTFN, maMev cett.
3.179 mapaitrepov RD, EH JK mapoirepov cett.
223 avafrvlecke(v) RQ, K: -decke cett.
356 évex’ RQCD, HK: odvex’ cett.
556 évopev RCD, K: év- cett.
799 év (vokri) om. D, JPTK
4.787 dewai om. QD, K: inv. fine A
1147 yAvkepoc RCD, PN: yAvkvc Q, yAvkepoic yAukepoc EHBJTK,
yAvkepov LAS G
1427 écmepin RQCD, K: écmépy 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 every one 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 B and 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.?® 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.4

(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 with L, A,

and LA.
L

1.281 rapyvcao LA MRD: rdpyvcac LP°AS (G), Tapyvcaic vel -cnc cett.

384 Bpicovre LMRQD, F: Bpicavrec cett.

406 émvmpoénéy L, -kév D, -xev E, -kaw ASG
2.77 adarov LSIDF3L: gdaroc LF, darov A, datoc cett.

786 dovpi LV'Q: marpl cett.

962 pereameira LC, ueréame D: perémeira cett.

1198 pepadrec LS'R: -rac cett.

3.1198 w@cww LON : mwace cett.

1310 épurdvra L2°D: émdvra LPC cett.15
4.576 duelovro L8°, 8({- D: Sotal- cett.

650 -éBncov CD: -éB[. Jav LI, -éBav cett.

1235 67’ L, 6 RDN: &’ L"'ASG, &6’ k

13 On Aristobulus see D. J. Geanakoplos, Greek Scholars in Venice (Cambridge [Mass.]
1962) ch.6 and bibl. 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 Hellénique 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.

15 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 o to a #r; he also erased the = before ¢,
but vestiges of the cancelled letter are still visible.
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1308 éAénpav LD: -éetpav A, -éarpov SG, -ainpov k
1711 76ppo pacvin LE°D: vodp’ éd- cett.

A

1.312 moAodyov AMRQCD: moAquovyov E, moAindyov cett.
588 kijov AD: katov MR Q, ketav cett.
4.175 &yparar AD, Et°M: gypdcrar RC, dypdcran cett. dypwcral EtM
787 Sewai om. KQD, in v. fine A
1369 ounyvpéecce AD: -yep-~ cett.
1697 péye ydoc AKD (et S ut vid.): peddyypooc RQGC, pnédav xdoc cett.

LA
1.62 ayrAivac LPARQOCDFN: dyrAeivar L2, éy- cett.
464 &t LAMRC: év cett.
692 kaxdrnro LADBS!FN: -7 cett.
1290 ékndoc LaAD: edk- cett.
2.827 8¢ Tumévrec LAG: -7oc cett.
3.109 épidmve LARQGC: -dnvov k DFN, -awve SG
4.152 kvdwddpevoc LAR: -pevov cett.

405 avridwrrec . . . pépovrec LARQGC: avridwa SG, eicaiovrec D, ¢époev

kN
499 Srpuvéew LP°ADS!: -éeu cett.
1365 éxfopev LADN: &- k RQGC, &r- SG
1538 amerexpiipavro LARQ: amorexpripovro SG, amerexpaipovro k
1775 avfparmroice: 85) LARD: -mowcw: 89 k QCN, -moic: 787 SG

Here we must distinguish two types of agreement: (a) agreements
which suggest contamination: 1.384, 2.77, 786, etc. (b) agreements
between L® and D: 1.281, 2.962, 3.1310, 4.576, 650, 1711. These
latter agreements cannot be explained by L’s influence on D 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.1®

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 dwo-
wpoéyra, L presents a significant erasure before émmpoénia; but the expunged reading seems

to have begun with e: L probably wrote émmpd twice. At 4.1350 LF offers dv; D writes é,
but the original reading of L cannot be deciphered.
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S
1.19 kauéeww SM?”: ye kapeiv R, kaueiv cett.
43 Bapvfeckév SMRQCD: -«é€ cett.
435 axpirove SRQ: éxxpirovc D, axprirovc cett.
515 aodny SM: -7jc cett.
749 auwvépevoe SMRQOCD: auef- cett.
829 008€ ¢’ dlw SMRD: 08¢ 71 (038” €rt) ¢’ Siw cett.
1097 memdrnro SD: -7t cett.
1224 ke’ S'D: keic” S3! cett.
2.139 olvar S, oilvart MR QOCD: ol cett.
218 Adcache SC, Adcare MR QD : gicache cett.
243 yept SMRQCD: yewpi cett.
391 évémovra SMRQOCD: éfev- cett.
504 yfovicie SMRQOCD : -inc vel -inuc cett.
886 moi SRQCD: wod FN, m7j cett.
oitye SMRD, K: oie cett.
1015 iepov SMD: iepov &’ cett.
1135 dicotprevoc SM Q' Succd- cett.
1180 oi 7¢ SM: 0vd¢ cett.
3.81 yépec SRQGCD: yelpec cett.
104 87 om. S**RQ
156 xpucény S(?)D17: -éy cett.
445 mopal SRQD: mape cett.
500 rovcde SRQCD: rovcye cett.
724 &dobev S*°QD, é&doclev C, évdov R: évrochev cett.
752 aicovidao SPCRQCN : aicovilew cett.
1111 alca S#RC: éccar cett.
1136 Auroticd ye SRQ CSl: Mimodicer cett.
1163 éfabric érd(i)powc(w) S2°CD: érdapoic éfabric cett.
1219 moraunidec SRQCD: -nridec cett.
1227 cpantépoarc SRQD: -py()c cett.
1320 ad0ic SRQCD: adric cett.
4.44 v’ SD: én’ cett.
244 i SRQCD: év cett.
245 axtiice SD: axrice G, axratc cett.
320 otire SRQQC (deest in D): odde cett.
474 apyvdénv SC, pap.: -vpény cett.
691 kédevcev SP°PRQD: -evev cett.
723 Spuvbncar SR Q: idpvbincav cett.
1642 7ifeoicc SRQCD : 7jue- cett.
1777 abbic SRQCD: adric cett.

17 The last letter is hard to decipher in S: it is more like an elongated » than an « (S does
not normally use the ¢ adscript).
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G

1105 edpaéc GMRCDN: cipoéer cett. (cipvalée S2°)
882 duélyovc(v) GMRQGCD: auépy- cett.
1153 &0 GMRQCD: é&fev LAS (sic) k
1188 8uoc vioe SD: vioc didc cett.
2.38 3 om. GD18
148 mvypaxiny GD: -in cett.
177 Bfuvids GMRQCDP°, K: fuvid: D,*® Bifluvnide cett.
1019 appadiny GMRQCD: -iy cett.
3.499 yaAkeiooc GRQGCD: -éouc cett.
637 péyo om. D: ¢f. 7o mijpe G
687 émkdovéeckov GD : émexA- cett.
4.18 Aevkavine GD, E®°H: Aavk- cett.
262 yévoc iepov GD': lepov om. S sed add. i. m., iepov yévoc cett.
331-36 vss. om. D: 337-38 ante 335-36 G*o°
865 éfrjcato GD: édvc- cett.
1618 viccopévyy GRQOCD: vico- S, vewco- cett.

SG

1.103 kowny SGS'RCDFN: keuwny vel kelvmy cett.
204 w66 SGP°M??: roci MR D, mocct Q, wédect C, wdde k, médac L A G
350 aydpevcev SGRC: -eve(v) cett.

371 wepifodrero SGMRQOCD, pap.: -BdMerar cett.

917 appiirovc SGMRQC, T?°: gpprikrovc cett.
2.17 ad SGGC: v cett.

393 édvmepfev SGMRQCD : é£v- cett.

488 abépite GRQOCD, -1le SM: -icce cett.

606 mepaccy SGRQD: -prjcy G, -pdcy cett.

710 &t SGMRQCD: év cett.

807 vs. habent SGM (et B2im)
3.26 orpvvouev SGRQCD, BP°: -ywpuev cett.

163 épevlferar SGRQCD: épedyerar cett.

206 karetdvcovrec SGD: -7e cett.

241 éMov SGRCD: &M cett.

288 én’ SGRD: vn’ cett.

477 éméxdvec SGQC, KPC: $mr- cett.

481 765¢ SGRQCP°: 7dye cett.

732 avm) SGRQGC: admy cett.

18 The first hand of S makes the same omission, then corrects and inserts 4 in the text.
19 The first hand of D wrote fuvi8:, which might suggest that the scribe possessed a us.
with a reading not far from the truth (Guwids).
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733 kaceyvyy SGRQ: - cett.

827 kie SGRC, B: kiev cett.

973 wepuremrtnuiav SGRQ : évi- cett.

1002 réxpwp SGRQ: Téxpap cett.

1208 viince SGRD, B?°: wice Q, mincev cett.

1355 ¢pifev SP°GDN (dpvié- §%°): -Law cett.
4.108 7" éméecct SGRD: 7€ émecce cett.

302 pipver SGRQ: peivev cett.

421 Hprivavro SGRQOCD: -vovro cett.

423 iepov om. SG, iepov 8écav D : 8dcav fepov cett.

586 mépovc SGRQCD, L*° 29: 7dvouc cett.

590 évrocfe SGQ: éumpocle(v) cett.

619 odre SGCD: 0dde cett.

627 eicemépncav SGQ : éfemépncav RD, elcaméfncav cett.

685 méumev SGQ C: wéupev cett.

690 écméclnpy SGCDN: én- cett.

860 &’ ék SGCD: diex cett.

979 rac pév SGRQCD: pév rac cett.

1023 7jcde SGRQCD: iicye cett.

1065 pvwouévrc S (G)RQCDN, L¥': yypouévc cett.

1076 ot 7€ SGRQCD: 098¢ cett.

1157 &idndoc SGRQCD: apidnloc cett.

1212 iévrec SGD: édvrec cett.

1224 Jmevdioc SGQ : vméx Sioc cett.

1301 kumjcwcry SGD: -vjcovcw cett.

1343 $idovc SGRQ, Lst: didowc cett.

1653 Adaropévoic SGQ: Awalo- cett.

aydpeve SGRQD: -evce(v) cett.
1723 yédw SGRQCD: yéAw L, yélwv cett.

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 Frinkel’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 RerATIONSHIP 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 G, than in MR 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.2!

1.125 moAvAijiov (Avyxijiov), 129 amokdrfero (amebijraro), 202 véboc (meic),
361 éppa (€l ke), 447 évi Toio (émPovti), 559 mepikadéa (mepiyyée), 601
o’we'Spozy,e ( avéretAe ), 625 'ye'poww ( 96051'71,), 1325 é'ﬁ'r]cav ( e’s')\el.qﬂeev ); 2.12 Ge'p.l.c
(Oécprov), 115 cifoc (éAdccac), 143 éxdackov (érduovro), 159 kdpyve (uérwmea),
363 keitroaw (kUper), 577 awéraroc yAdoc (aivorarov 8éoc), 587 memdrnTo
(meddpnro), 811 mawmuépior movéovro (-pepor €fdwrro), 812 eduevéovrec
(éyxovéovrec), 1260 épnuocivncw (dAnpocivyew).

To illustrate the promiscuity, yet at the same time the over-all co-
herence, of MRQGCD we list below instances of MR 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 MR QC:

1.883 éudi om., 1098 éx &¢ (éx yap), 1169 audow (dudw), 1337 Guud (uibw);
2.84 dcmerov (-1oc), 90 pév om., 397 éacwy (éxovrar), 695 eicopdwvrec (éfepéov-
Tec), 749 avaykn (aédy), 1016 varerdackov (voterdovew ).

21 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 MRQD:

1.228 and 320 rjepéfovro (7yepéfovro), 582 et (drpn), 617 wAec(c)av (éppar-
cav), 693 tade mdyyv (mwdyyv 7dde), 955 Arvcavrec (ékAbcavrec ); 2.198 ke
(7€) 475 Tieckev (Tiveckev), 569 éBpdueov (€BduPeov), 576 rarépuke (karéve:-

kev), 627 arpvrovc (arhjrouc), 755 Toid 3’ (7oto), 842 -ci mvbéclar (-cw
$8éclae ).

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 requétes du
roi.” “Dans un méme centre,” writes Dain, “chaque copiste a ses
auteurs attitrés, sur lesquels il a un droit d’option quand une copie en
est demandée.” 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 Meélanges dédiés a la mémoire de Félix Grat II (Paris 1949)
32949, entitled “Une Minute d’atelier.” Vergikios copied the Scoria-
lensis @.11L.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 Vergéce reprend a nouveau son brouillon ou sa minute,
pour en tirer une nouvelle copie, il se retrouve devant les mémes
problémes critiques. Le plus souvent, il a oublié la solution adoptée
précédemment et il se décide pour un arrangement différent, car
notre homme est un peu léger et versatile. C’est ce qui fait que les
copies exécutées par Vergece sur un méme modele sont parfois si
dissemblables. (p. 339)

Vergece revenait périodiquement 3 son exemplaire personnel et
Paméliorait en ajoutant ¢a et 1a quelques corrections. (p.346) ... Le
projet primitif: mettre 2 la disposition des lecteurs un texte grec re-
touché et adapté exactement a la traduction latine de 1535, trouve son
parfait aboutissement dans I'exemplaire aujourd’hui placé dans la ré-
serve de la Bibliotheque nationale en raison du luxe de sa calligra-
phie, le Parisinus gr. 2443. (p.347) . . . Il est des copistes qui reprodui-
sent leur modeéle pour en donner comme une photographie et
s’accuseraient volontiers d’omettre certaines fautes. Il en est d’autres,
au contraire, qui font des éditions critiques ou prétendues telles.

(p.349)

With his study of Vergikios, Dain has provided the most probable
solution to our problems concerning Demetrius Moschus.?? 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.2¢ T. W. Allen, in his article on the Ms. transmis-

23 Cf. F. Vian, Histoire de la tradition manuscrite de Quintus de Smyrne (Paris 1959) 2641,
where similar conclusions are reached in relation to Constantine Lascaris’ editions of the

Posthomerica.
%4 Cf. the Photographic Catalogue of Greek Renaissance Scribes in the Bodleian Library,

Oxford,
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sion of the Odyssey,?5 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 OP? [= Oxoniensis and Paris.gr. 2688] often
coincide. . . . The survivals in single mss. of the xvth century, such as O
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 226
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: “J'ai confronté le
Paris.gr. 2688 avec D : les deux écritures sont identiques; les présenta-
tions (interventions du rubricateur) analogues. Ainsi I'A4 initial placé
par le rubricateur (sans doute le copiste lui-méme) au début d’Od. «,
¢, restidentique a celui qui ouvre le ch.IV des Argonautiques et posséde
une décoration de méme type, sinon tout a fait identique; il existe
aussi de nettes ressemblances entre I'E initial d’Od. w et d’Apoll. Rh.
II et IIL.” 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 G 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 of Q 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 of K, we may tentatively suggest that

26 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 Manuscript D
of Apollonius Rhodius,” ProcCamPhilSoc N.s. 15 (1969) 86-94,
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CD were copied in the years following 1491 and MR Q 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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