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THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS: L

THis article is a sequel to the text of the Homeric Hymns published by
the Clarendon Press in the year 1898. For that edition it was my duty to
write a preface, which under the circumstances did no more than enumerate
the manuscripts and summarize the views as to their relations held by the
principal writers. Since that time I have studied the subject of the tradition
of these Hymns at greater leisure, and I now present such conclusions as I
have been able to attain.

The reviewers of Mr. Goodwin’s edition, while indulgent to the book as a
whole, took exception to our neglect of modern criticism, the few conjectures
that had been inserted in the text, and the scanty record of others, usually
accepted, in the notes. As this circumstance, so far as it depended on myself,
was the fruit of conviction, and since I have followed out the principle upon
which I then acted more at length in this article, I may be allowed to
spend a few words in explanation of the position which in these matters I
take. .

The Greek classics have been read, studied, and edited for above four
hundred years; the simple and easy corrections that the early editors, Greeks
and Italians, made in their texts have been followed by the more learned but
of necessity less and less certain attempts of Frenchmen, Dutchmen,
Germans, English, who have provided every ancient writer with an accumu-
lation of alternative readings which exceeds in bulk his own words. The past
and present ages of scholarship have been generous in accepting these conjec-
tures, partly from a natural desire to present a currently legible text to the
reader, partly from an « priori theory as to the depravation of the ancient
books that have come down to us. The growing familiarity of the new
generation with the circumstances of mediaeval scribes, and the methods by
which MSS. were produced, and, in especial, the discoveries of a considerable
number of early fragments of papyrus in which ancient texts appear in
materially the same form as that in which the first printers received them,
have made it an open question whether the hospitality that has been extended
to these conjectures of four centuries be not too wide.

Tt may be said at least that the scholar who proposes to produce a new
text of any of these much-edited authors must justify his undertaking (after
he has collected and arranged the existing documentary evidence) by passing
through the narrowest of sieves the conjectures that have held the field and
sold themselves as genuine ware for so many generations. I will state my
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own opinion that, whoever be the author that is taken, the percentage of
tolerable conjectures on him will be found to be very small indeed. Ignorance
of language, ignorance of the usage of writing and of MSS. on the one
hand, and the sheep-like acquiescence of editors on the other, have produced
and perpetuated a crowd of monstra which overlie the words of all the
ancients, and of the minor and less-read writers among them in particular.

To lay down the canons that determine a good emendation is not an easy
task. I will content myself with stating one principle, not the only one, but
that which is in most danger of being overlooked, namely, that no emenda-
tion is certain the passing of which into the actual documentary reading
cannot be explained according to recognized graphical laws. If this condition
be unfulfilled, not the most brilliant or witty substitute for the text can be
accepted. The datum, the evidence given by the MSS,, is that from which
we start, and to which we come back ; to depart therefrom is to compose, to
rewrite. the author, to write better than the author. We are tied by the
document, and within the radius of graphical change about it lies the field for
our invention.

How few conjectures are satisfactory, if this rule be strictly applied, is
manifest, and it will be said that to admit the rule is to reduce the classics in
many cases to a meaningless series of syllables. We may allow that much
corruption has taken place which does not come under any definite case of .
permutation of letters. Such corruptions however, though their detection
may be morally certain, do not admit of positive proof; they are suggestions
not substitutes, and their proper place is in the commentary, not, unless we
are to draw our facts of Greek from tainted wells, in the text.

In editing the portion of the Homeric Hymns for which I was respon-
sible, I followed this principle, and thought myself deserving well of the
author if I stripped him of his false skin of Batavian, Teutonic and British
accretion and presented him, his wounds and sores clearly indicated, to the
critical public. It has been said that even so a larger selection of conjectures
should have been offered beneath the text. I admit that the amount of
previous labour that should be retained and exhibited in an edition is a point
upon which opinions may vary; but personally I am disposed to maintain
that a bad conjecture is best soonest buried, both out of consideration for the
author of it, and also that the reader’s interest and critical sense may not be
dulled and blunted. = To take an instance—can anything be more dishearten-
ing and stupefying, and at the same time more intrinsically worthless, than
the vast congeries of conjectures in the appendix to Wecklein’s Aeschylus? If
the classics are to continue to be studied with effect, the student’s path must
not be blocked with this dead matter of the past. A rigorous selection must
present to the reader such suggestions as are probable, interesting, and
helpful. The rest an editor will seek where they lie buried. In Mr.
Goodwin’s edition therefore the absence of a record of conjectures is to be
taken to imply disapproval of them. My grounds for such an opinion are put
out in the following pages.

This dissertation is so arranged that in the first part the manuscripts are
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described, arranged in families and traced to archetypes. In the second the
relations of these archetypes are investigated, the history of the text taken
back to its furthest point, and incidentally many passages wherein tradition
varies discussed. In the third part such conjectures as are at hand to the
writer are offered on lines where the MS. testimony is unanimous. That these
conjectures fulfil the canons I have indicated not even a critic will expect ;
they have at least this defence, that they are suggestions in a commentary,
and do not in a printed text pose as the transmitted document.

L

The Homeric Hymns are contained in twenty-six MSS. now extant. For
a detailed description of them I may refer to Mr. Goodwin’s edition I here
give a list of them according to the letters by which they are quoted. All
except M (s. xiv.), T'(s. xvi) and G (s. xvi.) are of the fifteenth century.

A Paris grec 2763.

At Athous. Vatopedi 587.

B Paris grec 2765.

C wd.  2833.

r Brussels. Bibliothéque Royale 11377—11380.
D Milan. Ambrosiana B 98 sup.

E Modena. Estense iii. E 11.

G Vatican. Regina 91.

H British Museum. Harley 1752.

J Modena. Estense ii. B 14.

K Florence. Laurenziana 31, 32.

L id. 32, 45.

L, id. 70, 35.

L, ad. 32, 4.

M Leiden. (Mosquensis) 33 H.

Mon. Munich. Royal Library 333.

N Leiden. 74 C.

0 Milan. Ambrosiana C 10 inf,

P Vatican. Palatino greco 179.

I Paris grec suppl. 1095.

Q Milan. Ambrosiana S 31 sup.

R, Florence. Riccardiana 53 K ii. 13.
R, id. 52 K ii. 14.
IS Vatican. Vaticani greci 18890.

T Madrid. Public Library 24.

v Venice. Marciana 456.

I’ was written by Aristobulus Apostolides, E by Giorgio Valla, L, and R,
by Giovanni Scutariota, Ly by Giovanni Rhoso, T by Constantine Lascaris in
the year 1464. G is a copy of the editio princeps of 1488. L, and V
present the Hymns in company with the Iliad and Odyssey, M (in its present
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state) with the Tliad only; the remainder include them in a sort of corpus of
hymnographers and cognate literature, such as Callimachus, Proclus, Orpheus,
Musaeus, the Batrachomachia, and parts of Hesiod, Phocylides, Theocritus,
Pindar.

Collations of all these MSS., with the exception of At, Mon. and T, were
made by or for Mr. Goodwin. Since the appearance of the edition the
readings of the Madrid MS, have been published by E. Bethe, Herues, 1893,
p- 322 sg. The collation is, by Bethe’s own account, incomplete; but the
information is very welcome and throws a great deal of light on the z family.
The acute guess of Hollander (Hermes, 1891, p. 170 sq.) that the Matritensis
would turn out a close connexion of E is fully confirmed. The position of
the MS, is discussed further on in this article. The remainder of Bethe’s
paper is a repetition of the notions of his predecessors.

The readings of the Athos MS. have been published by Professor
Ingram Bywater in the Classical Review, October 1894, from a collation by
Professor M. Constantinides. See infra, p. 149.

I have had an opportunity to re-examine the two Modena MSS., E and
J, and below (pp. 160—1) I give a list of wrongly-reported readings. The
blame for these errata falls upon myself, for my collations of these MSS.
were used for the edition.

The critical question of the Hymns has been discussed in the following
works :

A. Gemoll, Homerische Blitter, Striegau, 1885, p. 12 sq., reprinted with
additions in his edition, Leipzig, 1886.

H. Hollander, Die handschriftliche Ueberlieferung der homerischen Hymnen,
Leipzig, 1886; ¢ Zur Ueberlicferung der homerischen Hymmen, Hermes, 1891,
pp- 170, 636; ¢ Ueber den Codex Estensis der hom. Hymmnen, Neue Jahrb.
J. Philologie, 1892, f. 544. :

E. Abel, preface to his edition, Lipsiae-Pragae, 1886.

More recent work upon these poems has not touched the subject of the
manuscripts. In general, the views of Hollander may be said to be
established ; Mr. Goodwin agreed with them, and Professor Ludwich has
given his assent (Index Lect. Regimont. 1890, p. 4). In points of detail I
differ often from Dr. Hollander, but my obligations are none the less great to
his admirable and illuminating treatise.

M

This manuseript, known as M because it was found at Moscow (I will
not repeat the familiar story'), and now marked 33 H in the public library at
Leiden, is a book of fifty pages, written according to general agreement in
the fourteenth century. The pages measure 298 by 210 millimetres, there
are two columns on each page, and about twenty-five lines to a column.
The hand, as the facsimile in Mr. Goodwin’s edition shows, is clear and

! Which will be found in Matthaei’s words in Geel’s Catalogue of the Leiden Library, p. 9.
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regular, the material is paper, which has now come to have a brownish colour,
and is soft and fragile. Size and writing taken together, the book is above
the average of fourteenth century MSS. The sheets are fastened in quinions,
an arrangement not unusual at all periods of minuscule, but most frequent in
MSS. written after the fall of Constantinople. The book has a well-marked
character, and I do not remember to have seen another that exactly resembled
it ; at the same time its peculiarities are not sufficient to support a conjecture

as to its place of origin.

The quinions are signed back and front in minuscule letters exactly in the

middle of the bottom of the page.

The present state of the book is as follows :

Quires.
(1) f.1r. The numeral has gone. Inc. Iliad ® 435.
f.10 v. There are the remains of some sign, but not an iota proper.
2 f11r. .a.
f.20v. .a'.
(3) f21r. .B.
£.30v. B. Expl. N 134.
(4) £.81r. No sign. Inc. kal oi dvacticovaw dydluata mOAN' évi

vnots (h. Dion. i. 1), and on the same page h. Dem.

£.39 v. 5.

39 v.,is only half a sheet and is glued to the back of the quire.

This gather consists of only nine leaves; the last leaf,

The first

leaf therefore of the outside sheet has perished.

.S. L€.2

Sign wanting.

) f 40 r.
f 49 v.

(6) £ 50 r. and v.

Sign wanting.

This single leaf is glued at the back.

On the recto expl. h, Herm. xviii, 4; the verso is blank.

From this table it appears that the nine first quires of the MS, are

missing. It is natural to suppose that they would have contained the Iliad
down to ® 434, and as we have a statement, resting on information given by
Matthaei to Heyne (ed. Iliad I. xiii, xiv,, ITL. xc.), that an MS. containing
exactly this amount of the Iliad exists or existed in the Imperial College at

2 The former of these two signs is planted
exactly in the centre of the lower margin of f.
407, so that the number e which was written
afterwards had to be put somewhat to the
right. The sign s is an equivalent of the some-
what more frequent ¢, and when applied to a
quire denotes 6. There can be no doubt that
it was marked on f. 40r with the purpose of
signing the gather before it was filled. It
might therefore be supposed that it was part of
another system of signatures, and this of course
would be of great importance in determining

the original state of the MS. As however there
is no trace of any other such figure, befove or
after, and the figures wa, 8, ete., in the gathers
that precede occupy exactly the middle of the
margin, I cannot think that -s- has anything
to do with the composition of our MS. Possibly
the gather had been numbered to form part of
some other book, but from some accident was
left over, and used up for the MS. of Homer.
Such an explanation at least is suggested to me
by the juxtaposition of the two numerals.
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Moscow, it is an obvious conclusion that this MS. and M are parts of the
same book. Next, the fifty pages that are at Leiden have lost the first page
of quire ¢&, and the whole of «y'; this appears clearly from the signatures.
Accordingly in M, as it was originally, there stood between N 134 and the
first line of the fragment to Dionysus eleven leaves; eleven leaves, that is
twenty-two pages of two columns of twenty-five lines each, give a total of 1,100
lines, less some few to be deducted for headings, ornaments, etc. What are we
to suppose that these 1,100 verses consisted of 2 I am afraid that, beyond the
general presumption that they were Homeric, we cannot say. An attempt
has been made by R. Thiele (Philologus, 34, p. 193 sq.) to compute the
extent of the original Hymn to Dionysus, by supposing that the scribe stopped
writing the Iliad at one or another definite point, and giving the 1,1002 lines,
less this continuation, to the hymn. Thus, if the scribe ended with the last
line of N, there will be 397 lines over for the hymn ; if, on the other hand,
he included E also, there is a minus quantity! Really, I am afraid, it is
impossible to set bounds in this gap of eleven leaves, and therefore to
reconstruct the Dionysus-Hymn. Such an attempt rests on the supposition
that the scribe deliberately composed an anthology of part of the Iliad and the
Hymns, leaving off the Iliad somewhere between N and =, in order that he
might take in a perfect hymn to Dionysus. This is too artificial an
hypothesis to be entertained. Surely the idea of any scribe designedly
presenting his readers with an abridgment of the Iliad is absurd. Fragmen-
tary copies of the Iliad and of the Odyssey do exist, and in plenty; Laur. 32,
31 ends at 5 5, Ven. 458 begins at F 419, Ven. 459 ends at M, Laur. 32, 25
at H, Laur. 32, 38 at A 523, Ven. 431 at 5, Laur. 91 sup. 2 at & 422—but
these are all real fragments. The MSS. contained more, but they have been
mutilated, or the scribe has lighted on a mutilated archetype and copied
what there was to copy. Designed excerpts from the Iliad we do not meet
with until the Renaissance, when, and chiefly in the sixteenth century, A,
or A and B as far as the catalogue, or ABI' are often found separately. No
parallel exists between these Italian schoolbooks and the case of M.

A somewhat similar omission of pages occurs in the Florence MS. of
Aeschylus (Laur. 32, 9). Here a more extensive loss has taken place ; f. 134 v.
ends with Agamemnon 310, the next gather has gone completely and the
whole of the following one except the first sheet, of which the first leaf
contains part of the Agamemnon, the last part of the Choephori. There is of
course independent evidence by which to control these data, but supposing
there had been none, the amount of the Agamemnon lost in the first gather
might have been roughly estimated, but no guess could have been made as
to where, in the second, the Agamemnon ended and the Choephori began.*

I may notice in passing that the quire-signatures in M are all in the
first hand. I find a suggestion in Mr. Goodwin’s papers that this might not

3 Thiele by some error makes the number (ed. 1869, praef. p. 2).
2080. I am glad to find that my view agrees 4 Journal of Philology xxii. p. 157 sq.
more nearly with that of Professor Biicheler
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be the case, and it is an idea that might occur to any one reading Thiele’s
argument. Were they in a later hand, the whole argument would of course
fall, but I think there is no doubt that they are in the hand that wrote the
text. In the Iliad-part of the MS., the arguments, periochae and glosses
are in the text-hand, though smaller than the text, and the signatures are
in the same writing.

We cannot therefore reconstruct the contents of the lacuna in M, but
we can on the other hand draw a conclusion as to the condition of its
archetype. If the circumstance that eleven pages were allotted by the
scribe of M to complete the Iliad from N 134 and commence the Hymns
cannot be due to deliberate choice on his part, it must follow that the
archetype, at the time when the scribe of M copied it, was defective at that
point. The archetype obviously contained the Iliad and the Hymns, and
there is no reason to suppose that originally they were anything but com-
plete; but by the fourteenth century a great gap had been made near the
beginning of the second half of the Iliad, and the scribe of M found a
truncated Iliad running on without a pause to the Hymns. He copied his
materials as they stood, without seeking to complete them from other sources ;
it is conceivable that he even made no division between the Iliad and the
Dionysus-Hymn. In the archetype when perfect, the Odyssey may have stood
between the Iliad and the Hymns, possibly Quintus also. It is obvious how
far we are from fixing the length of the Hymn to Dionysus.

The archetype was not only defective in the middle, but mutilated at
the end. The Mosquensis ends at xviii. 4, but the last two lines are
written below the usual level upon the recto of f. 50 ; the verso is blank.
That is to say, M is not itself mutilated here, but the archetype also stopped
at xviil. 4, and the scribe seeing this economized his last page by finishing
on the recto. Prof. Ludwich has already drawn this conclusion ([adex Lect.
Legimont. 1891, p. 18).

The next question is that of the age of the archetype, or at least of its
style of writing; was it uncial or minuscule ? This sort of inquiry is often
too confidently decided ; it must be based upon the consideration of such
blunders in a MS. as appear to be purely graphical, and may therefore arise
from confusion between letters, ligatures and the like. It is necessary to
exclude all emendations, ancient and modern, and phonetic variations in
spelling. The small remainder, especially if cases can be found where the
scribe has faithfully copied obvious corruptions, may allow a conclusion to be
drawn. It must be remembered in addition that with a minuscale MS. there
is always a presumption that its archetype was minuscule, and when the
minuscule MS. is late, the presumption is almost a certainty. Moreover,
while_a single instance of minuscule corruption is sufficient to prove a
minuscule archetype, any number of uncial corruptions may prove merely an
uncial stage in the manuscript’s history, a circumstance which naturally does
not require demonstration. Also, even clear uncial cerruptions are not
necessarily evidence for an uncial original, for, it is well known, several uncial
forms, H, N, II, T, I are frequent in minuscule also.
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With these cautions we may consider the mistakes in M which appear to
be graphical. The following seem due to an uncial confusion :—

Dem. 421 oxipbn : axvpon Hes, Theog. 354.

424 Tahafavpn  : yaraaipy ib. 353.

482 ypnopocirmy : Spnopoavvny Pausanias ii. 14. 3.
Ap. 156 God : dov cett.

306 Tudrov Te : Tupdova p (Tudlov ).
Aphyr. 158 8ivnar : xAalvmot cett.

On the other hand, we have these certain examples of minuscule corrup-
tions :—

Ap. 88 kewuss : Bwpos cett.
]
119 wpos : mwpo cett. (wp).
367 Svawheé : Suanheyé cett.
457 éx p1y Tod 8é : ékfnT oddé cett.
Dion. vii, 17 Secua é0érovtes : Seaueted’ éAovres cett.
Drosc. xvii. 5 én’ auijTov : émifBriTopes cett.

The minuscule character of the archetype of M therefore admits of no
question. That M and no doubt also its predecessors were carelessly copied,
and that errors once in existence were generally allowed to remain, will
appear from these other mistakes, which I arrange under heads :—

(1) Mis-division.

Ap. 272 mwpoodayol évnel wavjort : Wpocdryoiey inmajovs, cett.

439 Mepévos Sdudboioiy : Aepéy’s 5 8 audBoioiy cett.

_ Herm. 88 Ewovae 8¢ : {wova’ fjv 8¢ cett.

82 veoOnhéav dyrarwpriv  : veoOniéos dyrxalov IAns cett.

238 oloomodos : UAns omodos cett.
308 évéywv 8¢ : évey’ @de cett.
406 veoyolwy : veorywos €wv cett.
556 didackaliay : Subdararos Hv cett,

This class of error is perhaps more natural in uncial MSS. In any case
the nature of the corruption presupposes a long period of time. Neofniéav
arykalwpriy probably contains an independent reading, as Hermann observed,
praef. p. xxx. 'Evéywv 8¢ turns on the sign — for », more frequent in uncial
than in minuscule. (Ludwich’s excellent emendation feav ov mep for Géas
Uarep Dem. 64 rests on the same supposition.) Neoyvolwy probably is the

0
result of NEOTNEWN ; cf. K 336 dpiotevwor vulg., dpioror éwae Aris-
tarchus and a minority of the MSS.
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(2) Omission of syllables or letters.

Dem. 228 émyhoinot
420 poeta

422
540
220

coutra, dkatdaTn
Ap. nér’ érijaiov
T® T ovydde
28 oxira

522 it

42 Téxe

49 yeldoaca

66 xijmov

Herm.

Aphr.

: (émmAvain Ruhnken).?

: podeia Hes. Theog. 351.
: axdatn Hes. Theog. 356.
: NUTe TRUaLov cett.’

: 70 Tot ody ade cett.

: cade cett.”

: unwor’ cett.

: Téxero cett.

: yelovjocaoa cett.

: kbwpov cett.®

(3) Certain permutations of letters.

Ap. 125 émrwpkaro
213 énérrer®
216 werpiny
217 38 ayvuivas
234 xetvoy !

35 svre 2

79 odAdara
137 odAoxapnBa
138 nirnoe

373 avdykns 23
543 un 1t

159 éx Tav

10 mpiv1®

Herm.,

Aphr.

Ares viii.

: émipEaro cett.

: évéhumrer cett.

: wiepiny cett.l?

: 1) payvojvas cett.!®
: ket cett.

: BUTe cett.

: odvdala cett.

: obhoxdapnva cetb.

: fjvvae cett.

: avayralns cett.

: peév cett.

: dpxTwv cett.!®
1 wpnv cett.

(4) Mistakes that do not fall under any particular head.

Dem.
28 wolvkNoTw :

13 k&8s 7T odus (unmetrical).
idem Ap. 347, ubi morvAMoTw Cett.!®

31 ¢awory (a vox nihili), '

5 This is made comparatively certain by the
metre and the context.

6 Cf, Apoll. Rhod. iii. 651 7Howe ‘L’ for
Tnbaion

7 SkdAa arrives apparently through ofaltra
shAa.

8 Similarly s#mov seems
wim[plov.

9 Intended for événenper ?

10 These three examples seem nncial: werplgrit
hasbeensuggested to me =TIEIPIHN ¢.¢. IIEPIHN.
Hollander plausibly explains %8 ayvojvas as=

AINIHNA C, ENIHNAC, Matthiae’scon-
jecture, and éx Tév as = AJKTWN, APK-
TUWN.

a correction of

1 7.¢. out of xer’, the accent being mistaken
for the abbreviation of o».

12 The minuscule ligatwre nv resembles the
minuscule letters nv.

13 Possibly from the omission of the insigni-
ficant symbol for a:, dvayr ne.

14 The ligature ey mistaken for the minus-
cule 7.

15 Cf. x 411, 481 ypfiv ‘P’ for ypno. The
ligature for nv was copied as v, then itacis-
tically wpny became mpwv.

16 Cf. € 445 moAdAAtsTov, where ‘W’ has
moAdrAvares. It is probably a semi.conscious
correction to make metre after one A had
fallen out.
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Dem. 122 Sws (unmetrical).

2067 ovvavEioovs (unmetrical).

362 OvoBipaive (vox nihili).

421 pnroBootn : uyhéBoais Hes. Theog. 354.
430 Spemopévy (unmetrical).

Ap. 76 aidns
475 keivae
543 dupata

Herm, 108 tovy
151 évoay’
338 7répTopov

: adi} ol cett.

: Eetvor cett.

: Juata cett.

: Téyrn cett.
9 Tay cett.

. xépTopov cett.

400 6yov : 9y ob cett.
404 vyain kat’ : mwérpn én’ cett.
417 éBer’ : é0eN cett.

493 & &ovae
504 Spamérny
565 avdp’ adad
576 voullwv

: 7é€ova cett.

: érpamétny cett.

: dv8pa Saeins cett.
: -v omelel cett.

145

Aphr. 135 Soidd Te kaouyviiTw : cois Te kagiymjTols cett.
157 admi : dvakT cett.

Suggestions as to the origin of several of these variants will be found at
the places where they occur. I call attention to them here, since their
number and the remarkably unmetrical and ungrammatical character of
many of them will have an important bearing on the question how far M
is an intentionally corrected manuscript. The purely phonetic variants I
omit ; they are common to all MSS. and their rarity or abundance does not
warrant any conclusion as to the nature of the original. They are collected
by Dittmar, Prolegomenon ad hymawm in Cererem homericum  specimen, Halis
Sax. 1882.

There are two omissions of some length in M, dpoll. 22—74 and Aphr.
68—122. These are relied upon by Thiele (Z¢.) to prove that M’s archetype
was uncial. After the evidence adduced above, it will probably seem more
likely that the archetype of M was a book of much the same form as M
itself, namely with about twenty-five lines on a page. As some of the
minuscule corruptlions (Ap. 119, 234, Dion. vii. 17, Herm. 373, 565 ?) appear
to be due to abbreviations or ligatures, we may imagine m to have been a
small book written in the common fluent hand of the tenth to twelfth
centuries, the period to which we owe our most valuable copies of Greek
writers. Did it resemble the MS. Laur. 32, 15 (D) of the Iliad, or Laur. 82,
24 of the Odyssey, or any of the various tenth to eleventh century MSS. of
Hesiod, or perhaps Barocci 50, a book which contains the Batrachomachia;
Musaeus and Phocylides? It was of course written in the Kast, and it was
supposed by Matthaei that M itself was brought to Moscow from Athos
(Geel Lc.).

In the course of time, like so many other books, m lost a number of
H.S—VOT. XV, L
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quires, which were not replaced, and when in the fourteenth century the
scribe of M took it to copy, nearly half the Iliad, and an unknown amount of
the Hymns, had disappeared. As far therefore as our positive evidence goes
the canon of the Homeric Hymns is unclosed, and a papyrus froman Egyptian
tomb may any day give us a hymn to Zeus or Athena.

x

After M we come to a group of MSS. DELIIT, which have been held to
belong to one family. The following list of absolute agreements justifies this
statement :—

Ap.

17 «vvBerov DELIIT
35 avtokavys DELIIT
46 co. DELIIT

ib. yaiéwy DELIIT

59 full line DELIIT
65 o époipuny DELIIT
71 78ns DELIIT

72 dripjow DELIIT

xkvwBuov p xvioy M.
avToxdvns p (decst M).
om. p (deest M),
yardwy p (deest M).
half line p (deest M).
yevoiuny p (deest M),
i0n p (deest M).

- aryujaas p (deest M),

73 &oec DELIIT dan p (deest M).
74 xpdros DELII(? T) kpatos p M.
174 Huérepov DELII(? T) vuérepov p M.

216 mriepins DELIIT

224 Tevunooov DELII(? T)

272 wpodryorev DLII(desunt ET)
284 dmoxpéparac DLII (desunt ET)
322 uijoeac DELIIT

326 xail vdv pév Toi yap DELIIT
339 %) méaoov DELIIT

miepin p mwerpiny M:

TeAunaaov p tépuicor M,
mpocdryoev p M.

émuxpéuarar p M.

&1e pigear p unricear M,

xai vdy Tol yap p kal vov uévror M.
2 3 ? o

7 wapoaoy P éoTew. baov M.

346 ¢patdorero DELIIT ppatéorero p M.
538 hab. DELIIT om. p M.
Herm.

36 7o om. DELII(? T) hab. p M.

45 af 67e DELII(? T) &s 67e p 1) 67e M.

59 dvopa xivtov DELII(? T) ovopar vty P ovoparxhvror M.

72 dxetpaciovs DELII(? T) axnpaciovs p M.
286 Spairovs DELII & dypavrovs p M.

& dypaﬁ)»ov;} T
" Spaivrovs ;

303 oiwvotaw €0 DELII(? T) olwvoics av p M.
361 dMeyiveoy DELII(? T) aeelvoy p areyllov M.
397 owevdovro DELII(? T) amevdovre p M.

398 & éx’ DELII(? T)

560

Oviowas DEL(deest T1, 7 T)

€ p M.

Oowar p Qviwaw M,
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Aphr,
16 ypvonraror DELT{deest 1I) xpvaniakaTov p M.
20 arores DELT(deest 11) wovos P morers M.
267 &orac’ DELIIT éotdo’ p M.
vi. 12 koouiocbny DELIIT xoaueloOny p kooprjalny M.

The list need not be continued beyond Dion. vii. 84, where L breaks off.
DELIIT are thus descendants of an archetype () which is not that of M or
P18 We shall see later that ELIIT are the most exact representatives of this
archetype; before proceeding to establish their pesition and value, we may
examine D and several other MSS. which appear to belong to the » family.

D.

It will be shown afterwarde that 2 parts into two branches, ET («) and
LII (3). The following passages prove that D belongs to & rather than
toa:—

Ap. 4 ¢paldipos ET dpaidipa LIID.
20 7oe ET 7¢ LIID.
38 vijgos ET vijcwy LIID.
. Mmraporary ET MmapoTtary LIID.
44 werpiecoca ETD merprdes(o)a LII.
51 xe Oénes ET £ é0éneis D ke Oénns 11 wénys L.
60 meiac ET melap LII wetap D.
75 481 ol B 48y of T a8 of DL ady of 1II.
76 daxndéa dxn tei AMdwv ET  dendéa yrjTe Nady LIID.
86 1e om. ETD hab. LII.
88 o’ éfoya ET cé v €oya LIID.
96 om. ET hab. LIID.
128 domaipovres ET agmalpovra LIID,
162 BapBariactiv ET ipiﬂﬁa)\.ada'rﬁu LII xpepBariactiv D.
171 a¢’ vpéwv ET ¢’ juéwr LIID.
176 émwedn ET émudy) LII émri 85 D.
180 wyretor ET pidgTov LIID,
197 ofire Nayeia E(? T) ovre Adyewa LIID.
217 4 payvujvas ET i) payvnidas LIID.
260 Tereréooas BT ‘TeApéoaas LIID.
261-89 om. ET hab. LIID.

Out of 21 variants in 300 lines, D agrees 3 times with ET, 18 times
with LII. A continuation of the comparison would establish the same
proportions. Plainly D was constructed on a basis of LII. It differs from
them in the following points; I omit places in which D coincides with p.

6a T use p to denote the Paris family and its archetype (Hollander’s ).

L2
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Ap. 41 this verse in D stands after v. 36. The eye of the scribe passed
from dpos aimy in 35 to dpos alwy in 40.
60 aretap D mwetac ET welap LI wiap p.

72 :inpnio-Z) D druyrjow z. The process of correcting D seems here
displayed.'

74 kara kpdros D xara x. Cf 71 where D (with NP) has o
wp@rov for 76 mpdTOY Of 2.

83 Suwoev D Guogev 2. Evidently a correction to make metre.

]
114 {8uab D lopal’ » (lopad p).
130 dbavdroitae D afavdrna .
223 UEas D (Ees z.
402 émeppdoaato D émidppdoaaro 2.
514 dyatov D ...avov 2. This is the clearest case of conjecture
in D. '

540 Tndaiéy o &mos D toioiov Emos 2.

Herm. 38 @dvors D Gdvns . M also has Odvocs, but it was not available
in Italy in the fifteenth century.

47 AaBwv D and z. D in marg. qyp. rauwr. Cf. Ap. 72, another
instance of the process of correction in D,

70 Géwv D feddv 2. Not an accidental difference, cf. T 33 fedw
émi walhikonwvy, where fedv is Aristarchus’ reading,
6éwv Herodian’s and our MSS. are about equally d1v1ded
Cf. also A 503, véor and vedw. Dem. 490 Qéwv of M is
necessarily wrong.

99 gromn D oromuy .

100 peyaundelao D ; peyaundeld(o)io LII, ueyaundeloro ET. Here
D seems closer to the ET branch.

103 #Aavvor D; ikavor cet. The effect of #Aager before and
Anvovs after ?

124 kard otvdpére D, kata z. Cf. Ap. 71, 74.

151 eidvpévos D eldvuévos .

186 oyynoTovd D dyynoTovd =.

238 dudicarimror D aupicarimres 2.

261 éecmres D éevmas .

284 kabiocar D kablooar .

289 mrvpator xai doratov D, mipatéy Te xai ».

425 8¢ Myéws D 8¢ AMyéws z.

540 Bodlerar D prjderar x. Would seem an obvious conjecture,
but cf. £ 300 Bovrer’ ‘XD’ for uider’, T 326 Bovhijw
‘PU° for uitew.

<

17 The same correction secms to be found in T. Bethe Zc. p. 524 says ‘driwjow verbessert zn
arufons [4.°
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Aphr. 3 kara 8vrév D kara 2.
13 oxdrwa D ogdrwva 2. Conjecture.
22 éorin D iorin @. Cf the contrary, Hest. xxix. 6, 11. & 159,
7 304 we have the same variant.
118 ypvonhaxdrov D ypvenhdrov z. Conjecture.
Bupe a.
174 spe D 'nv::e b
203 éov D évov .
205 TeTepévos D TeTipevovos .
214 ayipaocs D avyijpws z.
Ge xxx. 3 vmwépyerar D éwrépyerar u.
Hel. xxxi. 4 ayaxrestyv D dyaxlvryy @. A conjecture to help the
metre, cf. e.g. I 165 kAnTovs, khettods, kAvTovs, E 491 al.
Diose. xxxiil. 1 éomere D €omete .

A conjecture and not a happy one.

At.

In 1889, Prof. J. P. Mahaffy published in the Athenacum, p. 631, an
account of a MS. in the monastery of Vatopedi on Mt. Athos, which con-
tained the Homeric Hymns. The MS. did not include the Demeter-hymn,
but still considerable hopes were excited by the discovery. These have been
dissipated by the publication, in the Classical Revicw, October 1894, by Prof.
Ingram Bywater of a collation of the MS. made by Prof. M. Constantinides.
The facsimiles made by Mr. Constantinides, which Prof. Bywater had the
kindness to show me, prove clearly, both from the writing and the style of
illumination, that the Athos MS. is a specimen of an ordinary fifteenth-
century book ; and this coincides with Mr. Constantinides’ description of the
material, éri yaprov dpyaiov mwapepdpepois peuBpavy. It is only in the
fifteenth century that we find white glazed paper that looks like vellum.

This fifteenth century MS. closely resembles D, and (accordingly) its
effect upon the text of the Hymns is limited to the immediate position of
this MS. Its closeness to D may be judged from the following readings
which the two have in common: Ap. 19 d7’ ivémoco, 41 the line takes the
place of 36, oloeis (with E), 372—4 om., 403 dvacelcacke (with NV),
Herm. 54 xovdfBice, 93 pnrére, 100 peyaundeiao, 103 jravvov, 156 Séoe,
224 EoTv opola (with p), 420 yérace, 539 ypvodpame, 540 Bovherar, 572 &
om., Aphr. 13 axdmva, 22 éartin, 46 piynuévar, 174 fpe, 214 dyipaos, Asclep.
xvi. 3 Preydos (with KN). The points in which it differs from D are
unimportant ; they are according to the collation as follows: Ap. 136—S8,
not added in marg., 147 ldyoves, 152 idoves, 211 om. (accidental, cf. p), 217
payrnias, 339 wécocov, 347 morvaliaToiar, 359 ywpav, 402 vorjcas, 468
éeyedyacy, 501 om. and in 300 vmov for delbew, 509 & for 7, 522 reriun-
wévos (with MT), 544 8¢ om., Herm. 5 fAavver’, 45 Svwmbdor (with p), 446
onapTa (with p), Aphr. 203 djprace ov, 244 raxa om., Mus. Ap. xxv. 1
Znvos for dios, Hest. xxix. 9, 10, after v. 11.
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D and At therefore are copies of one archetype, and as commerce in
Greek MSS. set Westwards and not Eastwards, we must suppose that this
archetype was an Eastern Greek- MS, and that D was copied from it in the
Eastern world and exported to Italy. This archetype differed from the
general z family, or more nearly from the branch b, in these points: (1) it
omits the variants which we shall see belong to the family; (2) it exhibits
certain readings which are not found in any other extant MS. and as it scems
unlikely that the scribe had access to any different and now perished stock,
are to be called conjectures. That is to say, the original of At D was a type
of MS. intended to present a readable text of the author at the expense of
tradition. In this respect it occupies an entirely different position from M,
ELIT and nearly all the p family. It resembles 8, and approximates to the
ed. pr. The critical faculty of the scribe was not great, far less than that of
S, I, or of Demetrius Chalcondyles; he lets pass the palpable 2 corruption
TvdpAov Ap. 306, and but few of his corrections are acceptable.

HJK

D or some MS. very like it has itself descendants, and these may next
be disposed of. They are H (Harley 1752), J (Estense ii. B 14), K (Laur.
31, 32). That these belong to the general family = is proved by these
passages where (H)JK agree with x against m p :

Art. ix. 3 pedjrys HIK « (and Ly)  pedijtys p pénros .

Mat. de. xiv. 3 Tpopos HIK @ Bpaopos m p.
Apoll. 35 adtoxavys HIK z adrordvns p (decst M).
ib. 59 full line HIK 2 half line p (deest M).

and by these where (H)JK agree with 2 and m (with the latter of which
they can have had no direct connexion) against p :

Ares vill. 9 edbapaéos HIK 2 m edfaréos p y.1™

Mat. de. xiv. 3 Tvpmrdver HIJK z m TUTdveY P.

Ap. 78 dxndéa yriTer hadv JK (deest H)ym & Ekactd e pida remoidwv p.
152 oi 7o’ ém’ JK (deest H) m z ot 87 mwot’ émr- p.

162 xpepBartactniy JK (decst H) m }

kpepfaiiacTiv wpepSatiaciv p.
The difference between 2 and JK is only of itacism.

Ap. 172 jpéov JK (deest H) m z (Dpéov E)  Judv p.
176 émdy JK (deest H) & émecdn m émidny p.

That HJK are more nearly descended from D appeafs from the following
passages:

17* By y I designate the marginalia of .
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Asclep. xvi. 3 ¢pAeyvos DK
sclep. xvi. 3 Ppheyvos } Sheydov & p (Freydos N).

Preyéos HI

Ap. 41, after v. 35 DHJK after v. 40, cet.
49 éBrioato DK  n o
Bicaro HI éBnaeto cet. (éBraaato L).
60 metap DJK welap , wiap p.
”
72 ariypjow D aTypiow & ATiunaas p.

atiwijon JK (K in ras.)

Here J seems to have followed the correction of D, K to have followed
the text of D and then to have been altered to the correction.

¥p. Suwaey duoo(c)ev z p.

Spocaev J

Ap. 83 Suwaev DK}

Here contrariwise K follows D, J follows the vulgate reading but is
corrected into the reading of D.

) )
Ap. 114 dpad’ DIK lopal® x (lopad’ 11) lcOual’ p.

The close connexion between H, J and K is shown by their frag-
mentariness, and by the curious order of the Hymns (viit.—xviii. 4p. 1—186)
that they contain ; their archetype, which intervened between them and D,
must have consisted of a few gathers, survivors of some more complete MS.,,
bound up in a wrong order. The half-verse Ap. 186 &vfev 8¢ mpos "Orvumov
may have been the catch-word or guard of the quire with which the arche-
type ended. The copyists incorporated this morsel in their texts. How v.
185 came to be omitted, and v. 184 written after this catchword, does not
appear. ‘

The various members of the family differ amongst themselves, and if
the variants in the original D are due to conjecture, much more so are these
in its descendants. They are, in H,

Arcs viii. 4 Qéutora H féutatos cet,
Ap. 46 ot H (.. 0 T) aou cet.
in J
Ap. 57 aryewiaove’ J aylvovaw S ed. pr. ayimjaovary cet.
59 89 pa Oeol ke ¢’ éywor J 87 pa om. cet. ’
65 yevolumy J cum p S v épolpny z cum K,
70 aivids ye J e om. cet.
74 dEM\vdis J dhes cet.
82 éorat, yp. J (cum m) éotiv cet.
86 mwéleTar, om. e J aréhe cet. (om. e DET ed. pr.).
Ap. 139 &' dvféer oBipeos dvleay
iAg J Te plov odpeos avBeaiv UAns cet.

151 é&vdpas J. avip K « aiel m y p.
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Of these dywrjoove® and é&orac are excellent original conjectures,
yevoiuny is an easy correction of the p of .

Two of the family possess common variants in

Dem, xiil. 1 Spugrp’ HI
Ap. 31 xvdvy add. HJ

Snuwirnp’ KET (Snpirnp II) Snuijrep’ D p.
om. K cet.
KAVTH

This variant I cannot explain, unless it is a relic ot vavaucheirs).

39 xovpikov H )
kovpikou J §
51 K'édénocsH )
keGéros J |
35 oloers HI
158 av HJ

7/ 7’
ropirov K 2 kwpikov, p.

' é0éners KD weBéners ET p xebénns LIL

oigeis E p oloreis LIIT (def. M).
ap cet.

Traces of the conjectures of J appear in K.

Ap: 65 yevolun J yevor K i, 2.
Ap. 151 avdpas J, K m. 2, and cf. 72,

Lastly all three MSS. differ from D in reading
émri for évi D Ap. 52.
v’ olvidmoio for O’ ivemroto D Lp. 18.

S.

S (Vat. 1880) is a fragment of eight pages, the first gather of a
fitteenth century MS. That it belongs in stock to » appears from the

following passages :

Ap. 22 adov S «
33 dvrokavys S x
46 oL S x
59 full line S =
73 doe S w
75 adroi S adui
78 axndéa xrHTet Aady S x

129 &éauat’ S K Seqpdr’ x M

136,7, 8 hab. S IT; in marg. =
152 ol 107’ S 2 M
162 xpepBaiiacTiv S
rpeuBakiacny MJK}
176 émedyy SME émidy «

adov M p @dov T
avtordvns p (def. M)

om. p (def. M)

half-line p (def. M).

dan p.

adoin p.

éxacTd Te piNa vemovbwy p.
Seapda’ p. '

om. M p.

ot & ot p.
kpepBaiiaciv p.

émidyy p.

197 obre Ndyeta S x obre hayecia ME  ofir’ éndyeia p.

211 épevfet S i épexlet M
272 wpodyoter S x
274 Séfar.S M s

vers. om. p.

’
wpocayotey M p,
Sékaio p.
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Next there are several places in which S agrees with p against z;
although it seems more likely that they also are pure conjectures on the part
of S, still it might be maintained that they were taken from a member of
the p class. 1 therefore give them apart :—

Ap. 3 émayedov S p éml o yedov .
65 mepl Tipnecoa S p  wepiTywiecca i
. yevoluny S p Y époluny x.
83 opogaer S p opogey x.
114 {oOuad S p iouad’ x.
151 alel S p avip .
306 Tvgdova S p TUPAGY &.

In some other places 8 coincides with HJK or a member of p, c.g.

g
Ap. 30 Gogovs S A Ggovs E  Goovs cet.

51 & é0énois S H xe Oéhors J  kelélers and xeBéans cet.

53 dMws S J  dAhos cet.

59 Snpov dvaxt el Béokois Oeoi xe o’ Exywar S. The nearest is
J’s Snpov dvaxt el Bogkerss 8 pa Beol ke o Eywar,
and this is the only other MS. that has the accusative
dvaxTt.

-

arypiew x.

arypijoas .
88 ge éfoxa S J o’ éfoya E T oe v’ €foxa S correctus, cet.

129 dégpatr’ S K (beopat’ J) Seoudr’ M 2 Seouds’ p.

139 &7e piov S G7e pplov D 67e 7€ frov or pplov cet.

L]
2 aripron S J drywjow D drymjee corr, in n K{

The list however is more important of readings that are found in S
only :—
Ap. 18 ¥7' vwmore S 5 the nearest is M's imi vomworo.
44 privaa S ;  the rest accent pnvala.

o

33 Njoer S 5 Adooer cet.

54 eVBwlo dge éoeabar S eUBwv or ebBovr ae éoeabar cct.

37 dylvovaw S aywrjoove’ J  ayiwijoovaw cet.

128 &oxov S o xov cet.

165 aAM\’ dyel irvjror S (cum Thuc.) dA\a ye ApTw M dAhdye Oy
AT cet.

209 omwdT davwduevos S ommoTav (éuevos M dmwmor’ arwiuevos
cet.

216 meepiny S (werpiny M)  miepins x meepin p.

234 ke’ S kelv’ cet.

297. viées épyivov S viée aeprylvov cet.

There being, as in the case of D, no other source existing from which
different rcadings might be drawn, one must call these variants conjecture
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of the scribe of S ; and it must be admitted that he was a scholar of unusual
attainments and penetration. Of all the anonymi that have dealt with the
Hymns the second. hand of T' alone is comparable to him. The mutilated
form of the variants vv. 54 efBwAo and 325 7 might suggest that they were
not original to S but were copied from its archetype. At 165 we see the
Thucydidean original reappear; naturally there can be no question of a
survival of the genuine tradition; the seribe either took the reading from
the text of Thucydides or conjectured it independently. I do not know
which is the more probable hypothesis. It is to be noticed that in the other
case of corruption in the passage quoted by Thucydides, 171, S does not
revert to the Thucydidean d¢rjuws, but reads with Ep d¢p’ vpuée.

S then belongs to the x stock, but omits the y variants and presents a
corrected text. Like D 1t was a copy intended for current reading, and the
rough places in the text were intentionally smoothed over. This character, of
D and 8, is the result of our comparison and inference ; the two MSS, find an
analogy in a contemporary recension where the aim of polishing the text is
avowed, and the name of the reviser known—the first printed edition.

ED. PR.

. This was published .in Florence in the year 1488, in two volumes, the
first of which contains the Iliad, the second the Odyssey and Hymns. For a
description of the book see Legrand, Bibliographte Hellénigque i. p. 9 sg. The
subscription, at the end of the Hymns, names Bernardo and Nerio Nerli to
whose munificence, and Demetrius of Milan the Cretan to whose labour and
skill, the edition was due; the latter aceording to Legrand, p. 10, was the
printer. The name of the editor, to whem the scientific merit of the edition
is owing, is given by Bernardo Nerli in the Latin dedication to Piero dei
Medici *® prefixed to the first volume : Nam wut omitéam Neris fratris liberali-
tatem : et Toamnis Accaoli awailivm : Demctriigue Cretensis dexteritatem : id
inprimis mihi oportunum fuit ;@ mazimeque optatum : quod ad hanc rem Deme-
trium Chalcondylem Athenicnsem nactus eram : Virum profecto tempestate nostra
doctissimum : preceptoremque meum : & quo hutusmods opus accuratissime recog-
nosct posset.  Perdifficile enim mihi videbatur sine eruditissimo viro id operis
castigatissimum emendatissimumaque fiers posse. Ttague ex illius consilio Homerum
ut vetustate primum : ita ettam divino quodam ingenio sumsnum poctam : ac
Uitterarum fontem elegi: quiquidem ob incuriam atque ncglegentiom librariorum
ita sui dissimilis videbatur : wt in nullo jfere codice quamwis pervetert integer
agnosceretur.  Quamobrem eruditissimi same vire opera ; qualem  Demetrium
nactus cst : summopere indigebat : qui ef amore quo me mon mediocrt prose-
quitur: et communis utilitatis gratia mazime adductus ipsa Homeri opera
stngulart diligentio summogque studio cwm Eustathit commentarits conferens
examinavit : atque emendavit :......The life of Demetrius Chalcondyles may
be read in Legrand i p. xciv. sg. He had been at this time some sixteen

18 The unfortunate son of Lorenzo, killed in "tomb is at Monte Cassino. The Anthology also
1503 near the mouth of theGarigliano, and whose  was dedicated to him (1494). .
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years public teacher of Greek at Florence, having succeeded Argyropoulos in
1471. Other books in which he appears as editor are the Isocrates of 1493,
printed at Milan (Legrand i p. 16) and the Suidas of 1499 also printed at
Milan (. p. 63). For a specimen of his work as a scribe, see Omont, Fuc-
stmilds des Manuscrits Grecs des XVe. et X Vie. siécles, plate 16. - To Homer
Demetrius prefixes an address to the reader, following the dedication of Nerli,
in which the essential passages are the following:...... Ka\ov T€ Kai Té\etoy
mavty 1o épyov dmeTéhecav: Tis Suvatijs xal wap’ Hudy Sopldaews TeTu-
X1%0s* aPidpa yap fHuiv whedvoy Evexa dua omouvdiis éyéveto, ép’ Saov olov
T Siopf@doachar Td Te Gufpov TorfpuaTa wpoosypnaTa-
pévots kai Tols evoTallov bmopvipace, kai TA TOV CVY-
ypadéwv mepi adTod Memoitnpuéva e 6 TL Kai Siéduyer Nuas év
TocavTy Tpaypatela, cuyyrouns dv Hwo THVY ebyroudvas kpivew édeNévTwv
Sukalws dEioito kal-pdhiaTa éd’ ols 7 008apod 7 &v xoutdsi ONiyots, odTe 1) THY
Aeyopévwv Evvora obTe puqy 1 aGrodovlia ENNéNeirTar. AN elmep apa, & ye
opboypadia éoiv od, kai Ti Tod pérpov dmaption €ln &v Ti TUYOVY éAAimes:
T0 péy Dwo TOVY Ta ypdupata curTifévrep, 10 8¢ Ti kal VP Hudv mwapopfiv:
8¢t pévror py dyvoelv ws v Te TH BaTpayxopvopayia kal Tols
Dpvots éviayod §va THv TOV dvTiypddpwy Stadlopar, obTe
0TAV éTdv efpuos olTe uv 7O Tihs dtavolas VytésdmapTi-
Cetar mwaparinoiws 8¢ kav T4 Slwvos cuyypdppaTi. o0 pRY EANG Td TE
7ijs Batpayopvopayias kal Tdv Juvev 6AoxAnpd ye TuyxdvovTa, ov palviws
lows dv elye Siepbapuéva 8¢ Imo Tob TogovTov Ypdvov Kai THs wepl TabTa
Tdv Noylwv duekelas, odk &v MO v {nulav émipépotey Tois pihopalbéor:
Ta 8¢ U judy mapopOévra riv 6 Ppayéa memaidevuévos év TovTols od
xahewds ovvidor. That is to say, Demetrius explains that he has made a
recension, 8iopfwats, of the poem, assisted (for the Iliad and Odyssey) by the
commentaries of Eustathius and the works of other (Byzantine) writers. He
apologizes for errors and oversights, where tradition has lost both the meaning
of words and the construction of sentences, and for mistakes in spelling and
metre, due partly to the printers, partly to himself; in particular, in the
Hymns and the Batrachomyomachia the badness of the MSS. has caused here
and there the loss of the connexion of the lines and the soundness of the
sense. We expect therefore to find an eclectic text, with the tradition
improved in many places, left as it stands in others for want of a remedy.

The class of MSS. that Chalcondyles took as the foundation for his text
is clear from the following passages (M, being still in the East, naturally
does not enter into the question) :—

Ap. 39 kopirov ed. pr. z kwpUKoU, P.
46 got hab. ed. pr. om, p.
59 full line ed. pr. 2 half line, p.
65 o époipny ed pr. yevoiunv, p.
71 dns ed. pr. = ion, p.
73 doet ed. pr. @a, P.

74 kpdros ed: pr. z Kkpatos, p.
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Ap. 75
78
114
129
136,
151
152
174
176
197
211
216
224
227
237
272
274
284
291
292
304
328
525
538
Herm. 1
45
59
72
86
119
152
159

168
224
232
303
313
342
356
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adijoi ed. pr. 4d7joi ete. 2
axndéa yrjrer Aady ed. pr. z

ioual ed. pr. z
Seouar’ ed. pr.

7,8 hab. ed. pr. hab. in marg.

avyp ed. pr. x

ot 167" émavria ed. pr. z
nuérepov ed. pr.
émidn ed. pr. 2

otire Mdyeta ed. pr. 2
épevlet ed. pr. 2
miepins ed. pr.
revunoaov ed. pr. x
womote ed. pr. 2
mporier ed. pr.
mrpodayoiev ed. pr. x
0ékac ed. pr.
VmroxpépaTar ed. pr. «
08’ ed. pr. @«

Thow ed. pr.
Tavavmrod ed. pr. »
aiayivas ed. pr. »
Tov ed. pr. »

e ed. pr.

(4 ~
Vuvet ed. pr. 2

N o

at ote ed. pr.
dvopa kAvrov ed. pr.z
aketpaciovs ed. pr. »
avrompemys s ed. pr. &
aidvas ed. pr. z
wep iyvias ed. pr. =

L4 o
bi\yredoew ed. pr. i«

L
gmacTor ed. pr. &

éoTiv opoia ed. pr.:
Tavavmoda ed. pr. «

&

b3 ~ s b -~ s,
oLDVOLS* €V ed. pr. oLDVOLOLY €V &

épéewver ed. pr.
doca ed. pr. @
xatépeke ed. pr. »

397 omwevdovro ed. pr.
398 & én’ ed. pr.

519 ouBpipov ed. pr. z
560 Ovigwae ed. pr. x:

Aphr.vi. 7 éorenTov ed. pr. 2

12 koouiaOny ed. pr. z

adolyn, p.

écaord Te piAa vemovdwy, P.

{cOual, p.
Seoud o, p.
om. p.

alel, p.

N 4 3 1 ’
ol 61 wotr émwavria, p.
vuérepov, p.

3 \
émid, p.

¥ 3 9 r
oUT ehaxeia, .
om. p.
mLepin, P.
TENpNTTHY, P.
TWTOTE, P.
wpwtial’, p.
wpocdryoiey, P.
Sékao, p.
émucpéparas, p.

’8'
no, .

Tolow, P.

4 ?
Tavomod, p.
aloyivac’, .
TOU, .
8¢, p.

Duve, p.
L\ o
s bre, p.

b A
OVOUAKAVUTYY, P.
axnpaciovs, p.
adTorpomicas, p.
aldvos, p.
wap’ iyviat, p.

4

dnAgTevaew, p.

At
b 4
awaoToc, P.
9 £y
émopar olvat, p.
Tavimwoda, P.

olwvolar av, p.
épéecwor, p.

Sea, p.
katéepke, p.
omevdovTe, P.
én’, p.

8Bpepov, p.
Ovowat, p.
ebTukTOU, P.
koouelaOny, p.
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Dion. vii. 39 katexpipvdvro ed. pr. 2 KATEKPNUVOVTO, P,
Ares viii. 9 edBapaéos ed. pr. evBfaréos, p.
Art. ix. 3 pedjrns ed. pr. pAf TS, P.
Mat. de. xiv. 3 Tpopos ed. pr. » Bpduos, p.
Pan xix. T rdpnva ed. pr. 2 xénevla, p.
26 faréwv ed. pr. farébwv, p.

Chalcondyles thus showed his judgment by selecting the 2 family, the
excellence of which has only of late years been definitely recognized, for his
basis; he did not however follow any of the nearest representatives of the
original (ELIIT). He required an authority that did not offer alternative
readings, or flagrant impossibilities in the text ; he therefore had recourse to
a corrected member of the family, namely D, or a MS. very like it. This
appears from the following places in which D and ed. pr. coincide :—

Ap. 31 &' é0eneis (ke Oénews ET, ke Oéans LII).
60 wetap (welap LII, wetas ET).

72 atipijon, a’,'rt/.oﬁo'(z D (dripijoe ELIIT).
74 xara (kara x).
130 dfavdroics (aBavaTnas ).
402 émeppdoaaro (émippdaaaTo ).
515 dyatov (...aTov 2).
540 & émos (émos 7).
Herm. 11 peis (puels z).
38 Odvns (Bavos x).
70 Qéwv (fedv ).
100 peyapndelao (peyaundeiowo ET, peyaundeid(o)io LII).
124 kara (kata ).
224 doTw opota (jorw I, oy E).
238 audikarimres (dudecarvmror 22).
261 éEevmes (éevmas ).
289 om. Te (hab. z).
Aphr. 118 ypvanhaxdrov (xpvanidtov z).
174 5pe (qvpe x).
203 ypmrad’ éov (évov ).
Terra xxx. 3 vmépyerar (émépyerar x).
Sol xxx1. 4 ayarhetyy (dyaxivryy ).

Or perhaps it would be more correct to say that D is one among several
manuscripts that Chalcondyles consulted, and whose readings he sometimes
prefers to those of ELIIT. At all events, the ed. pr. not unfrequently
coincides with other extant MSS,, as in the following passages. M, as already
noticed, is put out of consideration.

Ap. Title: opunpov vpvor ets amrorhwrva. So exactly only II.
18 i7’ ivemore. So exactly only S.
25 1) &s (3 &s A, rough breathing apparently erased).
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Ap. 57 dylvovoww with S.
59 Snpov dvak el Bdokeis: Beoi ké o’ Eywaw; so exactly DII
82 émeuyy with J.
136, 7, 8- hab. in text. SII, though only by accident in II.
210 ératiovidn with EB.
223 fas cum DS,
230 Ifes cum S,
233 of 8¢ cum p (ov &¢ ).
244 &8¢ cum S p (ade 2).
259 dvfpdmors cum p (avfpomoiar ).
297 viées épylvov cum S,
306 Tuddova cum S p.
322 &re wigear cum p (ér¢ om, z).
326 kai viv Tos yap cum p.
Herm, 138 émrel Tor.cum A (émei ).
254 Airve cum p y (xhivn x).
322 {kovto kdpnra cum py (Tépbpov (rkovto ).
Aphr. 16 ypvaflaratoy cum p.
Dion, vii. 8 7rye cum p.

It is possible that some of these apparent agreements with MSS. may be
mere conjectures on the part of Chalcondyles, but according to strict method
it would be improper to call them so. The following readings however, for
which no other authority can be quoted (except M in the East, and the
second hand of T, the latter very possibly drawn from the printed book), may
be fairly called Chalcondyles’ own editorial contribution.

Ap. 63 pév xev cet.
93 pein pén cet.
96 peydpoiat peydpous cet,
220 dde ade cet.
223 a7’ én’ cet.
317 in marg. Aelmee
318 é&uBatov éuBakev.
325 3w ap 1pév or Fipéy cet. 7 “ap S seems to
point to the same conjecture.
339 7 éooov ) wéaaov x, 7 Tapdaov P.

361 xai &fa om. this is perhaps one of the printer’s
mistakes to which he alludes.

392 vija Goiw Huabony cet.
407 of Ta wpdTa T4 wpdTa cet.
411 IEov €ov cet.

414 38 76’ cet.

419 wapéx wapex cet.
450 yaity xaltns cet.
452 Tives mofev cet.

502 épal épat’ cet,
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Herm. 65 dito @pTo cet.
94 das ovvégeve  daoiv éreve cet.
175 ¢piAnredor 8¢ puAnTedwv cet.
214 ¢nAnTv P AnTYY 2, pyA@TYY P.
236 ywouevos ywouevoy cet.
Perhaps another printer’s error.

292 ¢panTéwy dAnTéwy z, dnhiTéwv p.
303 olwvols: €d olwvoigey €U &, olwvoiat v P
400 araiieto aTiTdA\AeTo cet.
474 adrdyperov adr’ dypetov cet.
482 dp’ av cet.
491 ad adt’ cet.
533 épeeivns épeelvers cet.

Aphr. 20 wToNes TONLS T, TOVOS P.

39 xatabvyriic: rata cet. Cf. 50, 51, 52.
229 kai eUyevéos ebyeveds cet.
Dion. vii. 13 Adyor Avdoi cet. ,
Pan xix. 31 xvA\qviov xUAAmviov cet. Another printer’s error.
Poseid. xxii. 3 alyas alyas cet.
Gexxx. 15 mallovoar maifova cet.

Of these conjectures of Demetrius several were found in M on its
discovery in 1780, viz. Ap. 223 ax’, 318 éuBatov, 392 vija Gonv (though only
in a late hand), 502 épad’, Herm. 65 akto, and these all are correct, though
aito on Herm. 65 has probably no stronger position than that of an inde-
pendent variant. )

These also are correct, though no MS. evidence has since been found to
support them : Ap. 93 pein, 96 peydpoiot, 220 dde, 317 the marginal remark
Aelmes coincides with the judgment of most modern editors, 325 %» dp, 411
lEov, 419 mapéx, 452 vives, Herm. 94 ¢pas ovvéoeve, 214 PnyryTyy, 292
dnAnTéwy, 400 aTdANeTo, 474 adrdypetov, Aphr. 20 wrohs, 39 xarabyyriice
and other forms of karalwnyraos, Dionys. vii. 13 Adyor, Posid. xxii, 3 aiyds,
Ge xxx. 15 waifovoat.

The following appear to be incorrect: Ap. 63 wév for xev which is
demanded by grammar ; 339 7 dooov, where the real reading is quite uncer-
tain; Demetrius seems right in deserting the wéooov and wapdoov which his
MSS. offered him. 407 of va wpdra; here M shows mpériora to be the
original; Dem. sought to emend the unmetrical wp@dTa of his MSS. by
inserting of. 414 7¢&’, perhaps a printer’s mistake. 450 yaiTy, probably
because he did not recognize a dative in the MS. yairns. Herm. 175 ping-
Tevwy, perhaps intended for ¢mAnréwr as he corrects 214, 292; at least he is
right in omitting the 8¢ of the MSS.; 303 olwwois: €7, which at least is an
1mprovement on the unmetrical olwvoicw ed. 482 ap’ for v, 491 ad for adr’,
533 epeewnq Aphr. 229 kai elryevéos; an attempt to correct the unmetrical
MS. evyevéos; M shows the real reading to be ednyevéos; the case is p@rallel
to Ap. 407.
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With a total of some 33 conjectures, of which 23 are certain, the first
editor of the Hymns brought a very solid contribution towards the restitution
of his author’s text; and when we consider that Stephanus’ corrections were
clerical, and that most of Joshua Barnes’ suggestions that deserve considera-
tion are taken up with introducing parallel phrases from the Iliad and
Odyssey, it may be said without hesitation that Demetrius has, to find his
equal as an editor, to wait for Ruhnken.

To recapitulate the results up to this point, we see that these MSS,
which appeared generally to belong to the 2 family, viz. AtDHJKS and the
MS. basis of the ed. pr., do not exhibit the influence of any other stock of
tradition, unless in the ed. pr. we may recognize traces of the other family .
The variants between these MSS. and ELIIT, the principal representatives
of @, are seen to be due to conjecture. When therefore we proceed to
investigate the relations of ELIIT 1 and to recomstitute their archetype, we
may leave out of account AtDHJKS,

19 Errata in the readings of E and J given in 134 «75’ E.

Mr. Goodwin’s edition. 135 &macoa E.
. ., os 136 sq. o év érépw keivtar kal obrot of arixor;

Apoll, Title els éxérrwva 8 J * the mark ss is prefixed to the three
3 émioxeddv J. vv. E.

36 éiikTiouévy E. 141 Bijoao J.

51 keBérots J. 156 ov E.

53 #AAws J. 166 x' pro ¥ J.

58 &v0dde v dpduevor J. 172 & E.

59 in marg, of ex of E. 176 of’ J.

61 ¢&’ro] E. 188 kifapeis E.

65 yevoluny J. 208 uvnorfipoiv E.

68 3¢ E. 210 érariovidn E.

71 70 211 épevlet not &wbei E. Valla's ev is vary
. . ‘ straggling and like a large w; but the
b, after Toys for & read D. 557 o) .
a3 J matter is settled by the word épevéevs in
72 dripsfon J. 1 'g., where both syllables ar
b, awels . lne marg,, where both syllables are
73 Gae J. . }eplesented by the sign in question.

75 b of B 213 8' .

226 7w, and év E.

77 ¢parar ¢ E, L
235 &ynow not ayfiow K.

79 for éudaoas read Spdaoar.

@. e E. 238 de E.
82 emery J. 240 2p E.
7p. Spwaey 248 of Té E,

83 instead of Suwoov margo J read Spoooev J. 256 elme re E.
86 Teom. J. 291 0% E, and ¢ E.,
b, wéerar d. 2902 riow K.

94 ¥AAal Te, fire for ixvaly 7e J. 304 Tavaimed’ E.
101 réfacbar J. 307 &p E.
102 =poimeuyav E. 309 #° K.

ib. &inTiouévys E. 311 waga: E.
105 #jywyev E, 312 &s éu’ E.
112 ¥xovres E. 313 ey’ E.
114 fouabd’ not foéuad’ E. 320 xéuaev E.
119 &racoas E. 325 #p’ E.
128 o€ E. 325a +yp. kal E.

ib. &omwéporra J. 326 ral viv ptv Tol yap yd E.
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ELIIT.

An inspection of the variants of these four MSS. shows at once that
they fall into two groups, ET and LII; c.g.

Ap. 4 ¢paidipos ET
38 vijoos KT
i, Mmaporary ET
44 mwerpecaa ET
31 ke Oérers ET
[}
59 mepiras ET
60 mrelas ET
75 ol ET

78 axn reirawy ET

daldipa LII.
mjocor L1I,
MrmapoTary LII,
werpide(o)oa LII.
xe(0é)ans LII.

om, LI1I.

melap LII.

o¢ LIL.

-a yirer Adwy LII.

329 amo E.

331 éxd E.

335 mirijves E.

347 ¥4 E.

348 iepoio E.
851 %8 E.

355 woAd’ K.

356 ¢pépeone E.

357 mplv ye K.

358 %8 E.
362 Boriavelpn E.
367 71 E.
375 émlin the text is a misprint.
376 kaAAipoos E.
386 edxerdwyvri E.

1 1%

392 Huabs’ (i.c. o) E.
393 wvdooov E.
403 dvasoeioas ke E.
410 wap E.
412 7¢ E.
428 im'éx E.

439 % K.

th. éo ex e [Auér’] E.
441 #&xo E.

445 af5’ E.

447 ppeniis E.

454 ola E.

463 ndda E.

476 od ' E.

495 6 E.

499 épov K.
518 &vro E.
516 o E. -

(dOeov
523 deile & Eywv Hdurov (dfeov E. (dOeor above

the line is in Valla’s hand, much smaller

than he rest.
H.S.—VOL. XY.

525 av’ E.

526 ndda E.

533 ¢ E.

Herm. 13 1dte yelvato E,
42 ai@v E.

n
111 =wvpta E.
119 correct this to diudvas M dd'ai@dvas DELI

@
d’al@vos T 8/ 'aidves Parisienses.
143 &pbpia E.
158 diex E.
163 rirdorear E.
171 moAvAdfiroy E.
232 Tavaimoda E.
233 Adiov E.
241 marg. 79y K.
259 épnes E (as L).

269 w%@ou E.
308 TadTais K.
394 éwry E.
426 &wero K.
Aphr. 61 xploav E.
74 ovvdlo E.
113 read Huerépny pro duerépny E.
134 kedy’ E.
167 ea E.
168 adAipy as printed is really adAiov with o
crossed out.

K
Aphr. x. 1 évmpoyervi) E, with & crossed out.
Mat. de. xiv. 8 Topmdswv J.
ib. Towdva in E marg is Dy Valla, not
‘a man. rec.’
Pan xix. 46 & ouBdrxeos E.
48 iAdoouas with one o E.



16:

7e om. ET

o’ éfoya ET
om. ET
éivxriauévns ET
domaipovtes ET
in marg. on. ET

86
88
96
102
128
136

162

BapBariacTvy ET
171 '

vuéoy ET

176 émedyy ET

180 priheTov ET

217 payvejvas ET

260 Teleleocoas ET

261—89 om. ET?

325 %0’ ET

348 iepots ET

423 éirtiapévor ET (cf. Ap.
102)

414 #0enoy ET

466 ydp ET

479 karhoiar ET

506,7,8 om. ET
(dfeov
523 &dutov Lulbeov E )
&dutov Ldbeov T §
45 apdidvvar ET
81 ovpuiétwv ET
86 adrorpomicas s ET

Herm,

100 ueyaueideloto, priore et
ex 7 correcto ET

168 dnoTor ET
288 avmijcers ET
296 pera post TAfuova add.
ET
400 avriBarreto B )
avrirdMeto T §

Aphr. 10,11 in one ET

68 Oewv, marg. vyp. Onpaw
ET
97 om. ET
113 Hpueréomy ET (cf, Ap. 171)
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hab. LII.

oé o éfoya LIL.
hab. LII.
éveTipérns L1L.
acmaipovra L1L.
an. om. L1I,

Bap .
xpepBariacTvy LIL

Huéwv LIT.

émidn LIL

miAnTor LIL

paynidas, marg. payvjvas LI,
TeAnéooas LII.

hab. LII.

7p’ LIL

cepotae LII

évkTipévor LIL

éBerov LII.
&8é LII.
Aholoe L)
woAhoioe 11 §
hab. LII.

abrod Samedov, marg. ddvrov {abeov

LIL
apapvyal, marg. auaidvvar LIL.
cuppioy(vL)wy LIL '
adTompeTs &5, MArg. avTOTPOTITAS
LII.
peyaundetd(o)o LII.

At
dmacTor LII.

avtijons LIL
om. LIL

driralhero LI
in two LII.
Onpév LIL

hab. LII.
vuerépny LII.

2 Accidentally, owing to év645’ 260 and 289 ; ¢f. 506, 7; 8 where 8ardoons in 505 and 508 has
caused the omission,
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123 dxtiorov ET drxrerov LIT.
156 peracrpadbeica ET uetactpedpleiaa LIL.
174 Bupe ET nupe LIL.

€
éetmras ET

163

186 éevmres LII.
207 rpas K
75&’: n } Tpéa LII.
214 ica Oeoio: ET jpata wavta, marg. yp. ica Beolat
LII
256 7on ET ton LII.
262 ceayroi ET aayrot LIL

[
5 épvyav ET

Dion. vii, 3 veavin ET
9 érarépw ET

épvoar LIL
venvin L1L
éxaorépw LII

I need not continue the list beyond ZDion. vii. 34 where L breaks off,
The number of literal variants that are common to E and T makes it abund-
antly clear that they are direct copies of the same archetype ().

It is remarkable that these two MSS. E and T, so closely related, are
among the few MSS. of the Hymns of which we know the scribes’ names.
E was written by the personage who signs himself wyedpyios oddAAa or
BdMas mAaxevrivos, Qiorgio Valla or Valle of Piacenza. This scribe,
collector, author and teacher, after passing a life in Lombardy, Liguria and
Venetia, died as public teacher of Greek at Venice in 1499. His name has
been obscured by the better known Lorenzo, perhaps his relative, and his
biography remains to be written.® His library, including many MSS. in his
own hand, passed at his death to Alberto Pio, Count of Carpi near Modena,
and now forms the nucleus of the Greek collection in the Estense.?> Con-
stantinc Lascaris, the scribe of T, is a better known man; sce Legrand /..
L p. 1xxi. sg. When he wrote our MS. Lhe had been some four years at
Milan, teaching Greek under the patronage of Francesco Sforza. In view of
the usual belief that late MSS. were generally corrected by their writers, it
is noticcable how few novelties are the result of the editing of these two
considerable scholars. To Valla belong the corrections olgeis Ap. 54, dov
Ap. 156, pwmorhpow Ap. 208, dvriBdiihero Herm. 400; to Lascaris
dvacoelacke Ap. 403, kpiooalwy Ap. 446, dpro Herm. 65,8 aypavlovs
Herm. 286. The value of Lascaris’ emendations it is evident cxceeds that
of Valla’s. The archetype @, about whose date we can only say it was earlicr
than 1464, contained a number of gross graphical errors, which I need not

21 See however Tiraboscli, Storia della Letter-  life they are to be assigned.  The only exception
alura alivna, 1823, p. 1564 sq., and Gabotte, appears to be Estense ii. ¥ 9, written in Venice
¢ Giorgio Valla e il suo processo in Venezia nel  in 1488.

1496,” Nuovo Archivio Veneto 1891, p. 201 sq. 22 For the authorities see Notes on. Greck AISS.
Valla unfortunately rarely dated his MSS., and  in Htalian Libraries, 1890, p. 3.
therefore we do not know to what period of his

M2
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repeat, and two or three noticeable variants, namely Ap. 479 the obvious
conjecture xaAAoioe for -+ Ahoioe of m, Herm. 296 pera between TArjuova
and yaoTpés, Aphr. 174 Bupe which is a’s reading of the original Lupe.

L and IT are not connected in the same degree of closeness. It is true
that they have a certain number of graphical errors in common, e.g. Ap. 20
te for Toi, 44 mwerpridea(a)a, 31 ke[0él\ys, 60 melap, 84 ToTw, 95 fpns, 155
78, 171 Auéwv, 175 émidy, Herm. 362 dmoheyéws, 364 upwicoary’, 412
waaanaw, Aphr. 174 nupe, but each of them, and especially L, has a much
greater number which are not common to the other. II's errors are not
wmth collecting ; those of L testify to a certain cautiousness on the part of
the scribe (c.g. in the lacunas Ap. 7 N pecaww, 8 dvexp pace, 12 w Twea,
Herm. 5 w dp, Aphr. 6 & péunhev, 133 dm priryr) and also apparently to a
misunderstanding of some abbreviations in the archetype (e.g. Ap. 17 wpo for

“A*
7rpoc, 42 peepomrwv for pepomwv, 64 BEEac,u. SeEalpuny, 178 )»vm*)\.vxmu,

,m;om pnoviny, Herm. 565 ¢pévra a misunderstanding of ¢pev) It is
possible therefore that L and IT are not direct copies of t.he same manuscript ;
whether they are or not, however, is of little practical importance; their
ultimate archetype (b) is represented very closely by them, and had well-
marked characteristics which distinguished it from a—viz. fidelity and absence
of conjecture and, in particular, the retention of the marginalia of 2 (=y) as
marginalia and not as readings in the text. This will more clearly appear as
we proceed to tabulate the readings of « and b and to reconstruct from them
the general archetype of the family, .

Ap. 55 olaeis E)
olatels T §
olotels L)
olotels 11

a.
! ola(7)els .
oloTeis b

The source of this error is evidently a confusion between o and the
ligature for o7. It might be questioned whether o is a correction of E (as
would certainly appear at first sight) or o1 in T was accideptal. On the
whole following the majority it is safer to say that 2 had ola7ets, the more so
as 1t is in the older sort of minuscule that there is a close resemblance
between o and o7.

b, oloels worhoy E .
\ TONAYY
TONANY y m ) m
- oloTel a
olatels o0 T s oLoTELS,
_moAAijy ) olaTels l;\li{g'
oloTeEls L ' TOAANY .

- - " oMMy above or in marg. b.
oloTets, marg. woAijy 11 j °

All four MSS. bere record the variant of z; II alone keeps it in the .
place which it apparently occupied in #, the margin; E puts it, corrupted,
into the text.
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,u. [:]
Ap. 39 dnpov dvaf el Béarais wepitas o éywaw E in text.
¥p. €& Boororabe of (ex of) ke o’ éywaw E in marg.

0
Snpov avaf el Béckois wepiTas o éxwaw T
u“ 0 :
\ 14 E)
Snpov avaf el Bookows wepitas o Exwaw a
: |
dnpov avaf el Bookors o éxwow L :

Snpov avaf el Boarows Beol ké o’ Exywo I1 j

Snpov dvaf el Boorows [feol xe] ¢’ Exywaww b.

This deep corruption has left a certain divergence between the members
of either family; thus E in ¢ and L in & alone preserve the important
variant g above dnpdv, which T and IT omit. On the other hand E and T

0
agree literally in the curious wepiTas—a considerable test of relationship;
and we may thence conclude that E’s marginal variant «p. el Bogroisfe of
ke o éxwow was not in @, but was either conjectured by Valla or, more
probably, taken from a MS. such as IT or the archetype of Il and I, %. In
«a the theta over mepe is evidently a relic of the word which followed Béorois
or Béaxets. The letters mepiras are most ingeniously explained by Hol-
lander, p. 13, who supposes them to mean 7epl Ta s, ‘about six,’ and to be a
marginal note of a scribe defining the extent of the lacuna; this inter-
pretation is very attractive, though I am not aware of any instance of a
copyist giving such precise particulars about his original, and the expression
as it stands is necessarily imperfect. Nothing less than Aelmwec (\) ypdupara
5

(yp.) wepi T& s would be intelligible Greek. With this provision it is possible
that the note stood in the margin of z, and that a incorporated it (thinking
it represented the actual reading) in his text, while b omitted it altogether.
This process may suggest that a stage or stages intervened between a and 2.

The relation between L and II seems simpler; L leaves a lacuna which
II fills up: b therefore had either a lacuna or a few unintelligible letters
between Béoxois and o’ éywow. 11 either filled the lacuna with a conjecture
or read these letters as feol xe. The survival of the letter 8 in the other
family « suggests the latter view.

We may therefore reconstruct the reading of z as—

" .
Snpov dvaf el Béorors 6 a’ éywow,
marg. X yp. mepi Ta s.
s

In the lacuna may have stood traces of eoiwe. The corruption does not
begin with «, but goes back to the common archetype of 2 and p, ie. to
the full uncial period.
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ib. 114 lopal’ ET, lopad o
lopal L }i’apaﬂ’ >,
8 [ lopad’ b
lopald 11 iade

The same corruptions occur E 778 where {c6uaf’ is common, {guad’ and
{8ual’ rarer. II's § is evidently a correction of the scribe’s; it occurs

in DJK.

b. 136, 7, 8 in text. om. ET
. . ~ 3 e ./ - A ol N !/ n
in marg. praefixis o év érépw kelvtar kai odror oi ariyor KT

ita a.

in text, om. L

in text. hab. II l
in marg. praefixis év érépw kai odror oi ariyor reivrar LIl ’
ita, b.

II. evidently included these verses in the text by error; = omitted them in.
the text, bnt had them in the margin with the formula in the words of either
a or b.B

i, 151 avyp ET
alel marg.
avip alel L it .
LAY 3 A h R .,
avyp 11 avyp, marg. atel 7;5
alel marg. IT

3\ " LR
ET }um;p, marg. acet «

L here has put the 1nargina1 reading into the text.

kpepBatiacTiv,

Bap Ba,
mg. BapBatiacTiv z.

ib. 162 BapBariactiv ET BauBariactiv a }
m
kpepBariactiv LII kpepBariactiv b

In o the marginal reading was put into the text; b records both.

6. 171 Ypéowv ET dpéwv a }?
e /4 v 7 ¢ .
Huéov LIT fuéwv b
Since v and 4 are equivalent phonetically to each other, it is a question what
stood in z; puéov is given by M, dudv by p.

'n
ih. 202 apdi dpaelver E "o
2 apdi ¢ apdupacives a

audpepaeives T .

aude paelvern L ’ id. .
' ¥ id. b ,

app! paelves T1

2 The ‘hooks’ which are written before prefixed are to change their place from text to
these lines in IT are not necessarily signs of _ margin or vice verse, e.g. in the Iliad Ven.
omission, since E and T exhibit them in their 454, ff. 106v. and 108v., omitted lines are added
margins, but imply that the vv. to which theyare  in the margin with , prefixed,
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The four MSS. here differ only minutely in their representation of the

original ; K has with painful accuracy preserved the iota adscript which was

natural to an early minuscule MS,, I has run the correction into the text and
- then marked it out again.

. 211 % ap’ épevlei E) .
A o3 3 ~ 1
7 au’ épevlet Ty

7) ap’ épevlel L )
7 au épevlet TI id. b.
marg. yp. 7 apua GopBavte Tplomow 4 duapive LH[

9) G’ épevlel, marg. yp. 1 dua GpopBavte Tplomow 3 duapiviw x.

d. a.

In « the marginal variant is ignored; in b it is recorded.

ih. 217 3 payujvas ET, id. a )
%) paymidas LII Vid o j
marg. yp. payvujvas )

7) payvyidas, marg. «p.
payvojvas .

In a the variant has been taken into the text, to the exclusion of the original
reading : ¥ records both variant and text.

i, 276 def, ET def. a
T , SeAdovan .
Seddovan L ) , }

Sengov o 11 j- bedgodion b

L has been corrected.

b, 325a om. in text ET )
marg. yp'. ET )

om. in text LII N }om. m telxt; marg.
marg. yp. kat ovrws L royp. [kar olitws] b Pz

ve. 11

id, «

Here all four MSS. have recorded the variant as a variant.

. 344 om. E

} hab. «
hab, T }hab. .

hab. L ).
hab. I § hab. b

The omission in E is plainly accidental, and is due to the line beginning with
the same word as 345. For the same reason the p family omit it, in-
dependently.

. 377 kexyolwuévor E o
? T § ? xexohouév .

kexodwuévor L\ ? cevon K . -
xexohwpuévos 11 §- + Kexohwpey
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The mistakes in E and L suggest a misapprehension of something in the
respective archetypes. Possibly in @ b the last syllable was represented by
an omicron, and this, as sometimes happens, was mistaken for o» by E, while
L copiced it on the line and added an iota de swo. Cf. part IL Herm. 451
(xopos for xopol).

ib. 394 ppétover ¥y 2
a

! Ty ? 2.
ppékovor L b
ppékova I1 ppedovot

The evidence is undecisive, for ¢ and § are perpetually and arbitrarily
exchanged in minuscule; cf. the same words and alawdlew -Eew, évapifew
-Eeww, mrohepllw -Ew, éyyvariler -Eei, ete. in the Iliad and Od. MSS. The
present ayyé\hove: somewhat supports E's ppéfovat.

th, 479 karrotar ET kaioiot o
Aolor L
moANotor 11

The three variants presented by the four MSS. establish that in z there was
either a lacuna or some illegible letters. a either read these as xa or con-
jectured xa to fill the space, and ET reproduce this stopgap: b appears to
have rendered the gap faithfully (or, to have omitted the illegible letters), and
in doing so was followed by L ; II conjectured (or read) woAXoige¢, which has
the independent confirmation of M Par. This is one of the cases which
suggest that II is a stage farther than L off &, or that the scribe of II found
b in a better state than L did. Cf. 59, Herm. 42.

l
} .. Moiot b

.. AMotat 7.

2b. 515 exwv atov B L
exan/ Tov T §
éxw atov LIT ita b

éyov  (a)Tov a

} eExwy a'r&v Z,

This passage may induce us to regard the scribes of ELIIT as faithful copiers
rather than emenders. An original lacuna has been transmitted with
remarkable fidelity through at least two generations.

(dfeov
th. 523 advrov {abeov E )

L dsvroy tdbeov a -
@dvtov tdbeor T § ¢ ) adrod Sdmwedov, marg.
avTod 3a7re$ov, id b j ddurov Ldbeov .

marg. vyp'. advrov {dbeov LII f

« has taken the original variant in place of the original text; & records both.
Why Valla wrote ¢dfeov over the line is inexplicable, fortunately T shows
that it does not go farther back.

Herin, 42 épecred  Aovns E ,
? T fopea'xw R ¥ L Speara . . .

opeckw  Awrys L
opecriio kohwyns T1

}opeovcw[oco xoAa@vns b Aavnys .
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Here unfortunately Bethe has not given T’s reading. The case is, however,
parallel to Ap. 515 ; a lacuna in # has been transmitted through two stages;
E in one family and L in the other give exactly the same-sized gap. II, as
“in Ap. 479, secems to have found 7 in a more perfect state, or to have filled the
gap by conjecture. For his épearwio cf. his uéya undeideo Herm. 100.

b. 45 dpardvvar ET id. «
apapvyat LIT } W D } apapvyal, marg. yp. aualdivas z.
marg. yp. apaidvvae LII

@, as before, has substituted the variant for the text; b preserves both.

ib. 46 éprjgato K '
? T/ ta ) éurjdero .
euiidero LT id. 1)

Whether éurjaaro is a correction of Valla’s, or the real reading of @, depends
on T, the reading of which we do not know. We may however safely conclude
that éusdero stood in z, perhaps with a marginal ¢a.

. 63 @10 E} .

- T @70 a] -

wPTO wTOo 7.

dro LI &rod) Lascaris reinserted p.
. 79 cdvbara epl.\?[rev g} ? 4

gdvdala © Eprfper L) o . s 'y }
A
sdvdara adrin’ Eorfrev TI § odvdata [avri] " dprpev b

cavéala [8 alTiK’] Eprfrev 2.

Here unfortunately we have no reading from T. Again an original
lacuna has propagated itself, and again II seems to have seen b in a better
state than L did; again also, as at 42, there is one letter wanting in II’s
supplement.

ih. 86 adroTpomicas &s ET id. @ \
adTomperns &s LII . « a |

marg. yp. avteomijoas L } avTompemns ws ,
yp. adrorpommicas IT marg. ¢p. avtToTpoTiioas b J

adTompemns s, marg. yp, adTorpomijcas x.

a here displays the same tactics as before; only that in inserting the
marginal reading into the text, it has neglected to take out the whole of the
original text reading, and thus produces the unmetrical result adrorpo-
mTicas &s.

ib. 100 peyapeideloto priore et ex 5 correcto B ,
peyaundeloo T } peyapndeioo )
peyaundeiboto L
péya pndeldio TI

? 2.
pneyaundeldoco b j
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It must remain a question whether z inserted a & between e and oco or
not ; the undeldao of M p is in favour of the 8. The omission is no doubt
due to the scribe’s feeling for érarAnhia, Lobeck, Paralip. p. 4.

0. 168 dAtoroe ETid. a %

At

A dmaocTot .

dmaoror LITid. b
@ has accepted the variant instead of the text; b records both.

1b. 212 ¢oiBos amworrwy, id. &
marg. yp. utfor drovaas ET id. 2.
id. LII id. b

Here «, contrary to its usual custom, has with 0 recorded both text and
variant.

ib. 224 énmopar elvar E 1 . N
RN 1 id. a éoTw opola,
fleTy opcia L } mg. yp. Exmwopat
NoTw opola 11 id, o s eval .
marg. yp. EAmopat elvat LH[
The reading of T is not given us, but in all probability it is the same as
E: a, as usual, preferred the variant to the text; b recorded both.

0. 241 &jf pa vedbAhovTtos mpoxaieduevos HfSvpuov Tmrvov E
mg. év A\ obTws: 07 pa véov Noydwv TPoKANEUuEVOS
A E
2T
id. LII (Aoyedwy in marg.)
d.oay .
id b id. 2.

T’s reading fails, but apparently here, as at 212, @ as well as b record both
text and variant. (The variant in @ must either have been cut off at the
margin, or abbreviated as #dv; that is to say 53¢ or 30 merely represents
H8v[pov Jmvov]. Cf. 42 where M has in the margin yp. @5 Soxel por dydy’
éEero [for éeTdpnoer].)

. 254 Nrvo EY

» T} id. a
K)»."V’? LI 1. } KAy, marg. yp. év NMrve .
o~ - id. b
mg. yp. év Mive LII §

T’s reading fails. As before, @ adopted the variant, b recorded both text

and variant.

b, 280 Tov E 3

id.
? T .
N . 7 TOV
TOV 7-(‘;1; ¢ é)? 7
ws L ?7

R oc b
Tov s 1) s
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This case is more complicated, especially as we miss T’s reading;
however following the usual procedure of the three MSS. we may suppose
that E preferred the variant 7év, and that accordingly ds was the text, in the
‘original, and 7Tov the variant, both of which are recorded by L and II, more
accurately by the former.

b, 288 avrijoets ayéanat Bodv kal woest piiwy ET )
v ’ v ’ 2ty id. «.
marg. yp'. avrny Bovkorioiat kai elpomorors dlecaiy ET
id. LII (sed avrions) id. &.
id. (@avrijenia or -eio) 2.

Here, as 212, 241, both @ and b record text and variant.

. 322 & trovro lcdp?nva, ]ri:‘} A
8¢ 7épOpov tkovro LIT
marg. yp'. & lkovro kdpnva LII

mg. yp'. & lkovro
xdpnva .

} 8¢ Tépfpov Trovro,
id. 7

T’s reading is wanting ; « prefers the variant, b records text as well as
variant.

woTi TTh)as
oUAVpumoto, mg.
woti wroyas ot vpmoro LII Uido | vp'- pera xpvas-

marg. yp'. peta xpvadbpovoy 5i LITY Opovoy 76 .

b, 326 pera ypvoobpovor 7o By . 1
o ¢ doa

The same.

ib. 366 épuns & d\Nov pdlov év dfavdToiow éamer K ) .
T . e
épuis & adl érépwlev auefBopevos Emos nida LIT 3
marg. Epuis & dAhov (avANov L) udbov év dbavdroiocw >id. 1.
éevrev. L1
épuiis & adl érépwlbev kTN,
marg. éppuns 8 dA\ov udfov k.1

The same.

ih. 400 dvTiBdiieTo E .
avritaiMeto T | ° 6} ATiTdNNeTO 2,
ariralhero LII id. b

This case is complicated, but it seems likely that e had avrirdAXero,
intended as a correction of the unusual arirdAAero of z; and that Valla
further emended dvriTd\\eTo into the comparatively famlhar avTtSdA\eTo.
Or, of course, there may have been a » superseribed in 2 and @ have
incorporated this in the text, while b preserved the original =, which is

supported by M p.
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. 451 oipos E

mg. yp. kai Vpvos E} id. @
? T } id. @.
id. LIT id. &

Here @ as well as b has recorded text and variant; so 241, 288, 563.

. 473 1o E )

? T id. @ ) cal
vai LII ) } . b; mg. yp. TOY 2.
marg. yp. Tov LII

Here a has accepted the variant, b has recorded text and variant,

marg. yp. Pevdovrar & fwetta 8 aAMAwy Sevéovaar E

ih. 563 wepdvrar & fmeta wapeE 08ov fyepovevey E :
id. @
¢ T

;‘i‘fLH } id. b
id. 2 '
Both ¢ and b hére have recorded text and variant of z.

Aphr. 99 Bicea ET id.a) gy

Bn L {- weloea 2.
weloea . .
def. T } id. 3

Even in the absence of II it is plain that o has preferred the original
variant, while b has recorded variant as well as text.

. 174 Bupe ET Lupe a

z:;: IIIJ} nupe b

} bwpe 2.

'These are typical misreadings of the minuscule kappa (&) ; « read this
as beta, b as eta; since we find jupe also in Par. it would seem that
o had the same form.,

[:14

b, 205 TeTtpévovos ET id. a TETLHEVOS
id. LIT id. b or . 2.
TeTipévoy

the alternative TeTiuévor is not a mere error, for we find it in M (see infro,

Part IL).

b, 214 lca Ocoiat ET doay ,
: ; Asad LI . } Nuara Tavra,
npaTa wavra n } id. b marg. yp. loa Beoia .
marg. yp. loa Beoiar LII

a prefers the varié,nt, b reads text and variant.
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ih. 244 'rdxa ET ide
mxa} LITid. b

} KaTG, MATY. TEYA &.

The same has happened.
Dion. vii. 87 ¢6’Boc ET ita @y . $os,
Tagos 11 . marg. ¢ofos 2.
marg. ¢pofBos II  ita b J °
def. L

Here L fails us, but 11 as we have seen is amply representative of b, and
we may conclude as before that a has accepted the original variant while 3
recorded the original text with the variant.

Ares viii. 9 edfaréos ET id. e e
evfaprégeos TI| | 2e evBapoéos, x.
def. 1, | €vfapaéos b

It is plain that IT has ‘ conflated ’ text and variant into one; in the absence
of L. however it might be doubted how to separate the two constituents of
evfapréaeos. If we suppose a to have followed its usual habit and written
the variant instead of the text, it is evident that edfapoéos was the text-
reading of #; we see also that D, which in oreneral inclines to b, s
evﬁapaeos‘

Pan xix. 7 xénev@a ET id. a ,
rapnva 11 Py evl
. marg. ryp. .
marg. wp. xéheuﬂa} id. b g P keXevla z
def. L
. 48 indoopar ET id. e
Y ira
Moopar 11 Moopas, marg. apac .
marg. Aauac } id. b
def. L.
This case is more comphcated ; iAdaopac of a seems to have grown out
iAo av'rorpornaas

of Xloopar in the same way as adroTpomijcas &s out of avTompemns bs
Herm. 86, Then in  followed by & the variant seems to have been added,
through mischance, twice over, once above the line and once in the margin ;
this double variant is literally preserved by II. D again confirms the
text-reading of .

To count up, it appears that out of forty-four passages examined in
twenty-nine b has preserved the reading of y which was part of the common
archetype 2, while a has done so only nine times. The question therefore which
has been raised® as to the relative value of @ and b answers itself. The four

24 The superiority of E over L was maintained by Gemoll in his Hom. Blitter, and reasserted
in his edition (1886). .
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MSS. ELIIT are descended from an archetype with marginal or interlincar
variants: these variants the scribe of a seems to have considered to be actual
corrections, not alternatives, and to have put them into his text to the
exclusion of the original ; that « really was copied from 2 when z had these
variants we see from the minority of cases where a has preserved the variant
"as well as the text, or has mixed it with the text. If we had «, that is ET
alone, we should necessarily form an entirely false idea of the readings of 2.
As it is, these readings are preserved and with singular fidelity by 0. There
can be no doubt therefore of the greater value of this family, that is of LII.
Between L and II the question is less important. It turns upon the passages
(4p. 59, 479, Herm. 42, 79) in which the reading of IT is fuller than that of
L. Are the additional details of II the work of conjecture, or are they due
to some advantages that II enjoyed in copying &' ? In the absence of a third
direct descendant of & the question cannot be answered positively. There is
perhaps a prima facie probability in favour of L.

Next, with regard to z, the archetype of the whole family, can we arrive
at any conclusion as to its character and age? The graphical corruptions
common to ELIIT are few: Ap. 65 o époiunv for ryevoluny is due to the
excharige of v and p, only possible in minuscule; instances may be gathered
from the Hymns themselves (Selene xxxii. 6 dxriipes = for derives p is
perhaps an example) and I may refer to a collection from the scholia of the
Ven. A of the Iliad in Ludwich’s dristarchs hom. Teathritik 1., p. 267, 1. 1, a
characteristic dictum of Cobet's Var. Lect. p. 121; and the followmcr instances
from Laur. 32, 9, the excellent tenth to eleventh century MS of the
Argoncutice ; ii. 449 and 556 dveyd for dpwyije, 320 évrjpervras for épnpewv-

Tat, iv. 308 7rapea'xa-rov, 617 a;wﬁow Herm., 216 8pavhovs for & aypairovs
can only be explained by the minuscule ligature ay which was somewhat
similar to the following p; b. 303 olwvolaiv eb for olwvoiot ov seems on the
other hand an uncial corruption. Aphr. 174 Bupe of ¢ and nupe of ¥
necessarily go back to a minuscule bvpe. The archetype x was thereforc
minuscnle, and fairly early minuscule, if we remember that some of the
mistakes in L (p. 164) are such as might have been made in copying a MS. (3)
of about the twelfth century. Of this archetype 2 it would be true to assert
what Hollander says of the supposed general archetype of the Hymns, that it
was in a damaged state; the lacunas Ap. 59, 479, 515, Herm. 42, 79 are good
cvidence for that.

The manuscripts that remain, namely ABCI'L,LNOQR R,V Monac.,
agree in the following readinys:—

Ap. 11 8¢ om. p cumn H hab. M z,
19 wavTwv p mdvTes « wavrooa M.
21 mravroTpédorv p mopTiTPopov 2 M.
24 Npvar p Aepéves .
28 Miyumvéois p Aeyvrrvoloss .

29 Ovyrois p Bvnroiaw cet.
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p. 32

42
46
2D.
54
59

129
143
152
159
162

176
178
184
189
197
211
215
216
224
233
274
293

306
322

P

326

328
339
344
351
356
366
394
402
403

k) /
aryxialos p
woreLs P
gos om. p
yatdwy P
b
evBour p
dnpov dva e Boo-
kots (~ets B) p
mépL TywieTaa peumS

. yevoluny p cum S

ariuoas p

émeln p

adoln p

ékagTa Te PiAa ve-
Tovdwy P

deopuds’ p

Te p cum J

ol 8y mwér p

atfes p .

kpepBariacvv (prae-
ter L) p

émdny p

Upréy p

éxov p

v.on. p

oUT’ éNdyera p

vers. om. p

amoOMwras P

TLepin p

TEAuNTGoy P

ol 6¢p

Sé€aio p

Bwud p

Tupdova p

ére wijceat p

Kal vOv Towyap P

aloyivac p

7 wapoaor P

vers. om. p {cum E)
évaliyyiov p
atloiov p
adwioovor p
ayyeréovar p
émppdoaatito p
TavTéa’ P
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dryyeahn cet.

oA cet.

ot H cos cet.

yaiéwv cet.

etBwy .

Snpov dvaf el Béorois Geol ké o'
éxwow, or some similar reading .

mepLTipijecaa cet.

v époiuny cet.

3 7 3y ’

atyumow x  atywjen S K corr.
D corr.

émreur) .

aé1 of, ad% of cet.

kd ’ 7 -~

axndea xHres Aady cet.

8éopat’ or Seapdr’ cet.
To¢ cet.

ol Tot’ cet.

adTes cet.

kpepBaliacTiv or -nv cet.

émidy and émrerdy cet.

vuvéwr cet.

éywv cet.

hab. cet.

odTe Mayeta 2 obte Mayela ME.

hab. cet.

dmollov cet,

wepins © wiepiny S (werpiny M).

Tevunooov x Téppiaor M.

ovdé M .

SéEar cet.

mo M z.

TupAoY © TUPAov Te M.

pioeat & pyricgear M,

kal vy pév TolL yap w kai viv
pévror M.

aioyivas M z.

7 moooov - éaTw. Goov M.

hab. cet.

évahiykiov cet.

alowov cet.

aywniaovas cet,

dayéxhovar & aryyéXover M.

émppdaaaro, émeppdaaato cet.

TavTel’ cet.
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Ap. 416 vers. om. p hab. cet.
460 adas p apeas cet.
517 xpuaijy p xaplév Athenaeus dyarov D ...atov
x épatov M.
518 7e alt. om. p hab. cet.
538 om. p cum M hab. cet.
~Herm. 10 83 om. p hab. cet.
20 ydwy or om. p yuiwy cet.
45 &s 6Te p al 81e 7 6ve M.
b, Surmbda p Sunfdae cet.
39 dvopaxivryy p ovouarxivror M dvoua xlvtov .
127 yapua ¢pépwv p xappodépwy cet,
152 arap’ iyvioe p mep iyvvae o mwepryvva M.
157 arevpoioe p wAevpiiae cet.
159 ¢nyanredoew p bAnTevoew cet.
193 éBéaxeto om. p hab. cet.
209 evkpaipotoiy p edrpatpijoiy, or -aipnoiv cet.
214 ¢nrwTyy p by M o proTyy E.
241 vijdvpor p fduuor cet.
312 8éEac p S¢fo cet.
ib. wapa p wap cet.
313 épéewvor p épéewve cet,
342 dia p Soca cet.
356 xaréepke p xaTépefe cet.
361 areelvowv p areyvvwv & dleyilov M.
386 xparaii p kpatepi cet.
402 Hravve p éEnhavre cet.
412 aypairoiae p arypavinoe cet.
420 xovdfBicoe p kovdf3nae cct.
440 oV p ool cet,
446 PnAnTa p piAnTa cet.
449 viidvpov p #Hdupor cet.
478 ératpov p éTaipny cet.
481 ¢ihopedéa p Pirokvdéa cet.
b. y@pov p Kkdpov cet.
484 véa p vdw cet.
495 wépe Lapevis p wepilapevids cet.

502 xovaBioae p kovdf3noe cet.

;
530 dxrpaov p dxrjprov cet. (axrijaoy L).

532-4 om. p hab. cet.
540 mupdorew p mipadorey cet.
543 o p N0y cet.

557 anéyewer p
560 fvowo: p
th. &dwdvias p

aMéyvver cet.
Bvicwa: x Buiwow ' M.
éonduiac cet.
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Aphr. 20 mwoévos p aéns © woners M mroles ed. pr.,
marg. I,
39 and 50 Gvnroice p Bvyrois cet.
71 mopddhtesallbutallp  wapddlies cet.
82 7e kai all but all p kai cet.
84 fapBaver p Oadpacver cet.
136, 1360 of o deike- ob ouv detrehin vuos éocopat
Ain oy Ecoopar 7€ AN elxvia
xai ovxi p €l Tou detkein vy éoaopal
7é kal ovki
146 ayopdlers p (ayo- dyopevers cet.

cet.

pevers N)
152 mpolos, mpooiot p mpoin cet.
194 7ot om. p hab. cet.
Art. (ix.) 3 wdjTns p  (praeter uehdjrys 2 puéinros M, -
L)
Ath. (xi.) 3 mwolepor p wTéNepoL cet.
Mat. deor. (xiv.) 8 kpoTdin p kpordlwy cet.
Asclep. 3 Swrive p dwTiw cet,
Pan xix., 24 Avyyos p Avykos cet.
25 Garébov p Oaréwv cet.
Ath. xxviii. 10 6B8piuns p ouBpiums cet.
Hest, xxix. 3 énayes p éAaye cet.
Ge xxx. 14 map’ evavbéow p mepecavléo cet.
Sclene xxxii. 6 ypvood p xpuaéov cet.
ib. dxTives p akTijpes cet.
11 7wy p wAnfer cet.
Dipse, xxxill. 14 dé\hat p aéi\has cet.

From this list it will be seen that the ¢ Parisienses’ are a very well
defined family, rendering their archetype p with unusual fidelity. The way
in which omissions (4p. 11, 189, 211, 344, 416, Herm. 10, 198, 532-4, Aphsr.
194) and impossible forms (Awyvarvdois Ap. 28, adoln tb. 75, kpepBatiac iy
1b. 162, dmorhwvos tb. 215, évaliyyiov ib. 351, alowov €. 356, aduvijoovar ib.
366, Svvnbdae Herm. 45, Sia ib. 342, éraipov ib. 478, véa b. 484, édwdviar b.
560) are reproduced without correction in the text of thirteen manuscripts is
very remarkable.

The variations within this family are neither many nor important, I
give a list of those that appear in the collations at my disposal :—

Ap. 18 i vomoro : Um’ {vémoso A (7 corr.) vm' ivomoio T'.
22 &dov : @dor T.
25 Hes : s A.
51 éueto : éuolo AR,.
59 Bookois : Bogxes B.
71 7o : To NP,

H.S, VOL. XV, N
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Ap. 83
156
162

166
169

202
1b.

210
213
214
219
232
253
260

293
311

366

491

496

536
Herm. 20
50

80

138

168

Suocaey

[ié b [ i

6 oV (6 ov)
kpepBariacvy

éuolo

Dppty
Bi3as
aupipacive

éraTiviovidn
bd /-

E€VENLTEY

70

knvaiov

OeptoTevorpe
Teleleogas

Boud
feol

aywnoover N
ém!

3énecos
Kijha

yiov

8¢

BavuaTa

Tos om,

At
amaocror L,NPR,

amhactor R,

amharor ACLQ

THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS: 1.

a
: buocaev L,, ;OR, ouogoev V pocer B.
: ov B (so E).
: kpepBartacTiv Ly, Q corr.

ot
: éuelo LR, éueto NV.
: Duuey NOP.

Bi
: Bas B Bas T

n
: apde paelver L,P, aude dpaeivery O apde

paeivm L,NQR,V-

: éhaTiovidn B.
: évérevrev AQ.
: 1o NP (cf. 71).

: kvvalov BO xvvai T.

om. BO.

: Beptaredooius B,
: TeMjecaas PR,

@ Vi

: Boud PV Boud O.
: Oeai AT'L,OP.

: ddwioovar AL,V dgwﬁaovw L,PR,.
1y éml TO,

: 8éndros AOPQ.

: para Ly, 5, NR,, ,V para BT

: om. OL,PR,.

: om. BT'N.

: favuacTa BNV,

: hab. A.

dmacTor I'V,
14
dm otot B.

A
p evidently had &mastor ; of the copies L,NPR, repeated both text and
variant, ACL,QR, combined the variant with the text, in different ways, T'V
ignored the variant, B held an attitude of suspense. The original p copied
its archetype faithfully, without seeking a correction. '

217
242
254

280
292

evpéas

drypns

Mrveo ALNV
Adevw LR,
Ajxve T

TOV

: ovpéas BT
: dypnv BI.
: Mpvo Ry
: Mjpve B.

70 AQ.

¢Anréwy BR, ¢pyhtéwr ATL,, ,, NQRV ¢nhe« Téwv corr.

ex ¢punréwy P.
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Herm. 330 uevoeixéa : pevéotoxéa B uevooixéa T.
397 omwebdovte : omwevdovti B.
410 ayvodTas : ay Tac B.
460 xpavdiov : kpaviov B kpavdivor AT,
472 uavrelac éxdepye : 0 ins. AQ & ins. V.
Aphr. Tl mwapddaries : mopddhes BI'L,, ;NR,, .
82 uéyebos kai : te kai ABCT'L,QR,.
139 of 8¢ Té : o0dé Te AQ.
146 ayopalers ! dyopevers, marg. dryopalets N.
152 mpoin : wpolo TLNQR,V mpooior L,R,.
189 Brobarucos : Brodpfaruios NP.
190 afavdrna: : aBavatoree I', N.
237 &1 Tou : & obror AL,NPV & oiiri B.
Aplr, vi. no title BI.
Ares viil, 12 éueio : éuolo B.
Art. ix. 8 wihjTys : pentjrys Lig.
Aphr. x. 1 xvmpoyevi) : odmwpoyersy B vrpoyeviy V.2
Mat. De. xiv. 8 Tvmwavey : rupmravey TR, -rv‘;rdev L,
Pan xix. 32 Yradaporpiya : Yrapopotpiya AQ.
Heph. xx. 4 vaterdacroy : vaterdeaxov BI'.
Hest. xxix. 6 foTin : éorin Q.
Ge xxx. 8 wdpecTt : mép éots L,NP mépeote B.
Hel. xxxi. 5 7} ot : oin BT
Sel. xxxii. 1 ujgwmp : oenjvny T
11 790y : wAfe B.

Hollander (p. 11), with a more detailed collation at his command, has
concluded for a relationship between PL,R,, ;. A reading of the variants
above might incline one to group BI'O together. At least it is plain that the
Par. family are not immediate descendants from their common ancestor, but
that several stages intervene. Certain corrections in B (4p. 156, 210) and
words left uncomplete (Herm. 168, 410) are to the credit of its scribe. The
striking feature however in this family is the second hand of T' and its
corrections. :

T, a Brussels manuseript (Bibliothéque Royale 11377-113880, see Omont,
Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la. Bibliothéque Royale de Bruaxelles, 1885, no.
74), was written by Aristobulus Apostolides, son of Michael, a Cretan who at
the beginning of the sixteenth century wrote many Greek books and ended
his life as bishop of Monembasia. See Legrand, Bibl. Hellénigue 1. clxv. sq.
and Omont, Facsimilés des manuscrits grees des quinziéme et seiziéme siéeles, no. 5.
The book is corrected by a second hand, of which I have no nearer informa-
tion than M. Ouverleaux’ statement that it is later (‘posterior’) than the

% Cf. the readings of D vrpoyersi and of EK  their archetype. B and EK have given the
edmpoyevii. In all the cause is the same ; the headless word the first beginning that occurred
first letter of the Hymn was left by the scribe  to them.

to be added in eolour. DV have reproduced
N 2
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original. Still we may safely assume that both the first and the second hand
were not earlier than 1500, and therefore that the printed edition (1488) may
have been consulted.

The text of the MS. is not very remarkable; the most noticeable
variants are @dov Ap. 22, vewodwv ib. 78, pricaovres ib. 516, npileaxoy Herm.
38, and these may be put to Aristobulus’ credit. The corrections of the
second hand are far more striking and deserve enumeration.

n
Ap. 32 ayyiahos [dyytarn x].
59 Boorois [Bockets B, JK].

oto
181 wepuhvaTys [meprerdoTov M]: the writer must have

intended to omit wéy’.
TE

184 Qvwdea.
192 adpadées [ita M].
215 amoAov [ita m z].

v
217 payvyidas [ = payviqvas of ).
243 dliapTov COIT. €X duapTov.

T
244 Senpovans.
309 ropueijs, s add. m. 2,
318 pirava.

ib. &uBanev [éuBarov M ed. pr.].
325 7w [ ap ed. pr., i ap S).
392 via oy [ed. pr., m. 2 M].
402 ovres [id. M].
423 évrreTov [id. M].
450 yairng (sic) [xairn ed. pr.].

Tives
452 mrolev [ives ed. pr.].
Herm., 45 7 §re [ita M].
58 s corr. ex ov.

1
119 aiwvos [ita M «].
303 e [ita x ed. pr.].

397 amévdovte [ameldovro 2].
Aphr. 13 adkea.
20 mroAes [ita ed. pr.].

wy
Mat, de. xiv. 3 xpotdAy [kpordrwy m z].
€
Pon xix. 45 érepgpfov.

at
Terra xxx. 15 mailovor [waifovaar ed. pr.).
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Some of these, Ap. 32, 59, 215, 217, Herm. 119, 303, 397, Mat. de. xiv.
3, are the readings of other extant MSS,, and therefore although one or all
of them may possibly be conjectures of the second scribe, we are not
warranted in describing them as such. Next come coincidences with the
editio princeps, e.g. Ap. 318, 325 (partly), 892, 450, 452, Aphr. 20, Ge xxx.
15. Here again these emendations may be the independent work of the
second scribe ; but, as I have said, the MS. was written at a time Iater than
the ed. pr., and the probability is that the scribe availed himself of the
labours of Demetrius Chalcondyles. There remain the variants to which no
other source can be given; these are Ap. 181, 184, 192, 243, 244, 309, 318,
402, 423, Herm. 45, Aphr. 13, Pan xix. 45. Of these Ap. 192, 402, 423,
Herm. 45 were confirmed upon the discovery of M in 1780. The list as a
whole shows very great qualities of insight on the part of the corrector, and
not one'modern scholar only is anticipated in his emendation. It would be
interesting if a further examination of the MS. threw any light upon the
personality of the corrector.

I return to the Paris family as a whole. Upon the nature and age of
the common ancestor ( p), the following corruptions throw light—

Ap. 162 kpepBariacvv for xpepBaiiagtiv. Obviously the minuscule
ligature o is the cause of this error.

176 émudny for émidy. Perhaps 8y written in minuscule was taken
for &7y also in minuscule ; the presence of the » would add
only a single extra curve.

1]
215 amwoAiwvos (unmetrical) for dmorror; perhaps from dmworiewr,
the o which was meant for the vocative being mistaken for
the abbreviation of os.

Herm, 481 ¢ehopetdéa for ¢uroxvdéa. 1 think that this word, though
an existing form, is a graphical corruption from peroxvééa,
w taking the place of the minuscule « (&), and e that of
v by ordinary itacism.

T notice a similar interchange in Quintus i. 815, kelporto and udpovro.

ib. 484 véa for véw. This corruption seems possible only in minus-
cule.

th. 560 édwdvias for édnéviac. This if a graphical corruption must
have its origin in minuscule. An open omega and the
minuscule % written together with 8 might be mistaken
one for the other. Cf. éwdpfato émijpfaro in M Ap.
125, ¢nheTyy ¢yryTiv Herm. 214 in p.

Aphr, 174 rvpe for kbpe. The minuscule & has given eta.
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These instances suffice to show that the archetype of the Parisienses was
a minuscule manuscript, and as it is impossible that thirteen scribes should
have made identical errors in copying one correct original, it follows, as in the
case of ELIIT, that p itself was copied from a minuscule MS,

We have now seen that the existing copies of the Homeric Hymns may
be regarded as descendants of three independent minuscule manuseripts m
and p. The relation between these archetypes will be considered in the next
part of this treatise. One theory with regard to two of them has first to be
discussed. Otto Schneider (Callimachus i. p. vii.), Wilamowitz-Mollendorf
(Callvmachus p. 6), and Hollander Lc. p. 9 maintain that the archetype of all
our MSS. whatever except M is a book which arrived in Italy in the year
1423, and has since disappeared.

In the letter which describes the celebrated cargo of 238 books of
profane literature which Giovanni Aurispa brought from Constantinople to
Venice in 1423 there occurs this passage (Admbrosii Traversarii Epistolae, ed.

" Laur. Mehus, Florentiae 1759, ii. col. 1027) ‘ Nam Gentilium Auctorum
volumina Venetiis habeo ducenta triginta octo, ex quibus aliqua tibi, quae
rarissimo inveniri solent, nominatim dicam...... Argonautica Orphei, et
eiusdem Auctoris tria opuscula, et Hymnos; Callimachum ; quam plurimas
Pindari Odas. ZLaudes Deorum Homert non parvum opus: Oppianum de
Venatu, item de naturis Piscium, sed id rarum non est...... * Certainly the
Homeric Hymns are intended by this description, and Schneider is entitled to
every credit for his happy discovery, which seems to impart concreteness to
a hypothetical genealogy.

That however this ¢ codex Aurispae’ is the source of our existing copies
with the exception of M cannot, if the preceding exposition is correct, be
maintained. We have seen that some twenty-five MSS. extant fall into two
principal families, # and p ; among the z family three fifteenth century MSS.
H J and K appear to be descendants of D, another fifteenth century MS.
D and At, yet another fifteenth century book at present in Athos, seem to be
sprung from a common archetype ¢, which in its turn belongs to a group of
MSS. now represented by LIT; these two books themselves are descended
more or less directly from an archetype b, which together with a similar
hypothetical archetype o actually represented by two fifteenth-century MSS.
ET, spring from the original ancestor of the whole family, . The other
family p does not seem to have developed so many ramifications, but never-
theless the existing MSS. show signs of more than one generation between
them and their parent p, and p itself appears to be the descendant of at least
one earlier . Finally the two families z and p unite in a common ancestor
#.  And this common ancestor we are asked to believe is a book brought
to Italy in 1423, and which before 1500 gave birth to this complicated
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progeny! To pass over the fact that many of the steps in the genealogy
of # and p point clearly to early minuscule writing, and that the original
» was certainly an uncial MS., has it never occurred to the originator
and the continuers of this theory to ask if such edwaidla were even materi-
ally possible in the space of seventy years? The hunger of Greeks and the
jealousy of Renaissance collectors may explain the production of copies as
such ; but the growth of error, the development of variant lections and the
formation of families is a natural process, the work of centuries,

1 shall only weaken this position if I add that, supposing Aurispa’s MS.
to be the parent of AAtBCTDEGHJKLL,L,NOPIIQR,R,STVMon., all these
MSS. must necessarily be of Italian origin. Now I am not aware of any
test to distinguish a Renaissance Greek MS. written in Italy from one
written in Crete or on the Greek mainland ; and we have now a case, At, of
one MS. at least actually writien in the East. Moreover, Schneider and
Hollander assume that, this act of production accomplished, Aurispa’s
book disappeared from the world of manuscripts; it, ‘als sie nach Italien
kam, schon einige Jahrhunderte alt sein mochte, und durch ihr hohes Alter
gelitten hatte’ (p. 9). But the rest of Aurispa’s cargo, the Venetian Homer,
the Ravenna Aristophanes, the Laurentian Sophocles, survive, and are not
even in tatters; why are we to assume the Hymns MS. was less robust?
And where is the book? even a ragged MS. need not vanish entirely; does
it lurk in an unrifled private collection, or have decamping Jesuits buried it ?

As far as our evidence goes there is no reason why Aurispa’s book may
not be D itself or another of the fifteenth century MSS. which we actually

pOSSGSS.
T. W. ALLEN.





