
A COLLATION OF THE MANUSCRIPTS OF 
MOSCHUS' EUROPA 

WINFRIED BUHLER's edition of Moschus' Europa (Hermes, Einzelschrift xii 

[1960]) has had the rare accolade of unstinted praise from reviewers in all 
languages. And deservedly so. Its text is eminently sound,' its commentary 
relevantly erudite and richly instructive particularly about Moschus' stylistic 
debts and paternities. Bihler's review of the Europa saga in ancient literature 
supersedes all that was written previously. And finally, his detailed collation 
of the nine independent manuscripts of the text establishes for the first time the 
full evidence for a completely effective stemma which few will challenge and 
none substantially alter.2 

What is the point then of attempting here a new collation ? One reason is 
that the mischievous elf who corrupts the first, accurate drafts of a collation 
into the distorted or deceitful apparatus criticus below the printed text has 
operated a little too often at the foot of Biihler's text. Although his apparatus 
does not merit inclusion among those succinctly characterized in an already 
famous note by R. D. Dawe,3 it contains a moderate residuum of positive error 
that cries for correction. The second reason for a new and fuller collation is this. 
Biihler's apparatus is what is called a 'negative' apparatus: failure to cite the 
reading of a particular manuscript at any point is to be interpreted as a tacit 
acknowledgement that that manuscript there contains the text that Biihler 
has printed. At the same time several of the manuscripts of Moschus' Europa, 
and especially those in the v-group (etlv), are absurdly prone to trivial but 
often palaeographically interesting variants. Buhler does not always record 
these variants (as he affirms, p. I6 of his edition); and although his editorial 
judgement about what deserves to be mentioned and what suppressed is 
rarely at serious fault, yet the very practice of such judgement militates against 
the principles of the negative apparatus, and leads at times to a misleading 
inconsistency. For example, at I46 Bihler rightly reports that Fl'v have -ot 
in place of the correct rL; but he does not mention that the same error is 
repeated by lv at Io5 and v at I41. Furthermore, if these 'trivial variants' of 
(e.g.) 1 and v had been recorded more fully, their sibling relationship would 
have been more immediately obvious. On p. I of his edition (but not in his 
apparatus, ad loc.) Bihler reports the Sonderfehler of 1 and v at 8 (8vaa) and 
6I (7rEpt?aKE?rE) only. There are at least 16 further cases (I2 2nd Ws om.; 
21 rta8E, rporiXAev; 29 OLerE [sic]; 62 TrepLKaAAE'cor; 63 ElarUAvOov; 68 OvoEraaav; 

76 8a,tLrat; 80 evoLepfere; 90 Eyyv'; 95 XEtpeaLv; 97 drap; 98 Aviyvv; 105 ovS 

TO0; I54 8ELtL 1aa, 8 eL v; 164 8' om.). 
This paper was born out of the discovery that G. Hermann's emendation 

odpviatv in 48 was already anticipated in S by a corrector (Planudes?), and 

I Occasionally the editor rejects the persuasively that where S has a good reading 
manuscript tradition, without overriding against FBA, its superiority may reflect not 
justification, however, as I hope to show in a better tradition but rather Planudes' 
an accompanying paper. emendatorial flair. 

2 Biihler may be wrong only in his assess- 3 The Manuscripts of Aeschylus, Cambridge, 
ment of the position of S in the stemma. 1964, 6 n. t. 
J. Irigoin (REG lxxvi [1943], 421 if.) argues 



that in 166 the correct reading TEKE reKva was perhaps to be found in MPC, 
long before its apograph n claimed this reading as its own. In the paper I seek 
to correct Biihler's omissions and errors. No doubt even this limited aim will 
prove on rigorous investigation to be imperfectly achieved: humanus sum. To 
make the paper's brevity commensurate with its limited scope, the principles 
of Btihler's own negative apparatus are stringently followed. Readings are 
cited only where Biihler's own apparatus is faulty or defective. Instances of 
such nugatory errors as incorrect breathings and accents, wrongful omission 
or addition of paragogic nus and subscript iotas are ignored where Biihler's 
apparatus is otherwise correct, but tacitly registered when there are other 
reasons to cite a reading: e.g. 84 EaKEV Setlv, where the addition of the nu is 
a revealing factor in these manuscripts' omission of 85-6 by a saut du meme au 
meme (86 ends with doaTpadrrTeraKE). 

The sigla used are generally those in Bihler; except that Dawe's useful 
shorthand (op. cit. 197) is adopted where appropriate.' A manuscript's use of 
abbreviation or tachygraphy is reported only where the information may 
possibly be of some use: e.g. 20 trapOevos (os per comp.) F, where Btihler 
untypically was misled by this manuscript's habitual use of the supralineal 
omicron compendium for -os.2 

In preparing this collation, I have been compelled mainly to rely on photo- 
graphs of the nine manuscripts, promptly and courteously supplied by all the 
libraries concerned; autopsy was possible only for 1 and t. The photographs 
were clear, but they could not heal the sores of illegibility that now affect 
parts of A and V (cf. Buihler, 2 f., 5).3 And even the best black-and-white 
photographs do not always distinguish the colours of the inks, or provide 
a completely reliable record of what appears on the original manuscript. 

I should like to acknowledge the generous help of Mr. N. G. Wilson, who 
frequently guided the faltering steps of an inexperienced palaeographer; and 
of Professor D. Del Corno, who kindly checked F's vital marginal reading at 
104 by autopsy. By their help some of the faults that marred the earlier stages 
of this paper's composition were removed. Any that remain are entirely the 
author's responsibility. 

II 

THE CORRECTED COLLATION 

I 71LV e 2 o'rt e, inter O're et rplrov trium uel quattuor litterarum 

spatium A 3 yAvKvcSv taclv 8 8 val1 vua vac (uide Buihler, p. I I); ao v 

9 acrla' lPc I I ev3a-,TLq M I2 alt. us. om. lv; dcvrirrqA tPc (-rAA a.c.) 
I4 ?pe@ev uel 0 7p@eV lac 15 aoyo'Xov ec I8 cErr7Trpov Ml; cd.orepots A 

19 EclEr?0 M, spiritu euanido 20 ave-7Karo e; rrapOevos (os' p. comp. 
script.) F 21 rta3e lv; 7rrpotX7AAE S, 7rrporflAv lv 22 v'iap 8E (uel 3Eov, 
si ov p. comp. scriptum esset) ev A 25 avir)a etlac v (-s t) 28 EC7Tro0C' 

e 
sine accentu A, ut uid.; Eraipovor ev (-ao vvP) 29 oFcre lac O Te v 

30 oavveOepev 1 i.m. 31 Xoa ev 32 X o're eac; errAt e (trium litt. 

I Particularly s.l. = supra lineam; i.m. = 2 Cf. also on 90o, 144. 
in margine; 0 = an illegible letter; *= a 3 Ahrens (ed. maior, i [Leipzig, I855], 
rasura covering the space of one letter. Under- xlv) already refers to A's 'literis ita euanidis 
lining defines the extent of a correction. ... ut pauca legi possint'. 
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spatio sequente); ca*,epaoL FaC (8 uel E deleto?) 33 at S ut uid. raL lpe 

f tac r tPc 36 Kv'Lros S (os p. comp. script.) 40 rrepiKaAXXE7 M 
41 E(aoo tac 42 rEAEacdaaaa S rcAceda*aoa v (a add. sub linea v2, fortasse 

a T 

ante rasur. trEAadroa scripserat vi); 7repLtKcAVrov S 43 IETevXal v (r sscr. 
V2) 44 iv incipiebat eaC 45 el(aTtcr eac; yvvatv ut uid. A (av p. comp. 

a 

script.), yuvavc;a uel yvvaw&o ea? 48 'oo- om. A; 4pvw ut uid. S (utrum 
SI an SZ at' sscr. incertum) 49 orovro,rdpovv A 5 V Z e&r d~raq5Co;tvo a 

jpe'IZa XEtpl ~Oced ASetlv 5' *te*L AqtLa-r'v Jac Ut uid. (fortasse E' at A.); 

8L ut uid. t 52 evKapotO e, -rv Kepdoto tac 53 e7 A, w*rv S; * 8' apa 
S (fortasse e eraso) 54 XaAKetovs sine accentu A (ovs p. comp. script.); 
eriv avToar e 56 CKT77ro sine accentu spirituque 1 i.m. 6I 7reptecrKe7e 
Iv (uide Biihler, p. I I) 62 7rEpKaAAXeoa lacv 63 Acetjucvas eT' advOe- 
jLOevToor (sic) B, ectarAvOov lv 64 aAAhoc Aac; TrETOV lac 66 ep7inAov It 
67 Eaporpoecowv A 68 KpdKpov e; Oeoecrav Iv lv 73 7rapOevlRv vPC (r 
ex c correcto); eptofOaL 1 74 Jcr (pr.) FS (p. comp. script. S), ra (pr.) e 

75 OviL,d IPc (fortasse -ds a.c.) 76 SaILocrac 1 et (ut uid.) v 80 E- 

Epfl?ere lv (cf. 140) 8I 8&a8trci EL acvpov 12 i.m., 8LaTrrlcorac sine accentu 
v2 i.m. 82 ,roLvr-la M (-rs p. comp. script.) 12 i.m., rroqiv/s; sine accentu 
v; dmrn dorCKeraL 1 i.m. 83 epv7i eac 84 E'KCV Setlv 85 lEroTrco M 
88 avrrla uel acvrra lac ante Kepaifa; KVKAOVS e et ta (a sscr. tPC) 90 rnaals 
B (aLs p. comp. script.); EyyvvO lv 92 avlJrv e 93 ac4LVtovos M 

95 XEpeaatv lv (sed accentu ambiguo, v) 96 KVUe Fly 98 Aiyv5v 1 & 
(ut uid.) VaC (fortasse ly ex i, corrector) 99 fro8otv FI; eSepKeTO lPC (p ex 
v correcto, ut uid.) I00 ctrarpEl'as SPC et (e pr. ex a correcto) epc; 8E- 

E7Tr 

KVVE VPC (K ex / correcto), SC`KVE e 104 5Tro,ropecrO (sic) M; T viva F, yp(a- 
4e-raL) Kal ota [r']] 1 Ev?rj[ FvP i.m. (litteras suppletas in libro male consuto iam 
non dispicias) 105 oVs8 roC Iv Io8 10 (CSo uice) e; ELL8wacocra eac 
109 FtEAAEUKEV S I I0 o AaL fortasse tac I112 t8fvavro KLXJveLv tPC 

(XLK- a.c.) 113 OeLv v 18 viqpdc8ee ePC (primo scr. vrpeCa) I9 dvrL- 

XdOcov e, OXEWcotat sine accentu spirituque 1 i.m. 120 3apv8ov7rTv S (ov p. 
comp. script.); evocayatoa M (supra at scr. aliquid obscurum) 121 I7yEtro 

ePC (y ex E correcto?) I24 KO6XAoLtv e 127 Ecotp c ePC (a ex c cor- 

recto?), eipcw 1I ut uid.; 7ropbvpeaCTa lx; KE del. aliquis in t I3' avevOev 
BMSetlv (ev p. comp. script. BS) 132 dAtpo0ocr Mpc, aiAtppooc (uel -oos) 
etlv 135 eodratpe ea I36 dtAarcaa e 140 oEOtS 8' uel 0. y' F, 
OeotLa a7Treo,cKTa ePC tv (Jrrectdra eac), 0eoiT dc7reoiKcra 1 141 Tro (rT uice) 
v 142 7TTrV7T SPC (primo fortasse d/ scr.) 144 5vios sine accentu F 

(os p. comp. script.), v5do.' M 145 olotwva MaC (cf. 157) 147 rarpo& 

arro r'. e, arofrpoAteroviaa V 148 vavrAitrlv e 151 CoiO V 154 8ELOL 
1ac SEle v 156 ye M et (y ex r correcto) epc 157 aAAa 1 159 o&r7 S 
I60 KAELiroV Sv (ovs p. comp. script. S) I62 rereAETro S et (cr ex aO 

correcto?) MPG; at'vero ePC (b ex A correcto?) I63 Se om. v i64 8iE 
E a 

om. lacv; ,t (yiurpav uice) e, spatio duarum litt. sequente I66 TEK TcKVe 

M, a suprascripto fortasse correctionis causa; yevero Mac, ytvero MPC. 
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III 

NOTES ON SELECTED READINGS 

19. With its pure gold M mixes a dross of lunatic Sonderfehler (e.g. XAO6Ev I, 
aacraa' 9, daKLrjv I8, TrrdT0Tv rpo0TrpoiOev CLetLo 151). EL'OT?v0 here presumably 
results from the scribe's misreading an ill-formed iota as the compendium for 
ov. Cf. on 104. 

20. The suprascript omicron compendium for os is normal in F. 
2I. Set gloss the final word in the verse with T'rre/-e, which indicates that 

the glossator's manuscript correctly had the aorist rrpotlqAE. 
22. If A intends 8o rather than 8eov, there seems to be no logical connection 

between the wrongful addition of that particle here and its omission by haplo- 
graphy in 20 or the clumsily written suprascript oE ($S, 8 ?) at the end of I8. 

32. e began to copy 31 again in error. 

33. The outlines of the letters in S fit both au and at, but at was clearly 
intended here: (I) at is written in exactly the same way at the beginning of 
63; (2) the suprascript squiggle is closer to a rough breathing than to a circum- 
flex accent; (3) at is correct, and Planudes (the scribe) was no fool. 

40. t writes wropE rather than 7TrpEv because he was mistakenly copying 39 
again (he added odpov or' E's AEXos before realizing his error). 

40. M's error is a further instance of this scribe's proneness to homoeo- 
teleuton errors (e.g. rrapOevov av3r8v 20, E7yyv0ev e'io/Xev 155). 

45. It is perhaps more likely that A.'s scribe confused the very similar 
compendia for -LV and -r7v than that here he intended yvvai<>)v. 

96. The accent in Flv's Kvae may be due, like Call.'s and Non.'s KVE, to an 

inappropriate anticipation of the story's climax (164-6). 
99. F habitually thickens the middle of the stroke in his iotas, and this has 

misled Buhler into error here. 
IOO. e's odd error was due presumably to confusion between v and v. 
I04. M's v-Toaropac clearly came from the scribe's misreading a and the 

as abbreviation as a ligatured aO.-On the marginal reading in F here, Pro- 
fessor Del Corno writes: 'Del sigma che sicuramente seguiva (sc. EV7y7[), si di- 
stingue solo la barretta di congiunzione con l'eta ... I1 legamento corrispondeva 
nella forma a quello che si osserva alla fine del v. 107 in avorjs. La notizia di 
Biihler, stranamente imprecisa, si puo forse spiegare con il fatto che il volume 
fu ristaurato nell'aprile del I955.' 

I20. S has fapvoov7rov or -ov, the ov/ov being written \\, which is normally 
the compendium for ov, but occasionally appears to be used for unaccented ov, 
as N. G. Wilson reminds me (cf. G. F. Cereteli, Sokras'enija v greceskich rukopis- 
jach', 99). 

136. e's error arises presumably from confusion with the ending of 137. 
I40. Although l's odd diTreOLKodra could be derived from an exemplar with 

a7rreoLKdra (v, l's twin, has adiTreKOTa) in which the initial alpha had its tail 
prolonged vertically, it is also possible that aLTE- mis-spells E7re-, which in 

Byzantine times was pronounced identically. The latter explanation would tie 
in better with the 'conuenientia' gloss.-F's scribe writes an uncial gamma with 
a flourish that makes the letter indistinguishable from those of his deltas which 
replace the pedal circlet with a blob of ink. Not surprisingly Ambr. O. I23, 
an apograph of F (Gallavotti, Theocritus2, 325; Btihler, 8), confuses the two 
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letters when copying 7y7peOovro (I22) as 78epEOovTo. In I40 there is no objec- 
tive criterion for deciding whether F intended y' or 8'. Cf. on 156. 

I42. N. G. Wilson ingeniously suggests that the scribe of S had erroneously 
begun to copy the beginning of the next verse before making his correction to 
7TOVTW . 

I56. M (like F: see on I40) has very similar gammas and deltas, but it is 
usually possible to distinguish between them. Here yE, not 8e: there is no 
accent, and the gamma is absolutely identical in shape with the neighbouring 
gammas. 

I66. Does 7TEKVE in M represent rEKvcea (so, for example, Gallavotti and 

Biihler), or TEKVE corrected to re'Kva? In defence of the former interpretation 
it may be argued that (I) this scribe frequently writes his word-endings 
suprascript and in full, and (2) he prefers to make his occasional corrections by 
writing through the erroneous letters (e.g. 132 XAtpoOoa, I66 y&vero). But 
because correction of error in M is relatively rare, we cannot exclude the 
possibility that here the suprascript alpha was intended as a correction. 

University of Leeds GEOFFREY ARNOTT 
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