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ABSTRACT

Prolegomena to a Critical Edition of the Aristotelian Magna Moralia

Hugh Maxwell Johnstone St. Hugh’s College

D. Phil. Hilary Term 1997

The first two chapters discuss the Greek manuscripts of M.M. and their stemmatic
relationships. I argue that there are six independent manuscripts from which all others are
descended.

Chapter three lists readings which scholars - usually from the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries - have conjectured, but which have now been found to exist in Greek
manuscripts written centuries earlier.

Chapter four discusses the indirect tradition. In this section I analyze seven Latin
translations of MM.. T argue that Susemihl, the last editor of M.M., attached too much
weight to the translation of Giorgio Valla because he was not reading Valla’s translation, but
a revision of Valla’s translation. I examine three mediaeval translations of MM 18 1
provide editions of two of these, one of which has not been printed for 500 years, and the
other of which has never been printed.

Chapter five reviews Greek editions of M\M. The Aldine edition (1498) was the basis
for Greek texts until Bekker’s edition (1831). I evaluate what is the best edition yet of M.M.
- Susemih!’s edition in 1883.

Chapter six consists of the stemma codicum that T have argued for in chapters one,

two and four. I also include a copy of the previous stemma, suggested by Brockmann,

The next two chapters contain collation of the mss.
After a chapter which discusses editorial difficulties, in chapter ten, the largest
chapter, I argue line by line what reading should be accepted.

In an appendix I provide a record of interesting marginal notes in the manuscripts.
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CONVENTIONS ADOPTED

I believe that the author is not Aristotle. To avoid the long-winded term ‘the author of
M.M.’, I either use ‘M.M.” or the masculine pronoun ‘he’ when referring to the author.
The balance of probabilities is that the Peripatos was male-dominated. From 1203a32

we can infer, perhaps, that if he was male, he was also heterosexual.

I do not cite the bibliographical details every time I refer to the translations of M.M.
nor every time I refer to Dirlmeier’s commentary. Dirlmeier’s commentary is the
modern work which I cite most. There are two annoying things about the lay-out of
Dirlmeier’s commentary. The first is that it has no indices, so it is hard to follow up a
given theme (Dirlmeier’s views on Stoic influence on M.M., say) and the second is that
his commentary is numbered not according to the lineation of Bekker but to the page
numbers of his own translation. This makes the process of finding the commentary on a

given line much slower. I cite page numbers from the 1983 edition of his commentary.

Other works which I cite without full bibliographical details every time are J.D.

Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford, 1950); R. Kiihner/B. Gerth, Ausfiihrliche

Grammatik der Griechischen Sprache (Hannover, 1898); H.G. Liddell/ R. Scott, A

Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1968)

I use abbreviations from L’ Année Philologique. In addition: ‘B.L.” = British Library,

‘B.L.C’” = British Library Catalogue, ‘TLG’ = Thesaurus Linguae Graecae computer

programme.

I'refer to the ‘common books’ - the books common to E.N. and E.E. - by their
‘Nicomachean’ reference. I am, however, convinced by Kenny, [1978], that the

common books were originally ‘Eudemian’, and think that M. M. provides important

evidence for this.
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I distinguish between ‘Aristotelian’ (= of Aristotle strictly) and ‘aristotelian’ (= of

Aristotle and his followers’.

I refer to the line numbers in Susemihl’s text - which is based on, though not identical
to Bekker’s lineation. Often I do not use the first two digits in references to M.M., so,

for example I use ‘84b30” refer to 1184b30 and ‘02al17’ to refer to 1202al7.



INTRODUCTION

Over one hundred years has passed since the last critical edition of M\M. In
those hundred years much valuable work has been done on the text. In the 1920s and
1930s, when the dispute about the authenticity of the treatise was at its height,! two
books were devoted entirely to M.M. by students of Jaeger,? and von Arnim replied in a
series of articles to anyone who doubted his view that M.M. was authentic. A
commentary on M.M. appeared in 1958 by Franz Dirlmeier. In 1965 Donini devoted a
book to the study of the philosophy of M.M., and argued, on the basis of an analysis of
the thought of M.M., that the work is by an undistinguished peripatetic. Reception of
Donini’s book has been various: Cooper® says: ‘[Donini] accepts somewhat
mechanically the traditional view of the work’s authenticity...”. But Becchi* says that
Donini’s book represents ‘in certo qual modo il coronamento filosofico di parecchie
generazioni di studiosi’. Donini has done what Dirlmeier, whose interest is more
linguistic, did not do so well - analyse in detail the thought of M.M.

A new critical edition can be based on a more comprehensive understanding of
the manuscript tradition, thanks to the work of Christian Brockmann in Berlin, who has

worked out a stemma codicum for all the Greek manuscripts.

Although interest in M.M. has focused on the question of its authenticity,
discussion of its textual problems has not been neglected. The conjectures of Jaeger,
von Arnim, Kassel, Donini, Dirlmeier, Becchi, Kenny, Armstrong, Stock have all been
made since Susemihl’s edition. We are now also in a position to know of some

emendations which were made before Susemihl’s edition, but which he did not know

1 Chroust [1965] gives a lively account of the argument between Jaeger (spurious) and von Arnim
(authentic), an argument that became intensely personal, rather than scholarly. Dirlmeier (pp.110-147)
gives a fuller account than is possible here of the history of the progress that scholarship has made in
investigating the origin of M.M.

2 Walzer [1929] (spurious) and Brink [1933] (spurious).

3 Cooper [1973] 327n.3.

4 Becchi. [1980] 201n.2.



about: Nicasius Ellebodius and Weit Amerbach are authors of valuable contributions
which will help the next editor.

Whoever wrote this book M.M. is an important document for the study of
Aristotle. In it, we have either genuine early Aristotle or genuine Aristotle through the
eyes of an intermediary, or a peripatetic writing a work on ethics, close to, but not
entirely dependent on Aristotle’s Ethics, who provides us with an interpretation and, in
places, with criticism of Aristotle. So M.M., regardless of authorship, is an important
document. If it is genuine, its importance is obvious; if it is genuine, but filtered through
some intermediary, then its importance for understanding Aristotle is still substantial
(although it would have to be used cautiously’); and if it is the work of some
peripatetic, we nevertheless find in it an interesting criticism of Aristotle - not just
elucidation of Aristotle, but, in places, an extension of the theory. The content is
broadly Aristotelian, and, at the very least, study of its doctrines offers scholars a
contemporary treatment of Aristotle’s philosophy.

A new critical edition of M.M. should be the basis on which the questions of
authorship and the relation to the two other main ethical works can be answered. It will

also permit a more solid basis for discussion of the ideas with which it is concerned.

3 Cooper,. [1973] 349, says: °...the Magna Moralia can only be used with care in giving an account of
the genesis and content of Aristotle’s moral theory: but it can and must be used’.



THE INDEPENDENT MANUSCRIPTS

The manuscripts of especial interest to an editor are those which are independent.
Hence, although I have looked at parts of microfilm copies of all 43 of the Greek manuscripts
which contain M.M., my attention has focused on the top of the stemma. There are five
manuscripts of M.M. which Brockmann! thinks are independent. He divides them into the C P
family, the A L family, and the K family. It is the independent manuscripts which will form the
basis of the text an editor will print. It is crucial to know how these manuscripts are related -
only so can it be known what weight to attach to agreement between manuscripts - in a way

that it is not crucial to know how precisely the descripti are related to each other.

Cantabrigiensis II v 44 (C) and Vaticanus gr. 1342 (P)

The relationship between C and P was suspected by Susemihl to be that of twins.2 On
palaeographical grounds, the scribe of C was identified by Stewart and Harlfinger3 as the
copier of P. C was written in 1279 in Messina by Nicholas of Oria, a town between Tarentum
and Brindisi.* We do not know when P was written, but it was written by Nicholas.

There are occasional additions and corrections dating from the 15th or 16th century in
C. P has many corrections and sometimes this manuscript’s margins are the only authority we
have for good readings. Precisely because P is so thoroughly corrected - sometimes what was
originally written has been erased and sometimes alternative readings are given in the margin -
P is hard to read in silver-print copy. Both manuscripts have many abbreviations, but C far
fewer than P.

One interesting palaeographical feature common to both the Messina manuscripts is
the way the words nepi and mopé are written. If these words are shortened, which they are far
more frequently in P than in C, only two compendia are used: N and %\. The first of these is
uncontroversially nepl. Usually the second is used for mept. In our two manuscripts, however,

this cannot be the case. Out of the 23 times that P has this second compendium, 12 times C

! Brockmann, [1993] 51.

2 Susemihl’s edition of M.M., p. vi, n.1.

3 Stewart, [1882] 52-3: Harlfinger, [1971] 6-7.

4 Jacob, [1985], argues that the scribe of both is to be identified as Nicholas of Oria.
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gives mopd in full, 8 times C also writes the compendium 78‘\, and three times C reads nept in
full (each time where the sense demanded is mop&). The one time that C reads %\, where P
does not, P has mopd. The weight of the evidence suggests, then, that we should
acknowledge a new way of writing maipd. It may even be a distinguishing feature of Nicholas
d’Oria.

Brockmann, [1993] 51, states the problem for the relationship between these

manuscripts:

Zahlreich sind die gemeinsamen Lesarten der Nikolaos-Kodizes, zahlreich auch die
Trennfehler des Cantabrigiensis. Im Vaticanus jedoch lieBen sich trotz umfangreichen
Textvergleichs kaum schwerwiegende Sonderfehler aufspiren. Sollte das
Zwillingsverhaltnis, das fiir E.E. und die ENN. gilt,... fiir die M.M. doch nicht feststellbar
sein? Zu bedenken ist aber, daB Nikolaos auf den Vaticanus viel groBere Miihe
verwandt zu haben scheint.

Brockmann collects faults which both manuscripts share - and there is no shortage of
these. The most obvious of these are the large omission at 11a5-b85 and the addition in
88a31-2. The apparatus makes their agreement clear on every page. Nor is there a shortage of
faults in C which are not present in P. But the lack of places where C provides the right
reading, but P a bad one, left Brockmann unable to assert with certainty that they are twins.6
(He finds five places where the first hand of P errs, but where C does not, and, of these
readings of P, three are not certainly right - they are reported as ‘ut vid.’ readings.) Fuller
collation of both of these manuscripts has enabled the hypothesis that these two manuscripts,
both written by Nicholas of Oria, were made from a single (now lost) manuscript to be made

more definite;

1) I agree with Brockmann’s reports of P erring where C does not. Additional instances of

such errors in P!:

3 The length of this omission is 43 Bekker lines, which is a significant number, because K makes an omission
of 88 lines E.N. 1176a11-77a30. Stewart, [1892] Vol. I, 526-7, suggests that the archetype of K ‘had leaves
containing each about 43 lines’. The archetype of o, or o itself, will have had a leaf missing.

6 Victor, [1983], argues that for Oeconomica, rather than being twins, C and P are first cousins. i.e. he would
posit one manuscript between P and «, and another between C and o,
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82all mpirvog] mpdtov, 85b10 yop] pev; 89b34 odbev + év, 91b31 transp. movei post e,
92a23 mopail] mepl; 92a24 &7 + opBidg; 95b8 0vk] 0Vd’; 97al5 eig] €1, 99b30 0] wd; 01a8 om.
gmotlovv; 01a35 &’ M] 31, 01b33 olda] 0idev; 03al2 A 7; 0524 yop £mi] yép ot éni; 05b7
{6ov] fdiov; 07a36 &veot] &v éot, 08a22 &omi] £, 09a37 @idog] eihic; 12al7 Gpd] Gpo;
12a22 apdr] dipo;, 12a19-20 ovy fi voodot] odyl voodot, 12a20 16 todtdv Voeiv] Td Tarwtdv

€vvoeiv C, t® 70 torvtov évvoeiv P.

i1) Readings of C which are wrong, but which agree with other manuscripts:
91b19 dokyudovra P, doxyudovteg C A L K B; 91b22 8¢ 87 P, 8¢ 8¢t C L K; 03a34 tod!
om. C AL; 03b22 ol6g te P V, olog v& C, oldg ye AL K; 07b19 éredn d¢] énei de C AL
These may be coincidental, but they may also reflect variants in o.

(1) and (i) are sufficient to show that C was not copied from P.

One interesting feature of C is that it is much less accurately copied than P: there are

eight significant (i.e. of approximately one line’s length, usually ex homoeoteleuto) omissions
in C that are not in P: 84a9-10 om. unBevdg — moparyevopevov, 88a28-9 om. dxporteig —
oi; 89a24-5 om. énel — wpoaipesig; 89b33-4 om. morficon — GAA0; 07a29-30 om. kol —
eopév; 09b6-7 om. koi! — @ordhog, 10b15-6 om. drepéyer — AdTyog, 13a3-4 om. 1 —
dronov. And there are many other less big but equally wrong readings unique to C.” The
possibility, not considered by Brockmann,® that the frequency of errors in C can be explained
by positing a lost manuscript as the twin of P, and then claiming that C was copied from that
manuscript, rather than from the model used for P can, I think, be ruled out by three
considerations.

First, a palaeographical quirk. At 94a2-6 méAv — OAtyo both C and P change the
style of hand writing considerably (f 10, the last 4 lines, in P, and f 11t, lines 17-20 in C).°
The passage has a large number of #’s (21), which is striking visually, but the change goes
deeper: the letters become squarer, neater and smaller - tau for instance, standardly written in

both manuscripts as Y in these lines is often written simply as T. This passage is the only

71t is perhaps worth pointing out how careless C is with regard to iotacism. C writes &pyntéxtov at 98a35
and 98a36; &yxhio: 13b11, b22, b23, b27; povopdrotov 00b36; éxpation (02a4). C cannot spell Euripides’
name: edpumédng (10a13), edpuridng (09b35).

8 But espoused by Victor for the Oec. See n.6.

® C moves into the new style slightly earlier than P, namely at 93b38 (dbg yop).
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place where such a change appears. One must presume that the archetype of these
manuscripts was also written in a different style. Although it is not impossible that there was a
manuscript between a and C, which also carried this change in script, it seems more plausible
to suppose that this copying of styles only took place twice rather than thrice.

Secondly, there are two places where the scribe corrects what he has written. At
03a14 in both manuscripts we find Nicholas of Oria writing dryo66v €xmv but then himself
clearly reversing the order of these two words by writing an alpha above the second word
and a beta above the first. Presumably the reversal of words occurred in the exemplar, o, and
in that manuscript the correct order was signalled in such a way that a copyist would only
realise that the two words needed to be inverted once the second word had been read. On the
hypothesis that C and P are twin brothers we need only suppose that Nicholas was caught out
twice in the same way. On the hypothesis that I am trying to reject, we would have to
suppose that the scribe of the lost intermediary manuscript was caught out and, importantly,
that he made the signal for correcting the order as late in his manuscript as the signal which
had, by its lateness, caused him to make a mistake.

A similar thing happens at 99a26-7: after mopoxodovBeiv C and P add o péyiortov
GryalBOv Thv epdvnotv. In both manuscripts Nicholas corrects what he has written. In P all five
words are crossed out, and the text continues with ©® &dix®. In C the last four words are
crossed out and 70 corrected to t®, and the text continues with 8ixe. The error was present
in &, and came about because in the line above (a25-6) are the words cUUTOPOKOACVPETY TO
HEYIGTOV GyaBOV TV @pOvnowy. The scribe of o either made the mistake of dittography
himself or inherited it from his exemplar. A corrector of a may have spotted the error, but
again marked the error too late, so that Nicholas was caught out twice, and only realised the
error once he had written the extra unwanted words. Or perhaps Nicholas himself saw that
the text of o was faulty, but only when he had copied it out. Again, to suppose that there was
a lost intermediary manuscript between C and a would commit one to believing that there too
the error was signalled too late - there is no danger that a copier of either of the Nicholas

manuscripts would repeat the mistake, since the purpose of the lines through the extra words

is clear.
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These two places, together with the example commented on by Brockmann, [1993]
52-3, on 85b9-10, suggest either that the exemplar of C and P (or one of its ancestors) had
been corrected with the help of another manuscript, or that Nicholas had access to a second
manuscript when he made his two copies of M.M.. Given the large number of significant
errors uncorrected in the first hands of C and P, the first alternative is more likely.

Thirdly, although we do not know the precise date of the Vatican manuscript, we do
know that it must have been made at approximately the same time as the Cambridge one,
given that it is made by the same scribe. It is prima facie unlikely that Nicholas would have
used a newly made copy as his exemplar if the older manuscript were still available. 10

With Brockmann’s arrangement of this part of the stemma I am in agreement:

C P

If it is right that C and P are twins the question arises what the likely provenance of
their parent, @, is. Harlfinger!! thinks it is likely to have been a manuscript from
Constantinople. Since Harlfinger’s suggestion, though, an alternative has been suggested by
Cavallo,!? namely that the tradition may be derived directly from, or may reflect, a separate
tradition developed in the Greek-speaking South of Italy. On p.ix of Susemihl’s introduction,
the reading xordcerg, which is found in C and P, is noted as being a reading which is likely to
have arisen as a result of the similarity of A to A in the majuscule script - the other two
families read xAboew,. This would mark the split of the Messanensis recension to earlier than
the eighth century.’® This seems likely. And the big divergences between this family and the

other two could perhaps be explained by geographical separation of the families.

10 Rather than saying with Brockmann, [1993] 51, that ‘Nikolaos auf den Vaticanus viel grossere Miihe
verwandt zu haben scheint’, it may be more plausible to suppose that o was corrected in the interim between it

being made copied for C and its being copied for P. This suggestion is tentatively made by Harlfinger, [1971]
8

1 Harlfinger, [1971] 9.

12 Cavallo, [1980] 228-9.

13 Brockmann, [1993] 50, adds three further places where errors in K are best explained as being
‘Majuskelfehler’: 98a2 terémg] tode g K; 99b36 Gpo] &Aho K; 03al § ot] mov K.



Laurentianus 81,11 (K) and Vindobonensis phil. gr.315 (V)

I have collated the first from the facsimile of this manuscript'4 and then checked some
problematic passages in the original in Florence. Susemihl’s respect for the manuscript (and
Bywater’s reverence for it in his edition of E.N.) was based on its age (c.900), some three
hundred years older than any other manuscript containing M.M. But if the stemma which
Brockmann proposed, or that which I suggest is right, then it must be seen as one witness out
of many.

Palaeographical characteristics of M.M. in K are i) an abundance of the superfluous
ephelcysic nu's - a corrector has gone through the text and deleted most of these redundant
letters. ii) K regularly does not place a breathing on words formed by crasis: (e.g.xoyad6v,
KoBEV, KOKeTVOG, KA, Koml, ToryaBov, TaAnBég, Tovdpeial, TovvavTioy, TOOVOLOY). iii) More
than any other manuscript, K omits accents: e.g. yop (82b25, 94a9 11b4), &m (88a19, 00b2,
12a34), m (very often), xon (98al'), pev (91a8, 00b15), un (07b38), dmep (82b16, 83a26,
01b9).

I have collated the Viennese manuscript from a silver-print copy, and have not had the
opportunity to see the manuscript in the original. Nigel Wilson, who looked at the manuscript
for me, suggests a more precise date for the manuscript than Brockmann who thought it was
from the 11th or 12th century, and would date it to the early part of the 12th century.

The relationship of Vindobinensis phil gr.315 (V) to Laurentianus 81,11 (K) was
thought by Brockmann (pp.53-4) to be that of a grandson, with a lost, corrected intermediary
).

\

\%

14 Ashburner, [1927]. For bibliography for this manuscript see Moraux (ed.), [1976] 267, 484, and add to that
bibliography: Bywater, [1892] 13-21; this lists sixteen types of errors found in the part of the manuscript
which contains E.N., with illustrations of each. A similar list could be drawn up for its version of M.M.

15 Moraux, [1965] CLXXYV, notes that another old mauscript (Paris gr.1853) had ephelystic nu unnecessarily.
Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr.1741 (10th C) does the same thing.



V shares many errors with K, has some new errors of its own, and yet occasionally gets
things right that K got wrong. These data are consistent with Brockmann’s hypothesis, but
are also consistent with the hypothesis that V is not derived from K, but that they derive
independently from a common ancestor.

It is hard to prove one way or the other, and the question is complicated by the fact
that the old part of V extends only from 1193b19 (@g) -1213b5 (prAeiv). We do, however,
have an important witness to the complete V, namely Barberinianus gr.75 (B). The following

considerations weigh in favour of the second hypothesis:

1) No error in V springs from the nature of K. One might expect, if Brockmann’s hypothesis
were right, that some of the errors in V would be explicable from K (e.g. from omission of a

whole line in K, or from misreading a word which was unclearly written in K).

2) There are a number of places where K has extra words which are not in C P A L, and not
in V either. This would demand an exceptionally rigorous system of correction in the lost ¥,
or else coincidence. For the extra words in K are not obviously wrong. Given the large
number of errors that would have been uncorrected in v (V still has many mistakes), such
rigour is ruled out. C P A L V make the following omissions of words in K: 95b17 om. o0d¢

— Gpa; 98a31 om. ko2, 07a22 om. pév, 07b21 om. t&x; 09a38 om. 61; 12b14 om. kod.

3) Another telling reading is at 02b5 where C P A L have 8eficer before wexte and omit Sef.
V shares the omission of €T but does not have defioer. If K and V are brothers, (or V is a
nephew of K) then the discrepancy between K and V’s readings would be explained by saying
that their parent had omitted detioe1, and that 8e1 was added conjecturally by the scribe of K.
On Brockmann’s hypothesis, however, we are asked to imagine a corrector who spotted that

del was wrong, and was content to delete it, leaving a sentence with no main verb, and an

unconstruable infinitive.
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4) Two significant readings occur in B at places where V no longer survives: at 87a17 the extra
ot in K is absent in B (with C P A L); at 93a7 tig is absent in B (with C P A L), but present in
K. Both of these extra words in K, were, if the second hypothesis is right, conjecturally added
in K. Again, the rigour of correction we asked to imagine in the intermediary manuscript, v, is

beyond what we should expect.

We can ascertain certain characteristics of the parent of V. For V is peculiar in several

ways. Sometimes the peculiarity is visible today only in B because parts of V are missing.

1) Fourteen times where the right reading is €oton, V gave év. €oton —> &v: {B: 82a3, 82a7,
82a9 x 2, 87b29, 90a26, 93b9} V: 94b30 corrected in V (and €oton in B), 01a5, 04a9, 06a6,
08all, 11a35, 12a29.1% The explanation for this is a compendium which was used to write
€oton. The abbreviation looks like an alpha with a downwards squiggle after it. Sometimes
the diacritics are present, sometimes they are not. This abbreviation is found in many of the
manuscripts of Arethas (eg. D’Orville Euclid (888), Clarke Plato (895), Lucian Harleian 5694
(c.900), but is not exclusive to them.'? It is also found in tenth century Aristotle manuscripts
(Paris gr.1853, Venetus 201). I have not come across a report of a reading from a manuscript
derived from any of these where the compendium was mistaken for é&v, but 1 should be
surprised if there are not other instances.!® In most cases &v is such nonsense in the context

that I suspect editors do not bother to record the reading in the apparatus.

2) V had problems reading npdg.

1) Where npdg is right we find €ig: {B: 90a9, 90a10, 90al2, 90al3, 90al7 x 2, 90a19, 90a23,
90a24, 90a28, 90b5, 91a6, 91a20, 92b37 x 2, 92b38 x 2, 93a3, 93a22, 93b15, 93b17,
93b19} V: 93b31, 93b36, 93b39 x 2 corrected in V (npdg in B), 94a4 corrected in V (mpdg in

B), 94a4, 94a5 corrected in V (mpdg in B), 94a6, 94al5 corrected in V (rpdg in B), 94a20

corrected in V and mpdg in B.

16 T do not record these mistakes in the apparatus.
17 See Allen, [1974] 135n.1, 148-9; Ceretel, [1969], table IV s.v. Zoton.

18 At E.N. 1113b13 there is the same manuscript divergence and at 1103a2 the variation in what the mss.
read may have a similar origin.
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it) In B we find xov& where mpog is right at: 83al1, 85a35, 86a29 x 2, 86a30, 86a32, 86b30 x
2, 87b33, 89a9, 89a25, 90a4 (wrongly still in the text of Susemihl)

The readings of B giving xoté where mpdg is right, may stem either from a corrector
of V, who objected to the sense of eig in these passages, or from an earlier stage in the scribe
of V’s bafflement with the abbreviation. It is to be noticed, however, that not every case of
npdg undergoes a transformation: at e.g. 83al9, 84a31, 85a31 B rightly has npdg. And at e.g.
94a31, 94a32, 94a35, 94b5 V rightly has npdg. This shows that the changes of the preposition
were not systematic conjectures, but were mistakes. It is also to be noted that from about
90a5 the mistake of writing €ig stops, and that this is just the point where the mistake of
writing xowd begins. It is thus likely that one undeciphered symbol is the cause of both
mistakes.

The confusion will stem from the script of the parent of V. Consultation of Allen’s
tables!® provide the explanation. ©pdg was often written with an abbreviation which looks like
an epsilon or a capital sigma with a grave accent, é\. The dates of such an abbreviation being
used are similar to the Zston abbreviation. The only manuscript Allen records as having both
the Zotou abbreviation and the mpdg abbreviation is the D’Orville Euclid (888). But his
selection of manuscripts is too small to rule out the abbreviation being common. But a date of
¢.900 for the parent of V would not be unexpected. Sometimes this abbreviation will have
been mistaken for the not dissimilar abbreviation for kovwd, ‘/“\ and sometimes for a

contraction of eig.

3) mpoo- in compounds becomes wpo- : 01a2, 02b2; 03b2, 04b24. This is an easy confusion.

Rpoc- was often written as mp°.

4) br mistaken for =. 10b3, 10b30

19 See also Cereteli, [1969], table 9, s.v. mpoe,
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5) dpo is written as & at 10a4.20 At 82b30, where V does not survive, B has 00¢ instead of
00 dpa, and the cause could easily be that V wrote dpo with this abbreviation. See also
below (p.35n.13) for another possible instance of B having read & at 86b23. At 90a33 B has
mept movtedolg instead of dipor mavted®dg. At 95b37 V has el dpo where 8t is correct. A
standard abbreviation for &t resembles a sigma with the top stroke rising at an angle of 45

degrees, and diacritics above.2! This is not that different from the symbol for &por.

6) ofovton is not correctly written in V at 04a25 (8éovtown), 08b27 (016v 1€),22 12a34 oidv 1.

At 83a32 B, a descendant of V, has o1l6v ze.

The parent of V does not bear the hall-marks of a corrected manuscript, except at one
place, 08a13. Susemihl prints &vexev éotiv with C P A L, but K gives &opev &vekev. V has
gxopev Evexev, Eottv, which does look as though it originated from a misunderstanding of a
variant in the margin. But the acknowledgement that V’s parent was corrected does not mean
that that parent was a descendant of K. Below I will argue that the many links which V has
with A L are only partially to be explained by correction among their ancestors.

If it 1s right that V is independent of K, it remains to ask whether they are brothers or
whether their relationship is that of uncle to nephew. An answer to this will hinge on whether
we can believe that the scribe of K was at ease in reading the compendia that led the scribe of
V into difficulty. K gets &éoton and mpog right. If it is too much to expect that K could read the

compendia without difficulty, we will have an arrangement of the manuscripts as follows:

20 See Cereteli, [1969], table 9, s.v. mopé. In addition to the manuscripts cited by Cereteli as using the
abbreviation, we can now add Marcianus 4.1, and Paris 1808 - both written by the same scribe in the
eleventh/twelfth century. See Brockmann, [1993] 58n.48 and his [1992] 157n.9, 172. Further, Laur. 81,18, in
its copy of E.N. has the same abbreviation at 1169622, 1173b11, 1179a30, and its reading at M.M. 1193b30 is
probably to be explained in the same way. See also Allen, [1974] 8 and Plate 1. Lehmann [1965], §49, 89-91
and table 9, gives more examples and discusses the origin of the abbreviation.

21 See Cereteli, [1969], table VIIL, s.v. &1,

22 The same error occurs at E.N. 1172a8 in K, and in Paris gr.1853, according to Moraux, [1965] CLXXIII

Both these manuscripts date from the 10th century. The opposite error, otovran being written where oTov 7e is
correct is found in C at E.E. 1238a10 and in K at EN. 1099b21.
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The positing of 1 also explains the greater frequency of error in V than in K. Errors

arose at both stages of copying from n.

At 01a33, 01b7, 05a21, 08a39 and 12a7 V is the source of readings accepted by

Susemihl, but I argue below that they are not right.

Ambros. B.95 sup. and Laur. 81.18

These two manuscripts form the biggest stemmatic puzzle in M.M. Brockmann argues
that they are brothers, but also thinks that they form a third independent family. If the results
of Brockmann were accepted, then the task of finding out what was in the archetype, o,
would be easy: where any two of the three families agree, we could be sure that that reading
was the reading of w. Before looking at the relationship between A and L, and the
relationship between them and the other independent manuscripts, I will note certain

palaeographical features of each of these manuscripts.

Ambrosianus B.95 sup. (A)

This is a manuscript dating from the end of the twelfth or the beginning of the
thirteenth century. Its importance was discovered by Brockmann. There are three interesting

palaeographical points worth remarking on in the transcription of M.M. in this manuscript.

1) The word adtod often causes the scribe trouble. It is certain that the manuscript from which
A was copied used a rare shorthand sign for this word which looks like a capital iota with a
smoothe breathing and a circumflex above it.23 It is equally certain that the scribe of our

manuscript was flummoxed. Ten times in M.M. the symbol is reproduced for us (84b20, 87b36,

23 The symbol is no. T 831 on p.178 (also example 21, p.24) in Chionides/Lilla, [1981].
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91b15, 98b2, 12226, 12a38, 12b12, 12b15, 13a3, 13b17)2¢ Several times, instead of
reproducing the symbol, he writes 8éko. or a part of déxorog, mistaking the symbol for the
similar (and standard) sign for the number ten - 84a25, 94a19,2° 04b28, {11b17}, 11b37. The
short-hand system to which this sign belonged originated in the 10th century, and the
manuscript from which the symbol is illustrated in the article mentioned above (n.23) is

Vaticanus gr.1809 which is dated to ¢.970. This provides us with an approximate dating for p.

2) eivon must also have been written in a way that was not intelligible to the scribe of A.
Often, especially near the beginning, where the text demands eivon, and all other manuscripts
give elvon, A gives nonsense: at 81a28 we get tig; at 82a6 and 84a34 we get tfig; at 84al8
we get T¢; at 90a16 we get oOv,%¢ at 92b10 it is omitted. There is a shorthand sign for elvon in
a manuscript from the ninth century, recorded by Cereteli?’ which may have been the cause.

This was fairly common, so the puzzlement evident in A is not easily explained.

3) mepi/mopdi. As in the manuscripts written by Nicholas, the way that this pair of prepositions
is written is not straightforward. Most of the time the scribe of A writes mept in the same way
as Nicholas wrote mopd&: 78‘7\. This is orthodox. Twice he writes mopd in the usual way - with
the backwards sloping epsilon above the pi (at 94a22 and 97a9, and in these cases the other
mss. also read wopd).

Ambiguity: there are places where the epsilon slopes slightly back and the received
reading is mepl: e.g. 85b37, 86a35, 90b8, 90b9, 90b10, 92a27, 96b5 (the first), 12a21 and
12a25. And there are places where the same ambiguous compendium is used, but where Topé
is the reading of other manuscripts e.g.882a20, 88a21, 96a36, 97a5 (twice), 97a8, 07al5.

Mistakes: there are places where the other manuscripts read mapd:, but where A gives
the compendium it uses elsewhere for mept, i.e. where A provides a genuine varia lectio: 85a6,

85a22, 97a6, 07a27, 08b4-5, 08b31, 10a32 (agreeing with C), 11b28, 11b31, 11632, 13a27.

24 In the last four cases b0 is written in the margin of A by a later hand.

25 Here the correct reading is  ororod &pyov. A gives 10 ovtod dexéepyov. The scribe of A has
misunderstood an explanatory gloss in his exemplar.

26 The last of these examples could well have a different explanation. Anyway, in the case of the eivan
compendium, our scribe seems to have learnt how it should be deciphered, since there are no parallel errors in
the last two thirds (nine tenths if we exclude the last example) of the text.

77 See Cereteli, [1969], table IV, s.v. elvon, number 24.



15

Also, on one occasion the epsilon slopes backwards in A and so we would expect mwapé but

the rest read mepi, namely at 85b29. Here too we must recognise that A disagrees with the
rest of the tradition. Once, at 11b34, A reads nept in full when mopd. is right.

Whether the ambiguous compendium should be reported as mepi or as mopd is

unclear. The best explanation of the difficulty is that, as in the case of eivou and oD, the

scribe of this manuscript was himself confused.

4) At one point (99a17 = folio 18V, line 11) the scribe of A writes the prefix &mo- is written in

an unusual way: U\ I have not found a precise parallel for this, but it may be a version of

the compendium from the same short-hand system that occurred for otod. Vat. gr.1809
J

writes &md as "\ or as W?S Cereteli?® gives examples of a similar form of the abbreviation

in a manuscript written in 986.

5) 8rawv causes A problems. Instead of rav we find 87 in A at 86a21, 87a25, 08a19, 09b6,

and 82b32 where 671 8wawy is the correct reading, A just has &,

Laurentianus 81.18 (1)

Brockmann, [1993] 49-50, has shown that L must date to the end of the 12th century, rather
than to the previously supposed date of the 14th century. It stems from the scriptorium of
Toannikios.3® This manuscript is the product of three scribes’ work, two of whom were
involved in M.M.. Orthographical niceties: éGv is written as 8&v. ody as ody’. oveeic and
undeis become oOdeig and pndeig. Also, where the sense demanded is abtov, and the
manuscripts are unreliable - more often than not giving avtdv, L fairly consistently gives
£Q0TOV.

L is badly damaged in places. Some of the damge had occurred before the text was
written. On. £.87" there is a hole in the ms. after 3¢t (85a39), through which one can read po.

and Aaco from £.88¢ (which are parts of the words péAlov (86b30) and éxorosior (86b32)),

28 Symbols T807, T777, in Chionides/Lilla, [1981].
27 See Cereteli, [1969], table 11, s.v. &mb; and Allen, [1974], plate 2.
30 Cf. Wilson, [1983] and [1991].
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and which must have been there when the ms. was written, since the scribe of L has written his
text around the hole. But there has also been subsequent damage.

L has omissions not present in the other mss. There are omissions of more than one
word at 95210 ofov — éoti; 98b2 kol — Ommpetikdg; 02a24-6 Aéyov®’ — tolg, 03b14-16
ToroTog — EmBoupidv; 04a25-6 ov povov — Mdovig, 07b32-4 dya®s — &midg. There are
changes, made consciously or subconsciously, of words in which the sense is maintained, and
where the error is not to be explained palaeographically by the similarity of what was read to
what was written. Examples of this are 85b1 Umep] mepl; 86a7 &veyBein] dxOein; 86b17
poavopgvoug] é€ectnidtag; 87al8 npbrrterv] mpoctd:, 88al2 GxoAovlel] émacoAovBel;, 91623
and 94b4 Umep] mepl, 95a21 moAépiov] €xOpdv, 97b29 coplag]l rriocopiog, 97b35 Todg
AMoyougl tog okéyelg, 99a31 mowmmtikovl mepimomTikov L; 01b26 yivesBou] eivon L; 02b11
axpacio] dxorasio L; 02b13 mpodidpme] £toipwg L, 03a5 2¢’] mpdg L; 04a29 dmep] mept L,
04b5 Avewv] Srodderv L; 06b35 brep] nept L, 08b14 Spotov] oiket sic L, but there is a hole

above the words where the diacritics would be (oixelov?).

The independence of B

Collation of both A and L has enabled the existence of a manuscript, p, which
Brockmann hypothesised, to be confirmed. Brockmann cites eight instances of A and L
sharing faults (p.51), and this pattern occurs regularly throughout the text of M.M.. To give
further examples: 83a6 om. ko, 83626 ofov + odi; 83b31 transp. odtdV post Exaorov; 84al10
povov] povng; 87b36 om. éotiv; 87639 om. olov; 90a6 cpéAieston] opdieston, 92b30 om.
e, 96b26 om. &p’; 97b18 om. 7, 99a15 om. oilov; 02a20 om. ofov, 04al om. dpat, 04a27
om. Mpiv; 05b15 om. ovk; 07a9 om. tfig; 09b29 0] Todro, 10a27 om. pev; 10b29 transp.
dAAov post &v; 11a16 om. vdv; 11b27 om. &omiv; 12626 om. ko, 13b26 fil . Both A and L
have faults which are not in the other. I have listed above some of the errors of L, namely the
peculiar synonymous ones, and also some of the interesting ones in A. Many more can be
found in the apparatus.

Brockmann thinks that, whereas Susemihl had thought that there were just two families,

in fact there are three. The first had K at the head, the second the twin manuscripts P and C



17

(from these same manuscripts stems the recensio Messanensis3! for the E.E.), while the third is
descended from another pair of brothers - A and L. In establishing this third family as

independent, Brockmann, [1993] 49, says:

Laur. 81,18 [L] und Ambr. B.95 sup. [A] nehmen eine Mittelstellung zwischen Laur.
81,11 [K] und der Vorlage der beiden Nikolaos-Kodizes (o) ein: Wahrend sie die
Characteristika der Recensio Messanensis [a] in der Regel nicht erkennen lassen,
insofern also eher Laur. 81,11 [K] verwandt zu sein scheinen, sind sie andererseits frei

von zahlreichen Fehlern, groBeren und kleineren Auslassungen in K.

In the conclusion to Brockmann’s article some doubt is expressed about whether A L do derive

from an independent hyparchetype:

Durch vollstandige Kollationen ... sollte sich definitiv entschieden lassen... ob Laur.
81,18 [L] und Ambr. B.95 sup. [A], wie ich nach meinen Untersuchungen vorschlage,
einen dritten Hyparchetypen rekonstruieren, oder ob sie enger zu K gehoren, also

gemeinsam mit [K] auf einen von nur zwei Hyparchetypen zuriickgehen.

I think that there are a sufficient number of agreements in error between AL and K V
to accept the latter hypothesis, that these four manuscripts do descend from one hyparchetype.
Susemihl’s bias in favour of K means that it is rare that he accepts a reading of C P when K is
supported by other manuscripts. Nevertheless, Susemihl rejects the following readings of A L
K V/B: 82a5 &ctou] €om; 83236 §t1) dg &, 83a38 add. onol; 84b37-8 om. kai téAetov TéAog;
86al6 om. xoi; 87all om. &, 87b18 add. woi, 92a26 cvvelddtwv] eiddtov, 92a37
colaxwveiog] dhaloveiog, 92b2 cordxov] draldv, 92b3 caAdkmv] dAaldv, 92b15 om. 7,
92b18 om. émi-; 93b14 om. 6%; 93b14 om. 63, 95a25 om. xoi, 95233 wivew] melv, 97a28 om.
e, 98a25 dum] dux 10; 00a29 om. 7?2, 00b22 om. koi évavtiovpéveyv; 0lall moTepov]
Tpotepov; 02al5 add. ov; 02a31 om. kod;, 02a37 om. éotiv, 04b16 om. éoti; 05a6 om. T,

06a31 om. 3¢; 08al om. 1, 08a18 om. ®pdg ©0; 09b26 015’ oddEV; 12231 é5tiv] Eotan.

31 See Harlfinger’s stemma in his [1971] 30; reprinted in the Walzer/Mingay edition of E.E. (Oxford, 1991),
p.ix.
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Here we find agreement in error between A L K V 32 Brockmann, acknowledging that
the coincidence of errors does not fit his stemma,?? provided examples of such agreement. To
these we can add those places where C P are right but were not thought to be right by
Susemihl. e.g. at 02a4-5 A L K V wrongly have droAAayévieg — eiowy; at 03a23 ALK V
omit 1 evuddng; at 05a23 A L K V do not have the name ‘Neleus’.

These readings enable the hypothesis that A L K V are derived from one hyparchetype
to be established. No one of these four manuscripts derives from any other of these four, as
Brockmann has shown.

1, the common ancestor of K and V, and B, the common ancestor of A and L, each

have errors that the other does not. Neither are descended from the other. Let us call their

common ancestor §.

g
/
n
VAN B
K 1
\

B

But this representation of the relationships between the manuscripts cannot be the
whole story. It is possible that B, the manuscript from which the shared errors in A and L were
inherited, is not an immediate parent of both A and L, or that, if it were, it had undergone
correction in the meantime. For A and L diverge in a way that points not to a straightforward

brotherly relationship. There are several places where their readings diverge, and a pattern

inconsistent with Brockmann’s stemma emerges.

32 A few of the readings in A L K V I will defend.
33 Brockmann, [1993] 52: ‘Es gibt jedoch einige Lesarten, die sich diesem Schema nicht recht fiigen wollen’
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A L differing in their allegiances to K V

There are important affinities between A L and V (but not K):

1) 93b22 ddwkelv (ddikov K); 95a9 102 + 1®d; 95b11 om. &°; 97a4 w1 K] 10; 99a30-1

kot lorpuknv K] kord ©° iotprenv A, kowe mv iotpikiv L V; 01a7-8 dtordv Tt yop]

dromov y&p m;, 01b16 transp. adTov post éotiv, 05a27 om. 1y, 05b34 om. koi; 11a22

BovAdpedo] Bovroipedo..

And between A, L and B (but not K):

i1) 84a29 aAl’] om. K; 85a30 kv K] kol £i; 91a33 mAeiov K, mAncior A L, mAetotol

B; 93a32 transp. avt®d post LIOPYOVIOVY.

Where this occurs we might be tempted to conclude that the readings derive from {, but in
some of these cases, namely where C P K are right (95a9, 95b11), we would have to
conclude that { was right, but that contamination had occurred between, say, B and 1, or
between B and n (n would have been corrected after K had been copied from it). How else
could K have regained the truth, once { had gone wrong? It would be possible to revise the
stemma so that B was not copied from ¢, but from 1. Support could be adduced for this thesis
from the other links between V/B and either A or L.

A and V share the following errors. 95b24 &dikoivto] adik®dvton, 98a29 €i] 1y, 01al12
transp. avtOv post Exetv (al3); 01al5 odk €m Eoton] 0Ok oton &1, 04a3 1 elnopev] eimopey;
05b8 om. 7; 06a26 transp. moiet post émothiun; 11031 mopd] nepi. We can also suppose that
A and V agreed at: 85b20 &&]te A B.

L' and V! share the following errors: 94a29 kol 0 L V] xoi A K, om. C P; 94b13
om. &v; 99a4 om. ve; 00al19 tfig L V] om. C P A K; 02a23 transp. mote post poot;, 02b1 om.
og; 03a7 odv + od; 05b29 om. ém, 06b24 Uotepog] Uotepov, 11a5 éotiv] eicv. We can also
suppose that L and V agreed at: 82a21 dAoyov] dvédoyov L B; 83a8 om. 0%z’ L B; 86b2 om.
ko 6 év L B; 87636 oty + pév L B, 90a35 xpeiwtov] kpeirtova L B; 92b38 mpdc] eig L B.
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The following readings are peculiar to A L K: 05a3 om. %; 07a25 om. o, 07a31
omapEon] mpakan; 08b9 yap + 6, 09b36 transp. ko®d post yop. And A and K share peculiar
readings at: 87b19 6 + kod; 94a29 om. o, 04b5 transp. TodTov post AVetv.

But the link between A L and V is more significant. It is so significant, indeed, that we
are obliged to acknowledge that contamination has happened within the family. The pattern of
agreement cannot be explained otherwise. A and L, we have seen, form a unit, and must (at
least partly) be derived from a common ancestor, B. But they cannot both have been copied

from the same manuscript, in the same state. Their differences point to sporadic contamination

from t;

But even this representation is problematic. There are two further sets of data about the
readings of A and L which do not fit this representation. The first involves the C P family; the

second involves the sporadic excellence of B.

Contamination between L and the C P family34

The following are examples of L agreeing with C P, against A K V/B:
83227 wryaod C P L, dyo6o® A K B; 84b15 ko om. C P L; 89al om. 8¢ C P L; 89a22-3
om. €nel — mpoctipesig C P L; 90a21 kod mpoBetikdv ko romtikdv C P L, ko mommikov
kol poBeTikdv A K B; 91b24 jigv habent C P L, om. AK B; 93b9 teheiwg] éherog CPL;

98a18 add. &v post keAetvoeiev A K V: 00a6 npoctdrrel] Tpdrter C P L; 00a37 kod om. C P

3% There is only one trace of contamination between A and C P: see the apparatus at 95a22.
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L; 03b18-9 om. 6! — 6pB6v C P L; 05b7 ékborw C P L] éxdotov AK V; 06a27 om. oi C P
L, 06b23 om. 700 C P L; 10a14 post nédov add. §j C P L; 12a19 npoxtoig C P L, mpaktikoic
AK!'V; 13a27 zac habent CPL, om. AK V.

Here we have evidence of contamination between an ancestor of L and the ancestor of
C P. There is one further place where L shows dependence on a: At 85b935 Susemihl prints o
70D [TOv] Aoyov &xovtog. The manuscripts give:

706 TOV Adyov Exoboog, TG Tod Tov Adyov Eovrog [sic], C,

105 TOV Aoyov Exobc0g, eddetsatisrodrov-hbyov-Exove P,

oG 1OV Adyov €xodcog, L,

700 10V Adyov €yovtog A,

0L ToVTOV AdYov Exovra sic ut vid. KL,

705 T00, TOV Adyov Exovrag ut vid. K2

0 To0 Tov Adyov €yovrog K3

Here, again, L has a reading only found in C and P, while C P seem to have been aware of the

A K reading,

These readings further emphasise that A and L cannot simply derive from one
manuscript. It appears that contamination between L and C P has occurred. There seems no
way of telling for certain which direction the contamination went - in or out of the tradition
represented to us by the Sicilian manuscripts, C and P. It may even have happened in both
directions. It would be surprising, though, if much influence of L had come into C P, given the
number of serious omissions in C P.

Brockmann, [1993] 52-3, gives separate reasons for thinking that contamination
between the different traditions may have taken place. He finds places where variants are given
in both C and P, and where these variants are written by Nicholas himself. This succeeds in
showing that o had variants, and hence that some contamination had taken place between
traditions, but the extent to which contamination is present is likely to be more complicated

than o being corrected with the help of one manuscript.

35 Unfortunately, in Brockmann’s discussion of this passage (p.53n.39) he attributes the reading of P to C,
and vice versa.
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There are two possible explanations of the readings where L agrees contra A with C
and P. We could suppose that B had these very readings, and that A was made from two
manuscripts - B and, say, 1. However, we have already seen palacographical evidence for A
being copied from a manuscript which was difficult to read. This evidence in itself suggests that
A was made from just one manuscript, otherwise where the scribe of A could not read what
was in B, he could have looked at another exemplar.

The alternative solution is to see L as the product of contamination between p and a. It
is clear from the readings I have listed that B, at least in the form which the scribe of A had it,
cannot be the only parent of L. Could we imagine B being corrected with the help of, say, o in
order to explain the infusion of readings from the C P family? To imagine B being corrected
after A was copied, would be to reverse the dating of A and L. If one of these manuscripts is
made after the other, it is A that was made after L. Could o have been corrected from B, and
this corrected version have been the parent of L? This possibility is ruled out by the fact that C
and P were made after L, and this pair of manuscripts bear little sign of infiltration of readings
from B.

We must, I think, posit a manuscript which was made from B, but corrected with the
help of a.. The next question is whether we have in L itself that contamination taking place, or
was it in a now lost manuscript, ©? The omissions listed above and the synonymous
substitutions which are characteristic of L suggest that L had only one manuscript as its
exemplar. A scribe would have to be braver to over-rule two manuscripts than to over-rule
one. This selection of readings, together with a large number of changes in word order,
omissions of particles, additions of definite articles and connecting words, have the look not
of some scribe carefully trying to establish, via the tradition, the original words of the author,
but of a scribe wanting to create a text which would preserve the sense of his original at the
expense of accuracy of the wording.

For these reasons, then, I prefer to posit a lost manuscript & and to say that it was in the
copying of L from = that most of the ‘synonymous’ errors listed above?s arose. If anyone is not

happy with this reasoning, then for him 7 is L.

36 p.16.
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The positing of 7, then, explains how A and L, while sharing many errors, diverge in the

ways noted above.

Signs of independence in B?

Notice that on this stemma there is no direct line connecting B to . The third family, of
which A and L are our only direct witnesses, is no longer independent. Is it right, though, that p
was made only from §, with later infiltrations from a manuscript like 1?7 There are certain
readings in A and L which are good and which disagree with the reading foundin CPand K V.
We must look at these and see whether they are such as must have been inherited or were
within the capabilities of a Byzantine scholar.

That we do not have in A L a family solely derived from a and { (which is what
Susemihl meant when he said that Coislin. was mixti generis) would be ruled out by there
being places in the text where good readings are only found in A L, where those readings
were not the result of conjecture, but part of the tradition. Already accepted in Susemihl’s
text are:” 84b21 xod AL, om. C P K B; 87a19 oi yoyot A L, yoyor K B, ot woyol ol C P;
87b39 om. ofov A L, habent K B {C P}; 95b36 ordrdov A L] avtog C P K V; 98a15 obtor A
L] obrog CPK V; 05b14 0 A L] om. CP K V, 07b28 om. kil A L; 11627 om. éstiv A L.

A and L, separately or together, also preempt several readings which are mentioned in

Susemihl’s edition only as conjectures by modern scholars. See 81b25, 82a17, 82a36, 82b19,

371 ignore cases where Susemihl knew the reading only from Cois., but where V shares the reading: 93622
adikelv AL V] Sixouwov C P, &dixov K (Brockmann, [1993] 52, mistakenly quotes the reading &diketv in
93b22 as an example of A and L alone being right.); 94a29 add. ko 10 L V] om. C P, xai AK.
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82b19, 91a28, 92a33, 95b25, 97a3, 98a29, 98b6, 02b11, 03b9, 03b18, 03b19, 05a22, 07b24,
11b27, 12a20.38

Where, then, did the good readings come from? At the points where A alone provides
the ‘good’ reading, I think it is fair to assume that that reading was in p. We have seen above
(pp.13-14) that the scribe of A did not mind writing nonsense. If he was content to write
d¢karog where in terms of grammar and sense gibberish was produced, we should reject the
hypothesis that such a man would be capable of conjecturing these readings. We can explain
their absence in L by saying either that the conjectures in f were made after the copying of =.
Similarly, the ‘good’ readings found in A and L were in B. Finally the ‘good’ readings alone
found in L are most plausibly explained in the same way that we explained the other
idiosyncratic readings of this manuscript (cf. above p.16). The scribes of L had a sometimes
dangerous propensity to emend, but nevertheless a certain critical acumen.

We are left, then, with a number of ‘good’ readings in . How do we explain them?
There are three possibilities. First that they are the result of conjecture, secondly that they are
inherited from o (and so the stemma should have, in addition, a line connecting @ to B), and
thirdly that they derive from an otherwise lost part of the tradition. The second possibility is
ruled out by the fact that K V would err so often in the same way as a - which should not
happen by stemmatic principles. But can we believe that a Byzantine textual critic made these
changes? None of the good readings that are only in B are so good that a Byzantine scholar
could not have proposed them conjecturally.

In the stemma below  represents the ingenium of a Byzantine scholar. I do not write y

into the complete stemma (below p.122).

38 1 list these more fully in chapter three.
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The claim that the ‘good readings’ of B were not inherited from the manuscript tradition at all,
and that these good readings are the result of conjecture, does not detract at all from the

importance of B. It is just a shame that we do not know to whom to attribute the early textual

criticism,
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THE DESCRIPTI

Brockmann’s important work on the manuscript tradition has again been my starting-
point. Without his contribution (drawing attention to the important manuscripts, Ambros. B.95,
Laur. 81,18, Vindob. Phil. gr.315, and discovering the arrangement of the manuscripts that
were copied from the independent manuscripts), the work I have done would have taken much
longer. In the Aristoteles Archiv in Berlin I concentrated on studying the descripti, using spot-
checks to see if I agreed with Brockmann’s findings. My attention focused particularly on
Vindobonensis (thought by Brockmann to be descended from K, but I disagree - see pp.8-13),
on the line of descent from Vindobonensis to the Aldine, on the ancestry of the Aldine, and on
the line of descent from Vaticanus gr.1342 (P) to Venetus 213 (M). Other manuscripts in the
stemma were looked at to a lesser extent, but were all examined in parts. My survey of the
stemma proposed by Brockmann, therefore, is not equally thorough in the different areas of the
stemma. Where I do not mention a manuscript, I am tacitly agreeing with Brockmann about its
location in the stemma.

The stemma I print on p.121 below is the same as Brockmann’s, except that:
a) [ include on the stemma three manuscripts, the location of which Brockmann argued for (and

which I, roughly, agree with) but which were omitted on the stemma printed by Brockmann -

Paris 1387, Berol. Ham. 41 and Reginensis 125.

b) I adopt the changes I propose in this section (the location of the fifteenth century supplement
to Vindobonensis, the relationship between Ambros. B.84 sup. and Matr. 4684, an intermediary
lost manuscript between Cant. U L. Li. v. 44 (C) and Monacensis gr.635).

¢) I adopt the changes I have proposed about the ancestors of CP ALKV, the independent

manuscripts.

d) I include the Latin translations. Brockmann was principally concerned with the transmission

of the Greek.

Interesting parts of the stemma which I am conscious have not been adequately

investigated are:

i) The two manuscripts copied from 8. 8, Brockmann argues (p.55), was copied from

Vindobonensis at a time when it was complete. 8 was then corrected, and then quite badly
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damaged. Paris 1853 and Vaticanus gr.264 thus provide a text full of lacunae where 8 was
illegible, but it is possible that it retains good readings of Vindobonensis in parts which no
longer survive in that manuscript, and where Barb. went wrong. Also, these manuscripts are
witnesses to the corrections in 8. It is possible that those corrections were made from a now
lost manuscript, or contain valuable conjectures.

ii) The contribution to the text made by Constantine Lascaris.! He wrote Matr. 4574 (N.37)
and owned Matr. 4684 (N.54). One good reading occurs only in these two manuscripts and in
their descendants (and in the Aldine), namely at 1213215 #dwotov, where all other manuscripts
give 161’ Av (except Ambros. B.84 which has {8wst’ év). This will have originated in 0. It is
possible that there are further places in Lascaris’ manuscripts which would provide us with
other good conjectures.

iii) Identification of the authors of the corrections in P. Susemihl, who spent more time looking
at the manuscript than me (I collated it from microfilm and checked some readings in Rome)
says that the identification of the hands is difficult: ‘diversas has manus ubique et inter se et ab
ipsius librari correctionibus recte discernere difficile neque omnino, si quid video, operae
pretium est’.2 The identification of the hands is not a pressing concern, but it would be nice to
be able to work out who wrote what and where the reading came from. We would learn not
about the text of the M.M. but about the whereabouts of manuscripts (the corrective
manuscript must have been in the same room as the corrected manuscript at the time that the
corrections were made), and it could be that such information would be important in the
analysis of the stemmatic relationship between other texts in either of those manuscripts.
Further, we could learn about the ability of the corrector if we knew what he read; we could
evaluate his choice of readings - does he improve the text or make it worse? By looking at the
work of correctors, known and unknown, we can learn about the capabilities of renaissance
scholars.

iv) Better knowledge of Bartholomew of Messina’s Latin translation. I have heard from
Christine Pannier that she was close to completing such an edition under the auspices of

Aristoteles Latinus in Louvain, Belgium, but that the project has come to a temporary halt.

1 See Brockmann, [1993] 71.
2 Susemihl, [1881] 3.
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(See p.70n.36.)

v) Further knowledge of the texts of the de bona fortuna. (See pp.71-86)

vi) Manetti’s translation. (See p.88)

The descendants of Laur. 81.11 (K)

Mut. a. P.6.10. (88)

Brockmann, [1993] 62, argues that this manuscript was copied from Laur. 81,11 (K).
This is correct. It is the only manuscript that we know of to have been made from K.
Agreement in error between K and Mut. can be seen at 93b3 mpostérrter] mpdrrer K! Mut,,
kereter in mg. K2, in mg. yp. kehever Mut.; 93b22 ddikeiv] didikov; 95a8 olrw] 0v; 95b17
008 Ekdv dpar, 96b14-5 Adyov.. poprov] Adyov Eyovtog popiov n Mut. (but V was corrected
before Barb. 75 was copied (13th century), i.e. before Mut. was made), 98a2 teAfwg] t0de @,
98a2 odoar + in mg. olov cwpposdvn A Gvdpetar K2 Mut.; 98a37 88] 8¢ xoil; 03a6-7 om. ot
— &xporthic; 0369 dv idisouto (Casaubon)] &veisonto, 05b7 {diov] 7diotn; 13b27 &1 (Bonitz)]
3¢,

New faults which arise in Mut.: 88220-1 om. dxotdciov — émbopiow, suppl. in mg.
librarius ipse; 91a8 “Extopa] éyytov (ut vid.) in linea sed yp. “Extopa. in mg.; 92b5 001 8’ o9,
92b6 Todto] Totrov; 94al3-4 om. TH — Opoimg, 97a25-6 om. kol T — Tog Gpx G, 00b14
om. kot apethv €ott, suppl. in mg.

Mut. has also been corrected sparsely: 88a6 yp. gact in mg. Mut. (a reading not known
in other manuscripts); 92b5 o® ante peyaheiog (U omisso K Mut.) add. in mg. Mut.; 96b15
Adyov] eSAoyov Mut. K, but a corrector has changed this to &v Adyov (with a B V2); 98b16
gxrheinron in linea, éxhdmron in mg. (a reading in L); 00a23 mooin in linea, sed yp. mownoet
Mut. (unknown reading), 13a18 povévopev Mut.!, corr. Mut.2 (a correction that appears in V
and in P)3

This evidence is consistent with Brockmann’s discovery. The strangest reading is the
one at 91a8 where we do not get “Extopo: - a word which is perfectly clear in K. It is possible

that there was an intermediary manuscript between K and Mut., but even such a supposition

3 Further readings of Mut. are given in my discussion of Valla’s translation of M.M. pp.95-7, below.
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would not explain how dyyiov arose. On the present evidence Mut. was copied from K, as

Brockmann says. I only record its readings in the apparatus at 12220 and 13a13.

The descendants of Vindobonensis (V)

Paris 1387

Brockmann, [1993] 57n.46, asserts without providing evidence that this manuscript is
copied from Vaticanus gr.264. 1 have verified this. The seven separate faults of Vaticanus
which Brockmann notes (p.56) are all repeated in Paris 1387, with the exception of 94b4
Sixonov — 8¢ kod which cannot be read in Paris 1387 on the microfilm. Further separate
faults which originate in Vaticanus and are repeated in Paris 1387 are: 85a3 éomi] £omau,
85a23 tovtov] to0TE; 98a2 mpoonpécel] mpooupéctls, 05b19 torbrog Te] Tord + spatium,
07b18 om. ofov Gpriamx, spatio relicto (Paris 1853 has ofov dx); 07619 om. Tocadro. Enedn,
habent solum 7o:d + spatium (Paris 1853 has tadza. £1); 10a19 om. tosody spatio relicto
(Paris 1853 has towrdtny); 10b27 om. ¢riiog? spatio relicto (habet Paris 1853).

Examples of new faults in Paris 1387: 85a3 yap'] 8°; 85223 om. elnoy; 85b8
gronvetol] aimonveron sic; 10al dAlovg mowodvron om., spatio relicto, Paris 1387, om.

moproVOvron Vat. gr.264.

The corrections in Vindob.

V only survives from 1193b19-1213b5. In this part of the text there are many
corrections. Barb. 75, one of the manuscripts copied from V, incorporates most of the
corrections made to V, but 8 did not (Brockmann, [1993] pp.54, 57). (There are occasional
instances of B not incorporating corrections in V e.g. at 94a39, 98b37, 02al5, 03a28, 12b4.)
We can thus date the corrections, if they were all made at the same time, to the period
between & and Barb. being made.

Can we tell what manuscript was used to make the corrections to V? No single
manuscript can account for all the corrections in V. There are, indeed, several corrections in

V for which we have no other authority (excepting manuscripts which are derived from V):
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94232, 94b37, 96b14-5, 96b19, 98b37, 99b33-4, 01a24, 01b7, 02a22, 02a29, 05a21, 07all,?
07b1, 10a22, 12b13, 12b13, 12b14, 12b36. Of these, the readings at 96b14-5, 96b19, 99b33
and 01b7 are accepted by Susemihl, who knew them only from the Aldine.

Most of the corrections in V could have been made from any manuscript. For
example, the mistake of writing eig where mpdg is right is corrected six times in lines 93b39-
94222, the &oton/dv confusion’ is rectified at 94b29. The interesting cases are where the
corrections can be pinned down to one particular family. It is to e that the connection is
closest e.g. at 94b12, 00a29, 0lall, 01b7, 05a21, 08a18, 11a24.% And, even more
specifically, it is to readings found in P rather than C that the corrector in V had access at
12b4 (P B) and 13a18 (P2 D). If the corrector of V had access to P, then the following
corrections could also be explained, even though the readings are found in manuscripts other
than P: 94222 (a0 A), 94a35 (o A), 95b24 (o L K), 96b36 (o L K), 01a14 (o A), 01b7 (o A),
03a13 (¢ AK), 03b16 (o A), 03b22 (o K2), 04b18 (ax B), 05b29 (@ A), 05634 (e K), 08232
(e AK), 10a12 (@ AK), 10623 (o A K2). If V and P were in the same room at the end of the
thirteenth century, this would explain the infusion of readings into V. Also this would explain
how Bartholomew could have readings from both P and V. For we know that P was copied in

Messina at about the time that Bartholomew who was born in Messina, rendered M.M. into

Latin.”
But there are a number of places where V2 does not agree with P:
V2 agrees with B K at: 93b37
V? agrees with B at: 94a23, 00b15, 02al5, 08b34, 12al17, 12a26, 12b37
V? agrees with L at 98a2
V2 agrees with K at 99b36, 01a24
V2 agrees with C! at 09al13
I conclude that V was corrected from two manuscripts, P and L, or from manuscripts

close to these. Only the last three readings mentioned are problematic on this hypothesis. Not

4 But Bf agrees with V.
5 See above p.10.

6 We can presume that at points where V no longer survives certain corrections had been made. At 88b18,
90b9, 92a3, 92b5 and 92b32 B has readings which we would not expect the first hand of V to have had -

readings that appear in o, and which were probably corrections from o in V.
7 See pp.66-7.
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all the corrections had manuscript authority, and those that did not we should treat as

conjectures.

Barberinianus gr.75 (B)

Brockmann is right to see the relationship between V and B as that of father to son.
The only passsages where both B and V survive is 1193b19-1200a32 and 1207a26-13b5.
They share errors for example at 94b31 peromécovia] petatpentd; 99a4 om. ye;, 99aS om.
Svtoy, 99226 Gyodov] Tayoov, 99a28 om. kol — GryailBOv; 99b16 TovTmv] Tovtm; 00a23
To0t0 0VK] 00 ToVTo; 08a9 post obv add. 70 V B; 09a2 dore] éoti 8¢, 09b25 0v] ovde; 11all
om. €v; 13229 om. 7, 13b1 post &v add. kai.

The following errors arise in B: 93b31 éyytveron] &yiyveron, 94a5 om. vy, 94b12
ovde] oUre;, 94b34 ve] yop, 95a4 vopicmpuev] vopioopev, 95a26 ddikncer] ddikfioot, 95b5
om. 61, 96b26 om. td; 96b28 aicOnTa] €6OMTR; 97b26 mopicon] TopicacBor, 97b34 om. Ko,
98al5 npdEon] npdker B (mpdém V), 98a28 &vl év V, om. B K 00a3 éAéc0on] Aéyesbou,
07a27 om. 6 evruyNg, 07b20 om. kai; 08all éoton] &v V, éoti B, 08al7 émiteAdeiv]
gmypeleiv, 08a23 nupérrovt] mopéscovi B! (ruppttovit V), 08b15 dArog] dAiog, 08b31
om. dm; 08b33 om. 1, 09a20 om. kai B Al; 09a34 om. xoi; 09622 @iiol] eodror, 10b23
ToryaiBOV] TéryaBod V1, corr. V2, tayaba B, 12b24 8 &v] ©° Gv; 12b32 dudker] ddan. One
interesting error in B is a nonsensical comma after tnv in 12al15 - the source of this error will
have been the extra high placing of the smoothe breathing over 'EunedoxAet in the line below
mV.

B incorporates in linea corrections in V at 97b1, 97b16-17, 98a2, 98b36-7, 99b33,
08al5, 12b14. Others B leaves in the margin (08b25), and others are s 1. (94a23)

But there are odd anomalies - readings which B has right, where V went wrong;
94229 nenovBog V, dvaimenovlog B; 94b39 dpiotepd? om. V, habet B (with o B K2) sed B
hoc verbum ante oBoa scripsit; 98a25 koi V P2, om. B (with a B K); 09a7 #8¢1 V, 7160 B
(with C2 P2); 99a15 7 V, i B; 08a31 &p&] dipo V, &par B; 0921910 V, 6 B (with all other
independent mss.); 11a38 w0 V, t® B (with B K2); 12620 80 V, &° 6 B (with K D).# Of these

8 At 05a6 B no longer survives, but V had written odx #n instead of ook &ot and Paris 2024 has o0 #om

correctly. This passage could well be another example of B improving on V (but it might also be the case that
B shared the error with V).
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readings, most are improvements which could have been made conjecturally, but the addition
of dpotepdr in 94b39 is suspicious - it looks as though a correction has been misunderstood. 1
am not convinced, though, that we need to posit an intermediary manuscript between V and
B.

The passages where we no longer have V (1181a24-93b19, 1213b5-30) are also of
interest. Here it is not possible yet® to tell which of the more obvious mistakes were inherited
and which occurred for the first time in B.10 I record all readings of B where it is the only
witness that I have looked at to V. Mistakes occur frequently - see my apparatus at 82a31,
82b15, 82b29, 82b32 etc. Sometimes B has a reading which we would not expect the first
hand of V to have had. At such places V may have been corrected (cf. my apparatus at 82a21,
83a8, 83al2, 84a29 etc. and n.6 above).

B appears to have made the same mistake twice - at 00a3, where V survives and has
£MécBon, B has Aéyecbon; and at 87a9, where V does not survive, but the other manuscripts
which do not derive from B give &€Lotto, B has Aéyorro.

Thrice in quick succession B has &va pécmv where all the mss., except V which does
not survive at this point, have &vd péoov: 92b36, 93al5, 93a24. At 91b24 B correctly has
ava pécov, at 92b30 the crucial last letters are illegible. At 06a18 and 06a20 V has dvét

péoov correctly, but B does not survive.

Readings of B, which are first attested in B and are accepted by Susemihl occur at

94b12, 96b16, 07620, 10al3.

Paris 2024 (24)

Paris 2024 was copied from B, Brockmann argues (pp.59-60). Most of the readings I
surveyed in Paris 2024 are consistent with this hypothesis. Additional examples of errors that
arise in Paris 2024 are: 94al om. moAL& — kexTnpévov; 95a20 oidpevog] eldpevog; 95a33
miverv] melv B, mowely 24; 97al1 mpoktd] mpoktikek; 97b1 éxeivax] gxelvog, 97b6 yeipwv]
xeipov; 07a31-2 om. kod — edruyio; 08a5 om. 8¢; 08210 AoyoTikdv] A0y1KOV; 09b8 @idot
P?] xoi @ihog 24, gidog w; 13b17 om. kad.

® Further examination of Paris 1853 and Vat. 264 will allow more certainty,
10 See above, pp.10-12, for some mistakes in B that originated in characteristic mistakes of V.
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Where B does not survive (00a31-07a26), Paris 2024 has some errors which I have
not been able to check (by looking at other descendants of B) to see if they were inherited
from B: 00b15 om. pev; 01a32 éni] émel;, 01b27 Dno Tadnv] OF” AOTAY 7, €77 AOTRY 24,
03a12 om. t&; 03b29 om. ko, 04a22 -xetpoivovreg, 04a28 dwwpicopev, 05b24
KoBeotnkviag] -vion; 05626 om. T, 07216 om. ko 24 L.

Once (at 01b6) Susemihl follows a reading of 24 against the independent mss. But the
question is only of the orthography of 0v6év.

Just occasionally Paris 2024 shares readings with mss. other than B: 84b22 transp.
toivov post Tobto 24 B €, 86b20 éott] eivon K 24, éoti B! del. B2, 88a38 transp. toivuv post
av 24 L; 89b6 mpauctolg Bl mpoktikolg 24 o, 96a28 &diknua, wdv Bl adiknpdrov 1 24; 98a2
tehéag 24 P A, téwg B; 09a13 cuppépov Bl cupeépov 24 V2 C1 D,

Certainly, Paris 2024 is descended from B. Brockmann cites the omission at 87b9-10
in 24 which constitutes a complete line in B. To this one can add that at 93b18 B writes the
word kol as k,, and this becomes xoté in Paris 2024. Standardly, B writes korve with the
common abbreviation: . At 94a38 Barb. correctly gives dvrekkonfivon, but directly above
the 7 of this word is the iota subscript from éAevBépw. Here 24 mistakes the iota subscript for
an apostrophe and writes the nonsensical dvt’ éxkonfivon. At 07a31-2 Paris 2024 omits kol
— gVAoyov which is a complete line in Barb.

The next section will provide evidence for there having been a manuscript between B

and 24.

The fifteenth century supplements to Vindob. (1181a24-93b19. 1213b5-b30) (v)

Brockmann says that the supplement belongs to the branch of the tradition Vindob. to
Berol.1! Could the supplements have been made from the original Vindob., at a time when
that manuscript was still just readable but in a bad state of repair? Seeing that parts of the
manuscript were damaged, a librarian could commission a copy of the tattered start and end,
and then the fresh version could be bound into the old manuscript. Certainly, the readings of

the new parts of V are from the same family as the old part - are, that is, in the descendance

11 ‘Die Suppletpente in Vind. aus dem 15. Jh. gehoren auch in diesen Uberlieferungszweig [Vindob. to
Berol ], sie scheinen unbeeinflufit von der Fehlern zu sein, die erst nach Barb. 75 auftauchen.’ [1993] 58n.48.
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of the original Vindob.

It shares errors with Barb.: it has &v instead of £owon, and xate or eig instead of

npdg, the hallmarks of this part of the stemma.!? B and v agree also at: 82a31 épriyavto]

Ayoavto; 82b15 om. to!; 82b29 ovdepiog] 0¥ pwdg, 82b32 Gt Srav] 87° dv; 83a5 Tobrtw]
0070, 83a34 ovy] 0¥ ydp; 83b19 énel &8’] émnewdn; 84all transp. OAADVY post TPocdededOL;
84a25 oltw mwg] oVtwg, 84a29-30 transp. dv Tig post Opbds, 84a37 om. G, 84b5 transp.
Sudpreton post Gyodd, 85a5 Goov] dv, 85b5 pev] pev yap; 85b18-20 om. énl e — e
woovtng (corr. B2); 86a2 ®] 0, 86a6 om. odv dvw, 86al19 ottm] ob; 86b5 om. 1%, 86b8 om.
ovon; 86b33 énéoxenton] émokentéov, 87a9 Elorro] A€yorto, 87b8 om. TdV dAlwy, 87b13
&@’1é@’; 88a15 om. ol — &dikoDory; 88a22 008’ dpa] 006E mopdr; 88b3-4 om. EoTL — KhT®
(corr. B?); 89a5 ye] t¢ B, te v, 90a32 0y (Bekker)] Belg;, 90b9 om. éotiv, 91al7 avdpetov]
&vdpeiwv, 91a33 ntAnosiov (Bekker)] mieiotol; 91a36 om. odv; 91b4 om. 715, 9226 om. dipo;
92b26 6 émuyonpékakog] Emiyonpekdxw, 93a8 navrwg] mbvrog; 93a10 om. kol &, Oet; 93b2-3
transp. éoti post vopov; 13b27 81 (Bonitz)] ydp; 13b29 xpicacton B2 v.

At no point does v get right what B gets wrong. This is sufficient to show that v was
not made from the old (now lost) V, since B will have made some errors that were notin V.

v has bad readings unknown in B, 24, London, Laur. 81,13, Pal. 148, Urb.43.: 82b17
om. toD, 83a28 kaitol] koi 11, 83b7-8 om. S0 — T&yoBoD (coincidentally with a), 83b35
om. 6Awmg, 13b17 ... opufil g, .. Opufis.

Other errors in v, but not in B: 82a30 kdkeivm] kdkeivo, 82b11 GAL’ dg] AAARDG;
83a22 od tiig] adriig; 83b37 ef 1] €11, 83b38 Taryoba] dyabir; 84a10 om. pev; 84al3 transp.
téherov post Téhog; 84a19 o1 8¢, 84a33 om. &v; 84b4 i m] &71; 84b14 om. d¢; 85a19 om. 6¢
(suppl. v2); 85a22 transp. 008ev post &opev; 85b1 om. odv; 85b23 mowong] movioet; 85b31
om. 88; 86a5-6 kérw @épecton] kotopépeston, 86a9 transp. Toivuv post Todro, 86al7 pev +
ovv; 86a20 péoag] pécov, 86b2 mepiéyeton] mepiépyeton, 86b18 dvtitidéton, 86b38 1on]
fioey; 87all el + oi; 87a23 transp. TowvdTnv post Tive, 87a26 wéyouev + pev; 87a32 yap +
o, 87b4 avBpimov] dvBpdnorg, 88a3 om. 8¢; 88a6 éni] &xel; 88a13 om. O, 88al8 tar] ko
88a21 mopi] mepi; 88a31 G + 7o, 88b8 & év] 8¢, 88b13 &v} &v (sic); 88b31 Jvtog] Byt

88b38 wintel] énimrer; 89b9 0 881 ©6 te B, 10 ve v, 89b10 0%’ dv; 90a21 om. kod

12 See above, pp.10-12.
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npoBeTikdv; 90a23 om. 1; 90a33 om. dpetfig, 90b16 013’ év] 0ddEV, 90b24 oidacr] eldoot,
90b24 om. 1Om® — torovTE; 90b34 dnelpiov] Eunepiov, 91a35 dmréxerv] &néxer, 91b1 om.
tfig?, 91b28 om. &E1g; 91b37 péowg] pécog (with D); 91b38 om. ©; 92a7 om. eig; 92a23 om.
w®v2; 92a37 éom + 0, 92b14-15 peyodonpendd] peyodomperig nidg, 92b26 tod] ©0; 92b37
om. Y&p; 93al4 cxdrrerv] oxdnTeLy; 93216 HAVTWG] AvTOV, 93226 ad] Av; 93229 &1)] 8¢
(with C D); 93b18 om. t)vZ; 13b12 om. &¢.

These data are consistent with v being made from B, or from any of B’s descendants.
But v is not descended from B because at 85b18-20 v omits éxi te — 1e GoXdTOG €X
homoeot. Strange things had happened in B at the same point: initially b18-19 éni 17e —
cutiov doodtog had been omitted, but the scribe realised his error and put the omitted words
in the margin. More importantly for our purposes, folio 96¥ in B ends with @feipeton (b19)
and the sentence continues at the top of the facing page, 97t. So, for someone copying B, the
omission which v makes is not naturally explained. Not only is the prominent supplement in
the margin ignored, but the scribe’s eye jumps from the bottom of one page to the top of
another. Further, the agreements in error with Paris 2024, listed below, are unexplained if v
and 24 were both made independently but directly from Barb.

v 1s not descended from Paris 2024 because it does not share all its errors: 84220
atod B v] avriig 24; 86a30 B has xota instead of pdg2, but above the line the scribe has
written ©pdg. 24 has xotd too, but v has mpdg kot - an error which stems from B, not 24.
88a38 transp. tolvov post &v 24, non transp. B v, 13b17 kod om. 24, habent B v.

But v does share some errors with Paris 2024 that are not in B: 84b22 transp. toivov
post Tobto; 86b20 éoti] elvon; 86b23 dpoar 1 Barb.2 (non legitur Barb.1)!3] fjv; 89b6 mpoktois)
npokTIKoiG; 89b20-1 om. 611 — "ApyikAéovg, 90al BovredesBon] PodAiesdon; 90a8 om. 1;
90al3 mpobriton] mpdBeton; 93al8 om. Gv, 93b13 om. td;, 93b18 kod THV] Kot THV.

This suggests that there was an intermediary manuscript between B and 24, and from
this lost intermediary not only was Paris 2024 copied but also the new part of v. This would
explain why v shares some but not all errors of Paris 2024. It would also explain the omission

at 85b18-20: in the intermediary manuscript the supplement in B was incorporated into the

13 Here it is likely that the scribe of V used a large epsilon-figure set at an angle of 45 degrees, as an

abbreviation for po.. See above p.12. But note that by 10a4 Barb. can correctly have Gpo, where V has the
same compendium that had caused difficulties earlier.
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text and the whole passage appeared in such a way that an omission ex homoeot. becomes an

understandable error for the scribe of v.

v
Barb.
X
Paris 2024

In Paris 2024 there is an omission (at 87b9-10) of a complete line in Barb. This will
have happened when Barb. was copied, and so will have occurred in the intermediary
manuscript, k. But v does not share the omission. If we are right to postulate x, then we must

also suppose that x was corrected here between the time 24 was made and v was made.

Berol. Hamil. 41

Brockmann does not include this manuscript on his stemma. But he argues that it was
made from V after it had been supplemented, [1993] 57n.48. Berol. was made in the second
quarter of the fifteenth century. It shares the faults of V (e.g. éowou] &v often; 95b27-8 om. ©&
QoA — dpor avTOg 0LTOV; 99228-9 om. Kol TO — GyoBovZ; 11a18-19 om. 10 — Ekaorar),
but does not share the special readings of B (e.g. 97b26 mopicacBon, 00a3 AéyecBoun), as
Brockmann notes. Berol. has no affinity to &: the bad readings of Vaticanus 264 and Paris
1853 which Brockmann lists (p.55) at 95b2, 98a2, 99a14-15 are not also in Berol.

The evidence therefore points to Berol. being copied from V. But what state of repair
was V in? At three places (97b16-7, 98b36-7, 12a25-6) there is no trace in Berol. of the
supplementations of large omissions in V. At 08a15 a corrector in V changed the mistaken
w00t of the first hand to ©6%’, but Berol. still has todt’. In the same line the corrector of V
added &b after épodpev, the extra word is not to be found in Berol. This is strange because

these corrections to V are incorporated into Barb. 75, a manuscript copied over a hundred
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years before Berol. Two explanations present themselves: either the scribe of Berol.,
Demetrios Sguropoulos, ignored the corrections in V, or there was an intermediary between
Berol. and V. That lost intermediary would have been copied before the corrections were
made to V. The second explanation is at first sight preferable because the corrections are
good and are clear. Why pass them over?

Before deciding between these two options, let us look at the start of the text. Berol.
shares some of the special readings of v:
82a16 einev v!] eimewv v2 Berol.; 82b7 om. T0¥; 83b37 1 ] €71, 83b3 8 toryc®a] dryoar;
84a10 om. pev, 84a19 d1] 3¢, 84a33 om. dv; 84b14 om. 8¢, 84b33 om. M1, 85a22 transp.
o0V post €xopev; 85b1 om. odv; 85b23 morhong] towiicet, 85b31 om. 8¢; 86a9 transp.
Toivov post Todto; 86a20 pécswg] pécov, 8ob2 nepiéyetan] mepiépyetan; 86b18 dvriTiOEvon]
avaTidéTon, 86b38 1idn] fider, 87a23 transp. TowrTny post Tivo, 87a26 wéyopev + pEv v in
linea, s.1. Berol.; 87b4 &vBpdmov] avBpdnowg; 88a2 £ni 6¢] émeld’ Av.

Since the corrections in V were made before v was made (for Barb. is aware of the
first, but read an intact V, i.e. before v had to be made), the argument above that it is unlikely
that a scribe would ignore the corrections in V must be wrong. Therefore we are not yet
obliged to posit an intermediate manuscript between V/v and Berol.

But v makes errors not in Berol.: 82b11 &AL’ axg] GAAdG; 84al3 transp. T€Aelov post
éhog, 84b4 el ] €11, 86a2 €0ilecBon] aibilecton, 86all £Eeig] £Erg; 87a31 towndtng]
TOLHTOLG,

And Berol. has separate faults, which rule out its being the parent of v (or of any other
known manuscript) - for these errors are peculiar to it: 82a8 €idévou] elvon, 82a24 0] TOv;
82a30 ovdev] ovde (with L); 82a30 totrw] Todto; 82a33 om. 71, 82b10 om. éo7iv; post
ordpyov add. v, 82b25 om. $m (with o), 83212 t0 more] ©i mote;, 83a29 om. ye; 83b3 om.
3¢

Berol. was made from the newly compounded manuscript V and v, and occasionally
used another manuscript as a second exemplar. This would explain how Berol. can sometimes

be better than v, while more frequently repeat the errors of v.
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Berol.

Laur. 81,13

This was copied from Paris 2024 (Brockmann, [1993] 60-1). Additional examples of
errors which these two manuscripts share are: 95a4 vopicwopev] vopicopev, 95a20 oldpevog]
elopevog; 95a33 rivewv] moetv, 01b27 Hmo Tahtnv] ér’ adrny, 04a22 ovk] oik sic, 04a28
dunpixoylev] dwopicapev; 04b22 mielv 242, Pal. 148, London?, Urb.] mowelv 241 London!,
Laur. 81,13; 04b22 ovk €ioi] ok €11, 07a31-2 om. kol — gdtuyia.

New errors in Laur. 81,13: 95a38 & 1] n sic; 95b10-11 om. mapory@podor — Exevl;
04a21 om. {fjv; 04a31 @] ot; 04b10 mietv Paris 2024, London] mowetv (coincidentally with
Urb., Pal. 148); 04b12 post kot add. 1 (coincidentally with C and Rav.); 04b34 om. 7; The
only problematic place I have found is at 04b26 where Paris 2024 (and London, Urb. and

Pal.148) wrongly has &g, but Laur. 81,13 is right in giving ®v.

The descendants of Laur. 81,18 (L) and Ambr. B 95 sup. (A)

Susemihl used Cois. 161 for his edition. He thought that it was of mixed descent!* but
included it in his first family, IT%, the family with K in it. Brockmann, however, thinks that this

manuscript and its brother, Paris 2023, are part of the new third family, that they are both

descended from €.

4]

I have collated Paris 2023 (D) and checked certain readings of Cois.161, which appear
from Susemihl’s collation to provide difficulties for the hypothesis that Cois. was made from

&.1° Was & made from A and L? Generally, Cois. and D share the readings of A or L: 86a32

14 See below, p.50n.23.
15 Brockmann, [1993] 63n.66, notes only one place where the readings of Coislin. provides a difficulty for his
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AMroi] Amn A D Cois., AOmn L; 95a21-2 pév m L D Cois.] pévror cett.; 07a30 7] w0 L D
Cois.; 07a33 AaBeiv? + kol L D Cois.; 13a9 6AL’] &AL tfig L D Cois. Or of both: 87a28 post
oVv add. xai; 87b39 om. olov; 93b34 habent &v; 95a34 habent xoi; 96b2 om. pév; 97b18 om.
&, 98215 obror A L D Cois. ] oltwg cett.; 11b27 om. oy,
New errors that occurred in € include 92b5 8e7] 61 D Cois.; 96b10 om. éotv D Cois.;

97b35 airotpimg] dArotpiog L, dAiotpiovg D Cois.; 03a7 &v om. D Cois.

Corrections in &

There are, however, places where D and Cois. share a reading which is better than that
found in A/L. These must be corrections that were made in €.
83a6 xkatl om. B] habent D Cois. a m; 85210 xoBetdor £] kobedder D Cois. o, 86a34 ndovoi A
K? a, noovij L] hdovn D! Cois. K!; 90a6 spdresoon B] cpddieston D Cois. a 1, 96a22
gawtod? L K, adtod A] adrod D Cois. o, 96b26 om. dp’ Bl &pa D, dp’ o K Cois., &p’ V;
03a28 év A o] eordAn odv 1 dpyx 1 &v L, pordAn odv év D Cois. m; 07b21 cvvoévtog K €]
cuvbévta o A, covted® L, cuvtebévia V; 08a24 mriodvny B] nriesévny D Cois. P V; 08b7 &
D Cois. n]1 0 a, pev A, om. L; 11a16 vOv om. B D!, habet Cois., add. s.1. D2, 12b14 todtn a 1)
ovk L, tordty yop ovk A, tarden odk V2D Cois.; 12b17 pdidiotor + korrd yop T0 SOpeépov A,
kol L, lacuna circa octo litterarum Cois., nihil add. D; 12b17 om. y&p B, habent D Cois.; 12b20
oV 0 KB DCois.] 810 ap V.16

There 1s one reading found in D and Cois., but not in A and L, which is accepted by
Susemihl, and which is not known to occur in any earlier manuscript: 92a23 t@®v € M?] om. .

The extent of the correction is not such that we are entitled to say that € was originally
copied from A L and one other manuscript. The corrections must have been made before the
time that Cois. (written in ¢.1390) was copied from €. At 04al &po is omitted by A L D, but
Cois. has yéip. The explanation of this reading may be that a correction in € at 04a2 was
misunderstood by the scribe of Cois.: in 04a2 (8% 6] 8’ 6 AL D Cois., yop O m) there may
have been a correction in the margin which the scribe of Cois. thought referred to 04al. At

90b7 &nei 8¢ is not in A or L. D has énei odv alone, but Cois. has 6AA’ &net. & will have been

stemma: 1183a6. And one difficulty is likely to be coincidental, and hence not a difficulty. For misreportings
of Cois. by Susemihl see below, p.118.

16 See also apparatus at 05a19.
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conjecturally supplemented with alternatives.
e is therefore better than A L in certain places. Some of the readings may have

originated independently of other manuscripts (e.g. those at 85a10, 96a22, 08a24), but others

seem to have been made from manuscripts outside the A L family.

Cois. 161

Evidence that Cois. derives its readings not entirely from A L are: 84a34 tov add. B
Cois., om. AL D et cett.; 85b11 70 A L D] ©® P! Cois.; 91b23 kol Cois. KBlom. a« AL D,
96229 t0 A L D K] om. Cois. a; 03al1 ndtepog o A L D K] mdrepov Cois. with V; 03a35

doEeiev elvon A L D] elvon 86&eie(v) Cois. K a; 04al odv om. K Cois;!7 08b33 om. 1 B Cois.;
10218 avt® o A L D] aveo Cois. Kl

Cois. shares readings with other manuscripts, but no obvious pattern emerges. Where the
readings in Cois. derive neither from A/L nor from € after it had been corrected, the most likely

explanation will be that they are coincidental.

Corrections in Cois.

At 84a25 a correction in Cois. is the only source of accentuating dpa as a question. At
86a22 xoi is deleted by a corrector in Cois., presumably on the authority of a manuscript
derived from n. But the other corrections that I know of are uninteresting corrections of

obvious mistakes, which could have been made from any manuscript.

Paris 2023 =D

That € had recorded the reading of A and of L can be seen from the following cases:
At 86229 mpog? is omitted by L and by D, but the scribe of D records mpdg as a ypdipeton
reading. At 89b17 D follows L in writing ©c towdto. where the rest, including A, give 316t
To0e, but in the margin the correct reading is given as a yp&gpeton reading.

Paris 2023 cannot wholly have relied on ¢ in the state € was in when Cois. was copied

7 The omission of o0v may have originated from a correction in &€ which was not heeded by the scribe of
Paris 2023. In the same line, as I have just argued, Cois. misunderstood a correction in & from K.
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from it. For there are places where D has an attested reading, but where that reading is not
found in A L Cois: 83a16 i Dn, om. a A L Cois.; 87a21 i toig £kovsiog D a A L, odk
émi tolg dxovsiog n, yp. D; 01all notepov D o K2 V2] mpdrepov A L Cois. 1, 02a31 o &
o Djwa 81 AL ny; 03b22 8¢ o K2 V2 D, om. A L Cois. m; 07a9 zfig om. A L Cois., habet D;
07b28 om. kol A L Cois. D!, add. s.1. D? a m; 07b38 BAdyn @] BAdwer P2 D; 0829 post odv
add. 70 D V; 09a13 cvpeépwv] copgépov D C! V2; 10b25 moAréxig + ugv V D1, 11b16
xelpwv] xelpov D V; 13a5 xarackoniiror] katockoneiton P D; 13a18 Aavedvopev D V2 P?]
HOWVOAVOLEY .

There is no way of telling whether Demetrios Chalcondyles, the scribe of D, got these
readings from € after it had been further corrected, or himself used another manuscript when
he made D. What is clear is that much care has been taken in D. There are intelligent readings
in this manuscript which are probably conjectures by the scribe, although they are not marked
as such.

I only mention readings of D which are not in A or L in the apparatus. These readings
should be taken to be intentional corrections, e.g. 81a27, 82b30, 83a31, 83b8, 83b9, 83b27,
83b31, 85a20, 85b2, 85b8, 86b18, 88al, 90al3, 90b7, 90b33, 93b36, 94a29, 94b33, 95a3,
98b2, 01a3, 01a22, 02b25, 03all, 03b30, 04a37, 04b17, 06a38, 07b21, 07b26, 08b11,
09a37, 10al5, 11a31, 11b16, 12a36, 12b3, 12b8, 12b14, 12b17). Unintentional errors, not
worth recording in the apparatus, include: 82al16 om. odk — odtog; 83a20 kotd + Kod TO
roro, 84b12 EEenmc] Syews, EEewg in mg, libr. ipse; 85a27 évépyewn] évépyelas; 85a28 Eotou]
gotv, 85a34 évépyera] Evepyet, 86a7 om. dvw, 86b24 évavtidrepa] -tepov; 88a31-3 om. 6
~— gotlv; 89b23 Umep] mept, 90b4 Exer] EEer;, 91b14 om. 1A L, 91b37 péswg] pésog, 92b27
KoKGS] kokOg; 92b32 om. éotiv; 93a29 8n)] 8¢, 94al7 mohteiog + O yop dikanov Guvéyxel
Toig oATelo (repetitio); 94b17 ag & atitwg] dooritwg 87, 95al5 mpdetn] wpdrter, 95b2
om. T moudior, 95b32 korwdr] kKo, 95b33 om. goBAc:; 95b36 om. 31, 96217 adTOV CVTOV,
96a20 1 w] firor, 96a37 adrd] ordtd, 96b20 transp. £tépaig post adtdv, 96b33 v et - @V
om. (sed spatia trium litterarum relinquit);, 96b37 om. éo7tiv, 97a23 om. GAA’ 6 vodg, 97b23
om. 10, 98a4 pikpdi] Pukpdy; 98a32 mpakTikh + dpeth; 98a38 Exe] £yot; 98a38 EAAWY]
GrAe; 98b36-7 om. T u — 0D vopoBéTov (coincidentally with V), 99a4 zordeir] Torrtdv,

99212 om. 700 om. D; 99b29 air®)] ared; 00a19 yeipwv] xeipov; 00b1 transp. oy post
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gom; 00b33 fil 1j; 01b3 dromov + pev; 02b1 ©d... dxportel] TdV dxpatdv, 02b7 dkportig;
02b17 ©obrm] Todro, 02b38 tig] tig 6, 03a2 olog] olov; 03al5 éotiv] 8¢; 04a21 om. ye; 05al
om. Tovtov; 0529 om. talg, 05b20 om. & (with P); 06a21 koo + pun;18 06b12
SUHPOVAGOVSL + 0 AdY®; 06b25 Toel] moelv; 07a21 tdv] Tov; 07b3 Spolov] Spowng;
08b11 om. éel; 08b28 évtadBo + pev, 08b31 @rAeiv] pidov, 09al12 dv + 6; 09a36 om.
kotdi2; 11a12 86&eiev] e1€eiev; 11a20 elvon kol 10 0 elvon] b kol 0 elvon L Cois., €D
elvar xod to €lvan D; 11b4 eraipwv] tépwv; 13a2 om. T, 13212 mworong] moviocels; 13a29
om. ve; 13b3 transp. giAovg post OALyoLs.

D is the first witness we have of other readings which were accepted by
Susemihl without manuscript support at 82b30, 89b23, 90a32 and there are other
readings which merit serious consideration. Demetrios Chalcondyles’ contribution to the

text of E.E. is now recognised in the O.C.T.

Corrections in Paris 2023 = D2

This manuscript has been sporadically corrected. At 86a35 an omission inherited from
B is supplemented in the margin. A descendant of V will have been the source of the
corrections: 86a34 Abnng... Ndoviig B D2 (twice); 87a21 odk émi tolg dkovsiog n, yp. D?,
émi Tolg £xovsiog a P D! Cois.; 87b33 kot B D?; 88b25 éxovsiov o  D?] dkodoiov B DI,
89a27 aipetdv m, Yp. D? (= libr. ipse.)] aipetdrepov a B; 89b16 6mol’ &v Bekker] onoiov a
B, omotov av D2, omolo v K, émol” év B; 07b28 om. ko p D!, add. s.1. D2,

One imagines that the same corrective exemplar will have been used to make the other
corrections. The following errors in D are corrected by D2; 86b24 transp. 86Eetev post dv,
87a6 duvortn] duvartov;, 87a7 €pn] EAeyev; 87a19 om. 10, 87b2 dvti-] ko, 89a27 om. f
toh70; 92b2-3 om. olov — Ghaldv!; 92b37 érauvetog] -€og, 95b10 8éov] 8¢, 96b1 om.
obrog; 97a10 om. Todro;, 99b38 ante év add. olov, 01b2 om. éxi tfig; 03220 DrepBoArodon] -
adovon; 03a26 mpdrter + todror, 03b27 om. TOv Adyov; 03b3 1 transp. Sux todrto post dokeT;
04a27 om. &, 07b13 transp. mpoctdTtely post del; 08aS om. 6pBRX; 09a3 PrAnTOV]

puintéov; 09b35 om. ordrol;, 10b24 om. ywvopévn, 12a37 om. todrov, 12b3 piiavtog +

£oTol.

18 This was probably conjectural, but, if so, shows a misunderstanding of the argument,
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Twice, at 91a31 and 02b25, D? shares a reading with P: at 91a31 o and D2 have
GvoupeTikovg whereas the rest have alipeticods and at 02b25 Sur was corrected in P to mopd,
and 1s the reading of D2. These could quite easily be conjectures in D. We do not need to
imagine that contamination from P occurred. At 90a32 the correction in D for ¢fj is 6ff which
was only known to Susemihl as a conjecture of Bekker. The corrector of D was, thus, capable

of good conjectures. Other good suggestions in D recorded in the apparatus are at §7b19,

88a25, 89b23, 04b30, 07a38.

Utin. V1.2

Brockmann, [1993] 64-5, argues that this manuscript is descended from Laurentianus
81,18 (L). Mioni!® had thought that Utin. was a copy made from Cois. Mioni was at a
disadvantage in that he was ignorant of many of the other manuscripts in this area of the
stemma. Mioni cites twenty-two readings of Utin., and all but one of these show agreement
between Utin. and Cois. This is inadequate evidence, even granting that Mioni did not know
about Ambros. B.95 sup. or Paris 2023, to yield the conclusion that ‘[Utin.] tantis vinculis
cum [Cois.] coniunctus est ut ex eo descriptus esse haud dubie videatur’. The one reading
noted by Mioni where Utin. and Cois. differ is at 82b30 where Utin. is actually better than
Cois., giving téAog, not éAovg, but Mioni falsely attributes this to conjecture in Utin.

Mioni was not to know that many of the readings he cites to support his case
originated in L, or even higher up the stemma. So, in eighteen out of the twenty two reports
L and € had the readings which Mioni only knew that Cois. and Utin. had. The majority of the
reports are, thus, useless for anyone trying to determine the precise location of Utin. within
the stemma.

But four of Mioni’s readings can be used to decide where Utin. fits in.
82a16 to0twv a A B D] todrov L Cois. Utin. K
82b30 t€hog D Utin. Bonitz] téhovg o A Cois. m, TéA (sic) L
02a25 81] 8e1 V, doket Cois. Utin. {L}
12b14 oty o m] 0vk L, Torden yop odk A, toren odk V2 D Cois. Utin,

The last two are the most important (if Mioni’s reports are right). For L had omitted a

19 Mioni, [1958] 89-90. Brockmann appears not to have known about this work.
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big chunk at 02a24-6 Aéyov®’ — toig and so cannot have been the source of Utin.’s reading
at 02a25. Nor can L have been the origin of Utin.’s reading at 12b14. I have found a further
two places where L was probably not the source for Utin. At 96a2 Utin. has puf where L
erred with pfiv. At 96a35 &xyovm is the right reading and is in Utin., but L had &govrou.

Perhaps a solution to the contradictory findings is to say that Utin. is the product of
contamination. For, on the whole, Utin. does share the errors of L, and Brockmann has
provided convincing palaeographical arguments for this - places where L is unclearly written
led to mistakes in Utin.; Utin. omits a complete line of L (12a36-7 cmovdoiog — odrd) and €
is faultless here. Further examples of Utin. sharing faults with L are: 97b25 transp. &kaictov
post yévorto; 97b27 odv + dewvig, 97b29 copiag] praosopiag, 97b35 dArotping] dAlotplog;
97b35 Tovg Abdyous] TG okéwels. But the scribe of Utin. may have had an eye on € or Cois.
or Paris 2023 to help him. Neither Brockmann nor Mioni can be entirely right, but their

efforts have pointed towards a compromise, vague as it must be until Cois. and Utin. are

more thoroughly investigated.

Laur, 81.12

From Utin. was made Laur. 81,12. I cite interesting readings from this manuscript at
91a33, 98b28, 00b20, 03a13, 03b9, 07b15, 08a28 and 13b28 in the apparatus.20

The manuscript has been corrected by three different hands which are easy to
distinguish because they are made in different colour inks - red, black and brown. The red
corrections e.g. 96b19 ypbpora] xpduo &, 03a6 noTepog] noTepov, 06a27 suppl. oi, 07a25
suppl. t&, 0829 odv + 10, 08a32 tadra, were made from V or one of its descendants. The
black corrections are less frequent and the only clue to the identification of the corrective
manuscript is at 93b8 where yp. mpdrrewy is written in the margin for mposrérrer. The
manuscripts I have checked which are closest to this are B, Paris 2024 and v which give
npdrter. The brown corrections (e.g. 82b18 Gp1BdG] vp. dpropide, 08a31 &ya] Epywm, 13a9
defioel] vp. Sefeeron) could have come from any manuscript, except the first which cannot

have come from Laur. 81,18 or Paris 2023 which have &p6uéc.2! But one reading is given by

20 For these readings I am indebted to Ashburner, [1917] 54-5.

21 At 96b15 Laur. 81,12 has the reading not of Laur. 81,18, but of n, i.e. poprov. But the brown corrector has
written kel 100 Adyov &xovtog podprov, which is what we find in o Be
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the brown corrector which is of especial interest. At 83b7 all the manuscripts give 516, but
Bonitz had suggested 81 ©0, a reading not accepted by Susemihl but meriting serious
consideration. Laur. 81,12 originally read 816, but the brown corrector has added 6 after 516
and changed 16 to d1é.. The brown corrector, we have seen, did use other manuscripts, but

the origin of the reading 8 6 is unclear - it could have been found in a late manuscript, or it

could be a conjecture by the brown corrector.

The descendants of C

Monacensis 635 = Mon.

Monacensis 635 was copied from C, Brockmann argues, [1993] 69-70. The big
omissions in C at 84a9-10, 88a28-9, 89a22, 89a24-5, 89b33-4, 07a29-30, 09b6-7, 10b15-16,
13a3-4 are still present in Mon. C and Mon. also agree in error at: 98b36 SuopicBou]
dopicBon (but the scribe of Mon. corrects the error), 09b2 om. giric; 10b20 Hi8ovidv] HSovii;
10b20 add. Gv.

As examples of significant errors that are first seen in Monacensis one can note the
following: 84a6 om. 1y (coincidentally with n); 84a7 om. Todto; 84a7 adedv + ¢, 84al3
Cnrodpev + 6 {nrodvreg téAetov; 84b22-36 om. petd — Cijv; 88a5-36 om. GAAY mOAY —
gnel obv and instead of this omission has GAA’ énel; 89a25-6 om. TV — &ya®@v; 89b33 om.
av (coincidentally with L D Rav.).

The large omission at 88a5-36 is worrying. The omission is almost an omission saut

du méme au méme, a jump from éxovoio (88a5) to Ekodorov (88a35). This would explain the

omission of ALY (a5) to éxovoiov (a35). But then a second corruption would be necessary,
namely the change from énel oBv to AL émel. Another explanation of this reading in Mon.
would be the reverse: £nel odv in a36 was changed to &AL’ émei, and then the scribe of Mon,

made an omission properly saut du méme au méme from éAAX in a5 to énel in a36. Both

explanations demand a two-stage corruption. In C the passage starts half-way down fotio 6
and ends five lines into folio 6. This fact makes it less likely that the substantial omission was
made when C was copied. And so the second explanation appears more plausible: a lost

intermediary manuscript wrote GAA’ érel in a36. In the lost manuscript the whole passage
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appeared to the reader on the same page. Mon. now more intelligibly could have what it does
have.

Some of the readings of Mon. cited by Brockmann can also be more easily explained
on the hypothesis of a lost intermediary in between C and Mon. At 98b36-7 we have:
®V OO TOV EAAEAEYIPEVEOY VIO TOD vopoBEtov (C)
AV TV EAAEAEYLLEVOV VRO TOD VopoBETov (cett.)
AV VIO 700 vopoBEToL EAredeylévey (Mon.), but t@v has been added above the line after
v,

Brockmann’s interpretation of this is that the scribe of Mon. saw that there was
something funny about the reading of C (the first Ono is the problem), and tried to rectify it.
Another possibility is that the intermediary manuscript, p, omitted t®v EAAeAepEVEOV DO

saut du méme au méme and then the scribe of Monacensis, seeing the need for a refence to o

grrereypéva provided one. The large omission at 83a32-b6 6 — tpiywvov is not an

omission saut du méme au méme, but it is an omission which spans two sides of a page in C

(2r-2V). The omission of a line in C (12b12-3 t0Ov giAov — @ ¢iAm) could have happened
when | was made.

It cannot be ruled out that the scribe of Monacensis makes long omissions
intentionally - the omissions at 12b25-37/8 motepov—Aeydpevog, 13a7-23 vngp—~av,
(passages visible without turning a page in C) are not easily explained. We do not know a lot
about how scribes were paid, however it is tempting in cases like this to suppose that
accuracy, or number of pages written were not the measure, but rather completion of the job.
Certainly, at 98b36 in the correction of Stopicton, and in the improvement (on both
Brockmanns® and my explanation) in the same line centring on & éAAereyjiéva, show some
critical attention to the text.2? At 88a36 too the reading &AL’ énel is, if the first explanation I
offered is right, evidence that the scribe of Mon. was happy to make conjectural

improvements to the text. It was in p that some of the damage arose.

Ambros. B 84 sup. and Matr. 4684

The data Brockmann, [1993] 68-9, provides for Ambros. B.84 sup. and Matr. 4684

22 See Victor, [1983] 38-40, for Mon.
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(repeating the errors of C, sharing some new errors, and each having separate faults) suggest,
as Brockmann says, one of two scenarios: either Ambros. and Matr. 4684 are brothers and
stem from a lost intermediary manuscript between them and C, or Matr. 4684 is a grandson of

Ambros., and, again, there is a lost intermediary manuscript between them in which many

errors of Ambros. were corrected.
Places of interest where Matr. 4684 is better than Ambros. include:

87b39 olov — dikototov om. C Ambros., dikodsiov pev in mg. Matr. 4684 - a decent

conjecture.

89b33-4 roficon — dAAo om. C Ambros., but Matr. 4684 has ide1v in linea, and in the

margin Tij &xofj (sic) is added after dxoDoon, another conjecture.

92b2 e{ 11 om. Ambros., but in Matr. 4684 €1 is added conjecturally above the line.

99a26 opakoAOVBETY + 1O péyioTov GyolBov Thv @pdvnoly Ambros. (but with crosses s.l. at
the start and at the end of these words to signify deletion). Matr. 4684 does not have the
extra words.

01626 cvAAoYIGHOV] GV C Ambros. has cuAAoBov but Matr. 4684 has cvulAoyioudy
rightly.

03al3 Ambr. repeats the reading of C: § ye* 671 Tyun kol TyLidrepov, and in the margin of
Ambros. is Yp. ® ye T® T koi 1O TYLudTeEPOV the origin of which is unknown. Matr. 4684,
however, has ® ye 70 TypLdTEpPOV.

07a24 where Ambros. omits TOv — £poDjev which was intact in C. In the margin the omitted
words are supplemented but there is a transposition of the words: TOv ydp edruyf evyevi
€podpiev. In Matr. 4684, though, the words are present without the reversal.

Matr. 4684, in these readings and in those found by Brockmann, improves on
Ambros. Some of these readings are to be attributed to Constantine Lascaris and George
Scholarius. But others are due to corrections in the exemplar of Matr. The stemma printed by
Brockmann does not represent either of the two possibilities he outlined. No error has yet
been found in Matr. 4684 which must be explained by the error originating in Ambros. Hence,

until further evidence is forthcoming, I accept Brockmann’s first hypothesis:
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0

A@\

B 84 sup. Matr.
4684

The manuscript 0 is the source of the errors which Ambros. and Matr. 4684 share and

which were not in C. 8 was corrected after Ambros. was made, and this accounts for the

improvements in Matr. which were not due to the scholars who worked on Matr. 4684.

Laur. 86.19

The places of Laur. 86,19 which I have looked at fit in perfectly with Brockmann’s
findings. It is descended from Matr. 4684. The three readings just surveyed at 87b39, 89b33-

4, 92b2 are to be found in Laur. 86,19. (In the second, Laur. has idelv and not the marginal
addition.)

Laur. 87.17

Laur. 87,17 shares the faults of Laur. 86,19, and develops its own. New errors in
Laur. 87,17 include: 88a29 om. téwg Bodrovron Laur.87,17 (Laur. 86,19 had initially omitted
a28-9 dxportelg — ot an error inherited indirecly from C, but the words have been
supplemented in full by a corrector) 06b10 €9] fj, 06b21 €18’ o¥tw] {9’ ovrw, 06b23 om. Yép,
06b25 rowel] moetv, 06b28 dpyfil &pxA, 06b29 Srakeijlevov] drokeipevog, 06b32 divev] Gv
€v, 06b36 Todt’] TGVt

The only place I have found where Laur. 87,17 improves on Laur. 86,19 is at 07a8
where the latter had omitted &, but the former has it. One error in Laur. 87,17 is to be
attributed to the state of Laur. 86,19 - at 01a7 Susemihl prints ot but in Laur. 86,19 &l was

originally written. This has been corrected both above and below the line, but the mistaken el

still stands undeleted. In Laur. 87,17 we get the reading ofov &i.
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The descendants of P

There is one late manuscript, Marcianus 213, M?, written by loannes Rhosos between
1465 and 1472 for Cardinal Bessarion, which is of particular interest. This manuscript was

rated highly by Bekker who used it and K as the basis for his text. It is ultimately derived

from P, via Ravenna 210.

Ravenna 210 = Rav. - Part I

Rav., written by Athanasius Chalkeopulos in 1447, and with marginalia by Bessarion,
was made from P (see Brockmann, [1993] 66-8). I have looked at those places where M (on
Susemihl’s collation in his edition) differs from P, and a substantial number of places where

there are corrections in P.

Two important errors which occur in Rav. and are repeated in M are:
ol
1) at 82b26 P writes the first moiet in unabbreviated form, but the second is written as 7 In

Rav. moe1? is understandably omitted but a space of three letters is left. In M there is still a
(slightly larger) space.
2) at 04a25 where ot &ALt should be read: In both C and P the words are omitted but a gap
of about five letters is left. In P the letters y év from 04b29 (woy[ngl évepyeiv) (£20Y) come
through the page onto f.20r and appear in the space faintly as o¥y. The scribe of Rav. for this
reason wrote ovk. And M still has that word.
3) a stemmatically important reading is at 91b18 where €€ is barely readable in P: Rav.
misses the word out, but leaves a gap of three letters, whereas M omits €€ and leaves no
gap.

Some of the readings in Rav. are shared with manuscripts other than P, e.g. 82b4 om.
0 Rav. B K; 83a27 gavepwrepa Rav. A, pavepdrorto. cett.; 86a3 om. tdv Rav. L; 86a20 &yewv
Rav. K2, &ov o, 89b12 dpiopévig Rav. L B, dpiopévng cett.; 89b33 &v om. Rav.! L Mon,,
suppl. libr. ipse s.1. Rav2; 90b28 &1 Bonitz] om. Rav. L €, 8¢ cett., 91b18 00d2] o0 Rav. B;
94a33 dikonog] Sixonov Rav. B; 95b4 008°] odk Rav. V; 97al mpakté] mpoxtike Rav. V;
97626 mpotdv] mpokTik@®Y Rav. m; 98b2 6 del. V2, om. Rav.; 99a15 om. olov Rav. B; 99a32

EMAEPopog] éAEBopog Rav. B; 02a21 add. wiig Rav. L; 03a35 86Eewev elvon Rav. BV, elvon
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doEetev o K; 04b12 kol + 7 C Rav. Laur. 81,13; 05b8 i @ardAn Susemihl] oroAn Rav. A V,
eooAn i o L K; 05b8 om. } Rav. A V;, 05b8 om. kot Rav. L; 05b15 #f6éwov] {drov Rav.

This set of readings suggests either that Rav. was made with an eye on a manuscript
from the central family as well as on P, or that it was made from an intermediary manuscript
which was itself corrected from the A L family. In the second case we should posit a lost
manuscript between P and Rav., and in favour of this is the fact that for E.E. Rav. was not
copied from P. But I have not looked enough at Rav. to decide which of these possibilities is
right. And given the uncertainty about this, I refrain from attributing good readings in this
manuscript to the ingenium of Athanasius Chalkeopulos in the apparatus.?

Sometimes the improvement in Rav. is not known in any earlier manuscript e.g. at
88b10 @ioe1] prioet, 89a14 BéAtioTov] PEATIOV; 90a29 om. 1} &peth; 97a37 dAAnAa] GAlo T,
01al5 o¥] 6; 03a4 &yer] &xewv. These readings are not signalled as conjectures in Rav. by an
{swg, and while this does not preclude their being conjectures, it is safer not to assume that
they are.

In EE. there are several places where Rav. is the earliest extant Greek manuscript to
have a reading adopted by the editors of the O.C.T. For example 1215a26 ook habet Rav.,
1215b29 o0 habet Rav., 1216a8 8¢ Rav.] pév cett. The contribution of Bessarion in the
margin of Rav. for E.E. is not to be found in M.M.

Errors first arising in Rav. include: 83b33 transp. aitiov post elvon; 85b38 transp. tog
ETOVUpiG post €xer, 86b27 transp. fi k6cuot post eivon (b28); 88b33 dnobaveiv] Bavelv;
89b26 obv] yap, 91a5 om. olov, 91a8 ante “Ounpog add. 0; 92a26 10D cvverdortog, 92b25
gvovtiog] évavting, 92b28-9 om. 6 8¢ — Tovtwv; 94232 om. TardTo; 94b24 om. oy,
95a21-2 pév 1t L K?] pévror a0 A m, pev Rav.; 95b19 wdv towotrwv] toig Tototrows, 96b6
Hev] pevydp (sic); 98a9 dipetn] dpeTnv; 99214 om. wote, 01a4 SoEGLovra] dokdoavta, 04a8 -
Nowuev] ~foopev; 04al2 om. Tov, 04al5 Todrd] Towtdv; 04a25 ante ofovron add. odk; 05a19
transp. xn post ydp; 05220 om. &¢; 08a28 TV TowHrTwV] 7@ TowdT® &, odtog Rav.; 08b20

om. ndtepov; 10a20 mAelov] mAeiotov; 12al om. émokéyoosBon, 12a2 om. odv; 12a2 transp.

23 The convergence of readings between Cois. and M led Susemihl to say that Cois. was mixti generis
(introduction pp.vii, x), i.e. that Cois. was a manuscript that somtimes had readings from the KP family, and
sometimes from the o family. Brockmann, [1993] 63-6, however, is right that Cois. is not mixti generis. In
Rav. we sce readings from the B family intruding, and it is Rav. that is mixti generis.
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elvor post e¥vowx; 12al13 om. tiig; 12b16 om. yap; 12b24 transp. eineiv ante vrep.

The corrections in P

Rav. incorporates many of the corrections which have been made in P, but not all. We
should date these corrections in P to a time before Rav. was made (1447).2¢ Before looking at
which corrections in P Rav. shows knowledge of, let us consider the question of the
provenance of the corrections in P. There are a number of correctors in P, and on the
microfilm they are hard to distinguish. The quality of the corrections is very good and there
are several places where the correction is not found in other manuscripts (apart from those
derived from it), and where those corrections are accepted into the text of Susemihl. This has
happened twenty three times: at 81a27, 82b20, 83a39, 83b23, 84b21, 90a20, 93b37, 96a28,
97b14, 02a5, 02b25, 03a20, 03a28, 03a30, 03b28, 07a34, 07b24, 07b38, 09a29, 09b8,
09b16, 10a29, 13al8.

It is hard to determine where these corrections came from - are they conjectural or did
a corrector have a manuscript from another (otherwise lost) part of the tradition? Sometimes
corrections are signalled as conjectures by the word {cwg. This happens at 82a3, 03a7, 03b9,
03b20. Other corrections must be conjectures: at 88a21 and 03a6 corruption had happened in
P (or its parent) and conjectures, reasonable in themselves, but not right (the truth can be
found in manuscripts where the corruption in P had not occurred) are suggested. But they are
not marked as conjectures.

Sometimes notes in this manuscript are not corrections but glosses. This is the case at
88b32, 88b33, 89a10, 91a34, 92b2, 98b18 twice, 08a24.

Other corrections can be divided into five categories:

a) corrections for which we know no independent testimony: 82a23, 82b19, 82b22, 82b35,
84a38, 85b11-2, 85b17, 88a21, 89a23, 89b16, 91a5, 91a35, 91b18, 96a25, 97b7, 99a2,
99233, 99b31, 00a24, 03al3 twice, 03a24, 03b3, 03b4, 03b9 twice, 03b10, 03b20, 03b23,

03b27, 04b27, 05a25, 06a13, 06b17, 06b31, 06b33, 07b4, 08231, 08232, 08b4, 08b33, 09a2-
3, 10al8, 10b23, 11b9.

24 We cannot infer that the corrections in P, which do not appear in Rav. were made in P after 1447
Chglkeopu_los may have simpy passed over them. We can learn more about the date of these corrections by
seeing which of them appear in Pal. 165, a manuscript copied (five years before) from P. I have not done this.
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b) corrections from C: 81b25-6, 82a5, 94b16, 95a29, title to Book 2, 01a8, 03b9, 05b7,
08a22, 09a7 (C?), 09al2.
¢) corrections which could have been from C, but also from any manuscript (C A L K V/B):
8209, 82b33, 85b11, 90a35, 91b13, 92b33, 94a33, 00al6, 03al2, 04a3, 05b22, 06b13, 09a2,
11b14.
d) corrections which could have been from C, but also from other mss.: C L 12b10 twice; Cn
95a7; C An 05a4, 11al (breathing); C V 09a6 (breathing), CB 12a20
e) corrections from outside the o family to conform with:
C 84b27, 85b4, 85b11, 8b28, 88b34, 91b24, 94b36, 95a4 twice, 95b19,

95b22, 97b32, 99b34, 99b35, 01b28, 03a21, 03b11, 04b35, 05b14, 07a6-7,

07a34, 10a6, 10al3, 10a35, 10b21, 12b14, 12b15.

BV: 92a33

BKB: 01b30

B: 85a30, 03al5

AK: 12a28

An 08a27, 12a22

Ln: 07b30

L: 88b34

LV 03b35

V. 98a25, 03a24, 13al8
Cois.: 90b7

The patterns may become clearer when it is ascertained which corrections were made
by which corrector. It is inescapable that P was corrected from other manuscripts, and that it

was read with attention. The best evidence for the second claim is the list of conjectures I

gave above.

Ravenna 210 - Part IT

Interesting use by the scribe of Rav. of corrections in P are:
1) 84a38: a note is written in the margin (rec. man.) in P: dAAwg t0 dyada, and

Rav. incorporates this into the text after dpiotov.
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2) 89al0: tpéyewv is written as a gloss for Tpoxdlewv in the margin of P. tpéyetv
becomes incorporated into the text in Rav. with fj tpox&letv in mg. In M tpéxewv is in
the text and no variant reading is given in the margin.
3) 99a2: a corrector of P wrote 10 above koi. Rav. has t0 kol xowé, and then the
apograph of Rav., M, gives 0 xoté. Here it appears that M has reached the original
intention of the corrector of P, even though Rav. misunderstood that correction.
4) 03a7: a conjecture in the margin of P proposes that we read oy between &v and 6
in this line. The author of this conjecture writes {omg : ovy. Rav. incorporates {owg
ovy into the text at this point, mistaking the conjecture for a correction of an omission
of two words. The scribe of M naturally repeats what Rav. has. Bekker, ignorant of P,
reproduces this, and it still stands in the text of Susemihl, despite his knowledge of the
reading in P.
5) 03a13: Rav. fuses two conjectures from correctors of P:
6) 05b13; Rav. misreads the correction pA in P for p&v and M reproduces this mistake.
Rav. adopts corrections made in P (recorded in the apparatus) at: 81a27, 82a5, 82a23,
82a25, 83b23, 84b21, 84b27, 85a30, 91a5, 91b28, 99b31, 99b35, 01b28, 02a5, 03212, 03b9,
03b11, 04b27, 04b35, 05b14, 09a2-3, 09a7.

Rav. does not adopt corrections in P at 88b27, 03a6, 05b20, 09a29, 13al8.

Venetus 213 =M

M, on the whole, repeats the errors of Rav. It also makes new mistakes e.g. 82b5-6
Aulv &po. &yood Aektéov o Rav., dpo ATV Gyood Aextéov M; 84bl ante GAAnV add. xod,
84b25-6 om. | — o, 90al transp. évtadBo post 1iom; 90b29 transp. pdokwv post elvon,
92a37 cohokoveiog o et, ® male scripto, Rav.] coloxoveiog M; 95a2 om. gooer; 99636 om.
i, 03228 810 + kod; 04b18 om. 1y, 06b39 1i] ko, 07a12-13 transp. &v 715 post TéEelev; 13b30
om. giAoLe,

But at 0429 -fioojev is given wrongly in Rav., and yet -fiowpev is found in M with the
independent mss., at 12a2 M has the oOv which Rav. omits, and at 13a18 M rightly gives

Aovedvopev (with V2 D P2 Pal. 1652 Mut.), rather than poveévopev (with Rav. and the
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rest).25 M is also right when Rav. is not: 97a36 oty 1] éotiv et M (conjecture), 08a32
todtoe Vi ML tardtog o Rav. M2 AK V2, om. L.

M also shares some readings with other mss. (see Brockmann, [1993] 67-8n.86.):
83a31 om. 0 M D; 88b25 £xoboiov] dkodoiov M B; 89b13 mpoxtoig] mpaktikoig M K;
89b24 dbprotov] dprotov M K; 89b25mpaktoic] mpoktikoig M K B L; 89b26 mpotoig]
npaxtikoic M K B; 92a23 mapd + tdv M g; 94a5-6 om. ag — OAtya M Cois.; 94a22 ndvto
oo Todtar mévto M L K 94a22 mpogoryopedoavteg] -evovieg M A; 95a10 om. 10 M n;
96b34 1] 8¢ M L; 97a14 non transp. M {; 97al5 &i] &ig §; 00a28 ypficeton M A] xprionton
cett.; 03al6 om. odv M 1, 04237 om. yop koi M D; 05b33 deiv] on M A.

M was also corrected conjecturally at 96b6, 11b9 and 11b40.

Venetus 213, incorporating the improvements which occurred in Rav. and making its
own improvements, thus has a number of good readings which P did not. The same pattern
appears in E.E. where, on the evidence of the apparatus of the new O.C.T., there are twenty-
four places in which M is the only manuscript to provide the right reading. Some of these are
minor differences such as accentuation?$ or breathings,2” or the mood of verbs,?® and these we
could well attribute to conjecture. Others, however, if they are conjectures, are excellent
conjectures. It is changes such as that at 1235a1 &tépov = étaipwv, or 1241a36 adrodg or
abTodg = ed tovg, or at 1248a21 suvodoo = O vodg that betray the mark either of
intelligent conjecture or of access to an important manuscript.

In M.M. there is not such systematic improvement. The priority accorded to this
manuscript by Bekker and Susemihl is now unwarranted and it is only occasionally that its

readings appear in my apparatus.

Venetus 200 (Q)

Mioni?® had argued for a different relationship between Q and Venetus 213 (M) from
that proposed by Brockmann (pp.67-8). The former thought that M was derived from Q, the

latter thinks that M and Q are brothers. But the basis of Mioni’s argument is flimsy. He lists

25 See Brockmann, [1993] 67-81.86.
26E.g 1247018 8p’ = 8p’.
27E.g. 1234a16, ainév = ooy, 1246b15 1 = 1,

28 E.g. 1214a30 cuvory&yn or cuvayGyel = covaryéyor, 1234b5 eiciv = douv.
29 Mioni, [1958] 88-90.
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twenty-five readings of M and Q. Fifteen of these are places whree there is agreement
between P, M and Q. A further six are readings where M errs but Q does not. None of these
weigh in favour of Mioni or of Brockmann. Two errors common to M and Q, but not in P are
noted by Mioni: at 82a3 om. {owg Q M, 83a38 vnep] kol Q M. But the discovery of the
importance of Ravenna 210 by Brockmann provides an explanation of how Q and M should
come to share errors - the error originated in Rav., and was duplicated on two occasions.

The only reading which Mioni notes which is problematic for Brockmann’s analysis is
at 03a13 - see appendix p.425 - where M and Q agree contra Rav. But the error is only the
omission of kod. At 83a30 (as Brockmann 67-8n.86 points out) Q and M share another error
which was not present in Rav., omitting yép. We would need more than two ‘problem cases’
to challenge Brockmann’s hypothesis that M and Q are brothers. Mioni, on the other hand,

does not account for the errors in Q which are not found in M, of which Brockmann cites

examples.
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Conjectures Pre-empted

The following fifty readings are in Susemihl’s apparatus only as conjectures, or are
conjectures which have been made since Susemihl’s edition. They are, however, readings
which have been discovered to have an older pedigree:

81b25 onovdaiov A (in margin of Bas3), 82al7 eivon om. A L (Spengel), 82a36
pértiotov L (Casaubon);, 82b4 8e®d P (Spengel); 82b19! 611] 6 7 L (Stock); 82b192 &m] § m
L (Stock); 82b30 téAog D (Bonitz); 83a30 detv om. B (secl. Scaliger); 83b7 810] ux 0 Laur.
81,12 correctio (Bonitz); 84b3 éktdg + ofov L (Spengel), 86a34 ante 1 add. &= P2 (Sylburg,
though at a different place in the sentence), 87b19 yop fort. deletum est D2, enim om. Mon.
306 (translatio vetusta I') (Scaliger); 88a24 add. adztlv in mg. D (Dirlmeier), 89b23 00d¢ in
mg. D (Bekker), 90a32 6 D (Bekker); 91a28 L provides the &v which Bonitz and Susemihl
saw was required; 91a33 mAnciov Laur. 81,12 (Bekker), 92a24 81 fi B (Bas.%); 92a33 21 fig
L (Scaliger);, 93a29 8¢ C D v (Bas?); 93b2 Spengel thought that there should be a full stop
after dikonov. This is the punctuation of the manuscripts, 94b15 bn’] én’ Ambros.B.84
correctio, teste Wagner (Bekker); 95a10 w0 tiv] © Rav. (Bekker); 95b25 8¢ L (Susemihl);
97a3 8¢ L (Susemihl); 97b11 #{] xod C (Susemihl), 97b14 8¢ P2 (Rieckher); 98a3 yivopevo V!
(Spengel); 98229 avrh] arftn A L (Spengel); 98b6 yapl yép v A L (Spengel); 00a21 onotv
om. L (Spengel); 01al4 pm is deleted (dots are placed under the word) in P (Rassow,
Susemihl); 03b9 év ééoonto L (Scaliger), 03b18 tadto] wordrog A (Spengel); 03619 Tadra]
tocdtog A (Spengel); 05a22 ko + 7| L (Sylburg), 05b25 8¢ V! (Susemihl); 06b39 transp. #i
ante &g A (Spengel); 07b3 ¢noivl ¢icer A Susemihl; 07615 ovt®] ot Laur. 81,12
(Scaliger); 07b24 gnoiv] posiv A (Casaubon), 0829 odv] odv 10 V D (von Arnim), 08b16-19
pocw Bonitz, editio Vallae (1497)] gnow ®; 09a6 abt® C P2 (Bekker); 09b5 comma after
népyer P (Susemihl); 11a7 nmepi] mep V B (mg. Bas®), 11627 éomv om. B (Casaubon);?
12a20 ©® 7odwov voeilv L (Bekker), 12a20 ©@® todtov voeiv] t® rovtov évvoelv C
(Dirlmeier) 12a37 adt®] ade®d P (0be® Susemihl); 13b28 év ~fj Laur. 81,12 (Sylburg).

Dieter Wagner3! gives thirteen passages where a sixteenth century Aristotelian

scholar, Nicasius Ellebodius, had already conjectured a reading which Susemihl knew only as

30 Sysemihl knew about this from Coislin, and accepted the reading,
31 Wagner, [1973] 41.



later conjectures. These are included in my apparatus.
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THE INDIRECT TRADITION

This chapter is an adjunct to, not a replacement of, Dirlmeier’s review of the indirect

tradition (pp.99-113).1 1 focus principally on the help the sources can give an editor for the

constitution of the text.

ANCIENT WITNESSES TO THE TEXT

An Annotation at EN, 1155b15-167

There is one passage in E.N. (1155b15-16) which most scholars excise: elpnton &’
vrgp bty Eumpooev.2 Becchi® argues that these words were originally a marginal note,
inserted by an early reader of EN. who remembers reading about how many forms of
friendship there are in M.M. The writer of the note, if this explanation of the sentence were
correct, would be an important early witness to the existence of M.M. (someone who
believed Aristotle to be the author of M.M.).# For we know that if Aristotle did not write the
sentence, it was already in the text of E.N. which Aspasius read.>

However, the reference of adt®v in b16¢ is much more naturally taken to be 10
HoAAOV Kol O fittov (for which the annotator may have had in mind Cat. 6b20-7 (Irwin)) or
to ©o Erepa. @ £1der (for which the annotator may have had in mind Pol. 1259b36-8

(Burnet), P.A. 644a18 (Burnet)7). It would only be possible that this note was written with

1 See too Diiring, [1957]; Moraux, [1951]; Bodeus, [1973].

2 See Stewart, [1892] ad loc., for the reasons to excise. Dirlmeier, [1956] 511-12, does not want to excise, and is
also worth reading, It should be noted that Aspasius (161,9) may provide an alternative reading for brép, namely

mept.
3 Becchi, [1983] 91-2.
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4 Becchi actually goes one stage further and thinks that the annotator had views on which text Aristotle wrote first.

But if the note was written at a time when the corpus or part of the corpus had been arranged in a certain order,
éumpocBev could also mean ‘earlier in the corpus’. More likely, in my view, is that &urpooBev refers back to a

passage in E.N. (cf. the internal references at Met. 1086b3, Top. 105a21, 150b32, 152b38), and since there is no
carlier discussion of this in our text of E.N., we should either assume with Aspasius that the reference is to a part

of E.N. which we no longer have, or that the annotator was mistaken.
3 See below.

6 Becchi must take adrédv (1155b16) to refer to mheim [sc. eidh g iilog] (1155b13).

71f these were the passages the annotator has in mind, they are not good parallels - it is not obvious that they are

consistent with what Aristotle says in ENN. 1155b14-15.
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M.M. in mind if it has intruded into E.N. in the wrong place - i.e. if the annotator made his
observation on EN. 1155b12-13, rather than on EN. 1155b14-15. Only someone desperate
to see a reference to M.M. would posit this. What we miss when we read the passage in E.N.
is support for the claim that things that differ €{de1 admit of the more and the less. It is, thus,
unlikely that the original note referred to the many forms of friendship. In any case, it would
be curious that the annotator should be reminded here of M.M., and not (so far as we know)

anywhere else. And why must the annotator have had M.M. in mind and not E.E. 1236a7-
1236b1?

Aspasius

Becchi® continues his discussion of E.N. 1155b15-6 with a discussion of Aspasius’
commentary on this passage (161,9-10). After citing the relevant sentence from E.N.,
Aspasius says ¥owke 8¢ eipficBon &v tolg éknentwrdot wiv Nikopoyeiov. The remark by
Aspasius has normally been taken to show two things: (i) that Aspasius could not find a
reference to an earlier discussion in his copy of E.N., (ii) that Aspasius believed that his text
of EXN. was incomplete. But Becchi presents a different account. He thinks that at a certain

stage in the transmission of EXN. and M.M., these two texts were joint together (‘uniti’,

‘accomunati’). He also thinks that Aspasius knew this. At a later point, still before Aspasius
wrote his commentary, the books of M.M. were expelled (‘espunti’) from E.N., and again
Aspasius knew about this, according to Becchi’s story.

Becchi is right to point out that Aspasius 161,9-10 may give us reason to believe that
Aspasius thought that what was missing from E.N. was deliberately excised from E.N.. The
verb éxminto in this context is usually taken to mean ‘drop out’ - an accidental process is

imagined. If Aspasius is using éxnintw as the passive of éxpéAim, then he will be talking

8 Becchi, [1983] 91-2.

9 Dirlmeier (p.102) records that Aspasius talks of ‘ausgefallenen Biichern der N.E.”. Kenny, [1978] 33-4,
translates: ‘the lost parts of the Nicomachean Ethics’. Rowe [1971] 79n.8 has ‘the missing books of EN.”.
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about a part of E.N. which was deliberately ‘thrown out’, i.e. excised.!® That part of E.N. -

Aspasius must think - will have preceded 1155b15.11

There are two problems with Becchi’s story, however. First, why should we believe
that Aspasius thought that ovdt@v (EN. 1155b16) referred to . €dn vfig guAiag? Only if he
thought that, could Aspasius conceivably think that ©o. ékrentwibTol TRV Nikopoyeiov were
what we now call M.M. The context of Aspasius’ remark, however, shows beyond any doubt
that he took ordt@v to refer to T pdAiov kod o fiztov, because it is those that he goes on to
explain. Secondly, #owe (161,9) conveys some uncertainty in Aspasius’ mind. It suggests
that Aspasius did not have access to the relevant text, but that he surmised that it must have
been there that a discussion of © péAAov koi 0 ferov existed. Even if M.M. were at one
time joined to E.N., Aspasius did not have access to it, and so could not be referring
specifically to MM.

The hypothesis that Aspasius knew of M.M. is therefore where it was when Dirlmeier
wrote his commentary on M.M. It may be that there was a reference to M.M. in the lost part

of Aspasius’ commentary, but there is no reason to suppose that there was.

Plutarch (c.50-120AD)

There are no citations of M.M. in Plutarch: “Nicht einmal in dem Traktat de Virtute
Morali (440D-452E) 1aBt sich erkennen, ob ihm M.M. bekannt war’, Dirlmeier (p.102). But
in 1974 Doninil2, emphasising the anti-stoic polemical aspects in the treatise de Virtute

Morali (V.M.), points out!3 that M.M. and the V.M. have close correspondences:

10 One use of éxninzw (L.S.J. s.v. ékninto 8; s.v. 8kBéAim 1.10) in connection with writings is ‘publish’ which we
find for example in Plato, Epistles 2, 314a-b, Polybius 31.8.10 and ps-Herodotus Vita Homeri 36. But this
interpretation is unlikely in our passage of Aspasius. He would be implying that the part of E.N. that he has is
unpublished, and it would be very awkward to explain the back-reference at E.N. 1155b15-6 by appealing to a
work of a completely different sort.

I have not found any instance of ékmimto being used of textual excisions. Normally it is used of people
banished from cities.

11 See Kenny, [1978] 33-6, for a defence of the view that Aspasius is talking about some Nicomachean books
which we do not have, but which stood where the common books now are.

12 Donini, [1974] 72-92.

13 Donini, [1974] 72.



1) MM, 86a33, b34-5, 90b7, 00a34 share a conception of the mean as a pesodtng/coppetpio
moOdY with V.M.

2) Both have @pbvnoig governing and moderating the passions. (M.M. 98b17-20, V.M.
443D, 444A-C, fifth chapter)

3) gpovnoig/copia difference: V.M. 444A, M.M. 89b10-19

4) gumepiéyev V.M. 444E13, M.M. 87a314

5) moBnTikod oppoi V.M. 444E14, MLM. 91al2, esp. 06b14 dppoi TV moBDV.

6) pkporoyiocn V.M. 445A, MLM. 92al

7) Difference between chppwv and éykporiic M.M. 03a1-b29, V.M. 445B-E, 446C-E
8) M.M. 00b1-4 ~ V.M. 445B-D, 446C-E

9) V.M. 445D ~ M.M. 03b29-04a4: incontinence worse than a vice.

“ . si deve sottolineare I’influenza preponderante dei M.M. [on V.M.]* (Donini p.77).

Considering the question of whether Plutarch knew M.M. directly or indirectly
(pp.78-9), Donini considers that it is most likely that he did not, but used a compendium of
peripatetic ethics (p.79), like that of Arius Didymus but not that of Arius Didymus. Drawing
attention to correspondences between V.M. and Alcinous’ Didaskalikos (a middle-Platonic
text of the second century A.D.) that also has Peripatetic doctrines in it, Donini (pp.80-92)
argues that both Plutarch and Alcinous rely on a common source. !?

This is an important discovery, and shows well the influence that M.M. had. But for

the purpose of constituting the text of M.M. the parallels between Plutarch’s V.M. and M.M.

are too vague to be of help. There are, as Dirlmeier said, no citations of M.M. in Plutarch.

Arius Didymus

Stobaeus wrote his Eclogae in the fifth century A.D., and Book II of this work

contains an extract from Arius Didymus’ doxographic report of peripatetic ethics (Stobaeus

141 argue below that M.M. does not use the verb éumepiéyerv in 87a3, but mepiéyerv. But Plutarch (V.M. 444E9-
10) uses mepeyerv too, so the correspondence remains.

15 See also Becchi, [1975], for further discussion and references to other treatments; the index of D. Babut,
Plutarque: De la vertu Ethique (Paris, 1963).
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II 116-47, Wachsmuth). Precisely what Arius Didymus’ sources were for his report we do

not know. There are close parallels between Aristotle’s E.XN. and E.E. and Arius Didymus,

and there are also parallels between M.M. and Arius Didymus.

Here, then, is a list of correspondences between Stobaeus and M.M.16 I have included

references to works of Aristotle where M_.M. and Aristotle are so close that we cannot be

sure which was the more immediate source for Arius:

MM. Stobaeus
82b2ff. 134,9

83a9 137,8

83b8 135,17
83b19-27 134,20-5
83b28-30 135,3-8

83b38 - 84a3 135,17 - 136,3
84a3-14 135,11-16
84b1-4 136,9-16
84b2-5 125,2-3; 125,10-13
85al1-9 131,19 -132,8
85a9-13 133,11-12
85bl1-2 137,13-20
85b3-4 117,11

85b3-8 137,17-23
85b12-13 117,5-9
85b13-23 137,24 - 138,20

16 Wachsmuth’s apparatus criticus is the basis of this list. I use Wachsmuth’s page- and line-numbers. I have also

used Sharples’ table in his [1983] 151-2.

Aristotle

EE. 1, 1218b8ff

EE.1, 1217626, E.N. I, 1096223

EN. I, 1101b10-12

E.E. 1I, 1218b32-6, ENN. I, 1098b12

E.E. 11, 1219b5-8, E.NN. I, 1098a18-20,
1100a1-5

EE. II, 1219225, ENN. I, 1098b31-99a2

EN.1, 1102a27-8, ENN. VI, 1139a4
E.N. II, 1103a3-7

EN.I, 1102b13-14

E.N.II, 1104al11-19
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85b23-6
85b24
85b26-32
85b33-8
86a9-24
90a29
90b9
91b15
91b24-5
91b38
92a21-2
92a37-8
92b18
92b30
93al
93all
93a20
93228
93b25-6
96b13-17
96b16-17
97al4
97b7-9
97b38ff
04a28
06a37-b14
06b23-5

138,10-14
141,14-16
138,15-20
138,21-6
139,1-16
145,13-14
145.21; 146,1
146,2
146,3-4
146,4-5
146,5-6
146,6-7
146,7-8
146,8-9
146,9-10
146,10-11
146,11
146,12
146,12-14
117,11-15
145,17
145,19-21
117,13-15
118,5-6
126,19-20
128,17-25
128,27 - 129,1

EN. II, 1104a20-2
EE. I 1221al17-9

EN. I, 1104a27-9
E.N. II, 1104b8-11
EN. 11, 1105b20-8

E.N. VI, 1139a6-15
E.E. I, 1226b25

EN. IX, 1169b29; E.E. II, 1219238
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Set out in this way, it becomes clear that the order of exposition is close between M.M. and

Arius Didymus. This in itself suggests that, where M.M. and E.E./E.N. are both parallels to

Arius Didymus, Arius Didymus was not using E.E./E.N. as his immediate source. At, for
example, 85b26-38 both M.M. and Arius Didymus have as a distant source EN. II, 1104a27-
9 and 1104b8-11, but not ENN. II, 1104a29-b8. It would be too much of a coincidence for the
author of M\M. and Arius Didymus to have made the same excision of Aristotle in their
works.17

For the purposes of editing M.M., Stobaeus’ testimony is valuable. Arius Didymus

has played an important part in the study of the text of M.M. at 83b39-84a2, 84b3, 85b15,
85b24, 92b18, 93b25.18

Scholia on Plato

A scholion on 495e of Plato’s Republic supports the reading cohoxmvio, at 92a37.1°
495¢ Bavansiag: ofjton Bovorsiog EvtodBo kowoTtepoy Aéyecton Tog Kot Thig TEX VoG
BvacTPopdic, dmd TOV 1t Tpdg Epyolopévmy Texvdy eipnpévog: Badvog Yap 1 kbpvog:
od i Bavawsiov év todtolg fitor drerpokodioy: fiv GpedTepa PV oltmg "ApLoTotEing €V
oic Nukoporiolg 0tkolg kokel, &v 1ol peydrolg 88 codokoviav. Eot 8 mept xpnudToY
Sambvorg OmepBolty, EAAeyng 88 pikponpéneia, Gv peyodonpénein pecdng Eorti.

This scholion is not one of the scholia written by Arethas, but is of a more ancient origin.

Susemihl took the authority of the scholion to over-rule Laur. 81,11, his codex optimus.

Arethas (c.860-935)

Arethas knew M.M., and alludes clearly to the text at three points.

M.M. 1182a5-6. Arethas Scripta Minora 67, Vol. II, p.59, lines 11-1520

17 On the question of Arius Didymus’ sources see in particular Kahn, [1983] 3-13; Hahm, [1983] 15-37; Long,
[1983] 41-65; Sharples, [1983] 139-59; Furley, [1983]160-4; Fortenbaugh, [1983] 203-23.

18 For Arius see also Dirlmeier, pp.100-2, 206, 210-3; Kenny, [1978] 19-22.

19 W.C. Greene (ed.) Scholia Platonica (Haverford, 1938) 240. For further scholia on Plato, see Dirlmeier, p.106.
20 1. G. Westerink (ed.) Arethae archiepiscopi Caesariensis scripta minora, voll. I, II (Leipzig, 1968, 1972).




0 Toryopody ) KoupmTEP® AVHoiveTon Kol & TO €lvon mpoonpeltan TV GAAWY, LAAAOY 88
7POG £0rVTO PeBoprdlety kéucetva GUAET (Gpar w€ ybip, Tv” ékelvo dn kévtadbol To Tod
Troryerpitov eodpev, eidfical te T TowdTo Kol arvtol €lvon To100Tol BoLVAOIESR), ToDTO U

G971 yE UM YVOVTOL KOTAL TO GYLELVOV QruToy,...

M.M. 1183b1-3. Arethas Scripta Minora 14, Vol. I, p.139, lines 9-14

0 88 1O PN korw’ 0vdEV Botov eig cuvnyopioy ovtd Tpokopilety ovdev Thg TdV
gpwtnodvimy Sievivoye BeofroPeiog, GAL’ éketvo Todro 1O ToD Zraryelpitov, mepl
TPryGvoL Topdv dmodetkvivon dusiv opbais oG Tpels Yoving g Toag €xel, éxeivo mpdg

ardder&y broTBEvon T mOoo Yoyn GOGvotos.

M.M. 1195a27-b4. Arethas Scripta Minora 20, Vol. I, p.263, line 25 - p.264, line 2

el 8¢ xod Bupdg dmAicev, kol Tt TosodTov Givdpomodictijvon mopelxev Buud wg dyvoficon
O 3éov, Erepov TpdmoV Sy kol ol &yvoig TOWOL TPOPaGILOHEVOL TODG TOTEPOSG, TORTOVGL
YOp Kod T VAT TG Yovéog, GAA” Gryvoodvra TOrTouGt Kol ol k&Toxot oive, GAA Thg
HéNg ardtodg eig dryvoroy EkPokyevsdiong. odg oddeig Av dyvolag drotyiceton £kdOTOVG
£00TOVG KOTOGTHGOVTOG olve: T Yoip €36t mivelv TocodTov (g dryvofican ThnTovTag Tovg

TOTEPOS,

But, because Arethas is not transcribing the text of M.M., but paraphrasing, it is not possible

to tell which manuscript he had. At one point, 82a6 = Scripta Minora II, 59, 13-5 Arethas

read ovdol with A L K V, against C P which have fuetg. There is no evidence to suggest that
Arethas had a manuscript better than any of ours, and he is of no use in establishing the

original text. (See p.10, for a possible identification of the manuscript Arethas had with the
parent of V)

LATIN TRANSLATIONS
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There are two early Latin versions whose importance for the establishment of the

Greek text must be investigated. The first is the little book De Bona Fortuna (Bf), chapter

one of which is a translation of M.M. 11,8, and the other is a translation of M.M. made word
for word by Bartholomew of Messina at some time in the years 1258-66 (‘T in Susemihl’s
apparatus). Brockmann only discusses the location of the second in the stemma.

Between the mid-fifteenth century and 1577 six translations were made of M.M. They
were made by Gregorio Tifernate (1453, unpublished), Giannozzo Manetti (pre-1459,
unpublished), Giorgio Valla (1496, Venice),?! Girardus Ruffus (1522, Paris), Weit Amerbach
(1554, Basel), and Nicasius Ellebodius (c.1577, unpublished). Of these, Brockmann only
discusses the place that Manetti and Ellebodius have in the stemma. While it is likely that the
later ones were made from the first printed editions of M.M., this needs to be confirmed. But
it will also have to be checked that the earlier ones are made from surviving Greek
manuscripts, in order for their use to an editor to be eliminated. This is especially true for

Valla, whose translation Susemihl used and which Susemihl thought belonged to the family of

manuscripts with K in it (IT!).

Bartholomew of Messina?2

This translation was made in the court of Manfred, King of Sicily (1258-66), son of
Frederick II:

21 For the date see below p.89n.71.

22 On Bartholomew see Impellizzeri, [1964] 729-30. Bartholomew made other translations of ps-Aristotle
(Problemata, Physiognomia), and of Theophrastus (De Principiis, De Signis), and also of the De mirabilibus
auscultationibus, a collection of extracts from Theophrastus and Timaeus of Tauromenium, the Stoic treatise De
Mundo, Hierocles’ De Curatione Equorum and Hippocrates’ Liber de Natura Puerorum. For the details of which
manuscripts these translations are found in, and for modern editions of these translations, where they exist, see
Impellizzeri. Minio-Paluello, [1965], provides helpful indices of how Bartholomew translates Greek terms, and
notes that in the M.M. the consistent practise of translating ofov by puta is not normal in other translations by
Bartholomew. Minio-Paluello adds that Bartholomew may have translated ps-Aristotle’s De Coloribus.
Bartholomew was not the translator of either chapter of the De bona fortuna. See A. Pelzer, [1921] 320-1, and

below, p.86. Wingate, [1931] 94, is wrong on this. In the same book Wingate says that Bartholomew was the
author of a translation of L.L.. Harlfinger, [1971%], does not support this.




Incipit Liber Magnorum Ethicorum Aristotelis translatus de greco in Latinum a

magistro Bartholomaeo de Messana in curia illustrissimi Maynfredi [sic] Serenissimi regis

Cicilie, scientie amatoris, de mandato suo.23

Brockmann, [1993] 58, is unsure precisely where the Bartholomew translation fits
into the stemma, but thinks that it is near to Barb. 75 and Vind. phil. 315. (Since I" and Barb.
and Vind. share faults that K does not have, we are entitled to rule out K being the model for
T'). The identification of the manuscript used by Bartholomew is made the harder by the fact
that neither B nor V survive complete. We only have 93b15-00a31 and 07a26-13b5 intact in
both manuscripts. The absence of a published version of Bartholomew’s rendering does not
allow Brockmann (or me) to ascertain which Greek manuscript(s) was/were before
Bartholomew as he worked. ‘Ein definitives Ergebnis’, says Brockmann?4, ‘ist hier nur durch
weitere Untersuchungen zu erzielen’.

There are, in fact, two questions which need to be answered about this translation,
and about which I shall make some preliminary remarks.

i) Is it true that there is just one translation?
ii) What Greek manuscripts were used to make the translation(s)?

Of the fifty-six Latin manuscripts containing it only two, according to the library
catalogues, actually attribute the translation to Bartholomew,?* and Susemihl did not use
either of these but Paris Lat. 6307 and Monacensis 30626 for his reports in the apparatus of
his Teubner text. Nine of the fifty-six manuscripts are reported in the catalogues as being
13th century, and a further ten are described as 13th/14th C.

There are signs that we do in fact have more than one medieval translation. Using the

library catalogue entries (where available) for the 56 manuscripts as well as Jourdain’s report

23 So Lacombe, [1939] 72, reports the opening of Laur. Bibl. S. Crucis Plut. XX VII dext. 9, f. 176", a manuscript

made at the end of the thirteenth century,
24 Brockmann, [1993] 58n.49.

25 Klosterneuberg bei Wien, Stiftsbibliotek 748 and Florence, Laur. S. Crucis Plut. 27, Dext. 9.
26 See his introduction, pp.vii-viii.
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of Paris Lat. 6307 (J) and Lacombe’s report of Paris nouv. acq. Lat. 633 (N) there is the

following evidence:?’

1) The title varies between Liber Magnorum Ethicorum and Liber Magnorum Moralium. Out

of fourteen entries in the catalogues ten have the first, and three the second. One even has

Magnus Moralium Liber .28

2) The incipit entries in the catalogues: J has: Cum eligimus dicere de moralibus, primum

utique erit considerandum mores cuius sit pars.

Out of nineteen reports of other mss. all of them give the first word as Quoniam.?°

One 13th C ms. for moralibus has moribus which reflects a difference in the Greek tradition

between NOk®dY and ODV.

Out of six manuscripts whose beginning is quoted as far as pars one omits sit, one has sint3?

and two have sunt.
One out of the same six gives partes for pars.

3) Comparing Jourdain’s report of the first two pages of J with the manuscripts in Oxford>!

has yielded the following results:

At 82a10 003 €1 tiveg mpdrepov (npdrov C P), neque ideo sequi’? primo J, but in the

Oxford mss. and in N ideo is omitted. At 82a16 008’ obrog om. J N, but all three Oxford

manuscripts have nec iste. At 82a17 éotiv elvon adbvortov as esse est impossibile®3J N,

Balliol and Merton the same, but Bodleian by esse impossibile. At 82a20 cvpfaivel ody

oD@ appears as accidit itaque ipsi in J, but the three manuscripts in Oxford read accidit ergo

ipsi (ipsis Bodl).

27 Jourdain [1843] and Lacombe [1939] 159.

28 Autun, Saone-et-Loire, 67 A, a manuscript dating from the end of the 13th C.
29 The reading is noted as ‘exceptionnel’ by Pelzer, [1921] 319n.3.

30 The same rendering is given by Valla and Ellebodius.
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31 Bodleian, Canon Class. Lat. 174 (14th C), Balliol College 112 (early 14th C) and Merton College 276 (14th C).

32 A mistake for si qui.

33 This ordering in Latin can be assumed, given the word-for-word method of translation, to represent eTvon éotiv

in Greek, which was a conjecture of Spengel.



While it may be the case that some of these deviations are to be explained as scribal

errors or conjectures,3* others such as the change of vocabulary cum/quoniam, itaque/ergo

suggest that we may have another recension.
4) There are differences between J and N:

81a26 80Eeiev: videbuntur J, videbunt N

81a27 dvev: absolute J, absque N

81b24 puéiAer: dicetur J, debet N

81b27 1 mepl o 16 mporypoteio: Negotium ergo quidem (quod N) est circa mores J N

82al 8¢l dpo: Debet ergo J, Oportet ergo N

82a3 énoierv: audire J, adire N

82a3 1i éom: quid est J, quidem N

82a7 éx tivov: ex quibus est J, ex quibus N

82a7-8 dvarykoiov puév odv eidficon: necessarium quidem igitur et scire J,

necessarium igitur est scire N

82a8 yop: autem J, enim N

82a9 Zoton kol g Eoton (Av kol midg dv Barb.75): utique et quoniam utique J

utique et quoniam N

82a9 00d’: neque J, nec N

82a10 00’ el Tiveg: neque ideo sequi J, neque si qui N

82a13 dvérywv ovk oikeloy: reducens nam propriam J, reducens propriam N

82al4 éotv: om. J, est N
82a16-7 8¢ 105 YOp ApeTig EMOTAHOG EMOLeL:

autem, virtutes namque scientias faciebat J,

autem. Namgque iste virtutes sciencias faciebat N

13b26 Shwg: totaliter Balliol, omnino Bodleian Merton N
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34 The Latin is of such poor quality that the translation(s) beg(s) for emendation to get any sense out of it. Also, the

opening lines of any text are most susceptible to correction.
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Again it may not be the case that not all of these differences are to be explained by errors of
scribes. Particularly, the divergences at 82al and 13b26 suggest that we have two

translations, or a corrected translation.

5) Two Leipzig manuscripts end using the formula Explicit liber Magnorum Moralium

Aristotelis de Nova Translatio 33

The possibility that we have more than one translation contained in these manuscripts

cannot be ruled out until a thorough examination of them is made.3¢

Source of Bartholomew’s translation

I have looked at several passages in the three Oxford manuscripts. I have also used
the reports of J and N and Susemihl’s reportings of . The following passages provide
support for Brockmann’s hypothesis that Bartholomew used V or B:

91a21 B has an extra mopfj after pn (this is still wrongly in Susemihl’s text). Dirlmeier
(p.279) quotes Bartholomew as writing non praesens. V does not survive here.

98a25 the link is to V rather than B: add. xoil V T (non habet B).

02a25: V, alone of the independent mss. has det and I" oportet.

03a6-7: there is an omission in K ex homoeoteleuto from ottw to dxporhg. In the

Oxford mss., however, we find the sentence translated: ita quidem igitur non videtur utique

incontinens intemperato enim facilius sanabile. V, [B]37 and L have ottm p&v obv ov 80&etev
av 6 dxpothc. O Yo ddAooTOg EdorTdTEPOS. (00 is omitted in C P A). This passage, then,

is consistent with the view that Bartholomew used V or B.

33 The observation is made by Lacombe [1939] 71. I have not had access to a catalogue for these manuscripts.
Lacombe, however, reports Leipzig Univ. 1438, written in 1475, as containing the M.M. (in translation) (ff. 1" -
94r) and later Quaestiones Magnorum Moralium, which begin: Quoniam de moribus elegimus nunc tractare.
Primo est videndum cui scientie... valeat virtuose. This looks like a translation, and a different {ranslation — not
word-for-word but, in the Renaissance spirit, with more attention than the 13th Century translations to making the
sense of the original apparent in idiomatic Latin,

36 Christine Pannier was in the process of preparing such an edition under the auspices of Aristoteles Latinus in

Louvain, Belgium, but she stopped working on it in the 1980°s. I hope that she will be spurred to continue her
work, now that we know what the Greek mss. read.

37 B does not survive here, but Paris 2024, a copy made from B, agrees with V.




07b11-19: Pelzer3® provides a transcript of Bartholomew’s translation. Bartholomew

agrees with all mss. until b13 evruyio (bona fortuna), and then has Si igitur ad felicitatem

talis utique erit bona fortuna propria.... Bartholomew seems to have read a Greek text which
omits dote (b13) — edrvyio GAL’ odv (b14) and which, in place of these words, had ei.
Here Bartholomew is closest to V and B which omit dote (b13) — gvroyio (b14). In bl5
Bartholomew has eorundem where the Greek mss. have év o0t®, i.e. Bartholomew read
ovtdv. Bartholomew does not share the readings peculiar to a in this extract: in b11
adéupopog C P instead of Sudupopog - differens Bartholomew, in b19 tocadto o instead of
to0tal, hec Bartholomew:.

Just occasionally Bartholomew agrees with the a side of the family:
81b25 T" agrees with a in adding kot = secundum.
82b16 vrbpyel {C} P T, dmépyor L K B C?, vrépyn A
91a31 avoupetikodg T o, aipetikovg B K B
04a2 &7 (Susemihl), yop K V, 8¢ a B T°

The only readings where Susemihl reports I'*® and where the readings do not agree
with V/B are; 82a36 BéAtiotov L I, BéAtiov cett.; 82b4 dAAog] dAlowg T, dAAog O o; 82b5
dpo. iy Aektéov dryaBod Bl &po. &yoBod fuiv Aektéov K B, fuiv dpo dryaBod Aextéov a,
dpo Nty GyoBod Aextéov ut. vid. T, 93b2 31 88 T, 94a33 &Aiix] semel sed T".40

De Bona Fortuna = M.M. 1206b30-07b19

De Bona Fortuna is in two chapters, the first of which is a translation of M.M. 1I 8

(1206b30-07b18), the second of which is a translation of E.E. VIII, 2. Spengel*! is usually

38 Pelzer, [1921] 320.
39 Susemihl’s reports of T' are from Monacensis 306 and Jourdain’s report of Paris 6307. (See his introduction

pp.vii-viii). Unfortunately, Susemihl does not report the Latin words in his apparatus.
40 With Michael of Ephesus. See Dirlmeier, p.107.

41 Spengel, [1843] 534-51.
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credited with first discovering the importance of Bf for constituting the text of Aristotle, but
Nicasius Ellebodius had himself used it for this purpose almost two hundred years before.42

Susemihl (introduction p.ix) relies for the text of Bf on Bussemaker’s edition.4* Since
then an edition of chapter two of Bf (translation of E.E. VIII, 2) has been published by Henry
Jackson.#4 But chapter one has not received such attention. The reason for this is that for
EE. the translation was made from a manuscript better than any we now have (it is the only
source of a passage omittted ex homoeot. in the Greek manuscripts at 1249a34%), whereas for
M.M. this has been thought not to be the case.* It is the case, nevertheless, that at one point,
at 07a30, Susemihl used the authority of the translation to add év where the Greek
manuscripts do not have it.

Although no edition of chapter one of Bf has been published since Susemihl’s edition
of M.M., considerable progress has been made. A. Pelzer?” reports that two of the
manuscripts in the Vatican library, Borgh. 37 and Lat. 2083 have the title: Incipit (om.

Borgh.) capitulum aristotelis de bona fortuna translatum de secundo magnorum moralium

aristotelis, confirming the hypothesis, first articulated by Spengel, that Bf chapter one was
translated from M.M. We know too how many manuscripts there are containing a translation
of the chapter on good fortune 8 where they are, and, for some, when they were copied. So
far, things are getting simpler, but Lacombe has made an important discovery, namely that
there is more than one translation of this part of M.M., and they are each called de bona

fortuna. And this makes things more complicated.

42 See Wagner, [1973] 38n.134.
43 Bussemaker, [1850] iv.
44 Jackson, [1913] 170-221.

45 See Harlfinger, [1971] 25-6. In the edition of E.E. of R, Walzer and J. Mingay (Oxford, 1991) the Latin
readings of chaper two of de bona fortuna are frequently the basis for Greek readings which are not in the Greek
manuscripts. From the first 42 lines we find this at 1247al2, al9, a27, a35. In the same 42 lines Jackson and

Kenny, [1992] 145-51 would also use the Latin to establish the Greek text at 47a23, a34, 47bl.
46 See Pelzer, [1921] 318.

47 Pelzer, [1921] 318n.2.
48 About 150 manuscripts. Versions were printed in Cologne and Venice in 1472 and 1482 respectively. Later
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versions were printed in Padua in 1493 and in Venice in 1496. Further, four commentaries on the Latin translation

appear to exist: that of Egidius of Rome, that of Jean de Jandun, that of Chrysostome Javellus and that in Leipzig

University Library, 1438. See Pelzer, [1921} 317n.2, and Lacombe [1955] 711.



There are in fact three different translations entitled Bf: the ‘Translatio communis’,
the ‘Translatio Admontensis’ and the ‘Recensio Panormitana’. I shall first give the texts, to
the best of our knowledge, of the three translations.*® I shall then discuss the stemmatic
position of the translations and their use in helping us to reconstruct what is in places a

corrupt passage of M.M.

Translatio Communis (Bf)

This text is compiled from four sources:
1) The version printed by Arnold Ther Hoernen, in Cologne, ¢.1472.
2) The version printed by Filippo di Pietro, in Venice, 1482.5
3) Lacombe’s report’! of Vat. Lat. 2083, ff. 2237-224, which goes only as far as ordinabit
(07a13).
4) A Pelzer’s (p.320n.1) report of the eleven Vatican manuscripts which contain Bf*? - the
report is limited to 07b11-19.

In the apparatus I call the first printed version 72 and the second ‘82" 33

06b30 Habitum autem utique erit his dicere, quoniam de felicitate
est sermo, de bona fortuna. Putant enim multi
felicem vitam eam quae bona fortuna esse, aut non sine bona fortuna,
et recte forte. Sine enim exterioribus bonis quorum
fortuna est domina, non contingit felicem esse. Determinandum igitur

06b35 de bona fortuna, et simpliciter bene fortunatus quis est, et

49 Only one of the translations, the Translatio Communis, has been printed, and the last time was over five
hundred years ago, so it is not easily available. In these preliminary texts I have not necessarily followed any one
version in matters of orthography and punctuation. I have preferred -ae to -e, -fio to -cio, mihi to michi etc. I have
put the corresponding Bekker line-numbers in the left hand margin.

30 The shelfmark of the first in the Bodleian library is [Byw. K 4.6], and of the second is [Inc. c. 14. 1482].
31 Lacombe, [1939] 160-1.

32 These include two thirteenth century mss. - Bogh. 127 and Vat. Lat. 2083.
33 1t would be helpful for future editors of the M.M. to have a more thorough edition of the translation, especially
since the sources I have used for much of it are so late. I use asterisks to show where there is no Latin, but where

there is Greek (e.g. 07a29-30). T use ‘[’ to show that the Latin does not all fit onto one line. For example, quidem
utique et belongs to 07a13.
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quibus, et circa quid. Primum quidem igitur super hoc utique quis veniens

et considerans dubitabit. Neque enim utique dicet quis fortunam

quod est natura. Natura enim semper cuius est causa, huius

ut in pluribus aut similiter factiva est. Fortuna autem
07al  numquam sed inordinate et ut accidit. Propter quod fortuna in

talibus. Neque utique intellectum quendam qut rationem rectam.

FEtenim hic non minus est ordinatum et quod semper similiter,

fortuna autem non. Propter quod et ubi plurimus intellectus et ratio, ibi
07a5 minima fortuna. Ubi autem plurima fortuna, ibi minimus intellectus.

Sed forte quidem bona fortuna est ut cura quaedam dei, aut hoc

non utique videbitur. Deum enim dignificamus dominum existentem taliuvm

ut dignis distribuat et bona et mala,

fortuna autem et quae a fortuna, ut vere velut utique contingit, fiunt.
07a10 Si autem deo tale attribuimus, pravum ipsum

iudicem faciemus vel non iustum. Et hoc non conveniens est

deo. Sed tamen extra quidem hoc in nihil aliud fortunam utique quis

ordinabit. Itaque manifestum quod horum utique aliquid erit. Intellectus

[quidem utique et

ratio et scientia omnino extraneum quid videtur esse.
07al5 At vero neque cura et benivolentia quae a deo

videbitur utique esse bona fortuna eo quod pravis eveniat.

Deum enim pravorum non verisimile curam habere. Restat

igitur et convenientissimum bonae fortunae est natura. Est autem

bona fortuna et fortuna in his quae non in nobis existunt, non autem quorum
07a20 ipsi domini sumus et potentes operari. Propter quod iustum secundum
quod iustum, nullus dicet bene fortunatum nequee fortem, neque totaliter
eorum qui secundum virtutem nullum. In nobis enim est haec et habere et

non habere. Sed iam et in talibus convenientissime bonam fortunam



07a25

07a30
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dicemus. Nobilem enim bene fortunatum dicimus, et totaliter

cui talia bonorum existunt quorum non dominus ipse

est. Sed tamen neque hic utique principaliter bona fortuna dicetur.
Est autem et multipliciter bene fortunatus dictus. Etenim cui preter

cogitationem suam acciderit aliquod bonum operari, bene fortunatum
aimus. *

* Est igitur bona fortuna in eo quod bonum

aliquod existit preter rationem, et in eo quod est malum non sumere rationabile.

Sed magis et convenientius bona fortuna utique videbitur

esse in eo quod est bonum sumere. * *
Quod et secundum se ipsum videtur eufortunium esse. In eo autem

[quod est malum non sumere

07a35 per accidens eufortunium. Est igitur bona fortuna sine ratione

07b1

07b5

07b10

natura. Bene fortunatus enim est sine ratione habens impetum
ad bona, et haec adipiscens, hoc autem est naturae.

In anima enim inest natura tale quo impetu ferimur sine ratione
ad quae utique bene habebimus. Lt si quis interroget sic
habentem, "Propter quid hoc placet tibi operari?”, "Nescio”,
inquit, "placet mihi", simile patiens his qui a deo aguntur.
Etenim a deo vecti sine ratione impetum habent ad

operari aliquid. Bonam autem fortunam non habemus convenienti et proprio
nomine appellare, sed causam frequenter aimus esse

ipsam. Causa autem alienum a nomine. Causa enim et

cuius est causa aliud est, et sine impetu adipiscente

bona causa dicta, puta aut malum non sumendi,

aut iterum non existimans bonum accipere bonum sumere.

Est igitur talis bona fortuna differens ab illa, et videtur

hoc ex rerum eventu fieri, et
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secundum accidens bona fortuna. Itaque et si talis est
bona fortuna, sed ad felicitatem talis utique
07b15 erit bona fortuna magis propria, cuius in ipso principium impetus
est ad adipiscendum bona. Quoniam igitur est felicitas non
sine exterioribus bonis, haec autem fiunt ex bona fortuna,
sicut satis diximus, cooperativa utique erit felicitati.
De bona quidem igitur fortuna dicta sunt haec.
Apparatus>*

06b30 felicitate] facilitate 72 b32 esse] est 82 b33 bonis om. 72 b34 contingit] contingat 82

b36 hoc] hec fortasse legendum est || veniens] veiens Vat. 2083 b39 aut] autem 72 07a2 post

talibus add. est 72 || aut] autem Vat. 2083 a3 hic om. 82 || quod om. 72 a4 ubi om. 72 a5

minimus] minus 82 a6 bona om. 72 || hoc] hic 72, hec Vat. 2083 a7 enim] autem 72, 82 fors

recte a8 et om. 72 a9 ut] aut 72 all et] at legendum? (cf. A) al2 tamen] tantum 72, tameu

(sic) 82 || hoc] est 82, fortasse hec (haec) legendum est al13 manifestum] in animum 72 al4

quid] quidem 72 al6 pravis] pravus 72 al8 fortunae] naturae 72 a21 fortasse dicit legendum

222 hec] hoc 82 a24 ante nobilem add. et 72 a25 cui] cur 82 a26 hic] hii 72 a36 est enim 82
|| habens] his 82 a37 hec] hoc 72 a38 inest] ni est 82 b3 ante placet add. sic 72, 82 b4 vecti]

verti 82, acti codices Vaticani (teste Pelzer) b8 et cuius est om. 72 b9 malum] nullum 72 b10

sumere] sume 72 b11 differens] ferens 82 b12 ex] in 72, et Borgh. 127 b12 hoc] haec? ego,

hic Bussemaker (nescioquo) b13 secundum] hoc Vat. 2074 b14 sed] si Vat. 725, 2072,

2084, Borgh. 37 b16 magis propria — adipiscendum bona om. 82, Borgh. 127 b16 ad om.

72, 82, Borgh. 37 || bona] bonam Borgh. 37 b17 fiunt om. Vat. 725

Translatio Admontensis (A)

This preliminary text is based on Lacombe’s report of the translation, as it appears in

cod. Admontensis 608, ff. 60v-62V (14th century) (but the report only extends as far as

341 include even obvious errors. Of especial interest are the manuscripts’ disagreement with the printed editions at
07a7 (where the Latin may have been corrected from the Greek or may have been changed conjecturally).



ordinabit (07a13),5% and on a collation of Oxford Bodl. Canon. Lat. Class. 271, ff. 245t -

247t (15th century).5¢ The translation is only known to exist in these two manuscripts.

6b30 Quoniam autem morali philosopho de felicitate sermo est,
et de bona fortuna erit ei utique considerandum. Multi enim putant
felicem vitam eandam esse et bonam fortunam, aut non sine bona fortuna,
et recte forte. Sine bonis namque exterioribus, quorum
fortuna domina est, non contingit esse felicem penitus. Determinandum igitur
6b35 de bona fortuna quid sit, et quis est bene fortunatus, et
qualiter et circa quid est bona fortuna. Primum igitur super hanc intentionem
[veniens quis
et considerans utique dubitabit. Nam nullus dicet utique fortunam
esse idem quod naturam. Natura enim est cuius causa semper et
similiter est; aut ut in pluribus similiter effectiva est. Fortuna autem
Tal numquam {similiter aut raro}, sed inordinate videtur accidere. Et communiter
fortunam dicimus in talibus. Sed neque intellectum aut rationem quandam
[fortunam putamus esse.
Etenim et hic non minus ordinatum est, quam quod semper et similiter
[sic se habet,
fortuna autem non sic. Propter quod et ubi plurimus intellectus
[* *_ ibi
7a5 minimum de fortuna. Ubi vero plurima fortuna, ibi minimus intellectus.

Sed tamen etiam quibusdam videtur fortuna esse ut cura quaedam a deo.

[Sed neque

33 See Lacombe, [1939] 17, 73, 160-1. I use the same symbols as before (see p.73n.53), and in addition use ‘{}’ to
point out those parts of the Latin translation that do not correspond to anything in the Greek manuscripts. I have
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made some obvious corrections to the text given in Oxon., and these are signalled in the apparatus that follows the

text. One could make more, but it is dangerous since errors in the Latin may have originated either from a faulty

Greek exemplar or in the process of the transmission of the Latin,
36 Prof. Michael Frede kindly helped me read it.



hoc forte bene. Deum enim dignificamus dominum existentem esse talium

ut dignis distribuat et bona et mala,
fortuna autem et quae sunt a fortuna, ut vere videtur velud contingenter, fiunt.
7a10 Si autem deo tale quid attribuemus pravum ipsum
iudicem faciemus vel non iustum. At hoc non conveniens est
deo. Sed tamen extra quidem hoc in nihil aliud fortunam utique quis
ordinabit. * * Videtur igitur omnino extraneum esse fortunam
ponere intellectum aut rationem aut scientiam quandam esse.
7al5 At vero neque cura aut benivolentia quaedam a deo
esse videtur eo quod et pravis {multociens} eveniat bona fortuna.
Deum enim pravorum non est verisimile {talem et ad talem} curam
[habere. Restat
ergo convenientissimum esse quod bona fortuna ut natura quaedam. Est autem
et fortuna simpliciter et bona fortuna in his {et huius modi} quae non in nobis
[sunt. Non autem in his quorum
7420 nos ipsi domini sumus et potentes operari. Quapropter quod iustum secundum
quod iustum, nullus dicet bene fortunatum neque fortem {aut castum}
[neque totaliter
aliquem eorum qui secundum virtutem aliquam dicuntur tales. In nobis enim
[est haec habere et
non habere. Attamen {convenimus} in talibus convenientissime
[bonam fortunam
dicimus. {Quod non in nobis bonorum morum sunt velud in nobilibus.} Nobiles
[enim fortunatos dicimus et universaliter
7a25 quemlibet cui talia bonorum existunt, quorum non ipse dominus
est. Sed tamen {vere} nec hic utique principia {quae ex genere et cognatione
[unicuique sumuntur vel fortuna vel a} fortuna bona proprie dicuntur.

Est autem et multipliciter dictus quis bene fortunatus. Etenim cui praeter
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7a28 {previsionem et} cognitionem suam acciditur aliquod bonum operari, {cum
[tamen contrarium facere potuisset si voluisset} hunc bene fortunatum

7a29 dicimus. *

7a30 * Est igitur bona fortuna in eo quod bonum

7a31 alicui accidit praeter rationem. {Similiter} et in eo quod alicui malum non accidit

7a32 *
7a33

Ta34 * et in eo quod est non sumere malum
7a35 quasi per accidens eu fortunium {dicimus}. Est igitur bona fortuna
[{primo et principaliter}
natura sine ratione {in hominibus bene operans}. Bene fortunatus enim est sine
[ratione impetum habens
7a37 ad bona et haec {impetu suo} adipiscens, hoc autem est naturae.
{Velud hyrundo facit nidum et aranea telam, et formica paleas colligit per
[hyemem non a proposito sed ex natura}
7a38 In anima enim {hominis} inest a natura tale quid ut impetus quidam et
[instinctus quo ferimur sine ratione
7ol ad id quod est bonum. Et si quis interroget sic se
habentem "Quare tibi hoc et sic operari?", respondebit, "Nescio
sed placet mihi", hoc simile quid patiens his qui a deo aguntur {et moventur}.
Etenim a deo vecti {et directi} sine ratione impetum habent ad
7b5 operari quid. Bonam autem fortunam non habemus convenienti et proprio
nomine appellare. Sed ut causam quandam frequenter dicimus esse
ipsam. Causae autem ratio rursus aliena esse videtur a nomine fortunae.
[Causa enim et
b8 cuius est causa differunt. {Propter impetum ergo solum bene operanti recte
[fortuna ut causa dicitur esse operationis.} Sine impetu {vero} adipiscente

769 bona ut causa {non bene} dicta est {talis fortuna} ut in eo quod est



80
[malum non sumere

7b10 aut non providentem bona accipere * *
Est enim talis bona fortuna differens ab illa, et videtur
haec ex rerum convenienti eventu fieri, et
secundum accidens. Igitur et si talis {etiam} sit
bona fortuna, ad felicitatem tamen
7b15 proprie magis bona fortuna dicitur illa, cuius in ipso principium est impetus
ad adipiscendum bona. Quoniam igitur felicitas non est
sine exterioribus bonis, haec autem proveniunt ex bona fortuna,
sicut*  * diximus, bona fortuna utique cooperativa erit felicitati.

De bona igitur fortuna {universaliter et in typo} dicta sunt haec.

Apparatus®’

06b36 rasura unae litterae post inte Oxon. b37 considerant Oxon. 07a2 aut] om. Oxon. a3

hic ego] hoc codd. || semper et similiter] similiter et semper Oxon. aé adeo Oxon., corr.

Oxon.? a7-10 hoc forte — pravum om. Admont. all judicem om. Oxon., add. s.1. corrector ||

vel] aut Oxon. || at] et Admont. a10-11 est deo conveniens Oxon. al2 om. quidem Oxon. ||

post hoc add. pr(a)ed(i)c(amentum) (?7) Oxon. || transp. fortunam post utique Oxon. a22

habere ego, -eri Oxon. a23 habere ego, -eri Oxon. a24 dicimus] dicemus ego a26 hic] fors.

hec Oxon. || principia] fors principaliter legendum (cf. Bf) a35 eu fortunato ut vid. Oxon. a38

telam ego, telum Oxon. b3 adeo Oxon., corr. Oxon.2 b8 -ente ego, -enti Oxon. b14

felicitatem ego, felicem Oxon. b18 -ativa ego, -ata Oxon.

Recensio Panormitana

37 There are a series of headings (or rubrics) in the Oxford manuscript written in red ink: b30 ante quoniam:
incipit liber dictus de bona fortuna a13 ante omnino: quod fortuna non est intellectus nec ab intellectu intellecta ut

vid. a26 ante est autem: quod bona fortuna duplex est  a35 ante est igitur: quid sit bona fortuna
quid: quid sit nomen proprium bonae fortunae.

bS post
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The third, the ‘Recensio Panormitana’,>® known only in Palermo Bibl. Comunale Qq.

G.31, ff. 195v-199v, begins: Quoniam de felicitate sermo precessit, de bona fortuna congrue

sequens est sermo quia multi putant felicem vitam in bona fortuna consistere... The

manuscript is from the fifteenth century.
I do not know enough of Recensio Panormitana to ascertain where it fits into the

stemma. It looks to me, on the slenderest of evidence to be later than both the other

translations. In what follows I discuss only Bf and A.

The relationship of Bf to A%

Bfand A differ in striking ways. First, Bf is very much a word-for-word translation -
the order of the Greek is followed and the Latin is extremely inelegant® - whereas A,
especially in the first half, is freer in the constructions it uses.! A is notable too for its
inclusion of what must have been marginal notes in an ancestor. These notes are often
included at the wrong place, so that the explanatory marginal note precedes the sentence that
it is meant to explain (e.g. the parallels from nature which appear after 07a37 try to explain
a38; cf 07a24). This characteristic bears the hall-marks of faulty transmission of the
translation.

The most striking feature of A is the way in which it is, in places, more a paraphrase
than a translation. The first sentence is a good example of this - the Latin introduces a person
- the moral philosopher - where the Greek does not. A tries to avoid the natural reading of
the Greek which is to take the indirect questions, év tict and mepl ti, as being questions
about the location and scope of the fortunate man. These were thought by the translator to be
strange questions: the inquiry proposed here, and executed below, is an inquiry into where

good fortune can be found, and what its scope is. To make this clear the translator has made

38 See Lacombe, [1955] 1026.

39 Lacombe, [1939] 17 discusses inconclusively the priority of the two translations.

60 07a20-2 is incomprehensible in the Latin of Bf, but very close to the Greek. 07a30-5 is chaotic in Bf because
Latin cannot use the infinitive as a verbal noun in the way that Greek does. At 07a36 the Latin est habens is awful.
61 For example, 07a20-2 has been made much clearer in the Latin of A. An interesting reading is at 07a7 where A

reads existentem esse, but Bf has existentem. Not all rebarbative features in Bf are eliminated in A (cf. 07a30-5,
07a36).
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several changes: he introduces the question ‘What is good fortune?’, changes the question év
tio to qualiter (referring to the fortunate man), and adds a reference to good fortune to
make it clear that the question nepi i refers to good fortune, not to the fortunate man. In the
process &mA®dg (35) has been omitted. What value these changes have is merely conjectural,
and radically conjectural at that.

We find a similar thing happening at 06b38-9. The sentence, as found in the Greek
mss. is inadequate here, and A does offer a different text. If we reconstruct the Greek,
bearing in mind A’s tendency to paraphrase, we would have something like: 1 Yop @boig
goTv 05 aitio del koi GoodTmg éoti fi Mg &rl 1O mOAD doahtng momnTkh €otiv. This is
very different from any Greek manuscript but also very different from Bf, but very like
Spengel’s solution for this corrupt passage. We shall see that A is not to be relied on as
testimony for reconstruction of the Greek.

The translator of A has a better sense of Latin than the translator of Bf, and a
keenness to write something about good fortune which readers will understand. This
difference is sufficient to suggest that A was made later than Bf. The lateness of the
translation is no guide to the age or quality of the Greek manuscript used, however.

Where A adds phrases or words that are not in the Greek or in Bf, he is supplying
exegesis of the text, without acknowledging that this is the case. A startling example is at
07a37 where the examples of a swallow making its nest, a spider its web and an ant its home
from chaff is supposed to convey to us the idea of what an irrational dpu is. In order to
revert to the subject of men, and their Oppod the reviser found it necessary to add the word
hominis in a38.

Bf and A are close to each other, as can be seen by looking at the complete apparatus
below pp.154-5. Bf and A were not made from any one Greek manuscript which survives,
because they do not share all the peculiarities of any of the pre-1300 Greek manuscripts
which survive. In this chapter C P are wrong at 07a38 (viyn instead of yuyxf), at 07b11
(cdréupopog istead of Subupopog). A L K are wrong at 07a31 (npa&on instead of drdpEon). L is

wrong to omit &v in 06b37, changes 1| Toyn &v 7oig TolwdToLg to &v TovTog N TOYXM in 07al-
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2, adds &yov after dcadtmg in 07a3. K adds pév wrongly in 07a22. A reads wepi not mope in

07a27. The first hand of V makes several mistakes which are not to be found in Bf - 06b38 1y
yop @O om. V1, 07a3 doodrag] advtdt V1, 07b3 dpéoker pot, Spotov was originally
written in V as &pket pot, & pot v. The corrections in V date to a time after Bf and A would
have been written. None of these errors occur in Bf or A. Since there is no sign that Bf and A
were made from C, the shared omission at 07a29-30 is coincidental.

Some of the readings of Bf and A are clearly wrong: at 06b36 éni Tadt’] super hoc

Bf, super hanc intentionem A: we need the plural; at 07al12 &w... To0t0V] extra... hoc Bf A:

we need the plural which is picked up in the next line; at 07a17 8¢] enim Bf A: ydp is out of
place - we are not given a reason for the truth of the preceding sentence, but another premise.

It is more likely that the compendium for y&p in Greek led to the mistake than that autem

became enim in the transmission of the Latin translation. 07a21 Aéyeu] dicet Bf A; 07227 &¢]
autem et Bf A (= 8¢ xai?);, 07b14 odv om. Bf A; 07b19 tocadra] dicta sunt haec Bf A,
where it is easier to explain the intrusion of the verb than to explain its omission, and where
haec probably does not point specifically to the Greek tobro rather than tocadro.

Bf has a few errors not in A: 07a16 kol om. Bf, habet A; 07a25 transp. o0t0g post
kOprog Bf, 07b2 ot om. Bf, habet A.

A has many errors not in Bf, for example: 06b38 del 0V éoTLy aitio] oty 00 oitio
Gel A; 06b38 toHrov] kol Goodtmg éott A; 06b39 transp. fi ante g A; 07a2 67 sed A (=8¢

?); 07a2 v om. A; 07a2 §j Adyov dpBdv] aut rationem quandam fortunam putamus esse A;

07a3 &vrtodBa] hoc A; 07a3 koi] quam A; 07a4 post doodteg add. sic (= ottmg) A; 07a4 koi

Aoyog om. A; 07a4-5 évtodBo édariotn ... Toxm] ibi minimum de fortuna A.

Thus two options are open: either the translations were made from a lost manuscript,
or they were made from at least two extant manuscripts. Where there is deviation between
the families of Greek manuscripts, Bf and A tend not to side with one family in particular but
with the truth. E.g. 07a5 kol om. ALK V Bf A; 0726 6e®v K V, 0600 CP AL, dei Bf, a
deo A; 07a30 the Latin translations read dndpEon with C P V against A L K. The easiest

hypothesis, and one that concurs with Harlfinger’s findings for E.E., is that Bf and A were



made from a lost manuscript and one independent of w. This will be confirmed if there are
places where Bf and A are right against all the Greek manuscripts. Susemihl does accept one
reading on the basis of the Latin: at 07a30 & codd. graeci] in eo quod Bf A, which led Bonitz
to conjecture &v ®.

Are there further readings which the Latin is witness to? One notable reading that
occurs thrice in Bf A is in, where the Greek manuscripts have éni (07a19-23). In 06b36 both
versions had rendered éni by super. Whereas, in the phrase é¢’ fuiv (07a19, 22), to translate
by super nos would miss the sense completely, and hence justify the translation of the Greek
by in nobis, even in a word-for-word translation, this is not the case for the instance of ént in
07a23: émi 7olg tol0vToIg oikewOTepov THY evTVY o €poduev. Now, the question of the
location of edruyio was raised in 06b36 (év tiot). After the author has distinguished nature
and chance, he concludes that Toym is ‘spoken of in the case of such things [i.e. disorderly
events]’: 810 Ty TOxM év tolg Towovtorg Aéyeton (07a2). The realm of fortune or good fortune
continues to be expressed in spatial terms, answering the question ‘Where does chance
occur?” (¢vtadBo 07a4-5), it occurs in base people (év Totg pardAorg 07al7), it occurs in
involuntary actions (¥stv 8’ M evtuxion kol i ToxM év Tolg UM €’ MUiv odorv 07a18-9), it
occurs in the existence of some unexpected good and in not having some harm that one does
expect (fotv 1 edruyio &v 1@ dyaddv TL VRAPEoL Topd AdYov Kol €v T® Kokov P AoPelv
eVAoyov 07a30-2), cf. 07a27, 07a33 too. The sort of place where evrvyia can be found
varies in these uses of the word év - events, people, actions and states are all candidates for
the location of edruyio. In 07a23 we should read év and take the sentence to mean: ‘But we
shall speak more appropriately of good fortune <as existing™> in the following people’ viz. in
people who have goods which are not in their control (07a24-6). The reason for émi replacing
&v in the extant Greek manuscripts is not hard to seek: 8¢’ has occurred twice in the
preceding four lines and was in the mind of the scribe of & when he wrote not v but éni.

This is the second case where Bf and A are right, and the Greek manuscripts wrong.
A may be a revision of Bf rather than a fresh translation from scratch. This would

explain both the similarities that I have noted and the change to more idiomatic Latin.
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Particles have been changed, the word order altered. Sometimes different Latin words have
been used to translate the same Greek word. It 1s likely that the reviser worked with a Greek
manuscript in front of him, when he made the revisions, but if so, the manuscript appears to
have been close stemmatically to the one actually used to make Bf. The two translations
share errors that could have been avoided if recourse had been had to any of the surviving
Greek manuscripts or their immediate ancestors.

If it is right that the translator of A used both Bf and a Greek manuscript from a part
of the tradition that is now lost, %, it becomes only a question of terminology whether we call
it a new translation, or a revision of the old one.

A decision on the provenance of A will have to await further research on the three
translations. Whatever its origin, its help for the constitution of the Greek text is far less than
that of Bf. There are no readings of A which are not also in Bf from which one might be
tempted to construct what M.M. wrote but what has become corrupt in the Greek mss.

If it is right that x is independent of ®, then, by stemmatic principles, agreement
between it and any of the independent Greek manuscripts will be sufficient to guarantee that
the reading that they share is the reading of the archetype, unless the readings are mistakes
that arose coincidentally. Of course, it does not follow from this that the archetype had the
right reading.

The difficulty of supposing that the ancestor of Bf and A was independent of ® is that
there would be several instances (in a short passage) of coincidental error. One such example
is at 06b35 1ig K V, quis Bf A, 1t C P A L - below (p.388) I argue that =i is the right reading;
another is 07a21 where 3ikouov is given by K V Bf A (iustum), but C P A L are right in
having &ixonog, at 07a26 if we read xvpieng dv with C P A L, we have to suppose that K V’s
av xvpleg coincidentally agrees with Bf A.

We could avoid this degree of chance coincidence in two ways. We could either say
that Bf and A were in fact made from two manuscripts, say V and a, - but this would reduce
the status of the ‘good readings’ at 07a30 and 07a23 in Bf A: we would have to call them

conjectural. Or we could say that there was contamination between n and Bf, and imagine 1
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being corrected with the help of Bf. The four incidences of ‘coincidental error’ recorded in
the previous paragraph would no longer be coincidental.
Either way, Bf and A are not nearly as useful for the constitution of the text as Bf is

for E.E. It is difficult to be at all sure about the stemmatic position of Bf and A. We either

have:

® X

/N

Greek mss. Bf A

or y being the product of contamination between a manuscript derived from 1 and one

derived from o.

Authors of Bf and A

Pelzer, [1921] 319, considers the question of who made Bf. We have no manuscripts
of this work dating before the end of the thirteenth century and so it is likely that it was made
in the thirteenth century. Pelzer compares the translation of Bartholomew and Bf, and
concludes that Bf chapter I is not an extract from Bartholomew’s translation - Bf does not
share the omission at 1207b13-4 with Bartholomew, and there are differences of translation.
It may be that an analysis of how particular Greek words are rendered in Latin would enable
the identification of the authors. Note that in 07a6 Bartholomew renders émyiélew by
studium, Bf and A by cura. Minio-Paluello, [1965] 180, notes that in their translations of de

Mundo Bartholomew translates émypeAntig by studiosus, whilst Nicholas of Sicily translates

it by curator.

Gregorio Tifernate (= Gregorio da Citta di Castello; Publius Gregorius Tifernas, 1414-64)




This translation was discovered by Garin.%? Tifernate translated E.E., several works of
Theophrastus, and in 1456 Strabo’s Geography XI — XVII. Garin dates the translation of
M.M. to ¢.1453, and reports that it is dedicated to Pope Nicholas V. The translation exists in
Laur. Lat. plut. 79, 15, ff. 1-74r, and also in Vat. Lat. 2096, 2110, 2990.63 Garin (p.74, 102)
does provide a report of the opening of Tifernate’s translation:

Quoniam de moribus dicere volumus, considerandum prius est cuius pars ii sint; mores, ut

brevi dicendum sit. non nisi civilis pars videntur. Nemo enim rem publicam tractare potest,

nisi talis sit qualem virum probum dicimus. Probus autem is est, qui virtute praeditus est.

Quam ob rem quisquis in republica versari debet bene moratum esse oportet. Civilis itaque

pars atque initium ea videtur, quae de moribus pertractat. Prorsumgque tractatus ipse, non

moralis, sed civilis iure appellandus est. Primum itaque quidnam virtus sit et ex quibus,

dicendum videtur...

And the explicit:

haec itaque incusationes non habent, sed in amicis aequalibus atque in tali amicitia talis

incusatio est. Quare considerandum est quomodo in amicorum aequalium amicitia amico uti

conveniat.

I have underlined words of interest in both the incipit and the explicit. The explicit is
not of much help in determining from where Tifernate made his translation. 13b27 itaque is a
translation of odv, the reading of o and B. The incipit is more revealing: 81a24 moribus is
#O®v with o B, 81a24 prius is mpdrepov with o, 81a26 videntur is Sokel with o, 81a27 enim

is yoip with P alone, 81b25-6 civilis itaque pars atque initium ea videtur is pépog dpa €otke

KOl GpyT ... Thg moArtikfig, which is again only in P.

The translation of E.E. was made, according to Harlfinger,%* from Vaticanus gr. 1342
(= P), and incorporates some corrections to that manuscript. Provisionally his translation of
M.M. was also made from Vaticanus gr. 1342 It will have to be checked that Tifernate

shares the special readings of P, and does not share those of the manuscripts copied from P.

62 Garin, {1951] 72-4 and 102.

63 See Mancini, [1923] 78; Kristeller/Kranz (edd.), vol. II (1971), 230, 280.
64 Harlfinger, [1971] 23-4.
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Giannozzo Manetti (1396-1459)

Manetti’s translation is dedicated to Alfonso of Naples. The translation of Manetti
appears in Vaticanus Pal. Lat. 1021, a manuscript with a preface written by Agnolo Manetti,
Giannozzo’s son.®

Dirlmeier (p.112) notes that Manetti’s translation has not received as much attention
as that of Valla, and this despite the fact that Manetti made his translation first. His
translation has still not been edited, and Susemihl did not accord to Manetti the respect he
gives to Valla in his apparatus, indeed Susemihl appears not to have known about Manetti’s
translation.

Brockmann, [1993] 66n.79, argues that Manetti used at least two manuscripts, one of
which was Pal. 165, a manuscript he owned and which he had used for his translation of
E.E.66 Manetti also owned copies of Bartholomew’s translation: Pal. Lat. 1011 and Pal. Lat.
1012.67

Garin%8 provides the incipit of Manetti’s translation:

Quoniam de moribus tractare constituimus prius considerandum duximus cuius

facultatis partes mores essent. ..

and the explicit:

itaque considerandum utique erit quemadmodum in amicitia, quae inter pares est,

amico uti oporteat.

Giorgio Valla of Piacenza (1430-99)%:

65 Garin, [1951] 71, says that Vat. Urb. Lat. 223 contains the translation.
66 See Harlfinger, [1971] 24.

67 See Cagni, [1960], and Lacombe, [1955] 1192-3.

68 Garin, [1951] 73, 102.

69 For bibliographies for Giorgio Valla’s life and works see Kristeller/Kranz, Vol. 1, pp.126, 224 and Vol. VI,
pp.56-7.
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The translation by Giorgio Valla was the first complete Latin translation of M.M. to
be printed. Valla also translated Aristotle’s Poetics.”? His translation of M.M. has been very
influential, but not for the right reasons. It was first printed in 149671, then again in 1497,
1498 (twice), 1516, 1522, 1549, 1550-2, 1563, 1619, 1668 and finally printed in 1831 in the
Berlin edition.”?

Valla’s translation, as it appeared in the 1496 edition and in the 1516 and 1522
editions begins:

Quoniam de pertinentibus ad mores dicere constituimus, primum cuiusdam rei pars sit mos,

ducimus considerandum. Ut igitur paucis absolvam, non rei alius videtur pars esse quam

civilis. Atqui civilibus in rebus citra quempiam qualem esse effici nihil potest qualem inquam

ut studiosum esse ac probum. Studiosum porro esse idem quod virtutes habere...

and ends: .. proinde considerandum quo pacto utendum amico fuerit in ea demum

amicitia quae inter pares fuerit conciliata.

The translation begins in the 1590 and 1831 editions:

Quoniam de moribus agere propositum nobis est, primum illud videndum, cuiusnam scientiae

vel artis pars sint mores sive moralis haec disciplina. Ut igitur paucis absolvam, non alius

70 See Lobel, [1933] 8ff., 24fF ; Tigerstedt, [1968] 16-24.

7! Dirlmeier (p.112) refers to Fabricius’ Bibliotheca Graeca (ed. 1793, Hamburg, vol. 111, p.268h)‘ Fabricius refers
to a volume of Latin translations of Greck texts pubished in 1488 (per Ant. de Strata) in Venice containing
Nicephor Blemmida’s Logic, Cleomedes’ de Mundo, Aristotle’s de Mundo and many other works including
Valla’s translation of M.M. There is no copy of Valla’s translation printed in 1488 in the Bodleian Library, the
British Library or the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venice. (For the last piece of information I am indebted to
Dott. S.R. Minutelli.) I thus call the 1496 edition the first edition - either the 1488 edition is very difficult to find
or Fabricius made a mistake. Heiberg, [1896] 37, and Gardenal, [1981] 93-97 think that the first edition was
printed in 1496.

72 For the first edition see the bibliography. Later editions were: Paris, 1497 [B.L.: 1.B.40142]; 1498 [B.L.: Hirsch
1.124]; a volume with the same contents that Fabricius says the 1488 edition had (see previous note) published on
30/9/1498 in Venice (per Simonem Papiensem) [B.L.: 1.B.23982]; F. Taegius (ed.) Opuscula Aristotelis: Grecorum
sapientum volumina quaedam... Aristotelis... secretum secretorum... Eiusdem liber magnorum moralium
volentibus scientie legali operam dare apprime necessarius, 1516 [B.L.: 528n.23] - in this edition Valla is not
acknowledged as the translator; the edition which contains Ruffus’ translation (see bibliography) (Paris, 1522),
Lyon, 1549 [Bodleian: Vet. E 1 ¢.25]; Venice, 1550-2; Basel, 1563; Casaubon’s edition (Lyon, 1590); G. du Val's
edition, (Paris 1619); the edition of Silvester Maurus (Rome, 1668) (see below p.105); Aristoteles Latine
interpretibus variis, edidit Academia Regia Borussica, vol. I1I, 589-606 (Berlin, 1831) [Bodleian 2902d6].
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videtur pars esse quam civilis. Civilibus autem in rebus absque eo ut sit aliquis talis, vel certo

modo affectus, effici nihil potest: puta ut sit probus ac ewovdotog sive virtutis studiosus. Esse

autem orovdotov idem est quod virtutes habere. Oportet igitur, si quis secundum politices

sive civilis scientiae praecepta agere velit, eum moribus probis ac compositis esse...

The translation has clearly been revised. Both Dirlmeier (p.112) and Wagner”® quote
the 1590, 1831 edition as though it is Valla’s, when it is not. Susemihl, who records Valla’s
translation with the abbreviation “Va.” in his apparatus, refers (p.126) to the 1496 edition, but
was using the revised version.” By way of illustration a) that Valla’s translation underwent
revision, b) that Susemihl was using the revised version, here are some examples:

The 1522 edition tacitly improves Valla’s translation:

Line no. Greek 1496 1522, 1590 Susemihl’s
and 1831 report of
Valla
90a23 Kol om. et xoil
05a217 oV om. non ov
06a21 f et vel 7

Casaubon (1590) explicitly emends the translation: 7

Line no. Greek 1496 and 1590 and Susemihl’s
1522 1831 report of
Valla
83a39 €pel in quo dicam €pd

73 Wagner, [1973] 37.

74 He was probably using the 1831 ‘reprint’.

75 This line is a good illustration of how the versions of the Latin have improved. Where Susemihl printed 00<8e>
&60 eioly Siégopot od ypoyportikod, K and Mut. had 8w eiciv Sibgpopor ol ypoyportikoed, which was rendered by
Valla (1496) as id propterea differunt grammaticae. In 1522 we find et propterea non differunt grammaticae, and
in 1590 and 1831 non sunt nimirum duae grammaticac diversac.

76 On the title page to volume 1, Casaubon says that it is his practice to add Latin translations ‘quac Graeco

contextui melius responderent’, and on p.85 of volume 2 says that Valla’s translation of M.M. is ‘cum Graeco
contextu collata’,




84b30
85b2677

91a4

92b678
93b22
95a8
97a25-6

03a6
03b9
05a21
05b7
05b14
13b27

xoil
ToT’

oVOE OeT

thy]

GOKETY
ovrTog

Kol oL —
005 GPYG
TOTEPOG

av ioconto
o}

{dlov

3

ov

on

om. et

haec eadem

neque oportet non oportet
vero

nec om.

iniustum afficere

neutiquam om.

om. habet

utrum uter

se remiserit
om.
suavissima
om.

om.

se permiserit
hic
suavissimum

non

itaque

3

Tt

00 det o

om.
GBLKETY
om.

habet

ToTEPOg

&v eloonto
0

nowotov

0V

itaque

And the 1831 edition contains further improvements, and no longer mentions Casaubon’s

revision - the reader is told that the translation is Valla’s:

Line no.

98b1

Greek

£

dipot

1496, 1522,
1590

om.

1831

igitur

Susemihl’s
report of

Valla

£

dpo.

I am unconvinced of some other readings which Susemihl credits Valla with having read:

91a33 Valla (in all editions) gives plura pericula - a rendering of Mut.’s impossible kivéuvot

77 Here Casaubon mends the Latin but not the Greek.
78 Here Casaubon had conjectured pv for A,
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nAetov. We do not need to suppose that Valla read or conjectured mAgiovs.

93al13 All Greek manuscripts I have read (including Mut.) read névta xoi ®dv. Valla renders

this by cuncta et omnino. Susemihl unnecessarily thinks that Valla read mévrog
instead of mév.

93b3 Valla has iubet where Mut. had xeletet as a ypluperon reading in the margin. The Latin
will not have been a translation of Tpootdrret, as Susemihl says, but of keAever.

98a2 The 1496 edition, quoted (below pp.94-7) to show the close connection to Mut.,

differs from the 1590/1831 Latin which Susemihl read: At quae cum ratione sunt,

veluti temperantia aut fortitudo, quatenus sunt virtutes ut ingenitae, laudabiles. The ut

has moved position. I am disinclined to suppose with Susemihl that Valla read técwg
(with L D Cois. B Ald., ut vid. V2) where Susemihl prints teAéwg (with P A 24),
when 168e, @ is the reading of K2 Mut. Valla was doing his best with nonsense. The
word order, in any case, is strange in both translations.

98a26 1 see no reason to suppose with Susemihl that Valla had a Greek manuscript without
ti¢. Valla’s translation of 8fjAov @ kol 1 @pdVNoIG TdV Emanvetdy Gv Tig €in in all

editions is; non dubium quin prudentia quoque eorum sit quae sub laudem cadunt.

02b11 In 1496 Valla has maxime reprehendenda. Only after 1590 does the translation read

magis reprehendenda so Valla is not a witness to WekTotépoL.

03a6-8 Valla in 1496 and 1522 has an incontinens? Certe intemperans curatu facilior

videatur. Nam si ratio ei... and in 1590/1831 the translation of the same passage reads

an incontinens? certe hac quidem ratione intemperans curatu facilior videatur. Nam si

ratio ei... Susemihl reports that Valla did not translate 03a7-8 {owg—ydip, which is
false even as a report of the 1590/1831 translation. But the 1496 version is a
translation of the text in Mut. where a6-7 otdtm — dixporiig were omitted.

03a28 Valla’s Latin has remained intact in all editions: the Greek in Susemihl’s text is v

ot® 1 Gy Eveomiy oy, DYwg, and Valla paraphrastically gives quia improbum in

ipso est principium. At in incontinente sanum principium est. K and Mut. add. @odAn
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odv before Susemihl’s év. Susemihl for some reason thought Valla read gadAog
before Susemihl’s €v.
03b26 Valla’s cuius ratio will, given the allegiance I will establish between the Latin and
Mut., be a translation of Mut.’s 00 Adyog, not of other manuscripts’ 0% 6 Adyos.

12a19-20 Valla’s non cognoverunt will correspond to Mut.?’s 0Ok évvoodot rather than anything

else.”®

The translation had been revised over the centuries. The 1522, 1590 and 1831
editions gradually made the Latin tally with the contemporary Greek edition 8¢ Susemihl
unwittingly treated the 1831 translation as though it were a reprint of Valla’s translation.

I have mentioned that Dirlmeier and Wagner quote the wrong version. Unknowing
citation of later versions of Valla, as though its readings had fifteenth century weight, is
found in Bonitz, [1844] 21, where he cites the later version of 92a20 which differs from the
original 1496 version. 8! There are places where Bonitz uses the revised version to support his
own conjectures, and where he wrongly imagines that he has the support of Valla. Bonitz,
[1844] 29, uses itaque in the 1590/1831 version to conjecture &1 at 13b27. In fact Valla did
not write itaque, nor any word for ‘therefore’. Rassow, [1858] 22, also cites the revised
version when he says that the vulgate has the definite article at 05a21. Valla did not write hic
here - Casaubon did. Again, Rassow, [1874] 105, uses Casaubon’s Valla to corroborate the

reading ©® kol ko®’ Exoorol at 98b30 - etiam particulatim -, but in 1496 there was no etiam.

Valla rendered 92b5-6 by: nec facit ut nuptiarum dignitas expostulat sumptum sed ibi deest,

is nimirum vilis. The revised translation (1590 onwards) reads: aut si id facere instituat, puta

7 There is no point in quoting in the apparatus Valla’s reading at 92b9-11. Valla’s translation is: opportuno
namque tempore magnifice factum, recte magnificentiae nomen assequetur. Valla’s factum is just an attempt to
preserve the etymology in Latin (peyohompérero from péyo and mpémov, magnificentia from magnifice factum) -
though the translation cannot be judged a success.

80 There are also changes with a different motivation: at 82b14 the unidiomatic rendering by Valla of o0k éomv 31
OV 1 XwpLotd was non utique idem quod separatile, but in 1590/1831 we find the much better: non est igitur
idem cum eo quod separari potest; at 88b18 alicnum is the Latin for &tomov in 1496, but this is replaced by
perineptum in 1590/1831; at 92a20 &AX’ #idn ypnpomonkiic was rendered sed pecuniam incutientis, but in
1590/1831 by sed eius potius quae xpnuotioTikn sive ars pecunaria dicitur; at 94al9 sutor is the translation of
oxvutels in 1590/1831, when, before, it had been rendered by calceolarius.

81 See previous note.




94

nuptias celebrans aut sumptum choro praebens, id non ut decet sed parce nimis faciet. The

support Rassow, [1858] 15, finds to read pev for pf in Valla’s translation is, thus, again,
absent.

These are examples of a persistent belief in the nineteenth century that the 1831
edition reported the words of Valla. When critics cite this revised edition in support of a
Greek reading, it is not, of course, the case that because the oldest authority for the reading is
now known not to be 1496 but 1522 or 1590 or 1831 the reading must be wrong. It is,
however, important to be clear that many of the readings in Susemihl’s apparatus which
appeared to him and to nineteenth century scholars to be witnesses to the Greek tradition are
not. They are conjectural.

The revisions of Valla’s translations were not at any stage made dishonestly. The fact
is that Valla’s translation was being used and read: it was not a museum piece whose purpose
was to restore the Greek (which is its use to a modern editor), but the only way in which
Greekless people in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries could find out what
M.M. said. It was natural that the mistakes of Valla should have been corrected as the state
of the Greek improved.

Where does Valla’s translation (as published in 1496) fit into the stemma? Valla
owned one Greek manuscript which contained M.M., Mut. o.. P.6.10. (88), and he himself
was the scribe of this manuscript. The assumption to tests? is that Giorgio Valla used K itself
as the basis of his translation, if it was from K that he copied Mut. (see pp.28-9), or that
he used Mut. itself. On folio 3V of Mut. a very late hand has written ‘Georgius Valla latine
redditur’, a note which should not necessarily be taken to state that Valla used this
manuscript to make his translation, but just that Valla translated M.M.

A glance at Susemihl’s apparatus shows how often Valla agrees with K. (In the places
where this happens that I have checked, Susemihl’s reports are accurate reports of the 1496
edition.) And the allegiance can be more finely pinpointed to Mut. At 94a13-4 the Latin

shares an error which arose in Mut., omitting @ — Opoimg (recorded by Susemihl, because

82 This was foreseen by Ashburner, [1917] 51.



this error was not corrected in later versions). Valla also omits 97a25-6 kol T — ©0ig GPXOS
with Mut. (not recorded by Susemihl, because it was supplemented in later editions), and at
03a6-7 Mut. omits olt® — dkpathg and so does Valla (not recorded by Susemihl, because
the missing words were later added). The supplement in the margin of Mut. at 88a20-1 (see

p.28) is translated by Valla. At 91a8 Valla gives hectora corresponding to the reading in the

margin of Mut., and not the strange dyytov in the body of the text of Mut. At 98b16 Valla
gives dissolvatur which corresponds to a reading in the margin of Mut. Again, at 00b14
Valla’s Latin incorporates the marginal addition kot’ &petfiv éom (virtute). Finally, at 98a2

oi 88 — émrywopevon was rendered by Valla (1496) as At quae cum ratione sunt, veluti

temperantia aut fortitudo, quatenus sunt ut virtutes ingenitae, laudabiles. A marginal note in

K had added ofov cwgpostvn f dvdpeia after odooun, and the same annotation is given in the
margin of Mut. This is the original source of Valla’s Latin.

It is clear that Mut. was at least one source used by Valla. Where Susemihl recorded
Valla as agreeing with K, the Latin does not provide an independent witness. Hence, I do not
mention in the apparatus those readings where Valla’s Latin translation agrees with K.

A substantial example of the whole process is at 96b14-5: K and Mut. had ©0 pev
adtiig €0t Adyov Exovtog popiov wiyfig. €oty 81 eig 8o v dwaipeoty... Valla (1496 and

1522) has partem esse quae habeat rationem. Ea inquam pars una animae habens rationem. In

duas est partes distributa. But in 1590/1831 his words have been transformed to: partem esse

quae habeat rationem. Partem quae sit rationis expers. Ea inquam pars etc. The first stage is

that Valla used Mut. to make his rather cumbersome translation. Casaubon altered the Latin
to conform with his Greek text. Finally, Susemihl, mistaking the words in the 1831 edition for
the words of Valla, thinks that the Aldine text, on which Casaubon’s Greek text is ultimately

based, is independent support for that reading, and hence follows the Aldine.
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But there are, also, many places in Susemihl’s apparatus where Valla’s Latin
disagrees with Mut., but agrees with other manuscripts. Valla (in 1496) disagrees with Mut.
and agrees with other manuscripts,®? often improving:

With o 84a29 Gpé o, an Valla] &pd § Mut.
94b15-6 &n’ arrod C P2, ab ipso Valla] i’ adtiig § Mut., ér’ ovdeig P!
95a25 xoi om. { Mut., habet o, quoque Valla
02al15 0b om. a Valla34

Witha B: 90a28 dpetiic o B, virtutis Valla] tfig n Mut.

90b32-3 & o a B, quoque Valla] odv n Mut.
92b28 toodrog om.  Mut., habent @ B, elusmodi Valla
94a20 xoi om. o B Valla
97a37 ©0 n Mut.] 7® o. B, ut Valla
With

R
pg

B: 92b5 od o A B, ubi Valla] o0 L K, 8’ 00 Mut.

92b5 pf om. L K Mut., habent « A B, non Valla (sed Valla solus posuit

verbum post peyoAeimg = magnifice)
With o L: 03b180 & o L, at Valla] 6 ©° A n Mut.
With o B: 88b18 diromog B K Mut.] dromov a B, alienum Valla
With P2 09b8 @iiot P2, amici sunt Valla] ¢idog @ Mut.
13a18 ot P2, eadem Valla] todto. @ Mut.
With L 82a36 BéAtiotov L T, optimus Valla] BéAtiov e A m Mut.
05a22 kol + N L, quaeque Valla
With V Cois.: 03al1 wotepog o B K Mut.] =dtepov V Cois., utrum Valla
With B: 97a36 ael M?] ‘1 sic C, { P, 1 B, qua Valla, om. n Mut.
With V B 00b15 BéATov a K Mut.] BeAtioov B V2, melior Valla
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83 Anderson, [1965], discusses the importance of Giorgio Valla in the transmission of Juvenal’s Satires. Valla took

‘some effort in perusing ten or more Mss.” (p.422).
84 non is absent in 1496, 1590, and 1831, but was present in 1522,
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There are also a number of places where Valla’s Latin does not correspond to anything in any
of the Greek manuscripts. Some are at least candidates for truth. See my apparatus at 82a25,
82b14, 82b35, 92420, 96a29, 97a26, 02a26, 05a7, 08b19, 12a17-18, 13b4.

One further point of interest in the translations attributed to Valla is the treatment of
the proper names in 05219-23: in 05219 Aoypunpdi in Mut. was rendered by splendide in
1496/1522, but by Lamprus in 1590/1831. In 05a22-3 1} ©° év Aounpw kol EvViAel was

translated quae in splendido quaeque obscuro in 1496/1522, but by quae in Lampro et quae

in Ileo in 1590/1831. The original translation was conjectural, and is on the same lines as
Becchi [1979] 254, who suggests that instead of the now accepted NnAet ‘non si puo
pensare altro che ad un aggettivo di significato opposto a Aounpds’.

The analysis I have made of Valla’s translation has been largely to undo the
misapprehension of Susemihl that the 1831 translation was a report of Valla’s translation. But
that process has revealed the allegiance of Valla’s original translation to Mut., a manuscript
written by, and owned by Valla 85 The Latin readings that diverge from Mut.’s Greek are not
huge in number, and, until the question is examined in more detail, the provisional hypothesis
is that Valla used Mut. and occasionally checked readings in other manuscripts. Some of his
‘translations’ must be taken to be implicit conjectures on the Greek text.

One point of interest in the 1496 edition of Valla is a section after 87b4, where Valla
inserts a commentary to explain the preceding section. The heading for this commentary does
not make it at all clear that the ‘enarratio’ is Valla’s rather than Aristotle’s: Apertissima huius
loci enarratio, in which Valla explains the geometrical example in M.M.

This has caused some confusion. Although the 1496 version of Valla’s translation
does not number the sections, the translation is divided into paragraphs. In 1522 the
paragraphs are numbered for the first time, and Valla’s enarratio is numbered chapter eleven.
The numeration is then transferred to the Greek text in Bas.3, which moves straight from
chapter ten to chapter twelve. In the edition of A.F. Didot (Paris, 1848) the paragraph
begining at 87b4 is numbered: ‘XI [XII]’

85 Valla used a manuscript now in Estense for his translation of the Poetics. See Lobel, [1933].



In the apparatus I record only those good readings for which Valla is our only known
witness. The importance of the translation of Valla will have diminished in the next critical

edition of M.M.

Girardus Ruffus, Vaccariensis = Gérard Roussel (1500-55)

This translation first appears in 1522.8¢ Ruffus, a doctor of theology in Paris, was a student of

J. Faber Stapulensis.?”

The translation begins: Postquam de moribus dicere elegimus: operae pretium fuerit

scrutari primum cuiusnam facultatis pars, mos est. Ut igitur paucis perstringam: nullius

praeterque civilis facultatis, pars esse videtur.

What Greek text did Ruffus make his translation from? Some faults of the Aldine are
present in Ruffus’ Latin. E.g. 89b32 xod] koo Ald., laboriosa Ruffus, 90a20 om. Y6p,
05b7 {31ov] fidrorov Ald. iucundissimum Ruffus, 05b8 ante gordAn add. GAAK tf GordAn

¢Voet Ald., add. atqui improbae naturae Ruffus, 07a20 om. 1} dikodog Ald. Ruffus, 07a31

om. kol evAdyov Ald., Ruffus.

But at other places Ruffus has a text better than the Aldine - e.g. 82a21 &Aoyov]
évéhoyov Ald., irrationalem Ruffus, 89b5 éxovsiog] dkovoiowg Ald., spontaneis Ruffus,
02a34 mepi] méAv Ald., circa Ruffus, 05b19 pnyj om. Ald., nec Ruffus, 11b9 nérpog] mowépeg

Ald, patris Ruffus, 11b9 kol &pyovrog] mpdg dpyovrog Ald., erga (= npdg) imperantem
Ruffus, 13a28 tiyng] wuyfig Ald., fortunae Ruffus.

Ruffus certainly used the Aldine. But he also had some other source (a Greek

manuscript or Valla’s translation) with which to correct some of the errors of the Aldine.

Weit Amerbach (= Vitus Amerpachius, Weit Trolman) (1503-13/9/57)
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86 See bibliography. It appears again in Magnorum Moralium Aristotelis libri duo, G Ruffo interprete (Patis, 1547)

Bodleian [Byw. K. 2. 12].

87 See Lohr, {1980] 705. B.L.C. vol. 284, p.72 attributes to Girard Ruffus one book: Divi S. Boethii arithmetica
etc. (1521).
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Amerbach®? is another Aristotelian scholar of whom Susemihl seems not to have
known. He was born in Venice and died in Ingolstadt. He was a professor at Wittenburg
University, and later at Ingolstadt University (1543-57), and it was here that he concentrated
on Aristotle’s philosophy and rhetoric. As well as his work on Aristotle, he commentated on

Horace’s Ars Poetica, and on Cicero’s De Officiis and Topics.?

His translation, published in 1554, begins:

Quia proposuimus tractare de moribus, initio videndum est, cuiusnam sit facultatis

pars. mos. Ut igitur sim brevis, non alterius, quam politicae pars esse videatur....

and ends:

_..At inter aequales amicos et in horum inter se amicicia talis reprehensio versatur.

Videndum itaque fuerit, quomodo uti oporteat amico in eorum, qui sunt amici

aequales, amicicia.

Amerbach had more than one copy of the Greek to hand (‘nostri codices’ p.105, 334),
although one is regarded as the principal exemplar (‘noster codex’, p.307). Sometimes we
can tell what reading his source had from the way in which Amerbach translates - we have
the Latin - and sometimes we know because Amerbach himself mentions what the Greek he
read was - we have the Greek.

Amerbach used an early printed edition of M.M. The following readings of the Aldine
are either translated by Amerbach or are cited in Greek: 82a19-20 xorr’ TOvV] K0®” ArOTDV
(sic) (p.31); 82a21 dhoyov] dvoroyov (p.31), 89b5 éxovoiowg] dkovoiowg (p.102);, 89b32
kaAd] koxd (p.102); 90a20 om. yop (p.102); 90a35 whyv €Ev] dpeTny (p.104); 98a30 ye] te
(p.258), 03a12 ta] ©d (p.309); 03a12 xaxd] kord (p.309); 03a28 év] eadAog év (p.307);
04a5 éneinep éotiv] énel mdipeott (p.314), 05b7 {&rov] RdoToV (p.334), 05b19 Oom. pn
(p.334); 06a2 0] ©0¥ (p.341); 06210 woincov] motoova (p.341); 06al1 dpoa GArd (p.337);

07a20-1 om. 1j dixonog (p.350); 07231 om. koi — eBAoyov (p.350); 13a28 Thyngl woxiic
(p.422).

88 Amerbach [1554].
8 The information in this paragraph is culled from W. Trusen’s article in Neue Deutsche Biographie (1952).
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This is good evidence that Amerbach used the Aldine or a text derivative from the

Aldine. By the time Amerbach published his book there were more printed editions of M.M.
It is likely that he used one of the Basel editions (1531, 1539, 1550), the Walderiana (1535)
or Camotius’ edition (1552), but this is yet to be determined. At times Amerbach reads things
which are not in the Aldine:
90a35 &€ oD Bas.1 2.3, Walderiana, id ex quo Amerbach (p.104), ¢¢ ®v Ald. et mss.,
Camotius
02a34 mepi] néAv Ald. Bas.!-2, Camotius, de Amerbach (p.292), nept mév Bas.3, név
nepl Walderiana
03a12 Amerbach (p.307) read i in his source (‘noster codex’) not 1i- I only know of this
reading in A.
05b8 Amerbach (p.327) does not have the extra words GAAG Tfi orOAN @boer which
appear in the Aldine, Bas.!: 2.3, Walderiana and Camotius’ edition before gadAn.
Occasionally (p.148, 211) Amerbach cites an “interpres’. On 03212 (just cited)
Amerbach comments: ‘Interpres consentit’. The ‘interpres’ appears to be Giorgio Valla. On
98b16, where the Greek mss. and the Aldine have ékxAeinton, Amerbach (p.261) writes
‘Interpres videtur éxA0mton legisse, ac putavisse mendam esse in hac scriptura: sed ego
sequor nostrum codicem. et sane plenior et convenientior instituto est illius verbi significatio,
quam huius.” Probably Amerbach was using one of the editions of Valla’s translation which

do not attribute the translation to Valla.®® This would explain why he does not name Valla.

Nicasius Ellebodius = Nicaise Helbaut (¢.1535 - 1577)

Wagner®! discovered a late translation and a set of ‘Notae’ by Ellebodius. Wagner’s
article gives an account of Ellebodius’ life and works. It was in Padua in 1568 that the

translation was done. The quality of the translation is high (Wagner, pp.25, 37). The

90 See p.89n.72.
91 Wagner, [1973] 27, 36-42.



translation survives in only one manuscript, Ambros D 291 inf. (ff 1197-151v), and this is not
the manuscript in which the translation was originally made, but a copy (Wagner p.27).
It begins (Wagner’s report):

Quoniam de moribus dicere volumus, prius considerandum est, cuius pars mores sint.

Itaque ut breviter dicamus, non alterius videtur pars quam civilis facultatis. In civilibus

porro nihil agi potest, nisi quis sit cuiusdam modi, hoc est exempli gratia probus.

Probum autem esse est habere virtutes. Oportet ergo, si quis in civilibus idoneus ad

agendum futurus est, moribus esse probum.

and ends:
...inter aequales.

As far as Wagner can tell (p.38), Ellebodius used the Aldine from which to translate,

but he had several other books to help him: a copy of de bona fortuna, Bas.!, and

occasionally Ambros. B 84 sup.

COMMENTATORS

There are also later commentators whose contribution to our understanding of the
text must not be neglected. In chronological order they are Iodocus Clichtovaeus (1522),

Weit Amerbach (1554), Nicasius Ellebodius (1577), John Case (1596) and Silvester Maurus
(Rome, 1668).92

Iodocus Clichtovaeus (1472-1543)

Clichtovaeus writes an introduction to the the 1522 edition which contains Valla’s
and Ruffus’ translations of M.M.93 He calls E.E. the ‘parva moralia’ (p.1), and says that
M.M. is so called not because of the size of the volume, but beause of the ‘ubertas’ and the
‘copia’ of the material treated in the volume (p.1). He describes M.M. as ‘ut epitome est et

compendaria quaedam collectio totius libri ethicorum’, and notes that the thought is more

92 See Dirlmeier (pp.112-13) for further contributions from the fifteenth to the seventeenth century.
3 See p.89n.72. For Clichtovaeus see Lohr, [1975] 713-14.
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compressed in M.M. (p.2). Valla’s translation is criticised: ‘nonnullis in locis obscura videatur
et involuta, intellectuque difficilis. discedat etiam interdum a graeci codicis intelligentia, atque
deerret ab archetypo’ (p.2).

As well as an introduction to the book Clichtovaeus writes two sections after each
chapter translated by Ruffus, the first section is called ‘Explanatio’ or ‘Commentarius’, the
second is called ‘ Annotationes’. The first of these is uniformly exposition of the arguments
and ideas of M.M. The second, the Annotationes, covers some of the same ground, but he
also criticises Valla’s translation: ‘non videtur graeci codicis sententiam omnino exprimere’
(p.17 on 86a38-b1, cf also p.35 on 92b2), and again ‘In qua quidem tralatione potius suum
(quem animo cocepit) explicuit sensum quam literae Aristotelicae intelligentiam aperuit’

(p.61 on 01al4, where Ruffus’ translation is favourably contrasted). On p.19 Clichtovaeus
tells us that he has looked at a copy of the old [Bartholomew’s] translation, and that this
copy was in the Sorbonne. Clichtovaeus approves, with qualifications, of the old translation
(p.62): “fideliter sententiam Aristotelis (ut potuit) explicavit. et propemodum verbum verbo
exacta nimium diligentia reddidit. ac venustatem orationis concinnitatemque loquendi
neutiquam observavit: rudi tantum sermone et inculto contentus’. Again Ruffus is praised for
retaining the sense (sententiam) of the original, maintaining a glittering style of expression

(nitidum orationis decorem affirmavit), and thus exceding the old translation and Valla’s

translation (p.62).

Weit Amerbach

Amerbach’s translation (see above pp.98-100) is divided into sections, and after each
section he comments on what has preceded. The scope of the commentary is, however,
broader than the contents of M.M., and this is especially evident on pp.211-31 where two

short essays are inserted De Aequitate, and De lurisconsultorum definitione, et divisione

Turis, et definitione Tusticiae. The first begins: “Nihil in hac tractatione de aequitate habetur 4

Ad Nicomachum haec res insigniter est explicata. Inde nos quaedam huc transferamus, ne qua

94 M.M. does, in fact, discuss émeixew, aequitas, at the start of book II. Amerbach realises this later - p.264.



pars paulo iustior desit huic operi. Haec autem non est minime certé: ac miror eam hic [sc. in
M.M.] omissam esse ab Aristotele.” There then follows an exposition of émieixeio in EN..
The second essay springs from the discussion of justice. It discusses modern legal theories of
justice - especially those of Ulpian, Alciatus, and Rodolphos Agricola.

Christian thought is often explicitly brought into the commentary,®> a wide range of
Aristotelian texts are referred t0,%¢ and so are other ancient philosophers. Amerbach notes
rhetorical and stylistic features of M.M.

Most of what Amerbach does is to explain what M.M. is saying. Sometimes
Amerbach takes issue with the ideas expressed in M.M. (see pp.58-60, 68, 142, 312-14, 330,
392).

On the question of why M.M. is so called, he says (p.25) ‘Magna Ethica vocat hos
duos libros, non a prolexitate operis, cum sit velut compendium librorum ad librorum ad
Nicomachum et Eudemum: sed ab eo quod libri sunt maiores, quam sunt fer¢ in illis operibus
maxime priore’. It is the size of the books, not the fact that M.M. is a compendium of E.NN.
and E.E., that accounts for the title, Amerbach thinks.®”

Amerbach does think that M.M. is such a compendium. For this view, see especially
p. 119 where the section 91a36-b19 is descibed as short and clear, and adds ‘ut etiam ipsa
tractatio compendiosa est, non ita copiosa et splendida, ut est in fine tertio libri ad
Nicomachum’; p.164, where E.N. is called a ‘copiosa tractatio’, but M.M. a ‘compendium’:
in the discussion of justice in M.M. everything is explained ‘breviter et obscurius’; also p.264
where the author of M.M. is said to have skimmed over (“perstrinxit”) rather than explained
(“explicavit’) the issues.

Amerbach also assumes, without questioning it, the authenticity of the treatise (e.g.
pp.30, 54, 62-3, 211-2 et passim). On p.342 he addresses a broader question when he says

‘Nequoquam autem sequor eos, qui putant vel nullos, vel paucos Aristotelicorum libros

%3 On p.360 he says: “homo Christianus hoc rectius potest iudicare, quam Aristoteles’,
96 The most mentioned text of Aristotle is E.N. I found only one reference to E.E. (pp.385-6).
°7 Here Amerbach anticpates Moraux; see pp. 180-1.
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extare: ac hos qui habentur eius nomine, tantum esse commentarios velut communes, et a
multis congestos in hac Peripateticorum secta’.

He makes many suggestions to improve the text that he read. Some of these can be
ignored because we now know much better than he did what the Greek says, but I record in
the apparatus conjectures that still merit attention at 82a19-20, 90a20, 90a23, 01a31, 01a32,
03al, 03al2, 03a22, 03b19, 05b19, 06a10, 06a12, 08a21, 08a21, 08a37-8, 09b36, 11b8-9,
11b9, 12a13.

Nicasius Ellebodius - Notae

Ellebodius®® made an important contribution to the constitution of the text of
Aristotle’s Poetics, and this has only recently been realised.®® For M.M. his contribution is
also significant. To the end of his translation he attached his ‘“Notae’, fifty-two notes on
MM, I, and fifty-four on M.M. I1.19° In these notes he a) reports readings from other
manuscripts and from printed editions, b) makes conjectures (‘hervorregende
Textverbesserungen’), ¢) explains the text (Wagner pp.15, 27, 37). The Notae exist today in
two manuscripts, Ambros. 0.246 sup. (= Martini-Bassi 609, p.700) and Ambros. D 291 inf.
ff. 152r-156v, a copy of Ambros. 0.246 sup.

Dieter Wagner identified Ambros. B.84 sup. as the ‘liber antiquus’ from which
Nicasius Ellebodius brought forward (beibringt) many readings. I have recorded Ellebodius’

conjectures in the apparatus.

John Case (c.1544- 23/1/1600):

John Case, fellow of St. John’s College, Oxford, wrote a commentary on M.M. and

this was published in 1596.191 Each section of the commentary begins with a question which

98 See Wagner, [1973].
99 See Kassel, [1962] 111-21.
100 Wagner, [1973] 27.

101 Schmitt, [1983], disusses features of Case’s work in Oxford on Aristotle. He wrote four books on Aristotelian
treatises and in each he ‘introducfes] a certain amount of new material not found in the Aristotelian text’ (p.142).
Schmitt says ‘Case’s general tendency was to read Aristotle in a rather Christianised Neoplatonic way, drawing
upon an interpretative framework far broader than the corpus Aristotelicum’ (p.95).
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is answered by Case. Sometimes he introduces an imaginary opponent to Case’s own
position, and then demolishes the argument of that objector. He addresses the question of
authenticity (p.1ff.) and his imaginary adversary says that he thinks M.M. is ‘aut nugatorium
et otiosum esse... aut Aristotelem non scripsisse’. Case denies this, and advances one
argument that the treatise must be authentic if learned Aristotelian scholars such as Giorgio
Valla and Faber Stapulensis'®? spent time on the text. The commentary is much shorter than
that of Amerbach, and is less learned. The frequency with which other books by Aristotle are
cited is much less, and there are no discussions of variant readings, nor any conjectures. The
importance of this book is limited to those interested in the state of Aristotelian scholarship at

the time Case was writing. He has nothing to contribute to a modern discussion of M.M.

Silvester Maurus (ed.) Aristotelis Opera (Rome, 1668) pp.307-94

There is a short proem in which Maurus notes (p.307) that it is odd that M.M. and
E.E. should intervene between E.N. X and the beginning of Pol., given the way that the first
introduces the second. Maurus takes M.M. to be a compendium of E.N. The translation of
Valla is printed (though we are not told that it is Valla’s) divided into sections. After each

section there is some exegesis of that section, in which Aristotle is assumed to be the author.

EARLY TEXTUAL CRITICS

102 Case is referring to Jacobus Faber Stapulensis (= Jacques Lefévre d” Etaples), c.1460-1536. On whom see Lohr,
[1976] 726-32. Faber Stapulensis wrote a short book called Ars Moralis in Magna Moralia Aristotelis Introductoria
(Paris, 1494) [B.L. IA.39414]. This book was frequently reprinted in the first half of the sixteenth century. The
book is an endorsement of Aristotelian ethics rather than a commentary on MM, No mention is made explicitly of
E.N,, E.E., or M.M. Section by section, Faber outlines Aristotle’s views, then raises questions (quaestiones) and
answers (clementa) and then draws morals (apothegmata), commands to the reader, like ‘Perfice teipsum’,
‘Neminem lede’, ‘Ratio dominetur’, The book ends with a Peroratio Exhortaria, which begins: Vos ergo quos ad
virtutes natura genuit, virtuti parete; fugite vicia. Sola enim virtus suo nos officio beatos efficit... Circa enim
humanam vitam (ut nos recte admonet Aristoteles) minus verbis quam opetibus creditur. The order of exposition is
that of E.N. rather than of M.M. and there is no section corresponding to M.M. 1I i-iv, nor to good fortune (M.M.
ILviii). Case, then, was wrong to cite Faber Stapulensis as a precursor who had shown interest in M.M.. As far as
we know, he never read it. The words “Magna Moralia’ in the title of his book do not refer to M.M., but are

Faber’s own evaluation of Aristotle’s ethics (E.N.) as ‘great’.
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Pier Vettoril©3

Annotations by Vettori in his copy of the Aldine (now in Bayerische Staatsbibliothek,
Munich [2? Inc. c.a.31617-5]), are recorded by Susemihl in his apparatus, with the siglum Cv. The
majority of the readings of Vettori recorded by Susemihl are to be found in B (see Brockmann,
[1993] 54-5, 59n.51)194. Vettori even has one reading which is a recent addition in B at 89b36. At
03a28, where Susemihl prints €v, V had @orOA1t 0OV €v but -1 oOv has been deleted. B no longer
survives at this point, but Paris 2024, one of its descendents, has @oOA- év, leaving a gap.
Vettori records in the margin of his copy of the Aldine that B too had left a gap with the word
Aeiner. Where Vettori does report B, there is no need to record Vettori’s annotations in the
apparatus of a new edition. There are several readings which are not in B, however, and these are
still of interest. These can be divided into three categories:

1) conjectures of Vettori at 95a31, 97b35.

2) readings not in B: at 83a5 (yp. to0tw, a reading from a L K), 83b19 (yp. érel o1,

unknown in mss.), 89b25 (rpaxtolg with a A D K2, but B has mpaxticoig), 09a7

(ocvopeépovtt with n L, but B has ocopépdv 71, and this is probably the source of Vettori’s

marginal note).

3) readings in places where Barb. no longer survives, where Vettori read something which

is not in Vindob. at 03a10 (86En Vettori, 86Ee1 V, 86Eerev cett., 03b13 (yp. Aéympev

Vettori, Aéyopev codd).

The annotations of Vettori are not recorded in toto by Susemihl, and the microfilm in

the Aristoteles Archiv is barely readable. A necessary future task is to read his annotations in

Munich, and confirm that there are not more readings that are not in B.

Joseph Scaliger (1540-1609)105

103 See Pecorado, [1986], for a brief account of his life and further bibliography.
194 Vettori also wrote in the margin of this copy of the Aldine annotations from the translation of Bartholomew.
We know that he read the manuscript which is now at Cambridge, Harvard University Lat. 39. (See de Ricci

[1935] 980). Perhaps it was from this manuscript (written ¢.1300) that he copied the readings of Bartholomew into
his copy of the Aldine.

105 For Scaliger, see Grafton, [1984].
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The record in Susemihl’s edition of emendations proposed by Scaliger does not always
correspond with the record of Scaliger’s emendations provided by Oncken,1% although Susemihl
used Oncken’s work (Preface, p.vi.). At 82al7, 83a30, 86b14 and 88b34 Susemihl credits to
Scaliger conjectures which Oncken does not mention. And Oncken had claimed (p.106) that his
aim was ‘die erste vollstandige und zuverlassige Veré6ffentlichung sammtlicher handschriftlichen
Bemerkungen Scaligers zu geben’, excepting trivial corrections of misprints.

The attribution of these four conjectures to Scaliger must be doubted. All are attributed to
Scaliger by Spengel, [1866] for the first time. (That at 86b14 is accepted by Bekker without any
authority cited).

Less worryingly, there are some thirty readings which Oncken gives, but which do not
appear in Susemihl’s apparatus. Dirlmeier (p.113) approves of Susemihl’s low estimation of the
conjectures: ‘exigua est earum utilitas’ (Preface p.vi). In fairness to Scaliger it must be pointed
out a) that some of his conjectures were good, but have been known for some time to occur in
good manuscripts (e.g. at 91a31 he conjectures dvoupetikodg for aipetikoids, at 96b34 tdv
aicBntdv for 1ov aicBntdv, at 98al5 mpdEer for mpdi€n), b) that he did not have access to a very
good text, so he was sometimes trying to restore sense in passages where we have much better
evidence, and c) that his conjectures are accepted by Susemihl at 86b14, 87b19, 92b9 and 04b28.

I retain in my apparatus all the conjectures by Scaliger which Susemihl has in his

apparatus!%7 and add one more at 07a30. The four mystery conjectures I mark as possibly

Scaliger’s.

106 Oncken, [1864]. Oncken records that the conjectures are found in the copy of Aristotelis et Xenophontis
Ethica, Politica et Occonomica. Cum aliis aliquot ex Plutarcho, Proclo et Alexandro Aphrodisiensi
Commentationibus (Basel, c.1535), in Heidelberg University Library.

107 Except at 86a34, where Susemihl records two conjectures by Scaliger. Scaliger read a text derived from the
Aldine (Bas.!3, or Sylburg’s edition) which omits 42 in a34. Seeing the need for a disjunctive after fidovod,
Scaliger moved #tou from its position in front of Admo to a position directly after fidovod. This was intelligent and
an improvement on the poor quality text that he read. But a modern apparatus - unless it is a monument to
scholarship on M.M. - should not record this suggestion, because we now know that it is not a candidate for truth.
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PRINTED EDITIONS OF MAGNA MORALIA!

The Aldine (ed. Aldus Manutius Opera, vol. 5, Venice, 1498)

There are readings which Susemihl accepts solely on the authority of the Aldine.
The majority of these can now be traced further back. (See the apparatus at 86b7, 90b32,
91a21, 94a32, 99al, 99b33-4, 01a33, 01b7, 05a21, 07b20, 08a39, 08b38.) Although the
edition has been influential - Ald. remains the only source for readings accepted by Susemihl
at the following places?: 84b30 (xoi Ald.), 88a2 (mpé&rropev Ald. for mowoduev), 88a31-2
(long sentence), 00a35 (uev Ald.), 03b30 (yevopévmv Ald.), 04b29 (702 Ald.), 11a8 (priwv
Ald. for ¢iAwv) 11a28 (Epoylev Ald.) - there are a very large number of errors which do not
deserve a place in an apparatus to a modern text.

Brockmann argues, [1993] 60-1, that Paris gr.2024 was one of at least two
manuscripts at Aldus’ disposal. Additional examples of errors which occur in the Paris
manuscript (and were not present in B) and are reproduced in the Aldine are: 88a38 transp.
tolvov post v, 90al BovAietesbon] BodresBon, 90a8 om. 7, 90al3 mpdOnTon] mpdOeTon,
93al8 om. &v;, 93b13 om. 7w, 93b18 xoid] xowd, 94a38 dvrekkorfivon] dvt’ ékkonfivon,
96b38 aimodeitewmg] Vrodeifews; 97b20 pévto] pev 61; 98b33 tdV] Tov, 08a10 AoyicTikov]
Aoyikov; 08b13 Paris 2024 inherited an omission of the word i, but this word has been
added above t1j. The Aldine prints only =i, mistaking the addition to the text in Paris for a
correction;, 09b8 gidog] kol ¢irog.

That Paris 2024 was not the only manuscript is confirmed by a number of passages.
The following errors in Paris 2024 are not in the Aldine: 92b15 om. 7°; 94al om. TOAAG —
KekTUévov?; 97b6 yeipov] xeipwv; 98a30-1 om. § ye — dipeth; 99b6 om. 0O — &yaBéZ;
04b18-20 om. el obv — yéveoig, 07a31-2 om. koid &v — 1 edtuyic.

What else did Aldus use, besides Paris 2024? The following readings appear only in

the Aldine and in A: 83a22 aid tfig] ardrfig; 91b15 A8 odTod 10D KOAOD] 7o I” Td KKAoD

! This section aims only to discuss the most important editions.

2 See above pp.13, 30, 32, for readings that can be established to be much older, but which Susemihl only
knew from the Aldine.



109

A, adtod additur supra @ A2, § 8’ 1 adtod kadod sic Ald.; 91b28 om. éom; 94b28 om.
g0, 95a33 awrol] avrtiig, 00a28 yprceton, 07a33 AoPeiv? + 6 kol

The reading just cited at 91b15 in the Aldine is the most striking and is sufficient to
guarantee that the nonsensical reading of the Aldine derived from A and the confusion over
the unusual abbreviation for avtod (see pp.13-14). The only manuscript of which we have
evidence that A parented is €. Both A and € are thus candidates for being manuscripts which
Aldus had at his disposal. But & does not share all the errors which are shared in A and Ald.,
and thus becomes a less likely candidate. If A was used by Aldus in conjunction with Paris
2024, all the readings listed so far would be explained. At 96b3 Susemihl prints § 8¢ 0
avt® and Aldus prints | 8¢ t0 o0t® /3 § 8¢ todrd. The first version is found B €, while the
second is found in 24. This nicely illustrates the claim that Aldus shares readings from A and
24,

But the Aldine’s links to the A L family cannot all be explained by positing A as the
second manuscript used for the first printed edition. The following readings are peculiar to
L and the Aldine: 84b4 év] év 7fj; 85235 om. thv; 86a3 om. T®v;, 98a2 teléwg] Téwg,

So, even the hypothesis that Aldus had two manuscripts (Paris 2024 and A) to help
him make the first printed edition does not account for all the data. There are also important
links with . o and Ald. share the following errors: 86b17 om. &1; 86b22 S6Eeiev + 7, 89a2
drrowgl hdyog; 92b15 ©° af we Ald., om. cett.; 93b25 drepoyfig] OnepBorfig; 94a22 om.
od; 94a22 éotiv] kai T, 04b16 o] éonl o Ald., om. {, 08a27 ¢noi L] ¢voer o Ald,,
¢ficer P2 A ; 10a13 &vopotowg] Gvopiows; 10b21 om. 10; 1169 dpyovrog] mpdg dpyovrog.

There are two significant affinities between the text of the Aldine to Vindob. itself
at 94al,* and at 05b8 ante poOAN add. in mg. GAMY Tfi ye @oOAn @Ooer V2, in linea add.
AL TH QoA @doer Ald.S

The following readings in the Aldine are not in any Greek manuscript:® 84b30 kad;’

88a2 mowodpev] mpdrropev;, 98a30 yel te; 04b29 02, 06a36 petoPog + pev; 08b20 ante

¢ott add. dOckoAdOY.8

3 Here a new page begins (226Y).
*V. B and Ald. omit ©¢, whilst Paris 2024 omits oA — KEKTNIEVOVE,
3 Brockmann, [1993] 61n.60, cites this.
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The results are not conclusive. It does seem, though, as though Aldus had access to
more than one manuscript. Since Paris 2024 does not itself show any marks that we would
expect to see in a printer’s copy, it seems simplest to assume, until further work is done on
this, that there was a manuscript made from Paris 2024 and A. Let us call this p.

Contamination also took place in the Aldine itself, i.e. Aldus used one or two manuscripts

together with p.

Paris 2024 A

M
Aldine
The wide range of sources that Aldus seems to have had at his disposal - in his
preface to volume five of his Aristotle edition he complains about the shortage of manuscripts

for EE., but makes no complaint about access to manuscripts of the M.M. - leads one to

believe that with more care Aldus could have prepared a much better editio princeps than he
did.

‘Aprorotédovg “Anavto. per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1531)°

The Aldine was the basis for Bas.!. Errors present in Ald. are reproduced: 82a21
dAoyov] avéAoyov, 82b4 dAAog] TéAog, 82b7 om. toD; 82b20 A Av; 82b21 81’1 k0®’; 89b5
exovoio] dxoveiog, 91a21 nopfi habent, 02a5 post siotv add. odk &Eénece 8 adTdY O
AoYog 008’ 1 EmoTApn- (repetitio = 02a3-4), 08a24 t00] 10; 08a36 papév] Epapev, 1168
TaTpOc] motépes; 13a24 post pgv add. dv; 13a28 Tiyng] yiyme.

Occasionally Bas.! improves on Ald. At 90a35 Bas.! has o5, but where the Aldine,

and all known manuscripts have ®v. Here it is possible that the translation of Valla

6 Reginensis 125, a manuscript copied from the Aldine shares the strange readings of the Aldine. In what
follows Reg. is excluded. When 1 say “all manuscripts’ I mean ‘all manuscripts except Reg.’
7 Valla does not either. Cf, p.91.

8 Laur. 81,18, in its version of ENN. glosses &pyov with §0cxolov at E.N. 1109a24.
? See below, p.119, for Susemihl’s inaccuracy in specifying which Basel edition readings arose in.
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suggested the change. At 96a29 t® is read in Bas.!, when the manuscripts, and the Aldine
have 76. In both of these passages Susemihl accepts the reading of Bas.!. At 08a27 Bas.!
has gnot when the Aldine has @ooet.

At 02a34 Ald. has méiArv, instead of mepi, but Bas.! has méAwv mepi, which is not
correct, but betrays the fact that another source besides the Adine was consulted. 10

In the margin of Bas.! there are several suggestions by S. Grynaeus (1493-1541).
These conjectures are for the most part fairly sensible corrections of corrupt passages
inherited from the Aldine. Since we have uncorrupt versions of most of these passages,
Grynaeus’ ideas are not worth recording in a modern apparatus. I only mention his addition
at 91a21 in the apparatus, and do not think that it should be accepted.

The edition is disappointing. It is barely better than the Aldine.

‘Apiototédovg “Aravto per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1539)

Bas.2 is very close to the first edition. Everything that I have said about Bas.! is true
of Bas.2: the readings inherited from Ald. are still in Bas.?2 and Grynaeus’ conjectures are
still in the margin. However, occasionally other readings which were shared by Ald. and
Bas.! are abandoned: 86al2 71 Bas?] Tig ® Ald. Bas.!; 93a29 870 Ald. Bas.!] 6¢ Bas.2 (with
C D), 97a36 éomv dei Ald. Bas.!] éomv fi Bas.?2 (with B); 00a31 1y Ald. Bas.l] § Bas.%;
08a35 év todtoe Ald. Bas.!] évrod6a Bas.2; 12b17 om. abtdv Bas.! Ald., habet Bas.2. The
number of corrections is not sufficient to be able to tell what other source was used, besides
Bas.! It is quite possible that no Greek manuscript was used.

There are some manuscript annotations in the copy in the Bodleian.!! There are
headings for sections in English and in Greek. There is the odd comment in the margin in
Greek, but since the time that they were written, the edges of this edition have been

trimmed and so we are missing some letters. One amusing example is at 08629-30 where

MM. claims that friendship for god does not admit of reciprocity. Here our anonymous

hand writes dpoptévers thg dAnPeiog, & yevvdde] A couple of times at the start, errors

10 See below, p.113.
11 Shelfmark [Antig. c. Gs. 1539/2].
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that are in Bas.2 (and were in the Aldine and Bas.!) are corrected in the margin by the same

hand (&Aoyov 82a21, ihog 82b4).

‘Aprototédong “Anovto per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1550)

Bas.? adopts the improvements of Bas.2 that I have noted above, except that at
97a36 we find fj éotv rather than éomv fj. But all the errors which I noted in the section on
Bas ! are still present in Bas.3. And Grynaeus’ conjectures are still in the margin.

A number of times Bas.? improves on what was in Bas.! and Bas.2. The following
readings in Bas.3 are not known to occur earlier, and yet are accepted by Susemihl: at
87b39 Bas.3 omits ofov (with B) when Ald. Bas.!, Bas.2 had had it; at 03b13 Aéyopuev Bas?
et yp. Vettori] Aéyopev @ Ald. Bas.!, Bas.2; at 03b18 6 &’ Bas3, at Valla] 8 ©° A n {a L}
Ald. Bas.!, Bas.2; at 05b19 Ald., Bas.! and Bas.2 omitted puf, but Bas.3 has it.

Not accepted by Susemihl are 03b18 76v 1e] Tov 8¢ Bas?;, 04b28 87 10 Scaliger] ©o
31 ®, 3¢ 70 Bas.3; 11b9 vidov] viovg Bas.3; 11b15 6 1 o B1 8 te 1, 6 Bas?, Bekker.

The improvents in Bas.? are mainly unknown in any manuscript. It remains to be
determined whether they are conjectural, or are taken from a late Greek manuscript that has
not been read properly yet.

This edition includes notes and emendations by J. Velsius, M. Flacius, C. Gesner, P.
Victorius. But the suggestions in the margin are not attributed to any one of these men.
(See my apparatus at 81b25, 00a3, 00b29.)

A copy of this edition in the British Library [518m.1] was owned by Casaubon. He

provides headings and, occasionally, exegesis in the margin. At the very end of the text he

writes: ‘desunt non pauca, opinor’.

J.B. Camotius Opera vol. 5, (Venice, 1552)

Twice Susemihl refers in his apparatus to Camotius’ edition - at 04b28 and 13b28.
At 04b28, however, Camotius does not have what Susemihl says he does.12 He reads 70 o0

Just as the first two Basel editions had and as the Greek manuscripts had. At 13b28

12 Susemihl perhaps relied on Sylburg, who misreports Camotius,
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Susemihl’s apparatus is correct, but it is to be noted that Camotius writes =i without
alerting the reader in any way that the change is conjectural, that all manuscripts and
previous editions had tfj év.

What did Camotius use to make his edition? Camotius shares with Ald. and Bas.! all
the readings cited above p.111. He exhibits little awareness of the improvements that took
place in Bas.!, Bas.2, Bas.3 which I mentioned above. Camotius still reads &v in 90a35 with
the Aldine (Bas.!2? have o0); at 96a29 he still reads t0 with the Aldine (Bas.!:23 have t®);
at 02a34 he has méAwv with Ald. (Bas.!2? have méAwv mepi). There are no signs of
Grynaeus’ suggestions which are in the margin of all the Basel editions, nor of any of the
conjectures of Velsius, Flacius, Gesner or Victorius in the third Basel edition. The proximity
of Camotius’ text to the Aldine is partly explained by the fact that Camotius’ publisher was
the Aldine house.

There are occasional readings which Camotius shares with the Basel editions against
the Aldine: at 97a36 he reads éotv §j with Bas.? (Ald. and Bas.! have éotwv del), at 08a35
he reads évtadBo. with Bas.? (Ald. and Bas.! have év tadto). He may have occasionally
consulted Bas.2, but not in any systematic way. Certainly, he did not consult any
manuscripts. His edition is only of use to a modern editor for its conjecture at 13b28. The

copy in the Bodleian!? has occasional corrections by a reader. I note one in the apparatus at

00a3.

F.Sylburg: "Apisrotéhong T edpiokdpeva vol. 10, (Frankfurt, 1584)

On the title page Sylburg states that his apparatus (printed at the end of the volume)
is based on three earlier editions, Walderiana!4 (1535), Bas.? (1550), and Camotius’
(1552).15 He also uses Valla’s translation to reconstruct the text!s, and adds: ‘Privato

2

iudicio aut coniectura nil mutavi nisi manifestus esset error’.

13 Shelfmark [Auct. L6R.36].

14 Aristotelis et Xenophontis Fthica, Politica et Oeconomica. Cum aliis aliquot ex Plutarcho, Proclo et
Alexandro Aphrodisiensi Commentationibus (Basel, c. 1535).

15 Glucker, [1964] 275, says that Sylburg used earlier editions of Aristotle’s works to provide him with
variant readings and that ‘it is doubtful whether he ever used a manuscript’. For the case of M.M. we can be
more precise. He used no manuscript.

16 At one point over-enthusiastically: at 90a33 Valla’s Latin persuades Sylburg to depart from earlier
editors’ mpdtepov to read moTepov.
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Sylburg’s text is thus of value to a modern editor only for its conjectures. Susemihl
notes his conjectures at: 86a35, 91b15, 92a3, 99a33, 00a37-8, 02a26, 05a22, 08b33, 10a20,
10b33, 11b36, 12b1, 12b19, 13b28, and that attributed to Casaubon in 12a20 was actually
Sylburg’s. 1 have added in my apparatus conjectures of his that are at least worth
consideration at 92a3, 93b39, 94b33, 94b35-6, 01b15, 03b30, 08a10, 11b9, 12a19. Sylburg
does not feature any more in an apparatus on many occasions in which he correctly
conjectured readings which we now know to be correct. For example previous editions had
read O in 86a2, but Sylburg saw that & was correct, in 86al1 he recognised the need for &t
which earlier editions omitted. At 88b13 he realised that Dg’, the only reading he was aware
of, could not be right, and correctly proposed &p’. In 91a31 he corrects his inherited

reading, alipeTikolg to &vorpeticods. One could list many more.

L. Casaubon: Operum Aristotelis nova editio, Graece et latine vol. 2 (Lyon, 1590)

Casaubon’s edition is the first to contain an apparatus on the same page as the text,
and also the first to print the Greek side by side with a Latin translation.1”

Susemihl cites readings from Casaubon’s edition frequently, but not with due
attention. Casaubon quite clearly signals the status of readings that appear in his margin. We
should be told, e.g., that TdyoBOv in 82b2 is a “yp&geton’ reading. But he makes conjectures
at 82a36, 82b2, 83b7-8, 92b6, 92b7, 96b11, 98b30, 00al9, 03b7-8, 03b9, 04al6, 05b33,
07b24, 11627, and 13a4.

It is in his margins'® that Casaubon’s edition represents an advance on earlier
editions, and in his revision of Valla’s translation Casaubon also made an influential
contribution.!® The Greek text he prints is close to Sylburg’s. Many of the yp. readings
record differences in earlier editions can be accounted for in this way. For example, those at
82a21 and 82b4 may have been taken from the Walderiana 2 But those at 82a20, 82a25,

90219, 97a36, 99a8, 05a7 were not taken from any earlier edition. The vp. readings at

17 Casaubon prints a revised version of Valla’s translation. From his reports of Valla’s translation (before
revision) at 08b16-19, we can tell that he used the 1497 edition of Valla rather than the first edition.

18 For a discussion of the marginalia in Casaubon’s edition see Glucker, [1964].
19 See pp.90-5.

20 See above, p.113n.14.
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82a25 and 05a7 may have been inferred from Valla. But those at 82a20, 82b2, 90al9,
97a36, 99a8 had never been printed before, and we must suppose that occasionally
Casaubon did consult a manuscript. We do not, however, know which.

I add Casaubon’s name in the apparatus at 87a8, 93a27, 93a35, 96a27 and 98b34.

1. Bekker (Berlin, 1831)

Bekker is the first editor to consult a range of manuscripts. For M.M. all knowledge
of the text had been based on the left hand side of the stemma. Valla’s translation and the
Aldine edition had been the basis of the received text for over 300 years. He is the first
student of M.M. to show knowledge of K since Giorgio Valla, and his use of MP was the
first time that a manuscript from the Recensio Messanensis had been used systematically for

the constitution of the text.

Editio Tauchnitziana

Three times Susemihl cites readings from this edition (at 03al, 03b17, 03b18). 1
have not been able to find this in Oxford or London. It stems from the publishing house of
Tauchnitz in Leipzig in the nineteenth century. The first mention of it I have found is by

Breier [1845] 844.

U.C. Bussemaker (Paris, 1850)

Bussemaker consulted no new manuscripts, but did incorporate some of the early
conjectures of Spengel and Bonitz into his text. His text is really an updated version of
Bekker’s, but is less scholarly, since there is no apparatus. The preface to Bussemaker’s
edition was the only source Susemihl used for the readings of Bf He features occasionally
in a modern apparatus when he endorses conjectures of Bonitz and Spengel, and when he
posits lacunae in passages that Bonitz or Spengel had diagnosed as faulty, but where
Bussemaker was unconvinced that their suggested supplements were correct (03al2,
03b20-1, 03b22, 06b39). Only at 10a14, where he anonymously corrected (on the basis of

scansion) an elision in a quotation of Euripides, does he instigate a change off his own back.
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F. Susemihl (Leipzig, 1883)
I will make some notes on Susemihl’s edition. First, I will list misprints. These are
mainly of accentuation, but are important if the next editor uses a marked-up copy of

Susemihl’s text. Then I will note some misreportings of the manuscripts by Susemihl.

Misprints

In his Addenda Susemihl lists four misprints (82b17, 87a23, 96a10, 98b1). Dirlmeier
has found 32 misprints in Susemihl’s edition.2! T have found a further 49 - 81a24 &v] &v;
82a7 pN] pn; 82a33 duvdpewng] duvapeds, 83al0 ybpl ydop; 83b6 éot] £ot; 84b31 Twi]
T, 85a18 tpépebon?] TpépecBon; 85a23 Av] dv, 85a39 dmidg] GmAdg, 85b6 ToroDTw]
towdto, 85b18 énmi] éni;, 86b1-2 to00tOV Eotiv] Towobrov éotiv, 87b2 yopl Yip; 88b5 be]
de; 88b10 ybp] yap; 88b29 Tiva] Tver, 89a24 tivdv] Tvev, 91b32 0U8’] 00d’; 92al 6] &;
93b34 dikowov [év] mol] Sikoudv [év] Tor, 93b35 péoov moi] péosov mor, 94a20
avukotodAdtesBon] avitkotoAddrreson, 94b33 BoAAewv] BGAAewv; 95a25 un@’]l une’;
97b30 y&] ye; 98al4 xoha] koAb, 98al7 Opufil Opufi, 99a28 dryoBOV?] &yaBdv, Olad &¢ ve]
8¢ ve; 01210 av Tl &v T, 0lal6 8€] 88, 01a26 xodd] koAd; 02a5 avrol elsiv] adrol
elotv;?2 02a13 Abyw] Aoy, 02a22 Erouverdc] émouvetds, 03a4 dkpdengl dxporng; 03b1 1]
7, 04a6 @pdvipde] epdviytog, 04b18 Hdov] A8ovA; 05a3 Qopv] eopev; 07b6 Gopev] popey,
08b29 eom] éom; 09al5 tédyaBov] TaryoBdv, 09b3 Gpernv] dpethv, 09b27 xa®’] xor’,
10b10 @ideiv] girely; 10b31 @v] dv; 11a32 goypev] goplev; 13b4 moAAoVG] moALOVG,

Also his apparatus has misprints: on 86a34 Cois. has AMnn éom sic; on 88a22 for
xoo read ko, the note on 91a37 should refer to 91a38; the notes on 01a9 should refer to
01a8, which leaves the exclusion of érnoiovv in a9 without manuscript support; on 02b38
Susemihl’s apparatus is misleading: K and V wrongly have odv instead of o at the
beginning of the line, but his apparatus wrongly makes it look as though odv is alone the
right reading of K (and the Aldine) at the end of the line; on 03a8 the corrector in P has not

changed etuortdrepog to dviaedrepog here but did so in 03a6; on 08a28 read K® not K2,

*1 Dirlmeier, p.476. Many of these had been noted by St.G. Stock.
22 As in 1202a3.
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Misreportings (or misleading reports) of the manuscripts in Susemihl’s apparatus. This list is
not a complete list because Susemihl does not record all readings he was aware of, and the
sigla he uses sometimes lead to inaccuracies. The two most misleading aspects of his
apparatus are a) his use of the symbol ‘T1>” to record the readings of Venetus 213 (M?) and
Vaticanus gr.1342 (P) - as can be ascertained from Susemihl’s preliminary article,?? his
thoroughness in collating Vaticanus deteriorates as the text progresses. From 1187-90 he
only records those readings of Vaticanus ‘quae maioris momenti sunt’,24 and from 1191 he
only checked those points where his predecessors had recorded different readings in K and
M. Susemihl rightly had a high regard for Venetus, which incorporates many of the
corrections in Vaticanus, b) his incorporation of Coislinianus 161 into his first family IT'.

Coislin. does not straight-forwardly belong to the same family as K, as Brockmann has

shown.

Misreportings of P

I correct Susemihl’s report of P in Book I at 82a4, 82a23, 82b8, 82b20, 83a31,
84a20, 84a23, 86a34, 87a25, 87a32, 88a2l, 88bl, 88b17, 90a29, 90b27, 91a5, 91a8,
91al7, 94a22, 94a28, 94a29, 95a8, 95a21-2, 96b24, 97a26, 98b2, 98b18. And there are

more instances from Book II.

Misreportings of K

Dirlmeier (p.476) lists 81 misreportings of K. I have re-collated this manuscript
which was collated on behalf of Susemihl by R. Schoell. Dirlmeier’s list is accurate except
that at 93a28 we find fpwveiog, not Apwveiog; at 95b23 K does not omit ovtwg; at 99b33
the positioning of yoip after padrog has been corrected by a later hand, and put by that
corrector after donep, 03b20 the first 6 is not omitted by K; at 07a18 &t is found not

ot at 10a34 K does not read @idowg but @idor. At 11a24 Susemihl’s apparatus already

recorded K’s omission of €57t

23 Susemihl, [1881].
24 Susemihl, [1881] 7-8.
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The following (57) readings of K went unnoticed by Dirlmeier:25 82a26 om. odv;
82b9 arbrod] avrod; 82b10 idéag] eideiag; 82b12 elvon] ein K, corr. K2; 83236 Aéyer + dxg;
83b11 om. 8m; 83b29 ypficacBon] xpficbou; 84al4 téhelov + 10; 84al4 TéryoBoV] dya®dV,
84b9 0] tidn; 84b29 om. ed!; 85al11 Aéyewv + tOv TowoDrov; 85al1 yeop] d1; 85b14 K has 72;
86al0 om. 7}, 86all transp. 6w post tovtwv K, corr. K2; 86b8 om. pesdtnr oon; 87al7
pn + d¢; 87a28 K originally had the t0 mentioned in Susemihl’s apparatus - the recent
corrector placed dots around the word, signifying deletion; 87b7 dyoywv K1] dyoyov K2;
87b9 bt + xai;, 87b30 Beitiwv] BéAtuo KI, corr. K2; 90al7 3et] &m; 90a34 mpdrepov]
notepov K1, corr. K2; 91al5 om. elvan; 92b13 év oig K, éviowg K2; 92b37 om. mpdg, add.
s.1. K2 93a9 edlaPnbiiceton] edroPriceton, 93a21 npdéeg] mpGErv;, 93b39 éomv] éom,
94a23 vopopo] vopiopoart, 94a39 dxolovBioavta] dkolovBficovta, 95a4 om. ki, 95a9
om. ovx £ott 8€; 95238 om. N2, 95b23 &dikoivro] &dikoivrol oi; 96b16 poplov + Adyov K,
97b34 mepi] vrep K; 98b6 atitn] aden, 01a24 t® Aoyiou®] t@dv Aoywspdyv, 02a5 K has
modv, 02a9 éoopévov] Eropévov; 03a10 Spwmg] dpoimg, 04a8 dropriceie] dropricer, 04a8
om. &v; 04al0 om. 0; 06a27 dewrnvorowoi] dewvorowol K1, corr. K2; 07al5 efvow + 1 K;
07a22 fpiv + pev K; 07b20 ein + xoi; 08a32 todro] tordtog; 08b29 mpdg + twov K; 09a12
el] ei; 10al2 &oeoBon K!, Siecton K2 (= rec.); 11a38 @] w0 K!, corr. K2 (= corr.!); 12b24

T00tov] TobTo; 13221 {dwpev] {Sopev.

Misreportings of Coislin. 161

84a29 Cois. has 6ALA dipa. ve sic; 96a29 Cois. has the T which o omits; 98b6 Cois. has yop
d&v; 01a3 Cois. does not omit ov; 01a8 Cois. omits émoiovv here but has it in a9; 01a9 Cois.
has cupBoivewv and cvpBaiver in a8; 03a35 Cois. does not transpose 86Eeie after eivou;

08b14 Cois. has kOva; 09a7 Cois. has svpeépovr;, 10a20 Cois has mheio; 10a32 Cois. has

mielova,

Misreportings of the Aldine

25 1 have been able to check my collation against that of Walzer in his annotated edition, and against
Ashbuner’s notes on this manscript, [1917] 31-55.
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82b9 Ald. has abtod, not avtod; 84a20 Ald. has cuvapBufig not cuvopBueis, 85b14 72 is
not omitted in Ald.; 92a3 Ald. has &veAe0Bepog not averetBeplog, 97a36 éotiv Gei] Ald.
has €&stv i and not éotiv, 03b22 Ald. has the 8¢ which Susemihl says is omitted; 05b27

Ald. gives Bertiovg T8 not BeAdtiovg e, 10al4 1j not 7i; 13a21 {Swpev not {dopev.

Misreportings of the Basel editions

At 86a12, 93a29 and 97a36 Susemihl attributes to Bas.? readings which had arisen in Bas.2.
At 92a24 he attributes to Bas.? a reading which first occurs in Bas.3. His note on 97al6 is
false: all three Basel editions follow the Aldine in omitting xoi — Soo (al5) and then in
adding xai: eig 10 cvppépov #5n" xod ovvteiver. What follows is perfect. The asterisk

expresses raises doubt about whether 1dn is correct.

Miscellaneous misreportings

At 89b20-1 the omission is not present in Z;26 90b32 the poverty of attestation for crvtovg is
not mentioned by Susemihl; 04b18-20 Paris 2024 omits el — yéveosig which is more than
Susemihl says is omitted; 11b9 I accept Mioni’s correction of Susemihl’s report. 07b20
Susemihl does not record that only B and its descendents omit xod after ein. For the

systematic misreportings of Valla see pp.88-94.

Conjectures Misreported

At 90a21 Spengel, [1866] 627, conjectured £kGoTov Or EKGGTMV, NOt EKAGTOL OF EKGCT®.
At 96b22, 97b27-8, 00a2 Susemihl also misreports Spengel. At 03al2 Bonitz’ supplement
1s correctly reported by Susemihl except that pév should be read for €. At 03b20-1

Susemihl wrongly attributes a conjecture of Bonitz in 1844 to Rassow.

Readings of unspecified provenance

There are also several places where the text of Susemihl has a reading which is not

in any known manuscript, or where a reading only arose late, but Susemihl does not tell us

26 So Brockmann, [1993] 60n.57.
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so. See my notes on 1181a27, 1187a8, 1189al5, 1195b25, 1 197a26, 1197b3, 1198b34,
1205b19, 1208b11-13.

There are also minor details of diacritics which Susemihl does not bother the reader
with: at 86a34 the circumflex on ADrod first appears in Bekker; at 94b9 the accentuation
moAiton occurs first in Bekker; at 10a14 Bussemaker was responsible for yoi” - mss. and
editions had given yoia, Sylburg was the first to put a rough breathing on the manuscripts’
avtog (in its different forms) at 11a24, 11a27, 11a30, 11a31, 11a36; Casaubon made the
same corrections at 93a27, 93a35, 96a27; and Bekker at 92a26, 93a30, 03a3, 03a4, 07b38,
08all, 08al7, 10a12, 11b34, 11b37.

The defects of Susemihl’s edition lie principally in a nineteenth century respect for
the manuscript which is thought to be the oldest and the best, in this case Laur. 81,11 (K in
Susemihl, hereafter K). Brockmann’s research has shown this respect to be misplaced. In
addition, Susemihl did not know about two manuscripts (A L) whose importance
Brockmann has revealed, nor of V (whose importance I rate more highly than Brockmann).
His edition, though, is a considerable advance on what had preceded.

Its merits are a more thorough knowledge of the manuscripts - introducing Coislin.
161, and correcting many of the misreportings that Bussemaker had inherited from Bekker -
the incorporation of the contributions made to the text of M.M. by Breier, Bonitz, Brandis,
Rassow, Ramsauer, Rieckher, Chandler, Spengel, Scaliger (see his introduction, pp.v-vi),
and also a great contribution to the text made by Susemihl himself, both conjecturally and in

the punctuation of the treatise.
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Sigla!

Independent Manuscripts

A
B:

<« m - A" O

Ambrosianus B.95 sup. ¢.1300

Vaticanus Barb. 75, 13th century by Rainaldos of Kallipolis. (Only independent where
V does not survive). From 00a31 dpewh péAlov to 07a26 éoriv is lost in this
manuscript.

Cant. UL. 11..5. 44 (1879). 1279 by Nicholas of Oria. (C€ in Susemihl)

Laurentianus 81,11. End of the ninth century. (Kb in Susemihl)

Laurentianus 81,18. End of twelfth century by <Ioannikios et al.>

Vat. gr.1342. End of the 13th century by Nicholas of Oria (P? in Susemihl)

Vindobonensis phil.315. 11-12th century. Only survives from 93b19 (@g) — 13b5
(p1reiv)

Reconstructed hyparchetypes and archetype

3 v ™ R

parent of C and P: we know the reading of o when the first hands of C and P agree
ancestor of A and L: we know the reading of p when A and L agree

agreement between B and n

agreement between K and V (93b19-13b5), between K and B (up to 93b19, and 13b5-
30)

agreement of CP ALK V,ie ofa and (.

Descripti Citati

Ald.

Aldus Manutius’ 1498 edition [Bodleian: Byw. A.4.13]

Ambrs. B.84 sup.: 14th century (Wagner cites readings of this ms.)

Cois.:
D:

€’

Paris Coislinianus 161. ¢.1370. (P2 in Susemihl)
Paris 2023. 15th century by Demetrios Chalcondyles

parent of Cois. and D (1300-70): we know the reading of € when D and Cois. agree

Laur. 81,12: 15th century <Ioannes Rhosos> (I rely on Ashburner’s report of this manuscript)

! For further information on the dates and scribes of the mss. sce Brockmann, [1993] 46-9.
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Laur. 81,13: 1444 by Demetrios Sguropulos

M: Venetus Marcianus 213. ¢.1470 by <Demetrios Hermonymus> (MP in Susemihl)

Matr. 4574: 15th century by Constantine Lascaris

Matr: 4684: 14th century

Mon.: Monacensis 635. First decade of fifteenth century.

Pal. 165: ¢.1442 <Ioannes Sktariotes™>

Rav.: Ravenna 210. 1447 by Athanasios Chalceopulos

\ Vindob. phil.315. 15th century supplement to V, up to 93b19 (Erepov) and from 13b5
(¢9)

Z: Oxford CCC 112. 15th century by <Petros Hypselas>

24 Paris 2024, first half of the 15th century by <Girard of Patras>

Latin translations

T Translation by Bartholemew of Messina (unedited) (see p.66-71)

Bf de bona fortuna - communis translatio (see pp.73-6)

A de bona fortuna Recensio Admontensis (See pp.76-80)
Valla

Other Abbreviations

superscript numbers after sigla: corrections, further detailed where possible. 1 = original scribe,
2 = first corrector etc. If I just cite, say, P! as departing from Susemihl’s text, then P2
will have corrected what P! wrote and the revised reading agrees with Susemihl’s text
(cf e.g. 08b17).

superscript numbers after conjecturers’ names: see bibliography under the name to see which
publication the conjecture is in.

cett.: all known Greek mss. except those already mentioned in the entry

libr.:  scribe

{X}2 the specified reading is illegible in the manuscript, X, because i) the microfilm is not

2 I am indebted to D.S. Hutchinson for this device.
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good enough - especially true for A, or i) the manuscript is damaged - as often in L, or
i) the binding is too tight to be able to read the text - again, as often in L, or iv) the
reading does not exist because of an omission already signalled in the apparatus.

c.p.. comma after

n.p.p.. no punctuation after

p.p.: full stop/semi-colon after

s..p.. question mark after

1 end of a line (cf. 84b18, 11b30)
A + B: After ‘A’ the scribe adds ‘B’

Readings of C P AL K V are always recorded.? I have collated three other manuscripts in full
(B v D), but do not report their readings often, since they are descendents of manuscripts that
we possess. One must not conclude from a reading in the apparatus ‘koid om. B’ that Cois. has
the ko (though this is stemmatically likely), but one can conclude that C P K V (or B instead
of V, where V does not exist) do have kod.

The collation is made against Susemihl’s text. Unless I indicate otherwise, when I

mention Dirlmeier, I am referring to his commentary, and when I mention Susemihl, I am

referring to his edition.

31 dolnot record in the apparatus the places where the manuscripts spell correctly what are misprints in
Susemihl (see p.116 above for these), except where some manuscripts share the ‘misprint’. Nor do I record in
the apparatus orthographical details which I report on pp.169-80.
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Collation of Magna Moralia I

Titulum ad initium primi libris: " APLoTOTEAOVG NOKDY VIKOUOYEL®DY HEYGA®DVY O,
’ApLoTotéAovg NOKDV peydhmy ,
ad imtium alterius libris:! MOV vikopoyeiov peydiwv C P2 (=rec. in mg.),

MOKOV peydiov Pl
> Aprototédovg NOKdY Peyddmv §

1181a24-1193b19 Codd: CP (=), AL (=B), KB (=7m). B n =

1181 a24 MGV a B, prob. Arnim! recte || mpdrov] npdrepov o a25 éoti pépog
{A} || iBoc] MOwcov Frede  a26 dokel a || dv add. Spengel? || dAAwg 1 TdV
rolMak®v M, dAAov A t®v mtolTik®v Spengel2  a27 yop P2 (=libr. ipse)] &’ ,
om. « || dvvarrdv om. D M || ©o0 s.1. A || motdv Bas.3] mowdv @ recte a28 eivai] tig A

1181 b25 npaxtikog] mporypoTikog A || etvon + kot o T || omovdaiov A Bas.3, prob.
Spengel? b26 éotiv dpa mg Eoke ] dperiig €orke C P2, dpa éoce P, P3b27
doxf| Lb28 &v ‘mire hic positum’ Spengel? || 7y s.1. P || o0x] 008’ C

1182 al dpetigutvid. P a2 {owg om. M, Venetus 200 a3 énafewv] dlew o, {owg
&iewv mg. P2 (= rec.), ofetv Rav. ad eidfoopev a K1, -opev K2, sed restituit o K3
(= corr.2) || oxoneicBon] SecBon a, oiesbon M, oxoneivobon Ald. aS kol <Gmog
vevnoOpedo srovdaiol nidg koi> ego || éoton a] ot § || oxéyacbon] okoneilv C P2
(=rec.), oxeiyaocton A, {P} || yap + 10 s.l. C a6 ovvrol] fpeig a || transp.
elvon post Torodtor L || elvon] 2fig A || duvpebo o a7-8 pgv odv] pev K Rav.2, odv
Rav.! {A}, pévtor Spengel?, pev odv <Sume> Susemihl p.100 a9 éoton! K] éorti
B, &v V, om. a recte || &yvoodvteg C dryvoodvrag P || ©0 om. o || domep sl. C
al0 Aoppdverv ci. Susemihl si pévtor (a7) verum est || mpdTepov {] mpdrov o
all eipAkersov a || npdtov P n al4 énoicoro B || iocdkiog {omg C, iodikiog
ioduiig (attamen oGk in rasura) P, iodkng ioog L alSs émywopevog o al6
todtov LK al7 elvon om. B, secl. Scaliger (?), Spengel? || transp. éotiv post elvon
T (esse est), prob. Spengel? al9 yiveroun Ald. || popiw] poévem 1 || ol om. L
19-20 ko’ ovrtov om. M, ko’ ovT@v (sic) Ald., ka®” avtov Amerbach a2l
d&royov] Shov C1, corr. libr. ipse rubro pigmento C, dvéioyov L B a23 ovk opbidg
{A} || opbidc] eixddg o, elkdTdg eadem manu P? || transp. Todto post 3¢ (a24) L
a24 elg te 0 {A} || 7e om. o a25 éxdiotow L, ci. Spengel?, utrique Valla] £éx&otov o
n, éxdiorog A || Tog add. sl C?, in mg. P2, prob. Spengel?, om. @ recte || ©0ig dpeTog

! 1 do not record the ways in which the manuscripts refer to, say, book II: some by using a beta, some by
writing out beta, another by writing detepov,
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<10g> TpoomKkovoag aut Tog Tpoonkovoog Gipetdg ci. dubitanter Susemihl ||
npoonkovoog] mpe movcog (spatio unius litterae post € relicto) C, rperpodoog P,
npenoboog M, {A}  a26 odv om. L n || Tovrov] Todtwy C || pévror todro] 8¢
ToOToL O a27 opetny xoté- {A}|| kol cvvélevéev om. , retinent Donini!,
Dirmeier recte a28 o0 ] ovdev o a28-9 oixeTov: Vrep yop {A} 229 ante
oAnbeiog add. Tiig Dirlmeier || Aéyovtov A a30 ovde L || Todro kakeivo C!, corr.
C2(=rec.) a3l trocobtw (sic) ut vid. A || fyovto B a32 de1] £der ci. ego ||
to0tmv] tovtov L a34 émotiuog ut vid. C a35 &yobdv ut vid. A a36
Bértiotov L T Casaubon, optimus Valla] BéAtiov o A i

bl dote + xai L b2 dyoBdv w, prob. Spengel?] yp. waya86v Casaubon,

prob. Rassow!, Stock, <t0 dprorov> &yaB6v Bonitz? (cf. 83a6), prob. Armstrong,
<ROMTIKOV> &yoBoy Becchi! b4 to0] 70 n || 8e®d P, Spengel? || dyoBod] dryaBov m ||
dAhog +0 a0 b5-6 Drgp — Gryo@od! Susemihl] rgp 100 mwoArTiKoD MUV dpo
AyoBod AexTéov o, Drep moALTKoD dpor NIV AekTtéov &yoBod B, Drep Tod Gpo
Gryol8od Ty Aektéov n, DreEp 10D dpo dyoBod <Tod> Muiv Aektéov Spengel?, Lrep

70D moATIKOD GyoBoD dpo Mty Aextéov aut drep Tod moArTikoD dpa MUV

Aextéov ego, secl. Ashburnerb6 vmep + tob L b7 7oV} 70 K, om. Ald. b8
fil o0 C || év] Ov @, prob. Furley b9 abtod € M] oo o || A L || petéyovro a,
corr. P2 (=rec.) b10 totro € éotiv om. A || T&yo@oD] &yobod C b1l o0 +
ovk &oTL 88 Tarvtdv. L || o] ov A || drdipyer C b12 dyaoig m || Todro om. L ||
glvon] €in K, corr. K2 (=rec.) b13 t68e P b14 &n Rieckher, utique Valla]

& ® blStolom B|w2om o bl6 drocwv a P || dndpxer P, brdpyn A {C'}
b17 70 om. L b18 Opiopog] dpbuog L || opropog] &propog LY, corr. L2 b19
Aéyew] dyewv L || 67l] m in mg. P2 (=rec.), § = L Stock || 6112] 6 =t L Stock || 6 ]
dnaK b20 7] fiv Ald. || 8¢ + xod L || 70 add. P2 (= rec.), om. o recte

b21 6 av Z] 6 édv o, Srav ego || 6 &v fj evanuerunt Cois. || abto] Eavtov L ||
vrdpxov C  b22 6m] 7 in mg. P2 (=rec.) b23 002 om. P || avrfig Bekker] artig
© b25 ém om. C et fort. P, €i Rav,, fort. P b26 kot @g wolel om. A

b28 avti K1 atn C B B recte, atren P b29 0% g Bb30 tédog D Utin.
Bonitz!] t€éAovg o A m, TéA (sic) L || 008’ dipor] 000 B b31 dyaBov L || od {A}
b32 & Srav] 877 v B, 67 A || supra BovAdpedo add. ot libr. ipse ut vid. A

b33 dei€oun] det P, corr. P2 (=rec.) || kol om. { || t®v + xatd ® recte b34 6m]
® o || ayatov B b35 6 av Bekker, quod (... voluerimus) Valla] éav a0 A m

recte, 0 éav P2 (= corr'), {L} b36 ©| om. a (sed rasura trium litterarum P) || &yo®ov
+ 6t P1, del. P2

al ém] om C a2 dpeth] dipetod L || peyohoyuoyio? + dpeti. dote kod 1
peyohoyvoyio (repetitio) A a3 dnl yap L a5 100tm om. A, to0to B a5-6 6m
— £pel ‘haud sana esse suspicantur Brandisius p.1343n.9, neque ego haec satis
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intellego’ Susemihl a6 kot om. B a8 o¥r” om. L B a9 dyobov B all kol
i secl. Spengel?, kod 7o ci. Bonitz! al2 méooung a B || al4 pév om. L
al5 et om. Rav. || éxdoro C, ékbot P alé6 £€xaocrov B || Thi n, om. a P recte

al7 xopepvnmikd C, xoPepvnrik” (sic) P al8 iotpikd C, iotpix”™ (sic) P

al9 &v secludo || 0 npdgl kot B a20 dAAag + dipetog C1, del. C?, post GAAog
rasura trium litterarum P || pugv +év A a2l émotiung + éotmv K, del. K2 (=
libr. ipse) a22 wdte secl. Armstrong recte || ad g K, adriig A a24
dpiotov, kol {A}|| transp. 00de post 8eT L  a26 dpovadv] dyabdv A, dryolbdv
doovdv P corr. P2 a26-7 toig aictntoig] v aicOntdv A a27 xoi om. « B
recte || @aveplrrepo A Rav.] govepdroro o L m || méyaBod o L dyoBob A n, t00
drya®od Rav. 228 transp. Tig post éyxewpfi m a30 de1v'] om. B, secl. Scaliger
(7), Spengel?, Armstrong a31tw om. DM a32 olov e B || 81] 3¢ Spengel?
a33 moAixkn L a34 ovy] od yop B, secl. Scaliger  a35-6 ovdepion — molvtikn secl.
Wilson a35 yap] ve ut vid Al, corr. libr. ipse a36 7] dg dm B K, dog 8° B a37 ovy]
003¢ L a38 gnol om. o || 100te] 100t0 A || dyabd A, d dyodd L || vrep {P} | kol
v M Venetus 200, xoi t6 M2 (= Bessarion, teste Mioni) a39 to0twov B || €pel mg.
P2 (=rec.)] p®d C B B recte, épd vel épd ut vid. P1, év tn K

b4 cuvnupéveg A || ko2 om. A b5 transp. elvou post dBdvortov o P recte

b6 dpotov ut vid. L || éri] brep LK b7 810] S w0 corr. fusco atramento Laur.
81,12, ci. Ellebodius, Bonitz!, prob. Armstrong b7-8 810 — Téy0B0D om. a,
secl. Bekker recte b8 <dfilov TRV &yoBdv> toDT0 Téryolddv Casaubon, <Aéyopev
Thv> 100ToL TéyooD vel simile quid Spengel?, Todto TéyoBOv Bonitz!, Armstrong,
Aéyopev Todto Thryaddv Stock, <ty ék> todTov TdyaBod Dirlmeier aut lectio
Bonitzii, to0twv té&ya8dv Gadamer? b8-18 ovk— émoTiung non huc pertinere
monuit Spengel?., asteriscis circumscripsit, conferens 82a15 sqq., Susemihl, retinet
hic Donini! || 008’ om. D b9 deiv om. Db11 v om. K b16 doattowg C AK
b19 éredn B, yp. énel 81 Vettori  b22 70! om. L || BéAniotov L b23 1y dipxn
secludenda aut ©0 &pyov vel 6 dpywv (cf. Stobaeus 134,21-2) restituendum esse ci.
Spengel? || yop &g’ P2 (= libr. ipse ut vid.)] 8 8¢’ o A m Coraes recte, ote@’ sic ut
vid. L b24 8¢] yop ci. Coraes, p.222 recte || ook obv P L Kb2S &7 om. o b25-6
0vr0g... Gpetig] oUrws... &pxfig Dirlmeier  b26 olov +oi B b27 &mo] éni D
b28 duvéyer m, corr. K2 (= corr.2)  b29 ddvorton ut vid. A, d6vonro Spengel? recte
|| xpficBon K b30 duvéer m || transp. 1o torodro post kodobvron L b31 o
eioiv] &’ eioi C, &1 éom D || ©fj]l o0 LY, corr. L2 (= libr. ipse) || avt@dv Exactov o]
gxactov a0ty B, adtdv . b32 xphoel] xpN L || 00 tfij ovde ut vid. L b33 kot
{A} b34kai] 0L b36 dyobod {A} b37 yopvacio ci. Sylburg || vyieiog]
kol Uylew o b38 toryodd + v B b39-84a2 néven ter] mdvm ter Arnim245 ¢
Stobaeo 135,17-19 (conferens 07b31-08a4) recte
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aloiom. A aénomn a7 tobro om. Mon. || avtddv + T¢ Mon.

a8 téieiovl el L a9-10 unPevog — mopayevopévov om. C - al0
noparyevopévou + od C? nigriore atramento || pev pévov ml pev pdvng p, om. o, puév
Bekkerall transp. RoAA®v post wpoodedpedo B || mpoc- om. A al4 téryabdv

Rassow!:3] &ya®0v o || kol B] kol 0 o n recte || wdv dyaB®dv Rassow!-* (conferens

84b8)] 10 dyaBOv o P recte, &yoBOv M al6 dpiotov om. A al7 post énedn
rasura duarum literarum = &g ut vid. K || g om. o a20 cvuvapiBueig K,
cuvoppvfig ut vid. L || advrod] adrod C AB a21 Bértiorov] BEATIOV O recte

|| éotiv Spengel?] Eoton o recte || olov + &l g Spengel?  a22 oxonot, commate
posita non ante sed post ckomot, Spengel? || transp. ToOtwv post mévtwv L |
Béaniorov] BéAtiov C a23 todro M] tobtwv o || andvtov L || adtod] Ecvtod B,
odtod B a24 Béitiov, conferens a21, ci. Spengel? || BéAtiotov- + el 8¢ Todro,
kol odTd arrod PéATiov vel simile quid Susemihl (addenda) || o® 31] 008’ Spengel? ||
ot ve] ve oftw a B a25 dpd Cois.2, Bekker, Valla (an)] dpo @ || ve] toye a || nidg
a L, om. B || <ei> xwprotov ard, si v. 28 recta sit o lectio, ci. Spengel?, xwpiotod
attod Becchi? || ovdtod] aded Bonitz!, Stock recte, avtdv Stock 26 kod om. A
a27 &'v sic L || é€ &v] 6 € Spengel? || e — PéAtiov (28) secl. Scaliger || todrwv ci.
Ellebodius, Bekker, prob. Spengel?, tottev tob ci. Susemihl, robtov Ambr. B 84
sup. teste Wagner  a28 Béltiov A B, Spengel?] BéAtiotov o L K || xwpig Tottev
n] xwprotov by’ dv o, prob. Spengel?, xwpig Tdv Do’ v P recte  a29 todrol
10076, ve B || om. 6AA’ a K recte, habet B B || Gpé Bekker] dipé. ve @, an Valla ||
ottwot K, rasuit 1 corr.!, restituit corr.? a29-30 transp. &v Tig post 0pbax (30) B
a30 dproov] aodpetov ut vid. L a32 adrij] tootn o a34 Aéyel P || w@dv B
Cois.] om. o B K recte a35 6AL” {owg ovy] {owg 008’ ci. Spengel? a37 om. 6 B

b1 &yoox + ki M b2 olov ai {L} b3 éxr0¢ + olov L, ci. Spengel,

om. Stobaeus 136,14 b4 t®dv to00twv] Toobtov L || év +tfi L bS transp.
dubprorton post &yabo B b8 xai! om. L b9 koi! om. L || 70! Bl ©® o A K recte,
700 L b10 éviov ut vid. A, évi Ald. || 70 om. B b11 oyt o B || lacunam post
Syemg aut post Spasig Doninil || éotiv i Spooig om. m, perperam  b12 yop
Susemihl] 8¢ wb13 &v om. L || €xewv K2, {K!} et in ras. b14 én’] ént tiig L || xoi?
+ém L b15 xoi! om. a L || ! secludendum esse ci. Bekker, prob. Bonitz! ||
ko + 1 f b16 avépyel A b18 pgv mooboav] pévrol odoav C, pév mou //
oboav P b19 &¢ {A} || Tv <oy Tv> ci. Spengel? b20 wontikov B ||
t00tov €0] orovdoiov? Jackson b21 €9 add. supra versum P2 (= libr. ipse),
prob. Bonitz!, om. ® || koi B] om. & 1 || 7@V EAA®V + TV AoHDY o b22
transp. Totvov post Todto B b23 to] i C b24 toynv L  b25 €0 add. sive hic sive
ante moel Spengel?, ante nowel Bonitz!, Bussemaker recte || <e® 0 noei> ob
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Armstrong ~ b25-6 | — pév, eicienda sunt aut corrupta Bonitz!, certe pév etiam
Breier, 1 — kol et 8¢ (b26), quod om. MP, secludenda esse dubitanter ci. Spengel?
b26 tdA o pév] GAAG pumv Spengel?, Tovt’ dAAo pev dubitanter ci. Rieckher

b27 {hoopev o, corr. P? || kol + w0 L b28 Aéyopev — gvdoLoveiv? om. o
b29 3! om. Kb30 Gpa A || éot + 70 L || kod Ald.] om. @ b31 tivog A || 0
évépyero L b31-6 év xpiicer — {fv secl. Stock b32 Av om. Ald. b33
éotivl pev L b34 8¢ xai! Bonitz!] 8¢ © codd., prob. Doninil, 3¢ Spengel? || 1 secl.
Bonitz!, Bussemaker, Spengel? || Tov dpetdv] tdv aipetddv K, secl. Spengel?,
Armstrong, Stock b35 avtwdv Susemihl b36 transp. &v post €in B b37 av

A b37-8 kol téAelov téhog om. § b38 commatem ante (non post)
évepyei Spengel? || évépyew Stock
a2 09 8¢ A || koi? om. A asS 8cov] 6v B a6 xai] o0 L || mept A

a7 transp. xpdv® post Biov L a8 év? secl. Spengel? al0 xoBebdel o € all

Myew + tov Toodtov K || yopl M m al4 olre Alov af 00t v A, 0¥t &v Alav L n

| &v2 + Aoy Aals tovrov] tobte Ald. || g dokel om. L al6 tfig s.1. L al6-23

70970 (16) — adzio (19) in parenth. (tfig (19) — Opemtixdv (23) esse etiam protasin

et i oOv... esse apodosin credens) Bonitz!  al8 dvrog om. A 220 o0tV pev

V] viov tpidv vel 1oy tpudv Scaliger || ©o poplov D || transp. aitiov post €in B

a21 t0% om. L a22 nepi P A || transp. oikewdtepov post dvopo B a23 einn L

a25 tovti B a27 el — évépyew quomodo cohaereant cum el — évepyelv (a24-5)

quaerit Spengel? a28 gotv + tovdeng A a29 slowev L, {P}, corr. inmg. P? (=

rec.) a30 ékeivo P2 (= libr. ipse) B] ékeiv a 1 || 67" v A, 6 T édv L || xév] xod el

B B, xoi K, corr. libr. ipse  a31 éuBdieg A a33 tpépeL + dv de pum EUBGAnNG,

gxer Opuny tpépewv P1 del. P2 (= corr. rubro atram.) || &v] é&v P || post éuBdang

rasura circa sex verborum quam paene legitur: &xe1 Opunyv tp€p v pn GAL C

|| Tpophv2] Tpopig B a34 00dev] 0088 ot B a35 toDrol tod Al || vl 8’ A, om. L

a36tign || mom L a37 énedninep A || 12 om. o a39 seéotepov K1, corr. K2 (=

rec.)

b1 Onep] mepl L b2 0] od «, corr. inmg. C2||pev om. D b4 derpnpuévn

o, corr. P2 (= corr.! ) || 70! om. m || kol +€ig B || 702 om. 1 bS5 pev +yop B b8

transp. 700 fiBovg post dokodor D

b9 7dg Tob tov Adyov €xovrog B K2 (= rec.)]

8GOV Aoyov €xoboog, g Tod Tov Adyov &xovrag, C,

05 TOV Adyov €xoboog, 0bdelg Tig ToD Tov Adyov €xov® P1, sed ovdeig — EyovT
del. P2 (nigriore atramento)

g OV Adyov éxodoag L,

oD oV Adyov €yovrog A,

0 Todtov Adyov €yovro K!
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T0G ToD, TOv Adyov Exovtog K2 (= corr.?)

T0g ToD Tov Adyov €xovtog K2 (= nescioquis posterior)

|| Tov secl. Spengel? b10 ydp] pev P || o0deig] 003’ L b11 003’] 000’ A ||
o0de2] év 8¢ P!, corr. P2 (=rec.) || 70 § C] @ P Cois., corr. libr. ipse P2 b11-12 €i
un fi Bonitz!] elvon §j & L m, eivon, 1| P? (nescioquis erasuit 7), elvo. §j A, €l pun
Brandis (p.1357n.44), [elvon] fj Scaliger b12 t® +wva AK bl3n2om nm,s.l
L b14 72 om. A bl5 ék t@dv] éxtog Chandler, €&€m tdhv ego || NOkDV]
aicOnctmv (e Stobaeo 138,2) Spengel!-2, aicOntdv dubitanter ci. Susemihl (cf.
83a24-7), prob. Armstrong, Diiring?, Cooper!, "Howk@dv Allan?3, prob. Donini!,
Kenny?, teyvev Becchi? (cf EN. 1104a8-14), modnudrov Schadewalt (apud
Dirlmeier?) || 8’] yop dubitanter ci. Susemihl b16 yopvosiov B b18-20 émil e —
crtiov doodtog om. B, suppl. libr. ipse ut vid. b19 61 om. B b205¢] ¢ AB
b22 éri’om. a A b24 tov 9e0v B b25 dexddov B b26 otite O] 6 otre ci. et
02 secl. Spengel? || popodpevog] pdBoug ut vid. A || Toir” Bonitz! (cf. b30), (eadem
editiones posteriores Vallae, 1590-1831)] tadt’ @, Stobaeus 138,15 || koi! om. A
b27 mavtog ci. Spengel? b29 mopd A b33 podvov + 11 Eddeiyer kol mepPoAf
A b35 kox®v Ald. b38 érwvupicog suspectum est Donini! b39
Aéyovtog B

a2 ®] 6B a3 t®v?2 om. L Rav. a4 ante ¢Oocet rasura unius litterae L ||

GAA g (sic) A a6-7 &v — @épecBon om. K1, suppl. K2 (= rec.) obv etiam
omisso a6 Gv] €l a. || odv dvw om. B || pinter C || €6iler o a7 dixBein L a8 xod
om.m a93et]ML|nom CL al10 7 om. K all 67 om. B || transp. &7t post
tottov K1, corr. K2 al2 transp. €{n ante &v L || 7t Bas?] tig o || /| ante &peth suppl.
Brink! al3 ofwBe ut vid. P al6 éieficon om. A || kod om. { al7 €yopev + 1
B 218 opy1AMox A || rasura unius litterae post alterum o in opyopeéa K (-

oipeda?) a19 o¥rwg kokdg] 00, k@G (rasura trium litterarum in medio) B

a20 &yew corr. rec. K2, Rav.!, &éxov @ Rav.? || 702l d A a2l érav] 6m A

a22 opolwg — Spowx secl. Walzer || ki om. m, del. Cois.? || opoia A a23
&opynrov L a24 xoi! om. § || dhalmveiog o a25 0] ©® L1, corr. libr. ipse ||
mAgin L a26 dholwveiog oo a27 ' om. B a28 amdvrov B a29 wpog']

kol A, kot B || tadta] tordeny Ald. || Exewl] &xov B || mpog? om. L || ©pog?] kot B
a30 npog!] kordt B || mpog?] kova B! a31-2 éoti — €xewv om.m a32 tod] to L ||
npog] kover B a34 Abrad Bekker] Admon o K, Aomn A, Aorn L, Adnng B || éotiv B ||
ndoval o A K?] ndovn K! €, ndovij L, ndoviig B || ante i add. 67 s.1. P2 (=rec.)

a35 <8v> éotiv Sylburg, Bonitz! (prob. Stock), <éc> éotv Sylburg, 71 Bonitz?,
prob. Breier, Bussemaker, Armstrong || koi — 3fjAov om. B a37 olov + o B

a38 povydg + 8¢ L, n.p.p. porxog Spengel? || odk] 00 yop ci. ego || pdArov om. L ||
élevBéprog o L
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b1 dAko {A} b2-3 fj — repPorfi ‘haud integra’ Susemihl b2 p.p. dxorasiow
Rassow? || f kol 0 év el i L B, f{ 6 kol AL 1j 0 ol év A2 1j ko K, kol <ordto> kol
6 &v Spengel?, xoi & év Stock, ovy fi xail 6 év Arnim?, 0vBEv fiztov 7 kol O év
Arnim?, 6 <&v avt®> kol <ovy> O év dubitanter ci. Susemihl, <év adT®> Kol 0Ok €v
Armstrong, i €v Bonitz! b3 xoi 0] 7j Bonitz!, Armstrong || OrepBoAf <olte év
EAAeiyer ote év DrepBoAfp> olim. ci. Rassow!?  bSH>om. B b6 pev om. A b7
&vdpeior A 1 || ody f K] ody a B, om. BY, add. o0yl in mg. B? || 6paicitng vrepforn
B] UmepBoAn Bpasing cett. b8 pesdtnTt oton om. K || odon om. B b8-9
dvonctnoiog ko dcodasiog L b10 odco’ + 1M A b14 dveievBépoug
Scaliger (7)] &veAevBepiovg ® || verevBépor K] -1or a B B b17 povopévous]
gEeomrorag L || 1t 81 §00] S §bo a, dux do 8¢ P2 (= rec.), de d0o &n Bekker,
duabus itaque de Valla || 86Eoyuev n b18 v om. { || fi supra xoi D b20 éom]

elvon K, éoti B! del. B? || ff moppdrepov B, in mg. B?] i moppdrepov o, £yydrepov
b20-1 éhevBeprdTnTL — yo&p om. M, add. in mg. B2 b21 1j om. A!, suppl. in mg. A? ||
moppdTEPOV @ || pBAAOY Yop] Eyyotepov B b22 36&eiev + M a, secl. Bonitz! ||
glevbeprdoTtog B || ! Bonitz!] om. ® recte || fi i ] 1 B, A B K recte || moppdtepov o
b23 dpo 1 {B'} b25 évovtidtepo L b29 mpog] xail L || émdopev P, corr. P2
(=libr. ipse)  b30 wpdg!] xowd B || mpdg?] kawtt B b31 ein + 1 s.1. K2 (=rec.) ||
HecOTTog] HEGOTNTL €80 b33 &t C || éotv om. L || énéoxenterol te LY,
¢néoxentol te L2, émokentéov B || 70 om. L b35 tdv om. L || Sozerpeiv C
b36 Aopeiv C b38 ord] Tobtm o || xoil om. 1

al toOrov Ald. a2 idetv éotiv o0 a3 éunepéyov] pev nepéxov o p
ad ko’ 0] €va. B || nodviov P aS post efpnron lacunam posuit Susemihl,

elpnton <t éomi> Ramsauer, efpnton <todro> ci. Susemihl a6 dvvorov L a8
dvrwvaodv Casaubon] Oviivodv @ a9 &lorto] Aéyorro B al0 xoi?] xdmi ego

all deinleina, om. B8 om. § al2eioiviAdyov A al3 37 88 ci. Susemihl ||
dAndeg A, GAn®' L al5 térror ut vid. A al6 post kaAoig add. ook
Scaliger, ‘debebat 0%, sed sententia proba est’, Spengel?  al7 dromov Ald. || pf +
8 K al8 ndrtew C, npoxté L al9 ol woyor B] woyor m, ol woyor oi a recte

a2l odx om. o P recte || dcovsiog] Ekoveiow o P recte  a22 doodtng] Kol

ovtmg M a25 gaowv AK, gnowv a L B, || Srav] dm év A 226 70] ToV70 o
B a28 dxkovolov L a28-9 odv év 1® o] 8¢ kol TO 7, sed 7o del. K2, odv
kol v Td B a32 éx 1hv] & Tiveov Bonitz? (conferens a33, b5, b11) a33 avtn

A a34 obrtwg (prob. Bonitz?)] doardrog olim ci. Rassow! a3s
évepyéotepov K a37 épyéi ut vid. A || ai gpyoil om. Ald.

bl kol dg &v] kol éav §, g dv Bekker, prob. Dirlmeier || petofdidn n Cois.

b2 ovp- om. A || dvriotpéeet yop om. L, transp. post 87b3 {oag Armstrong b3
transp. pun ante 7o (b2) a bS dpyfigut vid. A b6 t®v om. a B, Tivev Ald. ||
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&vOpwmog - b7 yap {A} b7 &v om. P!, add. P2 (= libr. ipse) || dyoyxwv Kt,
dyvyov LK2(=corr2) B b8 wdv dAAwv] dAAm aut dAio K1, dAdo B K2, om. B
|| tv! — &vBpdmwv {A}, praeter &AAo || dvBpdmov Scaliger (cf. 91b18) b9 S
om. B||6 ABM] om. a LK bll transp. yeyevnuévor post tivev L b12
éredn om. B, add. in mg. B2 (= libr. ipse) b13 ap’l é¢’ B b14
nopofdirovreg] petafdArovtes koi L b16 xai? s.1. L b17 awvriig B || -ovowy
{L} || 8¢ Bonitz?] ydp o || xod] év C, secl. Dirlmeier b18 xoi? om. a (prob. Bonitz?,
Dirlmeier - ¢f. 00b16), {A} b19 y&p] enim I' (sed enim om. Mon. 306, teste
Dirlmeier, fors. del D2, secl. Scaliger, Bonitz? || 6m] xkod B || 6w + xai A K b20 v
om. B || éredn A b21 ér’ Bonitz!] év ®, prob. Dirlmeier || T0] ©® C  b22 o1]
de dn L b23 8t om. L b24 7ig om. A || mbvteog B b26 ko &yoBov L

b27 &protov Lb30 Omdpy L || Berrio K1, corr. s.1. K2 (= rec.) b31 éredn A ||
ov om. B b32 102 om. a b33 ! om. a B || ©pdg] xoevk B || Ty om. L b33-4 10
gxovoiov secludo b35-6 transp. Aektéov post é67L B b36 éotiv om. B || oy
+pev LB b37 om. éotiv L b38 wpdTepOV @ b39 rétepov +yop A ||
gxoboov] Exototdg A K, dxodoidg L || dkodoiov] dxodeiog A K, éxotorog L || olov
— dxovolov om. o || olov om. B Bas.3

a2 npdretopey Ald.] mowodpev o recte || énmi 58] Eneiday sic B a4 oUrtwoel B
a5 transp. Adyog post g (ab) L a6 tovtwv B al0 droveiioet ci. Susemihl
allei]lol A, &vutvid. L, | B al2 énakodovdel L al5 ot — adikodoy om. B

a16 mpdrrror &) mpdreorto ut vid. A, mpdrern to L a19-20 wawd mv] xorr” D

220 ©0 — d&kovolov- om. o a2l & om. B || mopd] kot o || Eémbopiov + 00 P2 (=
rec.) a22 odd’ dpa] 0ddE mapd B || k'] koto Ty o B, kowe B a2S iy
g¢mBopiov A || Thv + ooty sic in mg. D, add. Ellebodius  a27 npog] xod L

a28 émoxéyocton L a28-9 9’ — dxpatelg om. Ca31 transp. £iddg post T KoKo
o P recte || eiddg om. M a31 eidax + mpdrrtel Tt kokd €oTiv. €1 8’ O dikportng
T koo €10 o (= repetitio ex a30-1, sed 6 881€1 8’ 6)  a32 dipa Ekodorog B
a34 yextov B a37 Onep] mept P a38 notepov L K, corr. K2 || transp. toivov
postév L

b1 ékGoto o b3-4 £é6t1 — kGtw om. B, suppl. in mg, B> b3 ye fr {A} sed
fors.ye om. A||ye om. L b5 érn’] eig Eucken b7 nop’] mepi C b8 & om.
n Cois. b9 tovroig B b10 dvroupet o, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse) || hoer Rav.] gpboer o,
pnow § b12 fHudv 1 || 6 om. Bb13 0p’] €9’ K\, dp’ K2 (=rec.) B b17 Aéyer
o, Aéy L || 6m] Soa L || varyéodny + b’ doviig L b18 Lnod thig Mdoviig om.
L || é&romov o B b19-20 6¢g &v Bekker] doav éav K!, Og éav o B K2 (= corr.
quidam), 86v ig B b20 xaroPrdrreton C, BAGrTnton p b21 dvaykaldpevog om.
B b22 yap] 8¢ C b23 €v! + 1 Pb25 éxodorov a m] dxodoiov B M || Oppfi + un
olim ci. Arnim! b27 xoi' + 70 s.1. L || unl pev C P2 (= corr.?) b32 twva om. o ||
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roely P b33 bro A K] 6md oo L B || dperombryo oo b34 goyeiv B Bernays ||
00 rmapodoav] mopodoay Scaliger (?), prob. Armstrong, ékAuropodeay Michael, secl.
Wallies || 31" + 00 «a, del. P2 (=rec.) || dnéAvoav secl. Scaliger, Wallies b36 ¢t
om. A b37 £3idov] €618 L1, €15 L2

al 8¢ om. a L recte || mpoépecstv C a2 kol om. L || dAAog] dAdyog o et s.1.

K2 a3 {dowg om. o || oV} perdr Aoyov A a4 év om. K a5 &AL’ Gpd ye K?2] GAA’
dpo te M, GAA” T} dpo YE o, GAA €1 Gpo YE B a6 pev om. L a9 npogl kot B
|| ©0] T o P recte a10 mpooupovpedo + pev in mg. P (libr. ipse), s.1. (libr. ipse) C
ald Bértiov Rav.] BéAtictov o recte ald-15 Gtav — xeipovog om. m Cois., suppl. in
mg. B2 (non autem recte;, vide infra) alS BéAtiov Bekker] BéAtictov o B B? {n}
recte || tod om. B2 al7 &pd a L Kl dpo AB al9 dp’ A alugv A a20 vrepl
urd L a2l oYm] otlte A a22 énel — mpoaipecsig om. a L B, suppl. in mg. B?
(=libr. ipse ut vid.)  a23 zfj om. K || 30 add. P? (=rec.), om. o recte a24
cuvdopévov C a24-5 énel — mpoaipecig om. C a25 éAéuyon ut vid. A ||
f om. M || T®v wpdg w0 {L} || 7pog] kot B a27 dvokoyiow L || aipetov ml
aipetdrepov o P rectea28 &v om. L || mdrepov a, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse) a29
transp. @oviy post kpeittov B a3l transp. dokoDpev ante kovd L a32 éxodorov +
70 M, prob. Armstronga36 t0 — Swovoiag om. m, suppl. in mg. B2, xoi
BovAgvooacbon Laur.81, 13

b2 dv — mpoopdpedo K] & yap npoopodjpedo o P recte, &v te yop

npooupdpedo B b3 <odK> OAlyol ci. Susemihl b4 te om. B b6 npérrovteg B
|| mpoxTikoig o, corr. P2 b8 éoti om. A b9 70 d¢] ©6 ¢ B b10 técoapov L

|| opBotg P b12 opiopévorg A, dpiopéveg L B Rav. b13 éAéBopev o P recte
|| mpotucoilg K! M1, corr. K2 M2 b14-15 &vomontel A blS évily om. A

b16 olrog BéATIOV P2 (= rec.) || 6€ om. a recte || adwddv <y&p> ci. Susemihl || OwoT’
av Bekker] onotov a B recte, onotov @v D?, onolo &v K, émov” év B || eoiveron L
recte  b17 Beirio K] BéAtiov o B B recte || Tadtal] todro ego || Sk rodror] Tor
towdto L b21 10 — *ApyikAéovg om. B ||l A A b22 yap om. nb23 1
om. o recte || ovd¢ in mg. D (Chalcondyles), Bekker] otre cett.  b24 1idn] on
Scaliger || &protdov M K, corr. K2, libr, ipse b25 quoprio <év Tfj Swovolg kol vrep
100tV BovAedovton> olim ci. Rassow (?) || mpaktoilg o A K?] wpaktikoig L ||
dpiotov K, corr. K2 (=libr. ipse)  b26 odv] yop Rav.!, odv kol B K || mpoucticois
1, corr. K2 b27 xat’ Gpetniv L b28 tag] diwtdg Armstrong b33 dOvaito B,
dvaron K, d6vnyron B || &v om. L Mon. Rav ! b33-4 motficon — dAro om. C
b34 oveev +év P b35S det] oM L || dxodoon] dkodev L

al wo¥to + 70 o Ellebodius recte || transp. £vtodfa post %dn M || drépyov C,
Vrbpy, P, vrdpyxewv Ald. a3 pev om. L ad &Aha &n Scaliger || To korzdr B T
npdg o B K recte a5 oOv] pév L a6 opdrecBon B a8 dwelpnron C || transp.
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év 1ivt post opoptioe L a8-9 éom tivog om. Aa9 moTepov + odv L al0 ofov
om. L || koo L || odv +éom L all éotv om. n al2 npocBésbon L || tal

w®v L || mpog {L} al13 mpdtnron sic L K || todro] w0 téhog D al4 1] om. K, 4
0B, sl. K2(=corr.') al6eivon] odv A || tov] t0 v || 70v oxondv om. L, 10 oxomely
ci. Rieckher a16-17 toOv okonov wpog secl. Walzeral7 npdg! secl. Rieckher,
Spengel?, <toe> wpdg aut <mpog Toe> pdg ego || det] dn K || mpocBésbon L || wor mpog
aut & secludo al8 dAlo B al9 tobrov] rodro C, 100t P, yp. tovrwv Casaubon
220 y&p add. libr. ipse P2, ci. Rassow!, Amerbach (qui et <xod yap> v oig
proposuit), om. ® (quae (praeter L) non punctum ponunt post Gipetnv) a2l
gxoiotov aut Exdotwov ci. Spengel? || Exootov + yop o P || Kol ToMTIKOY KOl
npoleTIKOV A n a23 xoi om. M, prob. Armstrong, quare ci. Amerbach

a23-6 tovtov — Eoon ‘corrupta’ Susemihl, Tovrov (23) — €otiv (24) post kol (24),
deletis Tt (24) et totrov (25) — &oton (26), tri. Scaliger, prob. Armstrong

a25-6 tovtov Eoton Ambros. B 84 sup., prob. Ellebodius 226 éotiv Spengel? || g
secl. Scaliger, ‘male’ Spengel? a28 dpetfigl tfigm  a29 &p’ P || i &petn om.
Rav. male a30 todro A K] torvtov o L B || rordeng] Tadtn A B, Tordt L || 8€?] we
o P recte || SAwg 8¢ 3N € 8¢ pun Rieckher, dAhwg 8¢ o1 ci. Ellebodius, Susemihl,
prob. Armstrong a32 6f Bekker, 0ff D?] ¢fj a B, ¢fig K, 6eig B || w0 BéAnicta]
pérera o, to kéAMoto Bekker Bussemaker a33 dpo. mav Téhog o, TEPL
novtedodg B || koAov {L}  a34 elnn B || notepov K, corr. K2 a35 kpeittova L
B || i om. P!, add. s.1. P2 (= corr.?), {L} || &w v adenv o] dpetiv adtiv n, EEy
odTv B, EEwv v GpeTv Dirlmeier, v odtiig ego || 00 Bas.!, quo Valla] dv ®
recte a36 GA’ A

bl Beirio { b2 &vOpwror om. K b4 el L bSéxn L b6
£80xn C, ¢d0x L || elvon om. B b7 ante érel (b7) tabulam virtutum moralium

excidisse credunt Ramsauer, Arnim! b7-8 énel — eioiv secl, nisi tabula aderat,
Ramsauer b7 énel 8¢ B K2 (=rec.)] om. a B K!, énel odv D, GAL’ énei sl P2 (=
rec.) Cois., add. ©0ig dipetd in mg. post odv D? b8 Aextéov + odv L || post eiciv
lacunam posuit Arnim! et, b7-8 deletis, Ramsauer b9 éotiv om. o B b10 ¢p’ P
A, dp’ utvid. K b11 &roPdAn B K2 B, fors recte || transp. obrog post detdog L
b13 vooov ex ENN. 1115a17.29, Spengell-2, prob. Bonitz!] pévov o || 6cppel + 1 B ||
detdovl dnaov C, der- {L}  blSéomv om. L b16 totrowg L b16-17
dotpondg 1 Bpovrog L b16 Bpovtovg a b17 @oPepov L b18 dipa]
dppo sicL  b19 d&] xod L || olov om. m || moAAol] Aouwol m b20 1j dmarvreg
o, 7| & mivteg ego || transp. £v tobrotg post O o P recte || Boppadiéog A b2l
totvov] obv a b22 motog + 0 B || kol om. L b24 éunepiog L b27 dropaiver
C, bmopever K, dropevel L recte  b28 dvdpeiovg + elvon B || 31 Bonitz!] 88 a A
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K recte, om. LRav.,ye B b31 00 — épobowv ‘ineptum sed vix autoris culpa’
Spengel? || 008’ épodorv om. B b32 avrtodg B] om. o B K recte || ook dpo {L}
b32-3 3 od] odv 1M, quoque Valla || 8 ad elowv] Sokodory ego, 8 ad dokodorv Frede
b33 od + o0k s1. D || eiciv +oi L b34 dnewpiov] dmopiov A1 b35 eisiv: od A
b36 lacuna duarum litterarum post €p- et ante - dvreg (Epwtdveg?) A || j om. M
b37 yap + é&n’ 5.1. K2 (=rec.)

al oOkéT] 00K o a2 ovd¢ om. L a4 ov 3T 3¢ o B || 70 om. @ A recte

asS ei] ol o, of P2 (= corr.! ut vid.), ot M || olov om. Rav. a7 yap + 6 Rav. a8
gxtopa K a9 noAvdouog B al0 <oi- om. P!, add. libr. ipse || elvon +
évdpeiov C  al2 ante pn add. ©u Armstrong || Swopévn P al3 ovkétt — dvdpetog?
om.n ald &Ahwg] dAlol Spengel? || eivon om. o al5 1M om. A || 81 Tovrovg {L}
|| transp. Todrovg post patéov B || elvon om. n al7 avdpeiwv B al7-18
7OV motov odv &vdpeiov Spengel?] TOv dmotovodv divdpeiov C L B (Bekker, prob.
Dirlmeier), ov 6moiov odv évdpeiov P K (prob. Bonitz!) recte, tov mot. oV
&vdpeiov A, dmotog obv avdpetog Spengel? || p.p. elvon P §, Bonitz!, prob. Breier,
c.p. C, np. B, Bekker, prob. Dirlmeier al8 p.p. Gvdpeiov o L m, Bekker,
Dirlmeier || <6AAd tig  Gvdpeio> kol Dirlmeier || transp. amAdg post pev L

221 mig] m ut vid. Valla (seu aliqua seu nulla oblata fuerit occasio) || post ig add.
xoiipog (e Valla?) Grynaeus in mg. Bas.! || pf mopfi B, non praesens I'l un o p K
recte  a22 xod Oppfig om. L || éyyiveron C B, éyiveron P a2§ vodra] avdea B

a28 8v L, ci. Bonitz2, Spengel?] om. cett. || & dAAo o B, &AAc. Ald. a30
Sedpeba] diehe ‘pebo solum legitur (foramen) - fors. dieAeydpedo L a3l
transp. o0 ante mept (a30) et secl. whvrog GAAL Armstrong || GvonpeTikovg o
aipenikodg {  a33 mAnciov Laur. 81,12, ci. Ellebodius, Bekker] mAetov a K,
nAnciol B, nieiotol B || 1ov] wdv C || xivdovov] dyovta. L a34 olnm] nig m

a35 yévnron P, yevnvton P2 (=libr. ipse)  a36 odv om. Ba38 taig om. « recte

b1 évdeiog] dvdpeiag ut vid. A b4 T om. B || dvonctnoiog {L} b5
pecdng — Tovtmv om. B || odv om. B b7 6ewp®dv om. L || 7o om. L. b8 kol dn
secl. Scaliger || obtog +0 K b9 évl&v’ C bl10 6 add. Bonitz!] om. @ b1l @68’
VO pndepidg A L2 (=libr. ipse), o0’ vro 8¢ piog L || un 8¢ o, un B b13
amororddv ut vid. C, dmoddBov P! A, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse) b14 mbvta] mévteg ut
vid. Al, corr. A2 (= libr. ipse) || move’ dAAo K! || koid] phy A b14-15 adrdv ye tov
101 P1 adtov te ov 10 C , avtd v€ Tor viy AU Scaliger, 6 o010 1idn Spengel?,
o0Td ve OV 1idn Armstrong, oTéov Ye TOV 1idM ego, eopév ye tov 1idn Frede

b15 1idn avrod] povov ci. Sylburg || npdtrwv cdxppmv Scaliger, prob. Spengel? ||
lacunam post cdppova statuit Susemihl, s@ppova <xpn kaAetv> vel simile quid ci.
Spengel?, chppova <partéov> Bonitz!, prob. Breier, Dirlmeier, sdgpovo <Aéyopev>
vel cdgpovo, <kahoduev> Rieckher, prob. Armstrong, cixppové <poyev> Ellebodius
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b18 006¢] 00 B Rav. || €€ vix legitur P || dvBpdmov om. a, add. T0d dvOpdrov P2 (=
corr.2) b19 doxipdCovra P] doxpdiCovreg C § recte b20 post xahoD add. &vexev
Armstrong  b22 yevopévog P K b23 vrep] mepl L || kol om. a B recte b24 pgv
om. n A, perperam || odv om. A || opynAdtntog o, corr. P2 (=rec.) b25 dvopynsiog
A b26 671 €1 B || pecdng K, corr. K? || efmor] 16ov B b28 BéAtiotov — pécov
secl. Rassow?, perperam || BEAtictov €ott o, BéATioTOV 3€ €0t P2 (=rec.),
BértioTov 8 Av £in A b29 xoi + toig C b30 dpynidog a, Opytiog K P?
(nescio quis) || movti] wévin o b31 transp. movtl post (b32) det P b34 el
tigutvid. A,te L b35 ante 0? add. opoiwg A || transp. &v post o0tV B

b39 dverevBepiog kol dowtiog L

al 8] yop L a3 8te] & 1e P || 6 ©° Sylburg] 6 8 o recte || dvedetBeprog P? (=corr.?)
K1, recte, corr. K2 || évavtiog o Bl évovtiog B K ad ante opudtepor add. kot B
a5 kotéAdewy A, xor’ Edewyv P a6 o +8° m || dpa om. B || péoog tig] pecdng
B a7 ein A? {A'} || tig — O om. o recte || éotiv; om. A a8 kol — Oei?
om. n a9 olov om. o || rasura unius litterae post Tvag A || kipiv- A all
éhevleprotnro C || 70] 1ote Kald eict om. o al6 nopockevdoor L al7 v B
K2 al8 dAAng] dmhonotikfig Armstrong || transp. ToOTowg post opBix B al9 ént +
g C || ore Spengel?] o0dE o recte 220 7idn ypnportioTiktic Bonitz!, pecuniam
incutientis Valla] 7| 8¢ ypnpomiotiky o B, 1i6n YpnHoTIeTIKY M, 81 XPNHOTICTIKTG
Spengel? a21 8¢ L', 8¢ ye L2 (=libr. ipse) a22 &e + kot L a23 ov
<pdvov> ci. Rieckher || moipdr'] mepi P || ©@dv! g, ci. Sylburg] om. @ recte 24 xai]
fi ci. Susemihl, prob. Armstrong, (Barnes), 00 Arnim’ || 3¢] ye Susemihl, prob. Barnes
| &% P A] et C L K recte, 3¢t A B, 87 i Bas.3 || kol pédiomor 81 Spengel? || &1 +

opbidg P a25 BoOAeton L a26 tov €iddTov §, 100 cuvelddrtog Rav. ||
ot®d Bekker] avtd o, ovtov € a27 nooav +tav o a30 avtodg C AK
a31 adrovg P2 (= rec.) B] avrodg cett. || A A, it K, corr. K2 (= rec.) a31-2

a&odot mpoonkOVTOV 0rTolg PEWdvmY pikpdyuyol o a32 pAte]l pn M

233 adrov P2 (= corr.2) f Bl avtov o K || /! a] fig B B, fig aut oig K, corr. K2 (=rec.)
|2 a Bl fi A, fiu K, corr. K2 (=rec.), fig L ci. Scaliger “fors recte’ Susemihl, om.
Cois. a35dtm om. « a37 cohoakmveiog o] coroxmviag Scholion Rep 495e,
gAafoveiog { a38 Og <év @ xoup®d> Spengel?, 8g <év> Dirlmeier, Gg <t® peyéio
ko> Scholion Rep. 468a8

b2 cordxwv] &Aooy § b2 el g om. C || yépovg migl yopérog?

Spengel? b3 coaidikov] dholdv § || coldkmv?] Aoty B, om. 1 bSoba A
Bl oo L K || 9eT] 61 € b5-7 uny — dé&ilwg corrupta esse putat Susemihl bS pn
peyadeimg o B peyodeimg L K, un A, magnifice non Valla, peyodeiog, pun

Spengel?, prob. Stock b5-7 6g 0¥ det peyoreing domoviicon i todto un moiel, olov
elg yéipovg i xopmyiow, fi pn aEiwg AL’ évdeds. Armstrong, dubitanter olov —
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xopnylav post domaviicon transp. Armstrong b6 daraviion A || pn] pév
Casaubon, prob. Spengel2, Rassow!, om. editiones posteriores Vallae || <ndéwg>
nowdv aut N8éwg Bonitz2 || eigl €l A || > +eig L b7 &Eiwg <d’> Casaubon,
prob.Rassow!, Spengel? b9 povepd] solum vep& legitur A || odoa (ut vid.) C ||
ofoy Scaliger, Bonitz2 (cf. 01b10)] olov @  b10 damov@ Bonitz?] 8t eivon a., prob.
Dirlmeier, 8€ov elvon L m recte, 8éov A, déov éoti Ald. bil &p’ év P bl12
éneldn éomv] énednmep L || mig] tfig B b13 mepi + wog L b13-14 év — &g
a] évio 8¢ eiowy g B K2 B, év olg 3¢ eiowv g K!' b14 peyoronpénein K!

b15 ©” om. {, secl. Spengel? b16 Aéyovron petogpopikdg B || Aéyovron + kol B

b18 ém- om. {, habet Stobaeus p.146,8 b19 odron ut vid. C  b20 émonvdg K!
(corr. K?) b21 vrdpyovtt L || 6ver om. L b22 toig om. B || 6 om. n || yel
e A b25 évavtimg Rav. || te avdgrog L || il €in Ald. b26 AvrmBhoeTon Ald. ||
6 om. B || émuyonpexékm B b28 towodrog om. m, perperam || pécog KJ pecotg o p
B recteb29 éott om. { b30 e om. B b32 SahexBijvon A2, Srodrayfivor o B
b33 10d om. P!, add. P2 (= libr. ipse) b34 adr® C AK || 8¢] &€ ve L, te Spengel?
b36 3¢ ye] de L || ava pécwv B b37 mpdg! om. K!' L, add. s.1. K2, €ig B || mpdg?]
eigB  b38 mpog!] eig L B || npdc?] eig B

a3 névt] oo B a5 wpdg névtog] mévtag 1, prob. Spengel?, méivrog

Scaliger a6 mévtag L a7 g om. o P B recte a8 névtmg] mévtog B ||
transp. mg O dvoicyvvtog post mpdger L || koi? om. L || obt ut vid. A a9
novTeg] Tovto L || rasura duarum litt. post evAaf- K al0 xoi & de1 om. B

al2 3&] 57 n (8¢ etiam schol Rep 563a8) || w& B] om. cett. (etiam schol Rep 563a8)
recte || 6 {A} al3 mav] mdvrog schol Rep 563a8 || 8T L al4 BovAdpevog delv
haud sana esse putat Susemihl, oidpevog delv Rassow?, BovAodpevog [3eiv] schol Rep
563a8, ci. Bekker recte al5 avo péowv B al16 névrog] mévro L ||
okbdrtov + O 1 || ad Spengel?] odtdg @ recte || adrog + yap K1, del K? || drypoikog ci.
Susemihl al7 nog L] nidg cett.  al9 edrplmerog. kol — towovdTn @iiio: ci.
Susemihl a21 npa&v m 222 Svrwv] mpocdvtmv a P recte || mpootebeis a ||
oaneybnkog ut vid. L a24 ava péosov B a27 avtd yp. Casaubon] odt®d ®

a28 npovelog K a29 701 8¢ C D Bas 2, prob. Spengel? recte  a30 avtd
Bekker] ot® o || posworodpevog {L} a32 avtd P L] adt®d cett. || transp.
TPOSTOLOVpEVOG post atd B B a33 0] w® C a34 dropydvrov + avt®d B

a35 ovt® Casaubon] 00r®d ®

b1 mpdrepov o L' || el AdPBopev Ald., v AdPoyiev Tauchnitziana, AdBwopev

Spengel? b2 3] 8¢ Spengel?, autem I' || transp. éoti post vopov (b3) B b3
¢now L || mpootdirter] mpdrter m, mpdtrewvy K2 (= corr.2), keleter (in mg.) K2 (= rec.)
b7eicwv L b8 mpostdrtoey L, mpdirter B, yp. mplrtewv corr. nigro atramento

Laur. 81,12 || toig {A} b9 transp. éupévov post dikaiowg B || téieog a L,
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teMémg ego || 0 dixonov Spengel? b1l te aut ye L || 00] 006¢ B b12 dikoov + 1
K || v om. A || xorrd] kol o0 C b13 dixouct + ©° L || Svra secl. Scaliger, ‘non
male’ Spengel?, ‘male’ Susemihl b14 62 om. { || 6 om. { b15 éovtdv]
avtov B b15-16 dAAo Tod] GAA’ 00 00 A, 00 100 L b16 wposipnpévou L ||
xoTo + oV a || Totg] Tobrog L

1193b19-1198b20 Codd: CP (=), AL (=B), KV (=m). Bn =

1194

b20 pgv om. Lb21 avroig L] avtoig o A m || éAdtrova? ego b22 otrwg
adikelv B V] otnwg dducov K, 00 dikonov a b23 oidv e Spengel? || dfjov + 671
(altero étv manente) A b25 67 + kol L || mig secl. Spengel?, om. Stobaeus
146,13 || vrepBoAifig o, Vrepoyfig et Stobaeus 146,13 b26 t®] To K' b27
nAéov o B b29 transp. &v post €in o || post &v rasura sex litterarum V b31
gtepov + £ (= Gpa?) pallidiore atramento L b33 év dwcatioo ko] xod ©o Sixonov,
conferens b9, b12, b18, b24, b35 Spengel?, prob. Armstrong b34 xoi add.
Rieckher recte || év secl. Rieckher, perperam || dixouov év — 8¢ secl. Spengel? || &v Bl
om. a n, prob. Spengel?, secl. Dirlmeier recte b35 8¢ ye L || mioi] Tivddv
Spengel?, cf. EN. 1131al7 b36 xoi! om. D b37 transp. 70! post dikowov m ||
dikonov? secl. Armstrong b37-8 om. xoi ©O — éhaixicTowg VI, suppl. in mg. V?
b37 10 1@ P2 (= rec.)] t00t® a, © todto() pK V2 {V'} b39P +xei LV || t&
secl. Sylburg, Spengel?

al ©o om. V, secl. Spengel? a3 OAlyal] OAtyov V1, corr. V2 (=rec.) || transp.

gxel post memovnkax (a4) n a5-6 g — OAiya om. M Cois. a53¢] kol L ||
PNl pndey o a6 kod +6 L a6-7 10 dikonov ut vid. K1, corr. K? (=rec.) a8
otkovopog C  all avroig L] adrolg cett.  al2 tdv om. V al3 avtm]

toworven L, <i> odery amicus Wilsonis (si dativi sequentes recte se habeant, prob.
Wilson) || yeopydg] yempérpng C || <apdg 10> 10D oikoddpov Wilson al3-14¢6
0lkodOLL0g <Tpog 10> 10D Yempyod Wilson, 10 toD 0ikodopov @ 10D yewpyod
Armstrong, 6 oikod6pog 100 yewpyod ci. Susemihl si <rpog 0> Wilsonis (al3)
accipeatur al6 dn attn <i> Spengel?] 8 | oth @ A m, 8¢ 1| v L || wog
noltelog a recte || transp. owe post elvan (al7) a al7 eivon] Egertv A al8 102
om. B || 8’1 &1 Armstrong || dvaddym K, avéroy L || el 6e] érewdn o al9 moiet]
noelton B || cdrod nj advrob o A, om. L a20 xod om. a P recte a21 évopucev ut
vid. Al corr. A? a22 o om. a, o0 V! || transp. Todto post mévta, o A recte ||
gotiv Nl koi T o, éoTv. kod TL A, éom xod Tiveg L (sed - veg pallidiores sunt), s.1.
add. xai T V2 || mposoryopeovreg A M a23 vopiopom m, corr. ut vid. V2 || kol
7poOg B, supra kol add. wpog V2 a24 daroyny L || AAfdovg B, cAiniov K ||
kol Tovtw a V2 (=rec.)] om. 1, kol K2 (=rec.), kod Todto B a25 cuvéyel B
recte  a27 tig &g Ellebodius, Spengel?, conferens E.N. 1134al, prob. Armstrong,
<n> i €€er Dirlmeier a29 8¢ + kol a || kod 0 L K2 V, Bonitz!] om. o, koi A K1,
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kod 6 D || removBOg V, dvrinemovbig D a29-38 Michael of Ephesus in ENN. E.
(Hayduck, p.31, 25-30) a30 a énoinct tig Va3l 8¢ Susemihl] o1 ®, Mich.
Eph., Anon. (Heylbut, p.222, 18-22) || €5won L a32 tavtd a B, tavtd K, todrto
V1, om. Rav. || 6 secl. Spengel?, om. Anon. a33 v} w0 P!, corr. P? (= corr.?) || ovk]
oty &mok fors. legit Mich. Eph., prob. Spengel? || dixonov B Rav. T', Anon. recte ||
OAAG] Gimok, AL Anon., semel sed T” a34 om. éotwv V || &vdAoy(w) L

a356 om. L m, suppl. V2 || tov om. L || BéAtuw P, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse vel corr.?) ||
obtw + kol L a39 dkorovdncovra K || mpotepov V1, corr. V2

bl 8¢ + 1 A bd Onep] mepl L || éniokeyrg V b5 o1 &e Ald. || dixondv m
Bonitz!] dixonov 10 o L m, dixonov kol 10 A || viov C b6 ntpog + tov A b7
70 add. Bonitz! b9 noritod Bekker] moAiton P L, moArtukol C A m recte ||
Bovrovron L2 (= rec.), (kv)ovron ut vid. L' b10 €repor + 1t 8& dg Vi wpdg
TOTEPOL KO 0léTn mpOg decmdTNV, oikovoptkdv T dikanov éoti. A || T 6] To &
i L bl2 wodtl o V2] woudt &, pedi T || post éué aliquid additur in mg. A, fors.
keylevov reading || o¥te B] 003¢ cett.b13dv om. LV ||6 om. B bl4 7i om. A
b15 AdBor a || dm’ Ambos. B 84 sup. post correctionem (teste Wagner), ci. Bekker]
Y’ o || Gm” odrod secl. Spengel?, cf EN. 1134b11 b16 adtod C P2 (= rec.)] adrfig
(P! bl7 8éhovowy V || doottog CL, i 8 attog P b18 mpdg + tov o

b19 6 om. V || AL’ 6 a || €oTv ardTd] 00Td EoTLV O b20 avTov ego

b22 8% om. C b23 Givdpdg ko yovoukdg o b24 tf modrrikd Sixon L || xeipov B
b25 ic6tnrog g BV b26 odtdv] odTod V. b27 10] ki 70 L || mpog &vdpor]
kol Gvdpl A || modtikdv C - b28 éot om. A || év + 7fi L || ante  add. xod o

b31 petonécovtal petotpenta V. b32 yap om. A || petodoppévovory + €m V1,
del. V2 b33 peletuev D, ci. Sylburg] - duev o || transp. n&vteg ante tfi Vb34
vevoiped’ P b35 7 de€ud ... PéATiov Armstrong recte b35-6 t®v dproTepidV

Sylburg b36 k&v] kol o, add. éav s.1. P2 (= rec.) || mowoTpev C? (= rec.)
b37 6m] €l dpa. V || toDr” Eotiv V1, 10Dt €otiv 00 V2 (=rec.) b38 10 om. ||

ovom. A b39 dprotepd? om. m, suppl. K?

al doodrag + xod B || transp. ph post €i L, und’ i Scaliger, ‘sine causa’ Spengel?

|| pezoBéAron a B || petoBéAror + dux Ty fpetofdiior Cl, del. C?a2 odx] un
Spengel? || transp. dixonov post @Ooer V || AL L a3 todro] i Dirlmeier, <6t
t0d70? ego || Sikoov +futvid. L, +fD a4 &v om. V || vopficwpey o, corr. P2 (=
rec.) || Todrw a, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse ut vid.) a5 xoi om. %, suppl. K? (= corr.') V2 a7
70?1 0 P || ©03 P2 (nescioquis)] A B, {P!} a8 o¥rw a L] o sic A, 00 K, om. V ||
rorotov B Bekker] tovtd o B K V2 ut vid.,, om. V! a9 ovk €5t 8 om. m, suppl. in
mg. V2 || 10 +1® B V al0 olov — éoti om. L || ©0! om. m || Tnv secl. Bekker

all 7idn om. aal4 0 om. V al7-19 otrwg — €veka om. B al7 otrog K2 V||

dkondv <T1> ego al8 6! om. a || dducog] dixonog V- al9 évexev o recte ||
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transp. ToOtov post €idig oo a21 moAépov] moAépov ut vid. V1, corr. V2, €x0pov L ||
amoxrteivewv K] dmoxtevelv oo A V, dmoktévetv L a21-2 pév 1 L K2 (=rec.)]
pévtor a A m, pev Rav. a22 pévtor] pév m A, 8¢ L || ovbév B recte, 0¥
Spengel? || énel] dot’ C, dote P, dote €nel A, €stivego  a23 toDro] tovtw V
224 M@ pn & L || Prémen CV 225 uno” Bekker] unid’ o, uiy 8 AK, pn 8¢ L,
und’ V| kod om. § a26 ddikticeiev Spengel? a29 npérter C P2 {P} || 7 om. o
a31 ddwog ci. Vettori, Rassow?, aitiog {, et post totodtog o || yop om. L a33 avrol
o, in mg. K2] arfig A, adtolg L K, odrolg V|| metv {  a34 dyvoficovta V ||
Kol B] om. o mrecte  a33 dyvodv A || Soon pgv paene evanuerunt P || xort” orotog o
A% a37 1oV} tovro o a38 12 om. K
b4 ovk add] 0O koT’ avt A || 008’1 00k V Rav. b5 sl P, om. B ||
nog CLK  b7-8 70 — éxbvteg om. oo b8 ovk] 003’ Pb10 arvtoig o bll &i]
eig C || &xew om. V, suppl. V2 (=rec.) || 8’ om. B V, fors. corr. A? (=rec.) b2
gMdrrto K || Exdv! om. V || k]! éxdv A b13 médv +0odv V. b1S transp. dAAo
post 7L o P recte b16 T &v0’] T000° oo b17 £i 88 pf, ddwcelron. o PV, el yop
uf, adikeiton Frede || 0068 — &po om. ot P V recte b18 ooy V. b19
koAAorifovtan a, corr. P2 (= rec.) || oig Towbdrtog Rav.  b20 édépBavov] Erofov
B b22 ei §°] 0id’ «, corr. P2 (nescioquis) || ddwhoast Al, corr. A2 (libr. ipse)
b23 totrowg] Toig Towbrog L || ddukoivro K || ddukoivror +oi K b24 €l {A} ||
adwkdvron A Vi, corr. V2 b25 8¢ L, ci. Susemihl] 87 cett. || Toadro kol om. V ||
t01g towodtog Adyog Susemihl] Todg Torodroug Adyoug ® recte, Toig v Towobrolg
Adyorg Ald. || 6 om. L b26 adtov] Eorvtdv o P recte b27-8 o @ordAo — dipow ordtdg
obtov om. V  b28 BAdnter + & a, fors. recte || dpa K || ovtov] adrov A || ardrod)
otod C b29 6 secl. Rieckher || koAOer o B, kol AGetego  b31 € ve] 6° C,
3¢ P B || rpdrzrer] mpdrtety V b32 avtov] adtov A b33 i om. B || adnd P A
b34 6 om. V || odeov] adrov Al corr. A? (rec.) || €kdv om. A || &v add. aut hic aut
post 008’ vel ddikel Spengel?> b35 dpa A b36 odtov Bl orvtog o M recte

b37 otreg] odrog A || yép L || supra yop add. 6 Ajj & om. L b38
TPATTELY TATTEL] TPOCTATTEL €20
al todro V1, corr. V2 a2 ei del. K2 recte, €1 K3 || un] uiyv L a4 &po P, mopde V,
corr. V2 |jadtdov A a6 zodro] T0 Towdra o B || fiv] fi non conieciendum, Jaeger!
a7 transp. 0Ok évdéyeton post ypoévov (a8) L a8-9 o0d’— dkovra secl. Ramsauer,
Armstrong  all oadwov!] ovwov L {A}  al7 AopBdver Ald.  al9
nopokotadikng L, nopobixny P K, corr. P2 (libr. ipse ut vid.) K2 (= corr 3) ||
anoostepodvreg V2, {V1} a2l mopoxotodikng L a22 govtod!] avTod
Bekker || éavtod? L n] ovtod o €, 0dtod A a24 avtov!] adov £ || abtov?] adtov A
a27 autiig Casaubon] odthig ® a28 év yuyfil épyoydv ut vid. V1, corr. V2| -
po {A} || ddikmpo, V] adrknpdrov m, corr. K2 (= corr.?), V2 || éom add. s.1. P2 (=
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rec.), om. ® recte a29 &¢ Susemihl, porro Valla (= 8¢)] yop o recte || ©® Bas.1] 10
@ || % om. o Cois. a30 ocdtov o AK a3l dot’ év] dote V a32év om. V||

t01g TorovTOIg] TovTog L || ddknuer L a33 om. avrov C a34 notepov V ||
é¢v om. L a35 &t oy A || €xovron L || i +év B || kod + év L || droveipove A2

{A'} a37 xdv] 008’ av A

b1 orog <6™> ci. Susemihl || post dduket rasura octo litterarum V. b2 éiABeion

(sic) K, corr. K2 (=1ibr. ipse) || uijl o0k L b2-3 wovhtn pev ciducel] odikel pev
tootn V, toroty Gdwkel B b3 10 avT®] O odd A, Tovtid K, tarvtd Vb4
gnedn) énein bS nepi?l mopat L || ell P b6 mpleropev L || v0] tov V || pev]
uevyop sic Rav., uev yop M1, névror M2, prob. Spengel? b7 mpdreterv + Bértictov
a, + 10 BéAtiotov M b8 dv €] dv a || transp. dproto post av L b9 8¢ Spengel?
b10 Srcbgnoovta V || byevd oty o, Vyewva € b1l lacunam post Adyov posuit
Casaubon || 7ig L b13 duwpicOnpuev C K || post uev rasura unius litterae, fors. p
vely P

b14-15 Adyov &yov 10 8¢ dAoyov popov V2]

AOYOV Exovtog poplov 1,

Aoyov Exov 10 & dAoyov (eBhoyov ut vid. A). xal toD Adyov €xovtog popiov a A,
gyov Adyov 10 8 dAoyov ko ToD Adyov Eypovrog popiov L

b15 €otw ci. Spengel? || 8160 § || €xov om. L b16 Abyov B] eAoyov n,
EAoyov K2, &v Adoyov o B V2 || poprov +Adyov K b17 6wl el A b18 yévore’ av C
b18-19 €tepo GAAMMAY €oTiv O B recte b19 xpudpd te V2| xphpoto o

b20 Goadtog + 8 o, secl. Spengel? b21 dxofi + 7 ut vid. A b22 opoiwg O¢]
doodtmog Spengel2  b23 énel 1 Susemihl] énel 8 a P recte, émel m, €l 31 et ci.
Susemihl b24 kol td) kowd V1, corr. V2 || elvon + 3eT o P recte b25 &’]
Yép, nisi b23 ei restituere praestat, ci. Susemihl recteb26 Gp’ V, om. B b27
vonol <kod O eV émotnuovikov mept o vontde> 10 Se Ellebodius || Tode Al, corr.
A? || kod mpoorpeTikOv om. M || epi] €6 V. b28 te om. L b29 BovAdpebo. V1, corr.
V2 b30 mpoerdpevog V1, corr. V2, npoetopévorg A || ante éotiv? add. 8 Rassow!
recte  b30-1 repi — mpafon dubitanter secl. Armstrong  b31 kol o] 1y B, om. m ||
kai? + M L || 7o¥] Tig V1, corr. V2 b33 tov om. L || 70V aicBntov n, T aictnta
Cois. b34 1] de L b35 tdAn0oig Spengell?] dAnbods ®, <tot> dANB0Ug
coniecerat Rieckher b35-6 koi — oxomodpeba corrupta sunt: fors pro g (b35), oig
aut v oig et pro oxonoOpuedo, oxondpedo (b36) legenda b366°18e o L B, dn A
Vi corr. VL, 8 1K  b38 mepl + 10 L || Aoyov V

al dwxtervopevov] 1o derkvopevov Ellebodius, Sworetvopevov Armstrong

conferens E.N. 116929, prob. Pellegrin || mpoktica V Rav. a2 éotiv om. L a3
onj & L, ci. Susemihl ||zo om. o A ad i Klom. o, 0PV

a5 nopal] mepi C
|| @Ako + 10 a0 A, + TLego || Thv? om. A a6 transp. TomTikn post oikiog V ||
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nopd] meplt C A a7 dpoleg + kol L || textoviktig] 100 tektovikod A a8-9 mop’
o0tV THV] Topd Ty V al0 )2 om. A all odv om. aal2 mom&] mornTIKK
V1, corr. V2 || rowntaig C, mownt™ P, mownmikoig . al3 év toilg om. n || mpoxtikoig
1|70 om. A', add. A2 (=rec.) al4 mpoxtikn kol wpoopeTikn oo als koi?
— Oo0. om. M || boa + kol L || eigl el PK  al16 1dn + kot Ald., 1idn corruptum
esse censet Bas. || 8 1] 3 Spengel? al8 dpetdg V! || émotiipun V! || transp. pév
post mdong L || dipethi éom V! al9 avt g vel odt ci. Spengel?, prob.
Stock a20 t®v] To0 ut vid. A a23 GAA’ O] GAAG M a26 avrn Bekker, ipsa
Valla] avtn K1, anden cett. et K2, prob. Armstrong, tordey B Michael a27 ta
om. Via28te om. { a29 tootd Spengel?] todto o recte a34 <tor> del Donini! ||
ovral €xovro B a36 éotwv del M2 (= fort. libr. ipse)] éotiv ‘4 sic C, éotv 1 P,
gotv 7 B, éotv 1, éotiv A Z, i éoti Bas 3, yp. & éott Casaubon, del éom
Ellebodius, Bekker  a37 ovkén + towdro V1, corr. V2 || €xovra L || ©0] ©® a B, ut
Valla || dAAo tv Rav.] dAAnio cett., GAAo ci. Susemihl a38 GAAL + kol A

b1 éxetvig — ovpu@éper om. , add. s.1. V2 b2 dpa P b3 ante dix add.

kol A || o070 Susemihl] Tobrov © (todTwv A) || transp. dfjAov post &v (b4)a bS
el C2, et ut vid. C! || yop] vép éomv A b5-6 t0V popiov — &yovimv
secludendum? Donini! b7 yeipo yop] xeipov o, xelpov yop P2 (libr. ipse ut vid.) ||
yop? om. n, add. V2 b8 &{dov V. b9 ve om. L || éoxcdg A b10 post dfjrov
rasura fere trium litterarum K b11 fj] xoi C, ci. Susemihl, #u ut vid. K!, corr. K2 (=
rec.) || mepi] mopd L || 7 K2 (= rec.) {K'} || & ©1 &1 Spengel?, 1 © Susemihl

b12 suverdog mod A b13 duvatidx B || elvon add. Spengel?, (cf. 99b19) bl4
HiKp®V] pikpdy V || 88 P2 (= rec.), ci. Rieckher] 7e ®b16-17 kol odx — @povipov
om. V', suppl. in mg. V2 sed et iam koi odvk — ToOTOV omissa sunt b17 ywpicelg C
b18 ta om. B b20 mddg C  b21 kot om. A b25 transp. £xoctov post
vévorto (b26) L b26 yivorro ci. Susemihl || mpoxTik®v n Rav., corr. K2

b27 odv + 8ewdg L. b27-8 1oig Tororolg — todral] TovTorg — tordrol aut Tolg
Towobrog — towdto ci. Spengel2  b28-35 dropficele — Adyoug transponenda
post 97a30 aut 97b10 Dirimeier b29 cogiog] priocopiog L b30 ye] om. o
b31 1 om. m || -nép del. ut vid. B b32 éotiv + 1 a, del. P2 (=corr.') b33
<yuyfig popim> Svta Spengel? || év + i L  b34 mepi Bekker] vnep o || kol om. B
b35 dArotpiog L, dAlotpiovg € || drgp + tfig A Ambros. B 84 || wuyfigl “aut
lacunosum aut corruptum’ Susemihl, copiog Ambros. B 84 post correctionem teste
Wagner, ci. Vettori, Spengel-2, odtiig Spengel!, prob. Armstrong, Donini!, <cogiog
Aéyopev, énel brep> yoyxfig Spengel!, <copiog év Toig DrEp> yuyfig Arnim! || Todg
Aoyoug] toig oxéyelg L b39 mpog] émt L

al eiot Spengel?] éotv K, o cett., prob. Dirlmeier

| €8e1] €Bver L, Adyw Donini!



1198

144

a2-3 odoon — émrytvopevor corrupta || a2 transp. Emvyivopevon (a3) post mpoonpécet
Rassow!# || oBoon om. L || || tehéwg P A] tedeiong C, tode g K, 103e, g K2, témg L
Vzutvid. {V'} a3 <koi> énonveral Spengel?, prob. Rassow? || om. ém- V1,
secl. Spengel?, add. in mg. V2 a4 atn om. A || del. P2 a6 mpoostiBepévny m,
corr. V2 a7 o0k &oty <éronvern> Rassow?, prob. Donini!, 00 €omiv <épetip>
Rassow?, o0k €6t <teAeio> Armstrong a8 006’ o 0108 b P a9 td]
rodta. C, ot Rassow#, prob. Donini! || &petiy] &petiiv Rav., tiv dipetny L

al0 g dpetoig L all Adyoug{ ald yap om. LalS pev] 8¢ aut pévror
(conferens 82a16) ci. Susemihl || obtot B, prob. Spengel?] obrtwg a m || RpGLon
Bekker] npéEer oo m, mpd&\L L, mpdén B €, post -£ {A}, mpéete ego al8
kehedeey M, corr. K2 V2 || keheO(c)eiey + v An a2l énonvetdv + 6pBog 8e Adyog
7 @poviioic éstiy Doninil, cf 00a3-4a22f om. L  a23 dv om. n || yivorto ci.
Susemihl a24 f! om. n || 72 om. m || dAAon +ai L a25 d1om] dux 10 G ||
mpokTidv L || kai V P2 (=rec.), prob. Spengel?, et 'l om. a B K B recte a26 7
Rassow!3] 1ig @ 228 v om. K B, év Va29 atdty K B, adriy sic V||
npootérrer K, potérter V1, corr. V2 || &vdpeio] dpetn ego || eil i AV || o B, ci.
Ellebodius, Spengel? a30 mpootdrter K, corr. libr. ipse K? || ye] te Z a3l
reAeiov ut vid, P || xod! m, om. o B || ko2 K, om. cett. || transp. émouverti post &petn
L 234 &v] 7y V || oikodopixny V. a36 xod om. Aa37 €noiel] émi m || momnTikodg +
obrog A || 881 & av B, 3¢ xail K a38 tdv2 om. B

b1 drnpeTikog L || dpar] &po P, om. n b2 xoi — VrnpeTkcdg om. L ||

avtod om. D, sed spatium sex litterarum adest || 05 add. Bonitz!, post mownTikog
Breier, {L} || 6 del. V2, om. Rav., retinet Bonitz!, Breier || brnpetikog] benpétng
Wilson, Spengel?, brnpetdv Bonitz! b3 xoi om. L b4 transp. ndcon post eiot (bS)
A b6 yop &v B, ci. Spengel? recte || odth K || npootéén B K, Spengel” recte ||
obtwg + kol Lb7 ol] ol ® || xorwd vovdrog A2 L b9 ©fi om. K || transp. wévroov
post yuxfi a b1l ook dpyet] drndpyer A || priow + 6t o P recte b13 oiké A,
corr. A? || ot V1, corr. V2 (=tec.) b14 obrog] obrag V1, corr. V2 || dpyet + t@v B
b15 éxeivog sic P b15-16 éxhdmmon Vo TV Gvaykoiov L b18 éom om. B
b18-19 ko 1] t0d Spengel2, ki @ V1, corr. V2 (=rec.) b19 adriig Bekker]
ovThg ®
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Collation of Magna Moralia II

1198b24-1206b29 Codd: CP (=), AL (=B), KV (=n).Bn =¢

1198 b27 éEadvvarel + kal o b28 Aéyer] Aéyeron Laur. 81,12 b29 tad //
podpevog L || ABodAeTo o P recte, i BovAeton V. b30 1®d] v L, ko Casaubon,
Rassow!:3, secl. Spengel? recte, ‘falsum’ Susemihl || transp. xo®” — dopicon post
d¢ Spengel2 b33 vopov sl L || mopéimev L b34 éoti + pev L || rodtd
Casaubon] tadtoe @ b33 ! {L} || koi? om. § b36-7 w® pn — ©od
vopoBétov om. V, suppl. in mg. V2 b36 diopicBon C || ante xprricdg add. & pev

obv Dirlmeier, O y&p? ego || dv + vro C b37 kol yryvokov om. o, ‘non
male’ Spengel? || yivdokw® V2 || §tv <8> ego b38 pev om. L || EAleineton L ||
dtkonog L

1199 al &vev + 1fig a B K recte, non habet V || edyvopoctvng 1 émeikeo ci.
Spengel? | | +towvdtn L a2 70 8¢ m nl 0 & 7idn o P recte || kol om. B,
perperam || supra kol add. w0 P2 (=rec.), 70 kol Rav., xoi ©0 M a3 kpiow + w0V
n advesl L ,om. V a5 npoxtikd A ||6vroom. Va7V PLKIfRCAYV
a8 émrektikn L || mpaktolg B, yp. Casaubon, ci. Bonitz!, Spengel?] mpaktikotg o
n || cvpgpepotdtov C all ©om L al2 koo +tov B || ev in évev s.1. A {L}
al4 note om. Rav. || <év> ©fj ci. Spengel? || Thv &vtevEiv ego al5 ofov om. B
|| dmotov V1 || il i V al8 transp. &v post d6Eetev Cal9 dmopiicol V a20
transp. xod! post BAdmtewy A || &g &] Soov a, &g Cois., ® Armstrong, Dirlmeier
a2l év {L}  a22 &idein (sic) P 226 toryaBOV V || mopokoAovBeTY + 10
péyroTov dryoBov v epdvnow (cf. a25-6) C! P, del. C! (rubro atramento) et P!
a28 xod 10 — Gyodov om. V || ortd C AK a30 -peiv {L} a30-1 kotd 7’
iotpuknv A, kortd Ty iotpiknv LV a31 mepuomticov L a32 méiveeg L ||
éMéBopog B Rav., (corr. libr. ipse A) a33 kAdoeig o || byewd Sylburg] byetvod ®
a34 tomtikd 1] -oi o B a36 éoti] Ot a37 7 oM A || dn + xai C ||
oov] kot A

1199 bl o in ioezpikn s.l. P || dcodrog &8 a || odv aut puncto ante &t deleto
secludendum aut in yop mutandum esse ci. Spengel? b2 kol 1 Tupavvig delenda
b3 el] i C || avt®d C A, o0td V! || Swakeypévov A b4 pdiiov L b6 adtd B

b7 ab®d o V || pévtol + 10 A b8 avtog] avt®d V! || Ecvtov o b9 tovg
olhovg a b11 transp. pev post &dikio? o b13 avt® { bl4 éomv P
b15 ypricocBon A b16 tobtmr V b17 1] 8¢ ci. Susemihl b19 dvvépun C

|| ®AotTm + kol A || dvvarog C b20 kol om. Lb21 dpioran] dg elpnton 1
b23 Gv om. V' || &ipxewv?] dpxnyv ego b24 81 18’ e o ut vid., 8¢ corr. aliquis P? ||
5] mote L || éavtdv V, abtov ego  b26 xai! om. L || kiBepvay P b30 0] 6 P
b31 ovx P2 (= nescioquis)] om. o recte, del. P? || &pyfigl & yfig (sic) C b32
gvKvntrepov ut vid. C! b33 yuxf C || transp. yop post padrog K1, corr. K2
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b33-4 10 c®po V2| 10 chpoatt o B recte, To cOUOTE N b34 odrtmg L] odrog a,
obreg sic P2 (=rec.) b35 obrog a, corr. P2 (=rec.?) b36 1] €in K || G
dAio m, corr. V2 b37 =btep’ &v a P] wOT’ &v M, corr. V2, wdte dv C?

1200 al 3eiv secl. Spengel?, Susemihl || Thv om. m || <év> & Spengel? a2 mpoaipeosig
vel | mpooipeoig Spengel? || Adym kol 7@ secl. Spengel?, 1® <G>AdY® Kol <év>
(“sensum pervertit’ Spengel?) Scaliger a3 dpo t0 Rieckher, Bonitz?2, prob.
Rassow?] 10 dpo o, dpo kol ©o mg. Bas.3, prob. Susemihl, <®> duo o olim ci.
Rassow!, <ei> 10 dpo Spengel?, o 7@ Ellebodius, dpor anon. in editio Bodleiana
Camotii || #AécBon C, Aéyesbon B || koi! om. o B || kol mopéoton secl. Ellebodius ||
post fjv rasura duarum litterarum ut vid. V. a4 c.p. elvon Rassow!3, p.p. ®
aS ¢.p. koAOv V, p.p. cett., Rassow!? || diperfi dpeti o B a6 1 secl. Bonitz?2,
Spengel?, aut fj <brnpetelv> vel <drocovewv> vel 1j <neiBecBon> vel simile quid
Bonitz2, retinet | Dirlmeier || rpdtter a L || mpoctdrrer <mplrtelv> vel npdirtet
<npdrererv> Dirlmeier a7 6] ® m || dyer m, corr. V2 || 70 y&p om. V! a8 ovte yop
dvev {L} al0 éAro +koi C || midg C  al2 dmopricetey v Tig vel dmopeiton
Spengel? || mote {L} al6 dndeig] secunda littera {P'} al7 pey£6ovg secl.
Spengel? || kol om. L al8&6&v {L} al9 -ou (e moporyévnmon) {A} || 0¥? add.
Bonitz!, Spengel?, corruptelam suspicatus est iam Casaubon, om. ®, prob. Breier (f
00 @noiv) (conferens Bonitz Observ. Critic. in Arist. Metaph. p.16) || pnowv o, secl.
Scaliger, prob. Ramsauer || tfig L V] om. o A K recte a20 peydn ywopévn]
pevoAdvvopévn ut vid. L a21 onoiv om. L, secl. Spengel? a22 tijg {L} ||
yap Spengel?] 8¢ @ || 7y s.1. C a23 nowfj L || yevopévn L || toBro ovk] 0 todro V
a26 moporyv- B a27 moporyv- B a28 ypficeton A K2 (=rec.) Ml
xprionron o L m || 6pbidg om. m a29 &1 1 Spengel?] 8’ 1 a V, 81 B K recte ||
W2 om. { recte, add. s1. V2 a30 dote] donmep Ald. || fipuivl A pév C, fj pév P
a3l oi om. m|| 7] fi Bas.2  a32 pdArov oo A || éotiom. L a33 odoa V7,
corr. V2 (=rec.) || yop {L} a35 pev Ald.] pev odv o recte || péxpr] petexer A
a37 xoi? om. a L, secl. Spengel?  a37-8 1| &pern — dromol corrupta esse

suspicatur Sylburg, £i &petn kol [f] xouio, obtod oy dtomol aut el Gpetn kol
M} koxio adron, otiv drorov Spengel? || ] fi ego || koi? — woucior secl.
Winterbottom

1200 b1 avden] oty V, 1 Towden o b2 tavta] tadta V- b3 évavtiotton! m,
corr. K? || évavtiodtonz V. bS5 tfj om. m || - vopeva {L} b6 kol dpetiig delenda
b7 ticwv +éomiv A b9 3¢ 1] 3¢ « fort. recte, 3 Spengel? b13 dvdvupog € K]
avhvopog V, dvdvoplog obv cett., AL 00K ci. ego || adthy A b14 Beitiov A
K] BéATiov cett. recte || t@v dpetdv M b15 BeAitiov B V2, BéAtiotov Spengel?
b16 tfi? om. n b175¢] 3 C A n b18 kol om. K || 72 {L} b20 av suppl.
Bekker || et Laur. 81,12 b22 xoi €vavriovpéveov om. § b23 kol TodTo
{L}  b26 xoxa! + kol A b26-7 koxé eicwv {L} b27 €hort’ K b29 Get’]
dote V|| 00 8] 008° V, 0k mg. Bas.? b30 mbavid] povépec ci. Winterbottom
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b31 ywopevov] Aeydpevov L b33 filxol L, 4 D b34 odk &v 86Eetev. dtonov
yaip Ml &v 80Eerev dromov o P recte  b37-8 évavtiobton <**ad- >t un aut

évavtiodron ® [Nl Spengel? recte, évavtiodron <,d6T” ad->t® PN ci. Susemihl,

prob. Armstrong b38dpoa BV b39 ein om.
a2 npobécBon V1, corr. V2 a3 un om. C || iddvra C, €186t D || 611 ovm ut vid.
A || 0¥ del. K2, om. Cois. recte a4 d6Eovta o, doEdoavto Rav. || ye om. A

a5 yéynuev C || 61 70 VI, corr. V2 a6 ante ot add. ovd’ ol V!, del. V2 || &1 om. V
a7-8vbp PV a8 yap' om. C || cupBaively émoiovv M] ovpBaivewy P i
recte, émoiovv ovpPaively C P2, copPaiver Ba9 émolovv secl. Susemihl perperam
all mpdrepov {, corr. K2 V2 al2 éoton + opodpog V1, del. V2 || deoioer C al2-13
gxewv avtov AV al4 émbopedv kpotewdv L || uny del. P2, secl. Ellebodius,
Rassow!-3, Spengel?, retinet Dirlmeier recte || €60t L, corr. V2 al5 ook €oton
€11 AV || 6! Rav., prob. Rassow!3, Spengel?] o0 ®, prob. Dirlmeier recte || éotiv
Rassow!] éoton @, prob. Dirlmeier al6 unBév a A V] ovBev K, pndev L || transp.
mhAv ante kol o al7 tdv] Tivov Rassow? al8 yektéov L || g s.l. C

a19 dokeitm] dokel wde M, corr. K2 a22 npdirrer D, npdiéer Rassow? recte

a23-5 1} yop — xoA@®v delenda, aut dryétm (a24) in fyyev mutandum et 6 8¢ (a24) —
OV KOAQV (a25) delenda 224 dwpoptétm V2 (=rec.) a24-5 wdv Aoyisuev K
\'& a2s axpong {L} 227 % om. o a29 éykpatngl] Gkpotng A || 8¢ y€ éomy
0] pév ye éotiv 0 Ald,, 8¢ ye €otmw Armstrong a31 t® — koAdv] corrupta aut
mutilata Susemihl, ©® Ady® 1OV KOADY <00 TpdEer O Yop Adyog> Rassow!-3, Adyog
WV koG Bonitz? (cf a21) || kwAOoeronr Amerbach, Dirlmeier recte, kwAtoer
<ovtov> Scaliger a32 kwAvoet ci. Susemihl, koA beton Amerbach, Dirlmeier,
KOAOOETOL €80 a33 ryoryev V] fiyev cett. || npdirtov] mpdrov C a359’ Ml
oM P a36 dxpatng] éykpotng ¢ a38 mepl ©0 V!, corr. V2 a39 dgpopiceev K! et
ut vid. (% inras.) Cois.}, corr. K2 (=rec.)

b2 8¢ om. a sed add. (libr. ipse ut vid.) s.1. P || odv om. o, ‘haud male’ Spengel?

b3 transp. €80ker post eivon P || dmoPoreiv m b4 ovdev oo b6 T®] O M,
corr. K2 V2 || gpevdmiotov C L || o0Bev 24] 0008y o recte b7 36Eng V2] 8dEog o A
7 recte, 80Eav L, 1 86Ea toig ci. Bekker - ‘perperam’ Susemihl || €govot L n recte,
corr. V2| 70 V2 a] ©® § recte || ot in motevewv {L} b8 eixe Spengel? || 86&av + dv
70 pév oty TV EmoTAPNY Exewy énictacton = 01b11-12 K, del. K2 b9 &¢
Susemihl] 61 ®, 8 Spengel® recte b1l t0! om. n b12 transp. tote post Tig A

b13 éxeL K, &y P b1S comma ante tahTn Sylburg b16 drordv éotv adtov
BV bl19évsl C b20 odrtoig] ovede n || yop om. V  b21 1) Susemihl] 8¢ 1
L, ® m cett., dn M ci. Susemihl recte b23 dromo a0 A b24 yévorror C || domep]

oG yop ego  b25 mpotwv (sic) A || yiveoBon] eivon L b26 mpotépav Spengel?
b27 bro TordTnv] i’ oy M, Em” oty 24 b28 obrwet o, corr. P? (= rec. ut vid.)
b29 vyifj vel by, L b30 8] 00 Armstrong || énictnun om. L || ot P2 A2L K2 V]

om. oo M Al K! recte  b31 odv +1 C, del. libr. ipse b32 pév om. L |

énicTopon
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add. Susemihl recte, énicTotan add. Spengel? b33 oidev P b35 v pev] kol
TV 700 o b37 Tt oA T PaDAL o, TodToL TotDtor Armstrong fors recte
|| émi pépovg secludo b39 -8’ obtw {L}

ad-5 drodhoyévreg - eioy om. o recte a5 néiv om. Cois. || post eiowy
repetitur 0Ok ééémece & adtdv 6 Adyog 000’ 1y émotiun: (= a3-4) V || odv add. s.l.
P2 (= rec.), om. o recte a6 mév secl. Spengel? male || npepeiv K1, fipepetv
K2 (= corr.) a9 dg om. a || Exopévov m, corr. V2 || wektod tod {L} all
dnyevodpevog o Vo al2 ko2 +ob L al3td + g V ald4 un om. A ||
o0dg]od L al5 ob om. a || 2OV om. V || <ovx> émBopdv 3¢ Susemihl, EmiBondv
3¢ <um> dubitanter ci. Wilson recte || émi@opdv] émbopotve B V2 || 8] "xai sic L
al7 00d’] odk o al8 ovd¢] otre 8¢ K  al9 oonportikod sic V a20 oiov om. B ||
pev + yop L || tiveg om. o A recte || ol Thomas] ol @ recte a2l tidlovteg + T0g
Rav. L (Thomas) || tpiyog <, &tepor 8¢ todg Svuyxag> ex ENN. 1148b27 Thomas,
pixag <, Etepor & Svuyog> Susemihl, vitium suspicatus erat Rassow? ||

Swtpdymowy A ||tig sl € a22 eil i K, A ut vid. V', fiv V2 a23 viov sl C||
vidV oot mote L, vidv goott mote sic V. a24 x in dikaotnpio s.1. P2 (= corr.?) ||
Tov om. V || tomzer A, tomt L a24-6 Aéyov®” — toilg om. L a25 31 a on A,
3¢t V, dokel Cois. Utin. 226 doxel m, £d0xer Sylburg, visum est Valla ||
apopriov av sic V. a27 <toodrdc> tig Armstrong || tov om. P, add. P2 (= corr ')
228 o0de] 008é ye (Y A) B 229 transp. arA®dg post émovetol L a31 e 8 af t&x

M || kot om. || mepl + 70 L a32 otrwg V || &v +€in L || koi? om. K recte
a32-3 6 — eivon post 33 copotikod tri. Rassow!3, prob. Armstrong a32-4 0

odv — elvon secl. Armstrong a33 xoi ofov ai copoatikod secl. Ellebodius recte,
olov oi cmpatikod secl. Dirlmeier || fidovod Rassow!3] ofov ai @ a34 pos in
éxposiov {L} || &v add. Susemihl, zadr’ &v Bekker || 8] yop ego || mept om. L,
néay V a35 dxpdrero 1 || transp. pev post unv L || odv om. L~ a35-6
odk €oTtv — Tuny om. A a37 éotiv om. { a38 'l f ut vid. C

b1 dxporfi C, dxpar™ P || g om. LV b2 adrod a, vt L || mpoctfceng

A, mpoBécewg V b3 6 anAdx] g O K, 0 ©idg VY, corr. V2 b4 kol om. A ||
6m] 6¢ L b5 denfoet ante wexktd add. o B || om. deT a PV b6 dpy] opyn ut
vid. K! b7 yextoi A n b9 Aéyeton] yéyeton L b11 odoov V ||
dxpacio] axodasio L || wektotépa L, editio Vallae (1590)] yextordtn o A m, editio
princeps Vallae b12 4117 C || v sl L | éonv {L} b13 t®v monddv delenda
|| mpoBOmG] EToipmg L b14 eimor a A || drov eimor {L} b15 npobeopic L
|| € éveyOévteg A || mpd toD] mpog TO A b17 ypaupidv K et ut vid. A || némovee]
T EmoBe ci. ego b18 dpyfig {L} b20 7' om. L b21 cpodpax P || 1l €l
Ald, fiego  b22 émmpunre.a K, corr. K2 (= corr.2) || tiv om. o0 b23 ye secl.
Spengel? || <i> ®pdg Armstrong b2S mope add. s.1., S deleto, P2 (= rec.),
nopd. in linea Rav D, 3w @, inmg. D, 00 diccego  b27H1od L b28HIH L || &
no- {L} b30 6 om. C  b31 xpatdv] éyxpordv C b33 ' et 72 om. V!, add.



1203

149

s]. V2 b34 pnl piv L b3S dvaryxaimg corruptum esee credo || dv tig dAhog tig V1,
tig! del. V2 b36 vropéverv] ropeivon L b38 ad] odv n || Tig] tivog C

al dxparng! secl. Amerbach, Bonitz!-2, prob. Breier || 6 odtog] dxdroctog,

si Gxportng! retinere praestat, ci. Bonitz!, prob. Rassow! || fj o] mov i a2 tg)
g¢otva || OlecBon o a3 ovr®d Bekker] avtd @ a4 Exewv Rav. Ald.] €xer o recte
|| oo Bekker] ovm®d @ a5 €9’] npog L a6 wotepov 1 || edrortdrepog o B, 1 in
rasura K || &wu supra ed P2 (= corr.?) recte  a6-7 obtw — dxpoatig om. Ka7 odv +
oo L V|| om. &v € || {owg : o0y post &v in mg. P2 (=rec.), {cwg ovy in linea Rav.,
om. o B V {K} recte || & yopl AL’ O, nisi gariveron vel sim. additur Spengel?

a8 edotirrepog o B K || supra el aliquid {V?} || Aoyog om. A al10 opoimg m,
corr. V2 || 86Eer évavtiog K, corr. K2 || 36€et V, 86En Vettori || d0&erev + dv A

all norepov V Cois. || xeipwv D || s.i. post xeipov Bonitz! || ® — drdipyer post
éxeivog (13) tri. Spengel? || @] 6v ut vid. V1, corr. V? || xarwd undév aut T secl.
Arnim? || pndév TL DrGpyEL GryaBOV L al2 f @ &yaBOv pev T vrdpyer add.
Bonitz!, quae accipit Susemihl qui et e ante T add., lacunam indicat etiam
Bussemaker || ki — todto secl. Amerbach || koi] fi Spengel? || 7o om. 24, ©® Ald.
|| koneet o B, prob. Bonitz!, Spengel?] xatd M! n || zadwé Spengel? || oo + 1 6
dkpathg; Dirlmeier || il fj ut. vid. P, f P2 (=rec.), | A al3 éxeivo L, éxelvo
V1, corr. V2|

o ye O TyLdepOv M)

Sow ve 671 Ty kol Tyimdrepov P

§ ve, 67 myuny kol Tyuwrepov C Ambros. B.84. sup.,

Som ye 6t 10 TYLULAOTEPOV A,

80w ye TyLudTepov L,

Yp. @ ve ©® TN kod TO TyudTepov in mg. Ambros. B 84 sup.,

@ 'ye ©O TYlutepov Matr. 4684,

o ye Tyudratov Laur. 81,12,

® T TYudToTov Spengel?

|| Exov dyaBOv o, dyoov €xwv C2 P2 || 1ov — Svra] 6pBdv Svto Tov Adyov L als
gt P2 (= corr.2 ut vid.), B] 6t o m || €o7iv + ExGotov, P1, del. P2 al6 odv om. n M
al7 xeipov n, xeipov, sed wv, ut vid. in corr. Cois. al8 kol om. o a20
bropBorkodon (sic) C || n.p.p. xokio V, p.p. cett., signum interruptae orationis
Susemihl || 8" P2 (=corr.") etinlineaetinmg ] & © a2l fjom. L ||dnn +RapK2V
|| 8&] yap ut vid. L || ©) delendum || 6 om. a, add. s.1. P2 (=rec.) a22 énel] ém
(recte) vel énel <Cnrhicelév tic> Amerbach || ®dtepov A V || transp. mAeio post kakd
L || Mwv signo addito ut nomen significetur C, Aéwv in mg. K a23 kAfapyog +
i e0uaBnNg o recte, fi Epuéveng Kenny? || to0tov tdV] 1@V to1ottov ci. ego

a24 A1 f| V, ut vid. P2 (= corr.’), §j Rav. || fj + oveidg s.1. P2 (= corr.!) a25 Onpim Shmg
{L} || £omv] éveomiv arecte a28 Setv om. L || év adn@d 1 Gy Eveotv ooy byuig
P2 (= rec.)] év a0e® M| Gipyxm Eveotiv Dyuig o A, gordAn odv év avd (oot (V4,
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corr. V2) ©| pyn Evestiy byihg M, godAn odv 1 &pxn v adtd Evesty yig L, del.
obv et Gpxn +8° V2, &v adtd 1 Gpym Evestiv <pordAn: €v 88 @ dkportet R dpyh>
VY ego, GpxM + év de Td dxportel 1 dipyM in mg. K2 || §10 + kol M, prob.

Spengel? a30 €1dn + olov « recte || mpometikf P2 (= rec.), Ramsauer]
npotpenTikhy , prob. Dirlmeier?, et mpometng ci. Ramsauer, Spengel? a3l xoi?
om. A a33 éyivero A a34 olov om. L || doBevnmiki o || 700! om. C B a3s

éxeivn {L} || Mav om. a || transp. 30&ete(v) post elvon o K a36 &v te toig Oeppoiot
o

b1l i — yuypolg om. a || } — woypoig post kol peroryyoAkols traicienda

esse ci. Spengel? b2 towovtol + oV a || IposAaBdvto V, mpokaradaBovio ego
b3 6] 60’ a L, &7 A, ot 88 6t Ald. || avrov P2 (= libr. ipse ut vid.)] adtdv @

bS5 00dev!] ovde Ald. || meioeron K2 (= rec.), sed et in rasura. {K'} b7
poroxkiopevog L || 008e “si verum Casaubonus vidit” (b8), ci. Susemihl b8
transp. &v ante O L ||  post &v traiciendum esse ci. Casaubon || transp. oUtw post
axporng L || te] ye A b9 npokotar {L} ||

av idoorto Casaubon, prob. Dirlmeier]

aviorto C P2 (=libr. ipse), {P}

dveicarto K, A ut vid.

av eloonto V 242

av édoorto L, ci. Scaliger, se remiserit Valla

av eloon ©0 Laur. 81,12

av eloero 241,

&v doorzo Cois.

{owg : dvvaro in mg. P2 (=rec.),

opuncot sic in mg. P2 (= corr.b),

ava( ) {P},

b10 ot Rieckher] oror P2 (= rec.), oUte cett., prob. Dirlmeier ~ b11 kxoi! om. o,
suppl. s.1. P2 (=rec.) || doBevel a || midg C L, moog cett. b12 Amopnin pevi
nropnénuev Abl3 Aéyopev Bas.3 et yp. Vettori] Aéyouev ® b14 6 om. V!,
add. s1. V2 b14-16 Tordrog — émbopdy om. L b15-16 6 — kowéyev corrupta
esse iudicat Spengel? b15 kai2 + 6 a, del. P2 b16 towoDrog elvon oiog secl.
Armstrong || &yyévorto L m, corr. K2 V2 b16-19 éomiv — OpBOV secl. Armstrong
b17 pfte Spengel? || 8¢ Tauchnitziana b17-18 transp. 6pBOV post Adyov V
b18 tobrog A, ci. Spengel? b18-19 6 8" — 0pBdv om. o L recte b18 6 8 Bas3, at
Valla] § ©” An {a L} || Tov 3¢ Bas.3, Bekker b19 tardrog A, ci. Spengel? || ddot” +
ovk Ellebodius, Amerbach ~ b20 xoi] od 8’ Rassow!3 || xoid + 6 yiportig ovk
Ellebodius || 6! add. Bonitz? recte ~ b20-1 éykportic — ohdepov add. Bonitz?
recte, <€ykpotng 0> cdppmv ci. Bonitz!, lacunam ante shgpwv pos. Bussemaker
b21 pev yop sdppev 6 om. K1, sbppov add. in mg. K2 (=rec.)  b22 7 oldg e P
V11 olég ve C B K recte, } 6 0l6g e Ald. || dv om. 1 || méioyew o (prob. Breier,
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Rassow!)] méoyel K!, corr. K2, ndoywv <kpoteiv> Bonitz!, néoyewy **
Bussemaker, kpoatelv Rieckher, Spengel?, ndioyev <xoi kpoteiv> Spengel? (‘haud
male’ Susemihl) || 8¢ om. {, add. s.1. K2 V2 b23-4 odxppov. ndtepov {L} b2S5 éoty
om. o b26 0% 6 Adyog B K2] 008’ Shwg a, 00 Adyog 1 || 00 om. o b27 AN’ del. P2
(=rec.) || ®® om. V || mp&rrev V || podro + kol L b28 otre P2 (= rec.)] 0086¢

recte || 6 om. i b29 0! om. 1 b30 dvcwtdtepa V D, prob. Sylburg] -drepa
cett. || yevopévmv Ald.] yivopévov cett. recte b32 dxdrocTog + 611

Armstrong b33 olog] olov A b34 eadrog {L} || o0y om. Ald. || dxpatig +
o0y n b35 olirwg om. A || adtog] avTd o || 00* L V, add. K2 242 51 P2 (=rec.),0 A
24! om. o Kirecte b36 supra avtov add. s.l. wov Adyov K2, ToDrov e Rieckheri
transl. ci. Susemihl

al o' om. m || obv dipa] dpa K, odv B, ydp Cois. a2 eivon eordrog L ||
dvowrdrepog o A K, ducratdrepov L || 81 © Susemihl] 8 6 a B, yop 6 m, éip” 6 ci.
Susemihl a3 70 inras. P2 (=rec.) {P1} a5d¢ om. V| g om a a7d al
del. P2, om. { a8 amopricer 1 || &v om. m || d&] &7 & al0 6 add. s.l. C!, om. n

all npdrerewy + ko C || tov om. Rav.a12-13 008’ &v — @pdvyrog om. V, add. V2 || 6
Ppovylog secludo al5 pgv! om. B || torwtdv Rav.al6 det] dewvdg ci. Casaubon ||
transp. &xpothi post évdéyerton L al7 3¢l Ellebodius, Rieckher] dewvog @ prob.
Armstrong {L D'} || tov + 8¢ A al8 8’ om. A || elvor. + 00 YOp TPoKTIKOG TEPL
A kod dewvog Tov epovipov (87 ook {L}) évdéyeton dkparii eivon. (repetitio) L

al9 8¢ om. o a2l méiveo V|| fi {L} a22 8&] yop ci. ego || -xepoivoveg V a24 odv]
<6’> olv aut 8¢ ci. Susemihl a25-6 od poévov — fHBoviig om. L a25 ol dAiol om.
spatio circa quinque litterarum relicto a, ovx Rav. || olovron] 3éovion V. a26 o1
kol 0T A || transp. Hiv post éotv V a26-7 énedn yop] énedfinep A a27 nuiv om.
B a29 vrep) mepl L || dvaykondtepov L a29-30 transp. einelv (30) post &v (29)
o a3l pgv om. L || elropev Al V || miva o a33 enow V || yéveowv! {L}
a3Séyer V|| 8! om. a || &1t <00 mloa ndovn GyaBov. moAy ti> vel sim. (cf.
1205a7seq.) ci. Spengel2, Susemihl haec verba apud 1204b1 vult  a36 &m] odv V ||
év om. L a37 yop + kod B || yop om. DM a38 onpov (sic) L

bl 7oAd xowvov V || rodOkowvov. <kal 6Tt idoviig ovk Eotiv EmGTAIN.>

vel sim. suppl. (cf. 1206a26 seq.) Spengel?, Susemihl haec verba et ea quae Spengel
supplevit apud a35 hic ponere vult  b1-2 koi 6t — kpdtioTov fortasse post 3.
GyoBoOv transponenda esse ci. Spengel? || 00 kpdrisTov — KpdTiGTOV] 0UK pPLoTOY
— dpwotov Spengell? b2 kpdtiotov! +1 sl C b4 transp. é&v €in post Aextéov
L b5 transp. Tobrov post Adewv A K || Adew] dtoddery L b6 ov nooo {L}
b7 &no] mpog A || yivopevn + donep i tdv dAiov (cf b9) P!, del. P2 b8 ideiv
kol male add. Susemihl || yap + % A b10 uev om. A b12 & add. sl V2| xoid
+1 C b16 8¢ om. L || €om Bekker] éoti o, om. §{ b17 Gewpodvrag D || 7 {L}
b18-20 £i obv — yéveorg om. V1, suppl. in mg. V2, sed pev (b18) om. V2 b18 pgv
K]om ap V2recte b22 ok om. o B recte || €om yéveoc n, corr. K2 V2 b24
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npogopdsg L V1, corr. V2 || yevopévng M || yivopevng yiveton {L}  b25 yevéoig m,
corr. V2|j o om. Autvid. b26 transp. Tl post pépog B || dpo {L} || mposeopt dv
{L, sed ut vid. mpo@-} || ®vlwg V. b27 woxfig + A o B, + M m, + A P2 (=rec.), del.
P2 (=rec?), del. V2 b28 adrod] dexorrn A, om. L || 90 70 Scaliger] 70 1 o, 3¢ 10
Bas? b29 0% Ald.] om. ® recte b30 avtod] adtiig D? || tnv doviv om. L

b31 &deirov Lb32 dpoimg L b33 todro] solum tob legeri potest V, 24 || pev
oioOnTnTikOV (sic) oty C, pév oty aiotntov V || 1 yoymn o6& o¥ P || 1 secl.
Rieckher, retinet Stock b35 6 om. o, add. s.1. P2 (=corr.lutvid.) b37
aiotnty K2 aictntiv o || yop] 8¢ ego || -pévng L

al épépev V! a2 évdefj utvid. A a3 kol 7pd Admng om. 7 || ®pd Abrngl
npdAVTNG ci. ego || om. B K a4 7dovh + 1 L || éni] éom L, éom émi P, corr. P2 (=
corr.)) a5 eidom V! a6 ovk Eotiv] o0k €11 V || dyoBOV + yap L || om. §

a7 gootv yp. Casaubon, ci. Bonitz2, inquiunt Valla] gnoiv @, prob. Allan? || cvveidot
K all méooug o V al2 dyaBod évepyeiog om. n al2-13 dotv” — ein
dryoov secl. Dirlmeier al3 dndooug § || dyaddv] v amdoong Rassow!s3,
Armstrong, év méooug Susemihl al4 toortog] Toig adroig Rassow!3, Spengel?,
Armstrong, écoig Bonitz? || iSovA] 1déa B als ndovil] 1déa A || n8ovi?] cryabov B
ci. Dirlmeier a16 oi K] om. cett. recte  al7 oi L K] om. cett. al8 o0 {L} ||
otov]fi L a19 1 K., §j K2 (= rec.) || fiomvosodv] tvog odv K1, fig tvog V1, corr.
K2 V2 || transp. &m post yop Rav. || yapl 6 L, om. D, év Cois. || Aop™P0 A, xoc}mpb
L, Aapump spatio duo litterarum sequente D, Aapnp®d Cois., Aapnpds n (P solus
signum nominis habet), Aéovdpog Bergk (p.xii) || supra Aopmpids scribitur Svop (o)
Kkoprov ut vid. V a20 3¢ om. Rav. || dubxerton K || tordeng] obrog Rassow!:3
a21 6 V] om. cett. recte || ypapporixdg secl. Bekker recte, retinet Rassow!:3 || 6iAlog
C || 003 500 Spengel?] od 8% a, d0o B, 51O M, 0d 8o V2, o ovk ci. Rassow!?

a22 &dbipopor ci. K2 || post ypopporeicod rasura trium litterarum K [ ] 4 L ||
Aopmpd B, Aapmpdn K || kod + 7 L, ci. Sylburg recte, quaeque Valla a22-3 év
‘TAel V] v vnAel a, ci. Bergk recte, éviet A, év ikel L, évider K, év &AAw
Spengel?, &v dryevvel Becchi’, obscuro Valla a25 86Eouev n, -etev o B rectea27 7
om. B V || 8¢ Susemihl] 31 © a28 {810 n] {516 o B || Eotiv + 7fig « || dAr {L}

a29 lacuna duarum litterarum post olov P || exaAikev C, okorikwv P, corr. P2 (=
corr.!) 24 a3l sici] elev n a34 008’] o0k L || transp. Bewpelv post del
(05a35) L a35 3elv n || 6moT6g ut vid. L || 7ig om. a0

bl éotiv om. a b2 transp. @adAon post idovol V. b3 xoi! om. a recte

|| ko2 + @ovdAn P2, del. P2 b4 Adkov A tvog] Abkov Tivog, o b6 mept ut vid. L
b7 sub @ in bov? est T ut vid. V, corr. libr. ipse || ékéotov A n || abrod Bonitz?]
gowtod C, adro? cett. || €in om. L || {dwov C P2 (= corr.?), prob. Spengel?] fidwov P1,
fidwstov B V Bonitz3, ndictn K b8 ye om. L || ©} parOAn Susemihl] gordAn AV
Rav., padAn 1 o L K || ante gardAn add. in mg. GAAG TR e QovdAn @boer V2 || kol

om. LRav. b9 énewdnimep L b1l fiv om. V || pacwv & A m, gnoiv L, secludo
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b12 xabictn P A] kabictnow C L V, xabicter K || Thig]l Todg ut vid. V1, corr. V2 ||
eardAng] eovdAovg ut vid. V1, corr. V2b13 supra oi add. un s.l. P2 (=rec.) bl4 o0 B]
om. a7 || témovBoorv {L} || €iddvteg a, corr. P2 (= corr.!) b15 odk om. B || todrov]
toUto n, corr. V2 || §dwov o B V] idwov Rav. K b17 edoxovrag K, corr. K2 ||
pbokovteg + pdoxovieg C  bl9 €2 om. L || uny Bas.?] 00 o P recte, om. n, ov vel
um ci. Amerbach || omovdoiovg A b20 eivon om. V || 8 om. P!, add. s.1. P2 (=
corr.!) b22 ai om. B || dvorAfpwacig B || dvarinphoeig + kol o b24-5 ai yop] of
de V1, corr. V2 (= libr. ipse), ai && ci. Susemihl b26 Syewg + kol tfig V1, del.
\'& b27 Bértioton] BeAtiong & V, BérticTor, ut vid. Cois. || ol yelai L

b29 671 om. L V1, add. s.1. V2b30 ko ndot kowvov {L} || 1] 3¢ ci. Susemihl ||
guotiog Vi, corr. V2 (=rec.) b31 oixeTov] o0k oiov A b33 cryabov
Rassow!]y’ dyodv ci. Casaubon recte taya@ov codd. || 3eiv] on A M, et L

b34 kol om. B V!, add. s.1. V2, udAlov Amerbach || transp. post 86&etev v elvon
&yoddv V b35S todtov om. A b35-6 T00 yop — épieton om. V

al \f A Al ooeiv] aded A a2 10 & o L K2, 1o 3¢ (aut t00 &) An,

prob. Wannowski (pp.84-5) || pn om. L a3 oriig o, corr. P2 a4 dAAnln {L}
a8 émotiung om. V1, suppl. in mg. V2 || ndovfig V! ||oBlo {A} a9 mpdg ©0 om. L
al0 &’ odtod] dimdeen B || yrvopévoo V || énei] 7 éri V || momoov V 24, movicovto
242 movhoovoa. Amerbach  all & om. o B || 1déwg L2, [L1] || mpbirterv? L m P2 (=
corr.))] mpbrter o A || Gp” C, dpa A, dpox (sic) V. al2 o0 secl. Amerbach || €]

av L  alSs mpattewv V al7 fiom. V! add. sl V2  al88&’] yop Susemihl
a21 1 Susemihl, vel editiones posteriores Vallae] kot , et editio princeps Vallae

a22 1y om. L || AMomng + xoi Va24 Shov {L} a25 <dpernv> dvev Rassow* || 1fig] t00
A || dmbtng C B a26-30 Stock hoc argumentum olim fuisse apud 1204b1 credit
|| transp. mowet post émothun A V || ndoviv {L}  a27 dewvomorol K || ol om. o L
a28 lacuna duarum litterarum post eicl A a28-30 dAAQ — dvev Ndoviig post 30

nownTikn Ndoviig tri. Susemihl! a28 toig {L} a29f om. L | te om. L
a30 xai] i o, om. Ald. a31 3¢ om. { || &Arog Spengel?] dAAmg o recte || oV

tdpiotov Susemihl  a33 €ot wdproTov Susemihl || Gp’] &v A a34 tov7’l nl
o0t o B, ot M a35 ovde <dn> — 00 tdpiotov Susemihl || Tobro L a36-b29
transp. post 04a18 Arnim*  a37 transp. xpotel post wote B a38 a¢] ko C,
om. D || avteotpoypéveg sic P

b1 obv secl. Scaliger ‘perperam’ Susemihl b3 @ordAmg Srokeipevog

Mielach, prob. Spengel?] poddog: 810 kdikeivog am, 6 QodAg §10 KdKeTvog B

b4 kol om. V! || p.p. &pet(f)v @ || toOto L || €éoton, cvpproeton]

gmovuPriceton V. bS xoxaxg] xodag C || Aoyog pardhwg Spengel?] Aoy eordie
o, Aoym ordAwg Armstrong recte b7 mpdg 8¢ ci. Susemihl b10 n@Oectv +
ed V. bllobdupetpovV  bl12 Swkeipevor K ut vid.  b13 nposrérter P! || ©0]
v V' b1S padArog Vb16 éxhanovrog K b17 8 ody, domep {L} || dog P2
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b21 kod dwo- {L} b22 tig + xoi L || moidwv n [} 1@dv2 om. A b23 {hov

Scaliger || Tob om. o L recte b24 t®v om. K || mpdTepov om. a, mdtepov Al ||
votepov L V recte || émyevopevog L b2S dv {L} b26 AdBor A || 00k? om. o, del
ci. Armstrong b27 opoyvop- C b28 cpyn A || v om. L

1206b30-1207b20 Codd: CP (=), AL (=B), KV (=1n). B n =&, Bf A (A non semper

1207

citatur)

b30 ante €xopevov add. mepi evrvyiog L || énel L b31 Adyog + pnréov in mg. P?
b32 tov edruyfi elvon] Ty edruyiov elvon ut vid. Bf A (eam quae bona fortuna esse
Bf, eandem esse et bonam fortunam A) b35 éotiv om. Bf A fors. recte || brep]
nept L || edroyiog + quid sit (= 7l o) A || kol — e0- {L} || tig n Bf A (quis), 7t o B
b35-6 év ticl] quibus Bf, qualiter A b36 tadt’] tadrong sic ut vid. V, 1odt’ Bf A
(hoc Bf, hanc intentionem A) b37 émPréwog o B Bf A (considerans), dmopAéyog 1
|| dmopficerev {L} || &v om. L || eilrn L b38 1 yop @bo1g om. V! || del post 7
(b39) tri. Susemihl conferens 1207a3 et inprimis E.E. 1247a32, a35, 1248b4, prob.
Stock, Donini!, Dirlmeier, secl. Rieckher (cf. ad b39) || del o0 éomv airio TobTOV]
est cuius causa semper et similiter est (= éotv 00 oitio del kol ooobTng éotiv) A ||
o] ok K1, corr. K2

b39 i — ®oaiTog]

<fj del fi> dxg énl 1O moAD [R] doadtwg Bonitz!, prob. Rieckher, Armstrong, (‘fors

recte’ - Susemihl),

lacunam ante ®g émi TO TOAD 1j doodTwg Bussemaker,

aooiteg i g énl 10 moAd Spengel?,

aut ut in pluribus similiter (= A g éni T0 TOAD [fi] doadrwg) A, et ci. Spengel?,
<f> g éml 70 WOAL 7| <Cet> doobrwg Susemihl

film K1, del. K2, kol M2 || dog adTdn ut vid. V1, corr. V2 || ye om. L

al-2 f| — towbrowg] év Tovrtowg 1 ToM L a2 Aéyeton om. Bf || 31 3¢ A (sed)

a3 xoi] i A? (quam) || doadrung] adtdn Vi, corr. V2 || doadtmg + &gov L ad i) 0
Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, Armstrong || 3¢] 8¢ ve L || xol Adyog om. A as kol
om. {BfA a6 dpo ye C AV || 0e00 a B, dei Bf, a deo A a6-7 Toro x@v a, corr.
P2 (=corrl) a8d¢ {L} a9 i om. B || TOxou L || yivezon] yép éomiv V1

al0 0 om. Ald. || dmoveipwpev L, drovéuopey V. all todro & ov oo A A (at hoc
non)] ©ott’ 0v M, ToVT’ ovde L, xail Todt’ 00 V2 Bf (et hoc non) || ® om. { {Bf A}
al2 &w...tobtov] extra... hoc Bf A (= &w® tobrov) || -dev {L} al2-13
avtiotaberev K1, avmvdGerev K2, corr. K3 al13 m { Bf A (aliquid)] mig o || €in]
solum e1 ut vid. legitur P || ko s.1. L al5 edvowr A V]edvour 1 o L K {Bf A}

al6 & 0 — éyyiyvesBou] eo quod pravis eveniat Bf, eo quod et pravis multociens
Al kol om. L Bf|[év om ABfA al78¢] enim BfA (= y&p) al8 #? om. n
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al9 ép’l in Bf A (=8év) a21 dixouov n Bf A (iustum) || Aéyei] dicet Bf A (=
épet, an dicit legendum?) a22 é¢’] in Bf A || fuiv + pev K || xoi! om. A

a23 76n + xoi B Bf (= iam et) || éni] in Bf A recte || oiketdtepov] ~tatov Bf A
(convenientissime)  a24 époduev] dicimus A || Aéyopev § Bf A (dicimus)] épodpev
o a25 70 o V] om. B K {Bf A} || avtdg kOprog @ A] dominus ipse Bf (= xOprog
o0T0g) 226 transp. kvpieg post &v n Bf (utique principaliter) A ut vid. || | om. 1 ||
gotuyion Aéyowvto V a27 8¢] autem et Bf A (= 8¢ xoi) || mopa] mept A a28
ovtod C B V|| evxii C a29-30 ko — @opév om. ex. homoeot. C Bf A

a30 xepdévovta K! || edruxel V

a30-1 év t® &yabdv T drdpEon Bessarion in M (teste Mioni) ci. Bonitz!, prob.
Breier, Bf (= in eo quod bonum aliquod existit)]

&v T® dyaBov Tivt vrdipon (= in eo quod bonum alicui accidit) A,

M Gyobdv T drdpEon o V

M GyoBov T mpdEon A K

70 ayoddv T mpdEon L

70 GyaBov T dmdpEon, ci. Scaliger, ‘non recte’ Spengel?

a31 xaxdv T P, Tivi koxov A (alicui malum) a32 kol § Bf, om. o {A} a33 10
pev — Aofeiv om. ex. homoeot. Bf {A} a34 ante ko’ o070 add. O kol A Bf
(quod et), add. koi L {A}  a34 &v P2 (= corr.))] fj &, om. { Bf {A} || ©0 8¢ woxov
un AcPBeiv] in eo autem quod est malum non sumere Bf (= év 3¢ 7 xokOv pun
MoBeiv? cf 07a30), et in eo quod est non sumere malum A (= év 88 w® pun AoPety
KokOv?) || kokov] koAov a, corr. P2 (=corr.!) a366'1M A a38 wuyfi { BfA
(anima), Toxn o || v om L, &v éom P, {owc, &vest 1t in mg. P2, &veoti m ut vid. A
recte || tfj om. A D, sed add. i s.1. D || Towodtdv 71 A (tale quid)

b1 edroyduev Armstrong || tov ovrmg €yovro del. V2 b2 ottw om. Bf, habet A
b3 gnoiv] pricer ci. Susemihl, respondebit A || &AL’ om. Bf, habet A || dp€oxovv L,
apxet V1, corr. V2|6 por 6v V bS5 -pa- {L} || devruyiov K || xod s.1. L

b8 <evruyio &’ éotiv> kol Arnim?, <ot 68> koi Rassow?, prob. Dirlmeier, Donini!
b9 <> aitioe Armstrong || oirio] edtuyion Rassow* || adtior Aeyopévn secl. Scaliger ||
olovdel. P || AL V11 o AK Bf (= aut), {A} || ToD] T0 A || To0 <xokOV olOpEVOV
AfyecBo> Rassow?, Arnim* b10 ©o¥} 70 { bl1 odv] yap A (enim) || dubpopog § Bf
A (differens), dduGpopog ¢ b12 adrit V, aven Ald. Bekker b13-14 dot” —
evtoyic om. M VT bl3 el ko] koi €l (et si) Bf A (cf. 07b1) recte || 7 Towodenl 1y
oot C, © atien P, aden Ellebodius, Towrdtn koi (talis etiam) A b14 odv] el (si)
I, om. Bf A || ©i zowvdn] éxeivn A (illa) b15 oixerotépov L || év adrfj Laur.
81,12, ci. Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, oot®dv (eorundem) "  b16 dyobdv + TdV
dyab®dv C  b18 olov] <i 3¢ edruyio> olov Bonitz* p.502a27, olav ego || Spricg]
satis Bf, om. Ab19 tocodro] todte §, elpnron Todto (= dicta sunt haec) Bf A

1207p19-1211a4 Codd: CP (=), AL (=B), K V (=1). p n =C
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énedn] énel C B b20 €in + kol  recte, om. B b21 cuvbévrog K €] cuvBévia o
A, oovte?T L, cuvtefévta V || Ta add. K, om. cett. recte || kepoloumoopéva D

b22 koAidg A b23-4 téhemg — émt {L} b24 goociv A, ci. Casaubon, Bonitz?]
onow cett. || i P2 (= corr.)] €in C,om. P1 { || tovi©0 B  b2S olov om. a ||
dixonov + kol L b26 onoi V, gnow K1, corr. K2 || dvdpeiov + kol D b28
KOAG] &yo®a Arnim? || kol om. B, secl. Spengel? || ya06] xohd Arnim? || pev {L}
b30 &r’] én’ a A, corr. P2 (=rec.) || olov om. { b31 xod ante T0 add. Bekker

b32-4 dryabb — amAidg om. L b32 éotiv — yop (33) paene legitur P#
b35 ®] donep P! b36 6 {L} b37 6oo. + &v in mg. B b38 adTov un B-

{L} || BAGyer P2 (= rec.) D] BAGyn aut -1 aut -m @ || abed Bekker] ovtd ®

al olov A || 7o om. { a4 b0 om. L a5 wag om. L a9 odv + 10 V D, ci. Arnim!
al0 xwAdv ut vid. A, koA ver L all obtod Bekker] adtod a1, £0vtod B || yop
om. m, add. s1. V2 || éoton] éoti B al2-13 ©0 3¢] Tode A V? al3 €vexev
gotiv] Egopev &vexev K, Exopev €vexkev, Eottv V. al5 107’ 1odt” V1 || épodpev +
£V s.1. V2 || transp. &xew post odpo L || koaAdg om. 1 al6 mopoppdv L

al7 abrfig Bekker] abrfig @ a18 mpog 0 om. §, add. s.1. V2, Aeiner dote K2 (=
rec.) al9 &rav] & ut vid. Al || koAbcwot a || abrod Bekker] adtod o || évepyeiv]
g¢mtereiv o P recte a2l wig om. L || transp. Stowv post mé®n Amerbach || tov nidg
B V2 P2 (= rec.)] 6t mmg o m || Exovor Amerbach a22 &n {L} sed fort. om. || oida
P2 (=corr.!) {P1} || ook &omiv C P2 (=corr.)) K, ook En PIBV  a23 00de —
&AM’ locus corruptus Spengel? || muppétovn V a24 nruccdvny ut vid. C,
nnosévny P V || nupéosewy a || mog K || aicBovépion, Jaeger! recte a2S Srav
apov dvro Opdg enot L a26 &1 om. V || suviéte corruptum Rieckher,
cuvenétm an cuvieTo ego || Exng A, &meg ut vid. V a27 mopd] mepl
(compendio utens) L || seowtd L || gnot L Bas.! Susemihl] gpOoer o, pricer P?
(=corr.l) A m, ci. Sylburg recte || <aiicOntdv> aictnowg odkétt <€omv> Spengel? ||
ovk €m] odkétt L V recte, ook &ot Ald., ovk €otiv Bekker, <AOyog évrodd’ €otiv>
ovkéT vel simile quid ci. Susemihl, 0Ok o <dWBGEo> vel sim. ci. Armstrong,
oVKETL <eidficerg> vel ovkétt <€y, Ti Aéyw> Dirlmeier || spatium duarum litterarum
post €t C a28 vrep] émi L || kowdv V || v Torobtev] @ towohto n A, 100
{L}, odrog Rav.!, ©® tom® Laur. 81,12 229 100] 70 admodum dubitanter ci.
Susemihl a30w {L} a3l{nmoer V| {cwg om. L || dpd A, dpo V || €pyw]
&y L, dpyax Brandis (p.1562n.523) a32 eidfmoog ut vid. P2 (=corr.1), {P!} ||
ot VI M1 tardrog oo A K V2 (=libr. ipse), om. L || kil 00 A a33 00 om. n,
suppl. V2 a37-8 éx to¥] év ©® Amerbach, Rassow!?  a39 mopadidovor V)
nopodolvan cett. recte

b3 rasura trium litterarum post tobtoig P b4 kol om. V || érewdn yop Bekker]
gnewdnnep o, kol énednnep P2 (= corr.l) || mepl A b5 mopo- {L} b6
cvpropoinrréov K, corr. K2 || mpog + dperfiv VI b7 & mel 6 a, pév A, om. L ||
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kol {nretron om. A || SieABeiv] de éABetv A b9 yop + 0 BK || ildvet A b10 aiet

to1 L] aiel o, ¢el tov V K2, el m AK! || dpoiov a L V recte, opowov A || gl eig L ||
opolov a L V recte, opoov Abl1, 13 xepapidog D Bekker] xepopidog ® b12 du
{L} bl3w o Bl om. m || xkepopidr Bekker] kepopidr o V, kepoyuidr K b14
Spowov!] ower sic L sed verbum leasum est (oikelov?) || kOvaa K b15 dAAog B,
om. L || GAAowg + 10 P! b16 gociv Bonitz24 (p.590a9), inquiunt Valla (1497)]
onowv o, inquit Valla (1496) b17 nédov + 7} « B recte || pasiv Bonitz24 (p.590a9),
inquiunt Valla (1497)] gnow o, inquit Valla (1496) || 7@ évovtim] ©o évavtiov K!
b18 ovdev K || évdéxeton 1 b19 gowiv Bonitz24 (p.590a9), aiunt Valla (1496)]
enow o || dOpotov {V1} b20 3¢ om. n b21 ot yobv] ofov m, 6 yodv L

b25 kol — todrto om. V!, add. in mg. V2 (=rec.) b27 olovron] oidv e V || post
olovton rasura duarum litterarum P b29 7pog + tov B K || 0Ute Bekker] ovde o
recte, oUte <t0> ci. Bonitz!, Spengel? b30 0U0’] 008’ ego  b31 Aia] Bgov P
|| mepl A, ut vid. L b33 &Aro d1] dAAo T ci. Sylburg || 812 om. B Cois. || otre]
6vteg ut vid. P2 (=corr.))  b34 {nrodpev a V! b36 émokéyorto L b38 xoi?
V] om. cett. recte b39 yopl yép éott A

a2 8¢ om. P, add. P2 (=rec.) || ad0t® A m, €ovtd L || dore] €n 3¢ K, ot 88 V

a2-3 IATOv kol PuAnTéov. 1O 8¢ PLAnTéov, ovk £6TL PLANTOV: significat signis o et
B s.1. utendo P2 (= rec.), Bekker, prob. Stock a3 odx €oti] ovkétt L || évrardbo + pev
L ad Tdv to100tev C a5 yop g A || 7@ <amAdg> oryaB@® aut Toryoldd
<amAidc> Bonitz!, per se bono Valla a6 avt®d C P2 (=rec.) V Bekker, éavt®d L ||
gxeton] évoéxeton L a7 dxoAovBely L ||

70 1¥V elvon, kol 10 cupeépov C? P2 (= libr. ipse ut vid.)]

w®(1 K) 18e1 elvan, ko td(1 K) sopeépovrt a A K1 V2 (= libr. ipse ut vid.),

70 MOeT €lvon, kol 0 ovpgépovtt L K? VI recte

70 MBV elvan Kol 1O GUNPEPOY TL B

a9 dAAAowg ut vid. V|| R21 R A al0 6 om. V || gnoiv] eooiv fors. ci. Bonitz*
p.590a9 al2 § C P2 (=libr. ipse)] €l § {P1}  al3 cvupépwv!] coppépov Cl
V2, corr. C? (=rec.) || post fi rasura unius litterae ut vid. V || copgpépmv?] copeépov
C || éorai C A al4 ante giintov? add. xoi L als yép + éoti L alé guAntéov +

gotwv a P recte al8 ov] Vv (sic) C  al19-23 Michael of Ephesus, p.461,12-
16 Heylbut  al19 6] 10 V || cupgépov. + 6 0dv kot 10 NdL GAdv (repetitio) L
a20 kol om. Al a2lmom L a22 0068 om. L || nddg & L V || ipenpévon L

a23-7 <el> popev — émotiuny, tadto (24) — dpyh- Opoimg ? Susemihl a24 &’
ovy, Dirlmeier a25 Aéyevon B || mpog + tv L a26 momrikov CV - a28 o om. K ||
onovdoimv + kol A a29 o0d¢ Susemihl, oUte © || 81 8¢ aut St P! ut vid., 8¢
Rav, corr. P2 (=libr. ipse)  a30 Aéyeton L || rodrdd] tadto oo a32 gidogl]

QMo o a33 £otiv] €omon ut vid. L (sed éoti Laur. 81,12) || Badiler {L} || post
tnv? rasura duarum litterarum C a34 700 {L} a35 transp. ye ante xat’ L ||

xot’om.  a36 v s.l. C a37 odv om. D a38 0¥0ev] 00de A, ovbev L || 61
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om. o B V recte || post 0! rasura unius litterae K || tod om. L a39 dn] d¢
Susemihl

b1 6 om. aPrecte b2 gidigg om. C b4 moAA® L || Ttovrog A b5
wéryoBOv Rassow!-3] téryod commate non ante sed post h.v. posito, ® b6-7 om.

kol — @odAOg C b8 gikol P2 (= rec.)] amici sunt Valla, kot @idog 24, ¢idog
recte || post gidog. add. koi O godrog — cvpéper (repetitio: 09b6-7) A || todrov C
b9 Grav] 6t A b10 @ot’] g Armstrong || kwAOer A n, koA sic L b1l
povopwtéen C || om. K, éotiv V' b15 o0démote — cvoupépov om. n - bl6
GAAY] AL’ épco Ellebodius || oup- additur sl P2 (= rec.)] petoninter @ b18
TOAAGV + kol A b19 - tucoig {L} b20 &re ut vid. L, $7v ut vid. L2 ||
gévtiymwow om. L b21 ot 8¢ om. V! b22 ¢idot] podrot B b23 dmoAreinm
ut vid. K1, corr. K2 (= rec.) || post @iAic. rasura duarum litterarum K b24 om.
¢ C  b25 ov] 003¢ V b26 dwonpetn C || 00dev {  b27 transp. moely post
ooV L b28 mownacdyevol] ordpevor vel omedpevor ut vid. A b29
Gpetiig a || 10] Tovro B b31 fdoviy C b32o0vlei L ||f om L b34
odrolg A K, éovtolg L b34-5 fdicToug — Eavtolg om. A b35 edpunidng C
|| ool abroig V- b36 transp. xox®d(v) post yop B K || xod] xaxdg L ||
cuvéetnkey o B || cvvtétnkev + Rdovfi Amerbach || Th om. V b37 transp. i
&pethi post | fBovA 7 || dkohovlet om. A b38 8] odv L || om. kei o ||
onovdainv] moidwv Ab39 transp. pi post @évon o || €i] &v Dirlmeier - cf. 91al3 ||
apéing o K, Dirlmeier

al oy V, aded Ald. || morodvron V1 a2 o0devl undev C a4 {iv L!

|| Noéog + ovlfiv a, del. P2 a5 fdéowv + brdpyewv P, del. libr. ipse a6 £nel]
érewdn A || Seipnvron a, corr. P2 (=rec.) a7 transp. f| @A post &yyiveton A ||
yiveton V1 || ¢.p. dvicotnm Casaubon, Bonitz! (cf. 1208b36-7) a8 kaBopowdtnro.
C|®2om V al0é&tou A allv?om. L al2 a® Bekker] atd o ||
Eoecton] olecton K1, corr. K2, -o8on {L} || totme] aded L, om. V1 || yivovron o {V}
al3 odv +ai o, + 1 B || dvopio o, corr. P2 (= libr. ipse) || piion o || xod +0 ¢ Am
recte, om. LBM al4 yoi’ Bussemaker] yaio ® || Enpog ut vid. A || Enpov + 1
V K2 || nédov + A o L al5 odorv <obv> Dirlmeier || transp. odotv post to0toig A ||
€yyiveton + 1 D al6 xoi] oo L || 6éAerg] Bécer A || moificon sic P || el —
rovficon secl. Scaliger, prob. Spengel? | rowficou] oxornticon ci. Susemihi  al7
transp. GAAAAO post xphoyo V || xphoyud oty o L || popgv V al8 typdv + pn
inmg. P2 (=rec.) || Beiperon A || 0vt0 K! Cois., corr. K2 al19 8ong] iowg C || &v!
add. Bekker 220 mAeiw B, nAelotov Rav., prob. Spengel? || <mouioer> @pBeipecBon
Susemihl, @Beipecton <momicer> Sylburg (prob. Rassow!? cf. 1202a6), @beiper

Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, pBeipeton L a21 éov] Gv a || suvoicewy aut verbum
corruptum Bonitz!  a22 kodl om. V

v 1oig om. L || ylyveton V1, éyyiyveton V?
a23 ail om. V1, add. inmg. V2 || xoil om. & |[|i?s]. A,om. L.  a24oaiom L||
dietpnpévog C a2S yevopévn M a27 tdv + 10V A || post torodtv rasura unius
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litterae K || Stov pev yop om. n || pev! om. B || moe® K || éAAeiner K a28
Eydmuo] kAnpo {L} a29 pAv ut vid K! || v add. P2 (= rec.)] om. @ || tehoortiig sic
K a31 A xazo {L} || eBdnrov V a32 nopd] nepi C A, om. L || obv om. V ||
nAgiova Cois. || 60 pe a, ov i A || fj om. K! a33 coi] ot « || -g1- {L} || o0
delv] évdely a, 1detv L a34 post pn rasura duarum litterarum K a3s
SrapBopod. a, corr. P2 (= rec.) || @dniov V || éxartépov] Etépov A a38-9 Tovg
GUHEEPOVTOG A

b1 érohoiBéver V || ol om. K b3 0i] 6 ut vid. V || {odtnm (sic) L ||
repéyovteg Vb4 om. vt o b7 <ped’> ndoviig ci. Fritzche p.214 b8 yiveton] £otv
V|| om. C b10 xoi! om. V || 702 om. 1 b11 &yoyowg ut vid. P, corr. P2 (=libr.
ipse) || €0- om. V! || elvon om. L b13 gireiton] ¢iAel Lb14 poAiiov om. V
b15-16 vrepéyer — @uhoTyog om. C b15fom. L b19 odk om. L || deilv +
puf L b20 fdoviig C b21 @ihelv V! || w0 om. & Ald., add. P2 (= corr.’)  b21-2
PRV 81 TodTmV A TUYXGvEr A oleton tevEecton Scaliger || post tedéesbon lacunam
posuit Arnim! b23 koi + i P2 (= rec.) || méyoBov o Al toryaBod m, corr. K2 (=rec.)
V2, méyofo B, dryoBov L b25 transp. mévro post Tadto A || TOAAGKIG + puEv V
|| transp. pev €lvon post PovAdpedo. L b26 &Alov] dAAo A b27 transp.
@Moag post 361 V. b28 év om. L b29 xoi yop cvlfivl sulhv yap « || transp.
dAAov post Gv B || €é8€Aotey A b30 mopéxer V! b31 {fivl ouiiiv L

b33 ot ehic K2 (= rec.] adrogiria C, ovdtopidio P B, 00td gihic: K1, avtidn
oo V || edia! secl. Sylburg, girio kod secl. Armstrong || obwov V P2 (= rec.)]
ooty o A K, éavtov L b34 fpeig C, <koi> Apiv Dirlmeier b3S abroig L ||
oty L b36 t® - 7@ - ©® Scaliger || transp. € post 102 L || 70 BovAecton
secl. Armstrong b37 owroig C V b38 repinécwpev] mpoonEcopey L
b38-9 toig Towvroig s.1. C? (atramento nigro) b39 o P] avtd C § Bekker
recte

al odwov] adtov C P2 (=rec.) B Bekker, éavtov L a2 odtovg om. V1,

suppl. in mg. V? a3 augotépoig a || yop K21 8¢ o B V2, om. m a4 transp. névro
post Todtow A, post drdpyer L || kai? om. § || oulfivl {fiv o, ov-s1. L = a5-b8
Kol 70 €0 — glvanl om. o

1211a5-b8 Codd: AL (=B),KV(=n).Bn=¢

as oA Bl T dAAa 1 || Tordtoug A K] Torutd L, adraig V|| éotiv A K]

glow LV a7 kol om. A || oo nep Bl Soé mep V, oo mept K, Soaimep ego

a8 pruiv Ald ] gidov § all év om. V al3 transp. o0dev post avtoig B
a16-b3 transp. post 11b39 aut post 12a27 Arnim? a16 vdov om. B || ovtdov V] arotdv
AK, govtov L al8-19 10 — €xocto om. V' al9 adroig n] adroig A, éavroig L
220 elvon — € elvon] €D xod 70 €lvon L a21 orolg V || transp. adroig post
fuiv Cois. || 6¢ Bonitz3] te §, ye Bekker || &v supplendum ante aut post péiioto
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a22-3 BovAdpebo — &v om. Cois.  a22 PovAoueda K1 Bovroipebo B V recte

a23 t0de K || &v om. L || &v avroig V || BovAoipebo Bl -opebo K, -opedo V

a24 éotwv (g €0t VZ] oty g A m recte, g L, dg éomv K2 (=rec.) || obtodg
Sylburg] avtodg A V, awrovg sic K, éovtodg L || adrovg + 7 B recte a25
ovtov V] adrov A K, gorvtov L a27 avtov Sylburg] odtov A m, éootov L

a28 pévro] fitov L || Epapev Ald.] popev § a30 adtov Sylburg] adtov A m, €avtdy
L || odv] &v V || todro V a3l &v om. V || a6y D, Sylburg] avtov A m, €orvtov
L a32 BovAoipebo L || popev? secl. Armstrong a33 72 om. V. a34 ©6t° ] todt
\" a36 yevopévng Bl ywvopévng m Cois. || adtov L, Sylburg] odtov A || 7 om.
\'%A a37 adtov B] adrov M a38 1@ B K2 (= corr.l) B] w0 q a39 avTd Mj
odtd A, favt™ L ad0-1 7 — fidoviy {L}

b2 ooV A, fowtov L || <8> éni Susemihl b3 yop + 6 L || o0t®d A, Ecved L

b4 8¢ + ko V1! b5 003¢étepov V || transp. ovdtdv post éoty (b6) L b6 dEov
v

1211b8-1213b5 Codd: CP (=0)), AL (=B), KV (=m). B n =¢

1212

b8 &repor V1 || i mortpdg] oi motépeg V, 6 métnp Amerbach || mortpog om. A

b9 kai? del. P2 (= rec.) || &pyovrog] mpog dpyoveag o, Tpdg Gpxovio M2, ci.
Amerbach, Sylburg b1l transp. Té&wv post Exwv A b12 icdtnTmt Abl3
Saoer C || transp. Toov post Gv a || Soin K, sed n in ras. b14 t®?] 70 P! b15 {cov?
nl Toog o B recte || 6 O o B § e m, O Bas?, Bekker, & ye olim ci. Susemihib16
xelpov dV] xeip dv C, xeipov @v ut vid. V1, D b19 todra] Tordng ego

b22 Aéyovowy L || edmpyérnxé a L V b24 xoi om. b25 brdpyewv] eivon V

b26 nidg a L b27 éomv a Ml om. B, secl. Ellebodius, Casaubon, Bonitz! || &v
Bekker, prob. Bonitz!] odv ®, 0D Ellebodius, aiig Casaubon || te om. b28
ropd] mept A || évépyeiay + 10 B b30 oi // oixodopukiit K || yop om. V b31
mopd] nept AV b32 transp. &AAo post TéAog B || mopd] mept B, ut vid. B

b33 ndg C  b34 mopd 0] mept A, mept 10 ut vid. B || mopdr <tod>To <td>
Armstrong || oibtod Bekker] aytod @ || transp. elvon post movipo ab35 6 sl A ||
adtol om. L b36 todto nidxg P || edvor eisiv Sylburg, Spengel?] etvool eicy @
recte || odv] v {L}  b37 nidg C L || ardrod Bekker] avtod o m A2, déxatov Al
om. L b40 8¢ + eineiv sl M2 || tdV! om. A || xai? {V}

alffom. A a2 odv om. Rav., habet M || transp. elvon post e6vowr Rav., om.
Cois. ad-6 Michael of Ephesus, {152 a4 ebvoor a recte, ebvor K || dpa A ||
#dnom V  aSfvi om. L a6 ¢idia + b (sic - ad finem lineae) A a7 transp.
@uiiog post ebvow o B K recte || yivorto ci. Susemihl || 8°] yop Susemihl a8 tod
toryaB0 Cl Todt’ drya®d P m, Tod téyaBov A, 1ot dryafod L a9 & ag V 241,
00 sl 242 a10 Aéyeron] yiveron C all épyOyov L |[fom. nn al2
tobtoa V. al3 tfig om. Rav. || tfig evvoiog 1 gilioe Amerbach al4 opdvioy C
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alS A6Pn L, AdBog Cal7 dpa P A al7-18 énel nepl T P V2] émel mep el 1 a K
{V1}, vel si quid Valla, “finep €l 7 ut vid. Valla’ Susemihl a18 <t0> toodrov
Spengel? recte al9 vonrtukolg Sylburg || mpaktikoig A m, corr. K2 || odk m, prob.
Dirlmeier, ovyl P! ut vid. 220 7 voodor C B et ut vid. P2 (=rec.)] edvoodor n
Mut.!, évvooder Mut .2, voodor M, {P1}, el voodot Ellebodius, <ei> évvoodor
Dirlmeier || ©0 adtd L || {21 €l m, prob. Dirlmeier, 1 ut vid. sic L ||
T Tovtov voely L, ci. Bekker]
@ TodTov évvoelv C, ci. Dirlmeier
@ TO ToWTOV EVVoeETY P,
TR TO TOVTOV VOETV A m
TO TOVTOV VOETY 24

T®, 10 Towtovoelv Ald.
T® oo voely Sylburg || mpoaipeoiv] mpog aipeciv A a2l <év>voodoiy
Dirlmeier a22 avtov Pl adtdv C, adtov A m, £avtov L || ovtov Pl oy C,
ooV A m, fovtdv L || Gpa P AV a23 guovtov A || Boiopon C a23-4 €t —
toroto? transponenda post Aeyopévn (a27)? Dirlmeier a25 mpoxroig L K2
Bonitz!, Spengel?] mpaxtikoig o A 1 a25-6 pewdn — mpoktolg om. V1 a25 dpor]
yop Susemihl a26 év + toig B V2 || mpoxtoig K? V! Bonitz!, Spengel?] npoxtikotg
a B K! V2 || &v mpakroig secludenda esse ci. Ellebodius, Susemihl si &ipa: retinetur,
prob. Armstrong a28 énedn 8 L || adrov P2] adrov o V, éaqotov L a30
adtod A, éorwtod L, awtod sic V || transp. wévtor post mpdittwv L a31 Eomon L ||
o100 AV, owtod L || yorp s.1. C a34 post kod rasura duarum litterarum P ||
ofovron] 016y V. a35 transp. 8elv ante abrolg o recte || abdroig] ool §

a36 obv om. D a37 o om. V || ovt® P, Susemihl] crotdd cett. a38
ovtod L n, sl A a39 yproeton A || mowsod ot sic V1

b1 ypficBon L, xpficecOon Sylburg b3 miceton K, novicevon Laur. 81,13

|| pidovrog + Eoton D || towodro Gy {V} b4 €i] fj a || Tovrov P B V1]
10070 C 1 || povov V! b5 éxortain L || 7] koo Scaliger, prob. Susemihl nisi
lectiones Spengelius verae || Tod — cvppépovtog — Nd€og Spengel? recte || kol {V}
I| 16éa V b6 dwipecry C b7 xo®’] Thv L b8 mote om. D || 6 om.
v b9 é0vtov] atov o A recte b10 avvtov A 'V, gowrov L || axl] 6 C P2 (=
libr. ipse), &g A V || idg?] 6 C P2 (=libr. ipse), i A V, om. KI b11 ©@v? del. 242
b12-13 tov — @iho om. Cois. b12 awtod C V || transp. pdAiov post odrod
\% b13 &AM’ il GAAL M, GAL’ §j V2 || tod'tov V || ¢ido +§ V2| avtd AV,
govt®d L || reprroeiron + kod K b14 worbTn] ok L || tordhtn + yap 0Ok A, + ok
s.1. V2 || ©® towobte D || obv dxg] odv supra g A || g P!] 8¢ C P2 (= libr. ipse)

b15 avtod V || g P1] &g C P2 (=libr. ipse), &g A || adtdv] orvtov L, adrov V
b16-17 xote pev — ovtov péidioro. om. Vibl6 yop om. Rav.  b17-18 avtd —
ovta om. K b17 obtd yap o V] kazd yop ©0 cupgépov adtd A, xod odd L,
otog Yop vt D b18 kdAAov A || kol secludendum esse, si 19 od retineretur,
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ci. Rassow! || gtAdyafog] 9iA™ L b19 0v] 0 a, €l olim ci. Rassow! || 00 — einep]
od gidawrog povov: éneinep ci. Sylburg || einep @uAeT] brepprael C || adrdg) ondtov
L b205° 6KBD]swa BV b2ltcA b22 obrwg n, corr. K2 (=rec.) ||
ov {V} b22-3 transp. Aéyorto post plAcvtog A b24 einelv om.

b256 om. V b26 xoi om. Bb27 ol om. o b28 doipwv] evdaipwyv L || e0] edwv L
|| 3¢l @iy om. VI b29 7" &yobix A b30 ¢irov] gidwv K || kod {L}

b31 perdx To0] petd Tivog C, petd tov A, pet’ adtod V. b32 ye {V} || Toivov
om. V1, 88 ut vid. 24 || Sefjoeton] 8¢’ {L}, deficesBon ut vid. V! b34 ei-sl A
b36 pnBevdg a A || 030’ B || Senbnodpedo V2 b37 yop] 8¢ ci. Susemihl, prob.
Donini! || kod] Tiod ut vid. V || t00 om. & V1, add. s.1. V2 b39 xaBevdrion L |
fedoeton {Al}

a2 el pév bis C, primum del. rubro atramento C? || transp. ©% post BéATIOV L

|| GedioeToi T1] Beog 07w € ut vid. V1, corr. in mg. V2 a3 ovtod P V] adrod C
K B, signum tachygraphicum Al (vide p.000), om. L || elvai = AAo L a3-4 0
— dizorov om. C ad transp. oxdtdg post awtdv A || Gpa P || post dipar rasura
unius litterae ut vid. A || 6 &vepomog] &vepdnw ci. Casaubon, Scaliger, ‘recte’
Spengel? a5 d¢ secl. Susemihl || xotaokoneiton P D, karaokontii L a6
dromov L2 V || odv + éoriv €1 6 Be0g V || 0 8edg om. V a7 6edpevog C a8 t0d
om. A || énickeywy V a9 6AA’] 6AAG thg L all tig] 7i L || gikog <B6Egiev Gv>
Armstrong, @iAog <ein av> Kassel (conferens 03b33) recte al2 <xoi> donep Kassel
al13 dArog post eilog tri. Scaliger, GAAog @iog €yd secl. Armstrong || xaAemdrortov
{L}  al5 ooy P Amladwov C, gootov L || #idisTov Matr.4684, Matr. 4574,
Ald ] %8167’ &v o L m, fidioto ut vid. A || obrov] avtdov CA 'Y, govtov L al5-16
odeal pdv odv {L}  al6 odmodg P A, gowtodg L || adedv P2 (=rec.) K] otV o B
V || ante 6w add. 8fidov L al7 adrodg A, éowtodg L || Suvdpedo. + fedoacbon L
|| 6AMMo A al8 Aaveévopev V2 D P2 (= rec.) Mut.2 Pal. 1652 M] pavBévopiey o ||
oot P2 (= rec.), eadem Valla] tadro cett. || todro {L.}  a18-19 dievvolay (sic)
C a19 5wx om. L || 82] yorp ci. Susemihl a20 obv {L}, sed ut vid. scriptum est
per compendium L || £ovtdv L, odcdy V- a21 eldopev a] idoyiev A, {Bowpedo A2,
Sopev K €, {opev V, solum 13- legitur L a22 avrodg] adedv C, govtovg L {P}

a23 eidovreg P || yvopioon pevL || og +av n || 6 {L} a24 dévon C  a24-5
10010 8 ok {L1}  a24-6 el — yvopifew = 10 el — 24 éyd Ramsauer a25
i6évon C 226 odtov K, gawtdv L || yvepicon La27 éxwv L || o om. A n ||

nopd] ept A a29 dn om. V

bl &v + kol Vb3 3¢] odv L || transp. ktnzéov post glhovg A || 7’ sic A

b4 Se1 [Gei] Bonitz!, Spengel?, Bussemaker, om. del Valla, 3éo1 6v Rassow? (‘fors
recte’ Susemihl), dei €ivou ci. Bonitz! b5 ép’l om. V!

1213b5 ¢’ -end Codd: CP (=a), AL(=B),KB(=n).Bn=_
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b6 € advvatet L b7 mpdg {L} b8 éawv] dv a B || drostiong tod] Emotic
solum legitur L b10 &rdvrov K] ént néviov P B B, koi énl névtov C || @]
w o b1l éykiporo ut vid. A || odk] solum ok legitur L b15 -vew {L} b17
otod ci. Susemihl  b18 okentéov Av €in] €in oxentéov N || xpNcacton o

b19 foramen post év! P b20 lacuna circa sex litterarum post péiroto B ||
dAMAovg A b21 dAdong {A} b23 xoi s.l. L b24 8&!] yop ci. Susemihl || & 7
(L} b26A1MB  b27 M Bonitz!, prob. Breier] odv a B, 8¢ KM, vop B

b28 év tf Laur. 81,12, Sylburg, prob. Bonitz!] 7fj &v o, tfj Camot. || <vor>odtn
Bonitz!] avrf o, avtoig Ellebodius b29 ein {L} || xprioaoton B? || transp. ypficton
post gid® L b30 girog om. M || “desunt non pauca’ Casaubon
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EDITORIAL PROBLEMS

An editor needs to have a view on the authenticity of the text being edited. Many of
the choices in readings depend on one’s view of who wrote the text.

Most scholars are convinced that M.M. in the form we have it was not written by
Aristotle. The chief reason for this is linguistic: M.M. uses bnép, where Aristotle uses mepi.!
This switch in use of prepositions is known to have occurred at the end of the fourth century.
Although there is some disagreement about whether M.M. is based on, or a revision of, a
Jecture course of Aristotle,2 for the purposes of editing the text there is no reason to make
the language or the thought conform to the usage of Aristotle, except insofar as Aristotle is
one of only a few authors of philosophical prose of a roughly contemporary date.

If Donini is right that certain parts of M.M. are misunderstandings of Aristotle, and
that our author is not a distinguished philosopher,? the application of the principle of charity,
whereby an editor will do his best to make his author say sensible things (within certain
limits), becomes particularly difficult. In a text by Aristotle one can be confident that if an 00
is required in a sentence, but the manuscripts do not have it, then an editor will conclude that
the omission of 0 will have been an omission that was caused in the transmission - Aristotle
is too clever not to have realised that the o® was required. ov is conjectured and accepted.
But in a considerably less clever author, how can we decide whether the omission of oV was
his own? He is capable of such errors. Do we accept the conjecture in this case?

Of course, it is possible, indeed likely, that the application of the principle of charity,
in the case of, say, Aristotle reaches a goal beyond what is strictly proper. We believe that
Aristotle must have thought 0®. We cannot, however, distinguish between the case where
Aristotle thought 0 and himself accidentally omitted it and the case where he wrote it and
scribal error led to its subsequent omission. The principle of charity, thus, reaches Aristotle’s
mind, not the words he wrote. If this has ever happened, there will be places where we have

a better text than the autograph. And this is unworrying. Aristotle’s beliefs are what are

interesting.

1 See Dirlmeier, pp.149-54, 185.
2 So, Cooper, [1973], Diiring [1961], Kenny [1978].
3 Donini, [1965] passim.
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In the case of an inferior author, by applying the principle of charity, there is a far
more worrying danger that we end up with a text which says what the author ought to have
thought. I take it that in M.M. we are justified in emending the manuscripts’ readings where
the error is most likely to have originated in the transmission of the text. Beyond that, in
places where the error could have been original or subsequent, I see no easy principle to

decide whether or not to be charitable.

Punctuation

Quotation marks were not part of the repertoire of devices by which the Greeks could
aid their readers. To insert quotation marks is therefore anachronistic - but this in itself is not
sufficient reason to delete all quotation marks. M.M. is particularly difficult to punctuate
consistently. Susemihl places some citations inside quotation marks (e.g. 08b9), but others
not (e.g. 08b10). To include quotation marks will often involve controversial editorial
judgement (see my note on 1209b36), but in some passages will make reading easier. For
example, one could repunctuate 89b11: &pwtd ‘B i, ‘Gw’, notv, ‘kad... gxer.” to show
that there are two speakers.

There is a problem with paragraphing. M\M. would not have been divided into
paragraphs by the author, and yet it is of considerable help to a modern reader to see a text
broken into sections. M.M. often moves from one topic to another as he does whe he ends
his discussion of bravery and turns to temperance in 1191a36: #| pgv obv Gwvdpeia xoi 6
&vdpeiog Tolodtog coppoouvn 82... The pév... 88 construction binds together the two
subjects, which makes the start of a new paragraph between the pév and the &¢ difficult.
Denniston (p.472) gives parallels in which the pév clause "sums up and rounds off the old
topic, while the 3 clause introduces the new one". Of particular note is Antiphon I, 13:
Todto, gy odv péypt TovTov: mepl 88 tdv yevopévev... We find this too in 00a35: C, P and
K and V treat tobto. — 10070 as part of the previous paragraph and not the beginning of the

next.4 Stock and Dirlmeier, in their translations, adopt this change. Another instance is

93a28.

4 A and L do not divide the text into sections.
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Susemihl punctuates Germanically. I do not point out each time that a British editor

would punctuate differenty, e.g. 87a17 (no punctuation before &; 88a17 no comma after

gvovtioDron).

It is noticeable how often in this text &v has been conjectured, and usually accepted
into the text (81a26, 91228, 95b34, 98b6, 00b20, 02a34, 07a34, 10a19).> Whether we should
follow Susemihl in accepting &v so often when it is not transmitted depends partly on how
much we trust our grammars. We do have a number of times in M.M. when &v is ‘correct’
grammatically, but one or more manuscripts omit. It is omitted by § (86b18), by m (98a23,
13b18), by L V (94b13), by K (98a28), by V (95a4, 11a31), by L (84b13, 89a28, 89b33,
06b37, 11a23), by P (87b7), by B (87b20). This shows that é&v is liable to drop out. One
explanation of the liability of év to drop out is that it is often preceded by an optative with
ephelcystic nu,$ so it can drop out ex homoeot. I do not know whether this error happens
with such frequency in the transmission of other texts.”

Spengel, [1866] 623, in a note on &v in 81b28, remarks that the author misuses
(“abutitur’) the particle, but he has in mind not its omission but its position in a sentence, as
his note on 03a10 makes clear: ‘alibi &v sic non initio positum inveni’.

All eight conjectures of &v occur in contexts in which we have parallels for the
omission of &v by scribes of M.M. We can see why &v might have dropped out after nu at
81a26, 95b34, 00b20, 02a34, 07a34; why it should have dropped out before &v in 10al9,
and we have four parallels for it dropping out after yép.?

On balance, then, I would be prepared to accept the conjectures.

3 1 conjecture &v at 11a21.

6 For the vicissitudes of &v in the transmission of Plato, see Bywater, [1913] 222-7. Bywater does not
mention this as a cause of &v dropping out in Plato. We can also understand why &v should have been left out
before Gv- at 86b18, and before ar- at 98228, and when it is next to odv at 94b13. Four times it has dropped
out after yop: 84bl3, 87b7, 95a4, 06b37. This is hard to explain. I also cannot explain why it should have
been left out at 89328, 89b33, 11a23.

7 &v is accepted as a conjecture at E.E. 1223224, 1225b13, 1229b34, 1229b38, 1230a18; at E.N. 1123b30,
1180b13.

8 See my notes on 1185a14, 1198a18 and 1211a22.
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Neuter plurals

It is standard in Greek for a neuter plural to take a verb in the singular.® Neuter plural
+ plural verb,!® however, is a characteristic of M.M. and this linguistic feature has been taken
to be a sign of M.M.’s inauthenticity.!!

At 83b31, 86b34, 93b7, 99b14, 09a25, 10al7, 11a5 at least one manuscript has the
‘correct’ idiom - singular verb. When there is ms. divergence I prefer the plural verb on the

grounds that it could easily have been corrected to conform to standard Greek.

Tt/66

At 93b21 the mss. read éldiocova. The word éAdrrov appears eighteen times in
M.M., always, apart from here, spelt with -tt-. M.M. does show some signs of Ionic dialect,
but would he use both forms so close to each other (cf. 93b28-9)? The only reason would be
euphony. If we do not normalise and read &Adrttovo here, we could say that the author
objected to too many taus. (The form with double sigma occurs in de Caelo 308b21, de
Insomniis 460b8, L.I. 970216, P.A. 666b22, 668a33, 668a34, 667a15, Pol. 1268b14, Topics
107a16, Mir. 839a1512),

Elsewhere in M.M. we find the double sigma. At 08a23-4 mwvpéccelv is given by o
rather than wopétterv, and wupéccovtt is given by Bl At 89b10 L reads téocoporv, not
wéttopowy. See also my note on 1201a22. In EXN. 1115a29 one ms. (Laur. 81,18) gives
Bodoon rather than GcAdtey, but in 1115a35 writes BoAdrTn. Again, in EN. 1161al3
another manuscript, O, has np&ocwotv rather than npdtrwoiy.

N

m13

9 Kithner-Gerth, II, 1, pp.64-6, gives exceptions to the rule that a neuter plural verb should have a singular
verb. These exceptions do not apply to the passages in MM,

10 Dirlmeier (p.190) gives the references in M.M. To this list shoud be added 86b34 (where the manuscripts
are not unanimous, but Susemihl prints the plural) and 11a5 (where there is manuscript deviation and
Suserihl has the singular). See also Dirlmeier, pp.129, 446.

11 Jaeger, [1948] 442. Von Arnim, [1929] 12-13, counters Jaeger with examples of neuter plural + plural
verb in authentic works. Hall, [1959] 201, adds three passages from Met. M, iv-v: 1079320, 1079a28,
1079b12-13, to which one can add three from de Anima: 411b25, 421a27, 425a9. In the first of these Ross
over-rules the manuscripts to give the singular. We do not yet have reliable statistics for the less usual idiom.
Complete apparatus critici are rarely published.

12 In the last passage some mss. have double tau.

13 See Dirlmeier, pp.173-4, 439.
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The phrase fi 00 appears frequently in this treatise. There are different contexts in
which this appears and the punctuation will differ depending on what the context is. After
apow or motepov (1a) the phrase may be part of the question, and mean ‘or not?” (e.g. 82bl1,
87a6, 90a5, 97b3, 98a22, 98a32, 01a38, 02b20, 06a8, 10b33, 11al7, 12b25); the particle
following this, if there is one, is usually &AA&, which introduces the alternative to the first
option in the wétepov clause; (1b) §i 00 can also be the beginning of the author’s reply to the
question: ‘Surely not’. (In this case the following sentence usually contains the particle yép,
which gives the reason why he answers ‘No’) (e.g. 89a2, 89a20, 90al2, 90b12 (8°), 92al6,
95b6, 97a32, 98b10, 99a16, 99b11, 02b30, 03al, 07a7, 08b24, 12a4).

Not after motepov/dpo, fi 00 means either (2a) “or not...” (e.g. the modifying use in
02a23) or (2b) ‘No’ in reply not to a question, but to an argument from an opponent (e.g.
05b34).

It is only in cases of (1a) that a question mark should be placed, and here only when
the motepov question is a direct question.!* Susemihl tends to punctuate with a question
mark in (1b) uses of f§ o%. Syntactically this is correct, but since it is clear in these lines that
the author accepts the alternative ‘or not?”, it will help readers if it is treated as a sentence on

its own: ‘Surely not!’, and we punctuate with a question mark after the métepov clause, but a

full stop after fj 0v.1

Susemihl, [1880] 476, conjectures 8¢ for &1 six times (95b25, 97a3, 99b17, 05a27,
05b30, 06b7) and wonders whether the frequent use of 81 meaning 3¢ was a linguistic
peculiarity of the author. 8¢ is conjectured against the mss.” &7 also at 83a32 (Spengel),

84a24 (Spengel), 93b2 (Spengel), 96b9 (Spengel), 97b11 (Spengel), 01b9 (Spengel), 04b28

14 In 09a5 Susemihl’s punctuation is right, because the yép defends the claim that the &mopic: just raised
follows on naturally from what has preceded. This is not a case where fi o means ‘No’. See Dirlmeier,
p.439. In 13210 we need a full stop after 0§ because the question is indirect.

13 Close to (1b) cases are: 89a5 full stop afer 7 003¢ 1o0t0; 84a26 full stop after 4| kol Tobro &romov, 89al8
full stop after ff 00d¢ toDr0; at 00a24 a full stop after §j ToBro 0Ok &Andéc. Less close are 82b17 (question
mark after évomépyovtog, and full stop after o¥); 90al12 (question mark after mpoBécbon and full stop after
Beiv); 99a27 (full stop after gpdvnorg); 03a24 (full stop after ofror); 03b24 (full stop after dcorovBet), 05b35
(full stop after égietan), 06a34 (full stop after dromov), 07a7 (full stop after 86Eeiev); 09a38 (question mark

after giAog); 0825 (question mark after podhw, and full stop after wo%ro); 12al7 (comma after o¥); 12a23
(comma after 0¥). See also my notes on 1200a19 and 1209639,
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(Bas.?), and three other places where Susemihl later conjectured the same change (87al3,
94a31, 09a39). But the reverse has also happened - the mss. give 8¢, but people have
suggested that we ought to read 6. 82b14 (Rieckher), 90b28 (Bonitz), 94al16 (Spengel),
94a18 (Armstrong), 96b23 (Susemihl), 97a16 (Spengel), 97b11 (Spengel), 00b9 (Spengel),
01b21 (Susemihl), 04a2 (Susemihl), 13b27 (Bonitz).

It is rash to conclude that the author of M.M. used the particles 8¢ and 61 in a
peculiar way. The two words are notoriously confused in the transmission of texts. In M.M.
there is confusion between the particles in the mss. at: 83b19, 83b31, 87b22, 93al2, 93a29,
94a18, 94b5, 96b15, 96b34, 96b36, 97a3, 99a2, 99b24, 00a29, 00b17, 00b29, 01a35, 02a31,
04a8, 07a2, 09a29, 12a28. From the apparatus of the O.C.T. of the E.E. I have counted six
places where the manuscripts divide on the same word (1223a23, 1235b13, 1239a20,
1241a9, 1247b9, 1248b3), and there are also seven places where the mss. give 3¢, but &7 has
been conjectured (1232b16, 1235b24, 1241a30, 1242al, 1243b32, 1244b33, 1249b13), and
three places where the mss. give 8%, but 86 has been conjectured (1236al4, 1236b18,
1241b1).16

Acknowledging, therefore, the vulnerability of 8¢ and &1 to corruption is a simpler
way of accounting for the readings of the mss. than to suppose that the author of M.M. used

the particles in an idiosyncratic way.

Questions of Orthography!”

Susemihl’s principle in questions of orthography (yivecBon/yiyvecbou,

YwhoKew/yryvokev!s, oddeig/ov0eig is set out on p.xviii n.32 of his introduction - he

16 See Bonitz, Index 172b52-173a4 for more examples of such emendations. And see my note on 1187al3.

17 This section discusses the spelling of words. Generally, I do not repeat what appears in this section again
in the apparatus. I do not record what I take to be slips of the pen, i.e. where, say, a manuscript has a word
without an accent, but usually does put the accent on correctly and so there is no pattern. K and A are the
manuscripts that are most careless in this respect.

I do not record differences in accentuation of £omv nor of Tig or parts of gnut. An example; 97a36
g¢omv K! Rav.] éotiv C A, omv PL K2 g0 V.

There is no modern study of orthography in Aristotle. It is difficult to see how there could be when
editors of Aristotle show themselves to be so uninterested in the question. I record the procedure adopted by
Kassel in his edition of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, [1976]. When, in what folows, I say that Kassel prefers one
spelling over another, I mean that he prefers one reading over another where both are attested in his chief
mss. I do not mean that he overrides the orthography of the mss.

18 See below.
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follows the practice of K. In several respects K and V, the eldest manuscripts, do show signs
of an older form of spelling. It is simplest to set out here, rather than in the collation, how the
manuscripts handle the spelling of words. Whilst it is important to record how the mss. spell,
their idiosyncrasies are the specialism of students of orthography, not of most readers of
M.M.

Many of the issues in this section are not issues that the author will have had a view
on. Word-division and diacritics were not concerns of our author. Nevertheless a modern

editor will have to decide how to divide words, and how to accentuate them.

Ephelcystic nu
Susemihl has a predilection for adding the movable nu, where it is not required, and in

places where the first hand in K did so.! These should not appear in the next critical edition.

Elisions

I have kept a record of how the manuscripts handle elisions, but do not include it as

part of this thesis.

Crasis??

téryo®Ov, in its various cases, is normal in Susemihl. This is consistent with the
stemma 2! T would also print Téya®o0 at 82b11 (despite Tod dyoBod A ) and 83a29 (despite
ToD dryodod (P A ).

However, at 09a19, 09a20, 09229 and 09a32 Susemihl prints T0 &yoabOv, which is the

reading of all independent manuscripts. There seems to be a reason for the spelling in these

19 Susemihl is not consistent in his procedure with the movable nu. There are places where K has it but
Susemihl does not. In the following lines K has ephelcystic nu at the end of éom or of eicr, where Susemihl
does not: 83b12, 84b12, 85a24, 91a37, 96b1, 96b38, 97b9, 02a16, 02al9, 02b3, 02b20, 05b6, 07b34, 08a36,
09b21, 0925, 10a2, 11b30, 12al, 12a24, 12b15, 13al3, 13b241 13b242. We also find in K: 82al1
€veyelpnoev, 85b28 gbeipovory, 86b16 karodowv, 94a7 gnoy, 94a39 fplev, 94b37 peraninrovory, 05a35
antruyev, 07b26 eaciy, 12a39 molficovowy.

Thrice K does not have the nu, where Susemihl does: 93b39 éom, 03a35 86Eee, 04a26 gom.
20 Kassel, [1976] v, only allows crasis where it is in the mss.
21 There are four exceptions: we read T Gryoc: at 84bl (o L B), 99b5 (a B), 07a8 (o0 A), 08a2 (o L). But the

number of times when the stemma tells in favour of crasis makes it reasonable to go against the stemma in
these four cases and print the form with crasis.
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four cases, namely that ©0 &yoBov appears in a prepositional phrase balanced by % xatd 0O
nov or the like.

Susemihl usually writes T&AAo. He does so with stemmatic support at 82b9, 84b26,
90a22, 91b18, 96a3, 96b22, 11a5.22 But at 83b7 and 02b10 all mss. have T &AAo, which is
what Susemihl prints. It is thus not obvious what to print at: 84a7 t& dAio] téAAo C L;
86a22 t0. GAA] TEAA o 91a28 tEAA ] T GAAL o B; 91b14 TaAAw] Th dAAQ o B; 11a2 T
GAAC] TOAAD O B.

Other instances of crasis in MM, (xdri, kév, KaKeivolg, KoAokdyobio, TevIpeioL,
tohto) have stemmatic support. At 07b25 § has kol dya®6v twice, but Susemihl adopts the

reading of a. At 07b31, 08a2, 08a4 Susemihl conjectures k&yoBOg (ol &yoBog ®).

Mss. frequently lose the breathing in cases of crasis. K does this most, but all read Towto

instead of Todto e.g. at 02b29, 02b33, 04al5, 09b10.

Accentuation?

Accents on infinitives are often wrong: dewkvdvon: 83a25 P A B, 87a24 o B {A};
kpivar: 97b14 K Cois., 99a2 K Cois.; AMdoon: 012 L K, 06b8 C B; mp&Eon: 95all L, 95a28
Al 12a8 V; @avor. 09b39 €.

Adjectives in the feminine singular are written with circumflexes: dvdpeta: 85b7 A,
90b9 a, 91a5 a, 91a10 C, 91a25 C, 91a36 C, 98a24 C, 98a27 a A, 98a28 C A; 6eta 00b13
C K, 00b17 C; ol 87a31 a B; olav 01b10 a; oikelov: 06bl1 C; orovdoio: 05b3-4 C;
05b13 C L; srovdaiav 05b14 C L; teAeta 00a9 C.

{oog is almost always spelt ioog in o B V/B, but K preserves {6og.

noAlron is given an acute accent rather than a circumflex by the only two mss. to

have this word at 94b9 P L, and two manuscripts have the same accentuation in 94b17 (P B),

though the rest have an acute there.

yoto] yoio 08b16 P

22 &)\ is usually written as w¥AAo by B, and occasionally by P, A and V. w8\« is often written as ©° Ao,
by K. Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr.1741 accentuates: TéA L.
23 Kassel, [1976] v-vi, allows himself a free rein with accents.
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Double rho is given two rough breathings by Aldus at 86b20-2 (noppdrepov thrice)
and 91a34 (6appovsty), but I have not found this in any ms.

Enclitics:
&0 T written as GAAO i often in each of the independent mss.24
e as enclitic: in o; 85b25, 88b25, 94b3; in P: 91a35, 91b31, 92b32, 10a21
& acts as an enclitic (i.e. throws an acute accent onto the last syllable of the

preceding word) most often in o, not rarely in B, more rarely in V, and only very

occasionally in K. (See Chandler, [1881] 277-8.)
te given a grave accent often in p and V, but rarely in C, and never inPorkK

poylev is always written as goigv in the mss.

Breathings

avropkeio and ovdeéiprng are given rough breathings in

Word Division (i). Two words treated as one?3:

éAAopny often in a B; dvopéoov 91b24 K, 92b30 A B, 93a24 K; dnAovoT often in
A L V/B; wrti often in C P A L B; durtodro often in A L B; eiBotrng 06b20 a
gmmold 13b7 m, 13b8 B; émtomodd 94b38 m, 95a3 m; kaba 00b5 A; KOOEKOGTOV
oftenin C P A L V/B; koBowtd 07a34 V; ko0 87a4 o A, 87b36 P A; kaaiov A B;
petoodto 87a5 B, petorodta 87632 B, 96b34 B, ov80Awg 85b1l L, 03b26 C,

07a21 C P! K2, odkdpo 89a21 L; mopdrypogupior 85b39 C; mposéAinior 96a28 P;

routéstt 90a33 B.

Word Division (i) One word treated as two?©

v’ odv 85a17 K, 11a40 n; yodv L 85a17, 08b21, 11a40; énei & év 91a3 a, 99b36 o

N

KL émewd’ &v 91a3 K, 99b36 V, énewdn mep 85al5 C m; émel mep 04a5 m; €0

24 Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr. 1741 (10th C) writes 8AAO .
25 Kassel, [1976] v, tells us that he tacitly conjoins ph 8¢, odx odv.

26 Kassel, [1976] v, tells us that he tacitly separates koékacTov, kabowtd, mopdAinic. See also my remarks
on ovdelg below.
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nomntkdg 10b1 a B, 10b12 a B KI; ko®’ 6 98a37 K; ka6’ Sdov often in K1; pn 8¢
85b24 oo L m, 92b32 @, 07a19 a B K; doo. mep (printed by Susemihl thus) 11a7p V
8¢ g 91b16 @ A, 92b1 P; &7° Gv always in m;27 00’ Etepog often in K1; o0k €11 most

common in P K; ovk odv often in K V; g alitwg often in K

In all these cases I would be happy to follow Susemihl in his word division, except that we
should print Scomep at 11a7, and we need to reach a decision about ka®’ & (printed in 87a4,
87b36) and k000 (printed in 98a37). In the first two passages the sense is ‘according to
which’, but in the third the sense is ‘in so far as’. L.S.J. suggest that even in this sense ko8’ O

ought to be printed.

Particular Words

oiel instead of detl 91b32 28

avrikorraAAdrrecton only has one lambda in A! at 94al1, 94a20, 95b14, 95b16 but is
spelt correctly at 88b20, 89al4, 10a38.

obTOG written as orotdg in L: 82b21, 84a232°, 96a4, 96a7, 09a2, 09b34, 10b33, 11al,
11al6, 11al19, 11a24, 11a25, 11a27, 11a30, 11a31, 11a39, 11b2, 11b3, 12a22l,
12a222, 12a28, 12a30, 12a31, 12b10, 12b13, 12b15, 12b17, 13al51, 13a152, 13al6,
13a17, 13a20, 13a22, 13a24, 13a26. I only record these readings in the apparatus
where any of the other independent manuscripts diverge from the text that Susemihl
prints. It is of note that that at 11a24, 11a27, 11a30 L alone of the independent mss.
has a reflexive form, éowv-, where Bekker conjectured av-.

Susemihl prints oh- 98 times and €ow- 17 times. Bonitz, 211b45, says that

Aristotle uses the two syllable form ‘longe frequentius’. M.M. seems to not to be

consistent in its usage (in 12b9-26 we find €ov- five times, and ab- seven times; cf.

27 Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr. 1741 (10th C) writes §1° &v.

28 Kassel, [1976] v, allows Aristotle the form odel. In MM, éel is always transmitted unanimously except at
91b32, and - a different sort of case - in 08b10 where a line of Homer is quoted. There A K V err in writing
oel.

29 A also has éorotdc here.



174

93b13-17). If we follow the demands of the stemma we would only change
Susemih!’s text at 95b26 (print éorvtov for avtodv), 12b9 (print avtov for ovtdv).30
YiveoOou/yiyvesbon3!

Bonitz (155b7) records that these two forms ‘in ed Bk promiscue exhibetur’.
The same is true of all the independent manuscripts of M.M.: no manuscript
consistently uses one form rather than the other. However, the tradition is pretty
clear. On over sixty occasions the manuscripts are unanimous in reading the form
without the second gamma. Never are the manuscripts unanimous in reading the form
with the second gamma. Whenever Susemihl does print yiyv- (following K) there is
strong support for yiv-: 87b23 yiveron C p B {P}; 88b26 ywopevov o B; 88b27
ywopevoy a. B; 88b28 yiveron C A {P}; 88b28 ywvopevov o A; 89a3 éyyiveron o B
B; 89b21 yiveron C B {P}; 91a22 éyyiveton C B, €yiveron P; 04a37 éyyiveron o B V;
07a16 éyyivesbon o B V; 10a15 éyyiveton a B V; 12b29 yiveron B {a}.

It is true that there are a number of places where Susemihl prints yiv- but not
all manuscripts agree (83b34 yivetou] yiyveron B; 89a23 ywopeva] yryvopeve o
92b1 yiveoBou] yiyvesBon A B; 93b31 éyyiveron] éylyveton B; 95226 yivopévngl
yiyvopévng L; 99al13 ywopeva] yryvopevo L; 08b16 €yyiveoBou] €yyiyvesBon V,
09b18 yivouévnl yryvopévn V, 10a22 éyyiveron] yiyveron V1, yyiyveron V2 10b2
yivovzon] yiyvovzon V), but the evidence strongly suggests that the form without the
second gamma was what our author used. On the assumption that M.M. did not vary
‘promiscue’, we ought to standardise the spelling to the form without the second
gamma.

L.S.J. (s.v) say that yivesBon is the form used in Ionic dialect ‘and after
Aristotle’. I know of no study of Aristotle’s practise 32

YWVOGKEW/YIYVOCKELY

30 Kassel, [1976] v, prefers s0otod over aivod.

31 In this section I use the symbol {} to mean that the word is written with a compendium, so that the
manuscript does not point either way. I treat divergence between yivesOou/yiyveoBon and yéveoBon as a
separate issue. Cf. apparatus at 82al5, 00a23, 00a26, 00a27, 04b24!, 10a25, 11a36

32 Kassel, [1976] v, prefers yiyv- to yuv.
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The present tense of this verb only occurs at 98b37 where Susemihl prints
yiyvookov. But yivookov is the reading of B V (o omits the word entirely) and,
bearing in mind M.M.’s use of yivecBou rather than yiyvesBou just discussed, we
should read ywvdoxwv here.

g&v/év: MLM. uses both &v and é&v to mean ‘if’. Of the nineteen occurrences of €av
in Susemihl’s text, the mss. unanimously®? read é&v except at 10a2l (o has dv),
06a12 (L has &v), 13b8 (o B have dv). At 82b21 and 88b20 Susemihl prints &v but
we should read é&v with the mss. Of the remaining twenty four occurrences of v
(meaning ‘if”), the only times that &Gv is a v.1. are 85a30 (L), 85a33 (P), 87bl (§),
94b36 (P?). If we adopt the changes suggested by the stemma at 82b21, 88b20 and
13b8 (at 82b35, 87bl and 10a2l it is impossible to decide, but leave them as
Susemihl has them), the statistics are: &v 24 times, v 20 times .34

¢&vinL: 82b21, 84b17, 85b23, 87b1, 87b2, 87b21, 88b20, 90b27, 90b37, 94a32, 04a8,
05a19, 06a4, 06b26, 10a18, 10a21, 10a32, 12al4

-glo/-iot termination
avdpioe common in A L V B, avdpewdveo, 91b7 C; dmopeior 99610 C; dowreia a,
adBadio o evpodio K, edrpomereion 93all A K!, 93a19 KI; ebruxeior o always;?
nobayopror 94a29 o K téov 84al3 L

évexo, and vexev are found side by side in Susemihl’s text at 90a22-3 but in 90a22 P A
K have &vexev and in 90a23 C has &veka so a tidier text is possible. Susemihl prints
gvexev sixteen times and &vexa four times. For the moment treating £vexe as évekev
(see next note), Susemihl prints the form that the stemma suggests, except in two
lines where the stemma points neither one way nor the other - at 90a22, just
mentioned, and at 95a19 where a gives the form in -ev. (Other deviations: At 84b17 -
o B, 95a17 -ev L, 95a19 -ev a, 95225 -a B V, 99220 -ev D). Can we see a pattern in

M.M.’s practise, from which to decide what to print in 90a22 and 95a19? We can say

the following;

33 For L's accentuation, see below.
34 Kassel, [1976] v, prefers &&v over &v.
35 Sometimes P just writes ebtoy’, but when it is written in full, it is with -elo,
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i) évexo only appears after its genitive, while &vexev appears both before (82a35,
91a24) and after, but more often after.

ii) We find 00 &vexa (95a17, 99a20), and oD &vexev (84a7, 95a25).

iii) As last word in a sentence we only find &vexev (84b17, 95a25).

iv) The genitive that precedes &vekoa is only ever o9.

In 90222 we should read &vexev because of (iv). This will avoid the jarring effect in
Susemihl’s text in 90a22-3. In 95a19 we should read &vekev because of (iii) and
bearing in mind (i1).

We are left with a text that has &vexev fourteen times and &vexo twice. Eucken
[1868, 18-19] notes that overall Aristotle uses &vexo, more frequently than Evexev,
but in some works (P.A., Pol.) uses them with equal frequency. But the basis of these
verdicts is not reliable. It may turn out that editors’ preference for one form rather

than another explains why, for instance, Phys. only has &vexev twice.3

The nu of &vekeyv is treated as ephelcystic (i.e. omitted before a consonant) at 84a7 C,
88b16 D, 90a23 P, 91b15 P, 08al4 V, 08a18 V P2, 12a31 a. There is inscriptional
evidence for this spelling (see L.S.J. s.v &veka), but the evidence that M.M. used it

weak. I no of know modern editor who has printed &vexe.

180, spelt as £idéo. by K1: 82b10, 82b12, 82b13, 83a28, 83a30, 83a32, 83a37, 83b7

10¢a spelt as idio: 82b10 B

0 pev.

. 008

Susemihl puts grave accents on the definite article at 82b26-7, 92a5, 98a34-5,

01a7-8, 02a19, 0323037, 03b1, 04a15-16, 10a27, 10236 and 12a22. The manuscripts,
on the other hand, do not.3® The only exceptions are at 03a30 where V has 1 but the
rest have 7, 04a15-16 where V has 0 twice. I would get rid of these accents. In 82b26

Susemihl’s accentuation leads to Stock mistranslate: ‘[the doctor says that] one thing

36 1t occurs twice in Ross’ text (197630, 243a32).

37 | think that he meant to put a grave on # in 03a33 (or did he think that § 8 in 03bl answered | pgv in
033307,

38 They give an unaccented definite article except at 82b26-7, 04al6, 10a27, 12a22, where some manuscripts
put an accute on the definite article before 8’. 1 list other occurences of 8 acting as an enclitic above, p.172.
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(6 pev) produces health and how it produces it’. 0 is masculine singular: ‘The doctor
says that he creates health, and how he does it’.

0vdele/0vBels, undei/unBeis. The first question is whether a 8 or a 0 is found 3°
L and, to a lesser extent, A use the form in delta, where Susemihl and the other
independent manuscripts have theta.
Much rarer are the instances where Susemihl prints delta but a manuscript has theta:
87a25a A, 09a38 L, 12b36 a A.
In 01b6 we should read ovdev with all the independent mss.
The second question is whether the manuscripts treat these words as one or as two:
K writes 008’ &v, un®’ £v, o0’ €ig. The form ov6¢ pic is read in o and B, but less
ofteninK and V.

oVtm/obtng
The mss. agree with what Susemihl prints except at:
84a25 obrwg mag B; 84a32 olrwg t0 B; 84a35 ovtw {ntmréov o B, 86al9 otrw
Kok@x B; 87a35 olrw kol o B; 87b34 olitw pnbfivon D; 91a26 otrwg cvunéon B,
94a4 olrmg Tt L V!; 94a35 ottw 10 a B K; 9528 olrwg torvtd a; 96b10 oltm kol o
B, 97a39 olrws... ékeivmg @, 97b36 otrw 86Eetev B, 01a35 otrwg T V; 01b39 ovrwg
cuppriceton a A n {L}; 02b20 ottw cpddpo Ald.] obrwg cpddpa @; 06a31 obto pev
L; 06b11 obrwg yop V; 06b21 ottm tov L; 07b2 obrwg mpdttety V; 09al ottmg kol
V; 13b23 ot%to kol a B V.

Standardly, in Greek, a sigma is added to oVtw when the word precedes a
word beginning with a vowel, or is the last word before a punctuated pause. But at
95a17 all mss. have oVtwg dikoov. We should be prepared for M.M. not to follow
‘standard procedure’. 4’ On stemmatic grounds, I would read oVtw in 84a35, 87a35,

94235, 96b10, 13b23, but otrwg in 97a39, 01639, 02b20.

00k” and ovy’: at 05a23-4 Susemihl treats us to two versions of the negative. In the first line

39 Kassel, [1976] v, prefets 098- over 008-.
40 Kassel, [1976] v, allows Aristotle to have ot before a consonant.
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o K have ovy, in the second B V have ovy’. There is thus no obvious correspondence
between Susemihl’s spelling and the spelling of K. The extra apostrophe after the
negative ovy, is found oftenin p V.4
The extra apostrophe after ook is found frequently in V, in K at 85a26, and in P K at
88a32

nag/drog Susemihl prints, with full agreement of the manuscripts, the first form 96
times and the second 25 times.
Only eleven times do the manuscript diverge: 82b16 dmoctv o B (cf. 82b21), 83al2
ndooug o B, 84a23 amdvrov L, 86a28 andvtov B, 90b20 (see apparatus), 99a32
névreg L, 04a36 dracwv V, 05all ndooig a V, 05213 andooug &, 05b29 dnocwv D,
13b10 maveov o B B. Cf. also apparatus at 90b20.
Concentrating on those passages where the manuscripts are unanimous, we can say
the following;
1) never does M.M. use dnog immediately after a vowel.4?
i1) if the “all’ comes first in a sentence (9 times), M.M. uses ©dig
iil) M.M. uses mag not only after a vowel (49 times), but also after a consonant (38
times)
iv) Both forms can be used immediately after a consonant and M.M. is not afraid to
use both forms side by side - e.g. 83a19-20, 84b18-21, 12a32-4.43
Bearing these findings in mind, we can turn to the cases where the manuscripts
disagree. At 82b16 read drociv (with the stemma), at 83al12 read méooug (with the
stemma), at 05all read ndoong (with the stemma), at 13b10 read ndvtwv (with the
stemma). Leave what Susemihl prints at the remaining places,** but note how it is
more often that scribes have, understandably, altered ndg to dnog (seven out of ten
times, excluding 05a13). At 05a13, where the stemma is divided and, given points

(iii) and (iv), there is no way to decide, I would read ndicoug on statistical grounds.

1 At 83a34 AL have ody’, V does not survive, but it was probably this form of the word that led to the error
in B: ob yap.

42 There is one counterexample (97b34), but Susemihl wrongly prints wepi in that line.

*3 1t is thus no argument that we should read &rootv in 82b16 that the same form is used in 82b21.

441 discuss what I take to be a separate case in my note on 90b20.
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If these changes are adopted, we have ndg 105 times and émog 27 times.

nAetov/TALOV
Neuter singular: Susemihl prints mAéov twice (11b6, 13b8), and wAeiov seven times
(82al5, 86b23, 93b27 (mAéov a B), 96a8, 96a9, 96al12, 10a20 (nAeiw P, wAeictov
Rav.)). Bonitz (618b13ff) says that Aristotle uses ®ieTov much more often.
Neuter plural: Susemihl prints wAeiova at 94a38, but nAcio at 86a25, 92a2, 93a2l,
93a30, 93a34, 94b2, 94b38, 96a26, 03a22, 10a32 (rAeiova Cois.), 11a3.
Leave the inconsistency in spelling and only change the spelling at 93b27, on
stemmatic grounds.

70 o016 instead of Tovtdv (neuter singular) in L at 02a20!
95a8 tavtov B] todtd a A V2, towtd L K, om. V!

Dyl spelt without the first iota (L.S.J. date this spelling to the 2nd century B.C. and
later): in P L: 09a27; in L: 82b25, 82b26, 84a4, 84a23, 90a3, 92a12, 99a31, 99a33

g & oitwg
Three times M.M. writes g 8” afteag, according to Susemihl (83b16, 94b17, 99b1),
who prints a rough breathing on atwg. At 83b16 only P and L have the tmesis, and
they write a rough breathing; at 94b17 K and A have adtmg, P and V have arog (C
and L are not witnesses), at 99b1 A, L, V and K have avdtwg (C and P are not
witnesses). For a full discussion of the controversy of what breathing is correct see
Kihner-Gerth II, 1, pp.654-5. Neither Kiihner-Gerth nor L.S.J. (s.v. doodtng) give
any examples of dg & adrwmg,

The tmesis is found, besides at the passages cited in Bonitz (s.v. doadtmg), at EE.

1238b32, An. 71a9, 77al4, 85al5, Met. 988b11, 1001al17, Phys. 188b6, de Respirat.
473b24, 474a23, de Sensu 447b29. Editors of Aristotle are not consistent in which

breathing to print. Bekker (Parva Naturalia (1831)) and Walzer/Mingay (E.E. (1991))

print a rough breathing, whilst Ross (Analytics (1964), Physics (1956)) and Bekker
(Met. (1831)) print a smoothe breathing. Since the mss. only give the rough

breathing, I follow them, but without any confidence.
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