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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 M.M.. I 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. IL8. I 

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. 

- Susemihl’s edition in 1883. 

Chapter six consists of the stemma codicum that I 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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PREFACE 

Many people have helped me with my doctoral thesis. The chief debts are to my two 

supervisors, Nigel Wilson, who oversaw the part which deals with the Greek 

manuscripts and the indirect tradition, and Prof. Michael Frede who supervised the 

‘textual’ part of the thesis. Both pointed me in the right direction, encouraged me and 

saved me from mistakes. It would be difficult to find two people better qualified to 

supervise a thesis of the sort that mine is, and I am deeply grateful to them both. Nigel 

Wilson also kindly checked a reading for me in the Viennese manuscript at 1205a19. 

Older debts are to my school teacher, John Hart and to my tutor Laetitia Edwards. I 

have welcomed and warmly appreciated their continued support and advice. 

The project of examining the text of M.M. was suggested to me by Jonathan Barnes, 

and although the task proved a big one, I have enjoyed grappling with the problems 

that this curious treatise gives rise to. 

I have been helped financially during the last four years by the British Academy, the 

Craven Committee, the Erasmus project, and by St. Hugh’s College, Oxford 

University. To all of these bodies I am grateful. 

To the librarians at the Bodleian Library, Cambridge University Library, the British 

Library, the Biblioteca Laurenziana, the Vatican Library I am indebted. While I was in 

Berlin as a guest of the Aristoteles Archiv, all the resources of the library, and of the 

microfilm collection were kindly put at my disposal by Christian Brockmann. 

I have benefited from discussion over the last four years with Jonathan Barnes, 

Christian Brockmann, Stephen Everson, Jacqueline Hamesse, Dieter Harlfinger, Tom 

Harrison, Sir Anthony Kenny, David Sedley, Jurgen Wiesner and Roland Wittwer.
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My examiners, Sir Anthony Kenny and Dr. D.B. Robinson, made helpful and 

constructive comments during the viva, and I would like to record my thanks to them 

for reading with such attention this sometimes turgid piece of work. 

A special thank you is due to my mother and late father, who encouraged me to pursue 

an interest that they did not share, and to the late John D’ Arcy.
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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. Kithner/B. Gerth, Ausfihrliche 

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 ‘02a17’ to refer to 1202a17.



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 Dirimeier. 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 

  

' 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. 

  

5 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.? On 

palaeographical grounds, the scribe of C was identified by Stewart and Harlfinger? 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 nopé are written. If these words are shortened, which they are far 

more frequently in P than in C, only two compendia are used: iN and i The first of these is 

uncontroversially nepi. Usually the second is used for nept. 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 ropé in full, 8 times C also writes the compendium i and three times C reads nept in 

full (each time where the sense demanded is map&). The one time that C reads where P 

does not, P has napé&. The weight of the evidence suggests, then, that we should 

acknowledge a new way of writing nap. 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 aufspiiren. Sollte das 

Zwillingsverhaltnis, das fiir E.E. und die E.N. gilt,... fiir die M.M. doch nicht feststellbar 

sein? Zu bedenken ist aber, daB Nikolaos auf den Vaticanus viel gréBere Mihe 

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.° 

(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: 

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

such errors in P!: 

  

> 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 a, or a 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 a, and another between C and a. 
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82al1 mpétog] mp&tov; 85b10 yep] pev; 89b34 odO€ev + év; 91b31 transp. naveti post det; 

92a23 mopc.!] nepi; 92a24 8r + dpOég; 95b8 odk] 008’; 97a15 Eig] Ei; 99b30 td] 7H; 01a8 om. 

énotovv,; 01a35 8’ HI Sh; 01b33 otda] oidev; 03a12 F] 7H; 05a4 yap éni] yap gor ent; 05b7 

iSiov] Hdiov; 07a36 Eveoti] Ev éot1; 08a22 Zot] Err; 09a37 @IA0G] PAia; 12a17 Gp&] Spa; 

12a22 Gp&] dpa; 12a19-20 ody Fj vootor] odyi vooter, 12a20 7 todtdv voetv] TH tHdtOV 

evvoetv C, tH tO torvtdv Evvoetv P. 

it) Readings of C which are wrong, but which agree with other manuscripts: 

91b19 doxydCovta P, SoxyidCovtes C A L K B; 91622 dé St P, 58 Set C L K; 03a34 tod! 

om. C AL; 03b22 oidg te P V, otag yé C, ot0¢ ye A L K; 07b19 nett 58] énet de C AL 

These may be coincidental, but they may also reflect variants in a. 

(i) and (ii) 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: 8449-10 om. pinBevog — napayevopuevov; 88a28-9 om. &Kpatets — 

ot, 89a24-5 om. énet — npoatpecic; 89b33-4 om. norfjoo. — GAAo; 07a29-30 om. Kol — 

popév; 09b6-7 om. Kai! — porbAog; 10b15-6 om. dnepéyer — piddtytos, 13a3-4 om. 16 — 

Gtonov. And there are many other less big but equally wrong readings unique to C.7 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 néAw — dAtya both C and P change the 

style of hand writing considerably (f.10¥, the last 4 lines, in P, and f.11', lines 17-20 in C).? 

The passage has a large number of x’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 

  

7 It is perhaps worth pointing out how careless C is with regard to iotacism. C writes dpyntéxtov at 98a35 
and 98a36; éykAiwo 13b11, b22, b23, 627; povoydrtatov 00636: Expati6n (02a4). C cannot spell Euripides’ 
name: etponédsng (10a13), edpunidnys (09635). 
8 But espoused by Victor for the Oec. See n.6. 
° C moves into the new style slightly earlier than P, namely at 93638 (as 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 « 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 &yo®@v ~xwv 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, a, 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 napaxoAovbeiv C and P add w péyiotov 

GyaBOV TV Ppdvrotv. In both manuscripts Nicholas corrects what he has written. In P all five 

words are crossed out, and the text continues with t &dixe. In C the last four words are 

crossed out and 76 corrected to 1, and the text continues with GSixw. The error was present 

in &, and came about because in the line above (a25-6) are the words ovpmapaKoAovbetv 7 

HEyLoTOV GyaBdv tiv @pdvnow. The scribe of a either made the mistake of dittography 

himself or inherited it from his exemplar. A corrector of « 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 « was faulty, but only when he had copied it out. Again, to suppose that there was 

a lost intermediary manuscript between C and & 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. ! 

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, a, 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 xorbce1g, 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 KAboe1g. This would mark the split of the Messanensis recension to earlier than 

the eighth century.!3 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 gréssere Miihe 
verwandt zu haben scheint’, it may be more plausible to suppose that « 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 

11 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 ted£u<] tode cog K; 99636 Ha] GAL K; 03al 7 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! - 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. KayaOdv, 

KQVEV, KOIKETVOS, KdV, KAT, THyOOdv, TAANBEs, Tavdpeia, tovvavtiov, ToOvoLLA). iit) More 

than any other manuscript, K omits accents: e.g. yop (82b25, 94a9 11b4), ém (88a19, 00b2, 

12a34), 1 (very often), kon (98al!), rev (91a8, 00b15), rn (07638), 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 

(y): 

\ 
v 

  

'4 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 (@¢) -1213b5 (piAetv). 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 y, 

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 y (V still has many mistakes), such 

rigour is ruled out. C P AL V make the following omissions of words in K: 95b17 om. ob8é 

— &po; 98a31 om. Koi?; 07a22 om. pév; 07b21 om. té; 09a38 om. 6!; 12614 om. Kat. 

3) Another telling reading is at 02b5 where C P A L have deroei before were and omit Sef. 

V shares the omission of dei but does not have derjoei. 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 Serjoe1, and that Set was added conjecturally by the scribe of K. 

On Brockmann’s hypothesis, however, we are asked to imagine a corrector who spotted that 

det 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 

dé in K is absent in B (with C P AL); at 93a7 tg 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, y, 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 oto, V gave dv. goto1 —> cv: {B: 82a3, 82a7, 

82a9 x 2, 87629, 90a26, 93b9} V: 94b30 corrected in V (and oto in B), 01a5, 04a9, 06a6, 

O8all, 11a35, 12a29.!6 The explanation for this is a compendium which was used to write 

éotou. 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 I should be 

surprised if there are not other instances.!8 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 xpos. 

i) Where npdg is right we find eis: {B: 90a9, 90a10, 90a12, 90a13, 90a17 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 (pds in B), 94a4 corrected in V (mpdc in 

B), 94a4, 94a5 corrected in V (mpdg in B), 94a6, 94a15 corrected in V (mpdg in B), 94a20 

corrected in V and mpdc in B. 

  

‘6 T do not record these mistakes in the apparatus. 
17 See Allen, [1974] 135n.1, 148-9; Cereteli, [1969], table IV s.v. Sota, 
18 AtE.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 katé& where mpdc is right at: 83a11, 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 xaté& where mpds is right, may stem either from a corrector 

of V, who objected to the sense of eis 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 

mpog undergoes a transformation: at e.g. 83a19, 84a31, 85a31 B rightly has mpdc. And at e.g. 

94a31, 94a32, 94435, 94b5 V rightly has mpég. 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 eig stops, and that this is just the point where the mistake of 

writing Korté& 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. npdg was often written with an abbreviation which looks like 

an epsilon or a capital sigma with a grave accent, EE The dates of such an abbreviation being 

used are similar to the éotou abbreviation. The only manuscript Allen records as having both 

the oto 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 

c.900 for the parent of V would not be unexpected. Sometimes this abbreviation will have 

been mistaken for the not dissimilar abbreviation for Katt, a and sometimes for a 

contraction of eis. 

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

mpoc- was often written as 7°. 

4) ox mistaken for 2. 10b3, 10b30 

  

'9 See also Cereteli, [1969], table 9, s.v. mpdc,
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5) &pa is written as € at 10a4.20 At 82b30, where V does not survive, B has ovd8é instead of 

ovd’ &pa, and the cause could easily be that V wrote &po with this abbreviation. See also 

below (p.35n.13) for another possible instance of B having read & at 86623. At 90a33 B has 

Tepl mavtedods instead of dpa mavted@s. At 95b37 V has ei &pa where St is correct. A 

standard abbreviation for St. resembles a sigma with the top stroke rising at an angle of 45 

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

6) otovton is not correctly written in V at 04a25 (Séovto1), 08b27 (otdv te),?? 12434 ofdv tL. 

At 83432 B, a descendant of V, has ot6v te. 

The parent of V does not bear the hall-marks of a corrected manuscript, except at one 

place, 08a13. Susemihl prints Evexev éotiv with C P AL, but K gives &yopev évexev. V has 

éxouev Evexev, Eotiv, 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 is 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 goto and npdg 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, 1179430, and its reading at M.M. 1193b30 is 
probably to be explained in the same way. See also Allen, [1974] 8 and Plate II. Lehmann [1965], §49, 89-91 
and table 9, gives more examples and discusses the origin of the abbreviation. 
21 See Cereteli, [1969], table VII, s.v. on. 
22 The same error occurs at EN. 1172a8 in K, and in Paris gr.1853, according to Moraux, [1965] CLXXIII. 
Both these manuscripts date from the 10th century. The opposite error, ofovton being written where ot6v te 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 1. 

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 avtod 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, 87636, 

  

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, 12a26, 12438, 12b12, 12b15, 13a3, 13b17).24 Several times, instead of 

reproducing the symbol, he writes 5éka or a part of SéKotog, mistaking the symbol for the 

similar (and standard) sign for the number ten - 84a25, 94a19,25 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 c.970. This provides us with an approximate dating for B. 

2) etvon 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 etvon, and all other manuscripts 

give civon, A gives nonsense: at 81a28 we get tig; at 82a6 and 84a34 we get tfc; at 84a18 

we get te; at 90a16 we get obv,”° at 92b10 it is omitted. There is a shorthand sign for etvon in 

a manuscript from the ninth century, recorded by Cereteli2” which may have been the cause. 

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

3) nepi/nopé. 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 nope: 7 This is orthodox. Twice he writes mapé 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 rapt). 

Ambiguity: there are places where the epsilon slopes slightly back and the received 

reading is nept: e.g. 85b37, 86435, 90b8, 90b9, 90b10, 92a27, 96b5 (the first), 12a21 and 

12425. And there are places where the same ambiguous compendium is used, but where napé 

is the reading of other manuscripts e.g.88a20, 88a21, 96a36, 97a5 (twice), 97a8, 07a15. 

Mistakes: there are places where the other manuscripts read napé:, but where A gives 

the compendium it uses elsewhere for mept, ie. where A provides a genuine varia lectio: 85a6, 

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

  

2* In the last four cases oxdt0d is written in the margin of A by a later hand. 
25 Here the correct reading is 1 abt0b Epyov. A gives 1 adtob Sexcepyov. 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 etvan 
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. 
27 See Cereteli, [1969], table IV, s.v. etvou, number 24.
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Also, on one occasion the epsilon slopes backwards in A and so we would expect napé but 

the rest read nept, namely at 85b29. Here too we must recognise that A disagrees with the 

rest of the tradition. Once, at 11b34, A reads zept in full when rapé is right. 

Whether the ambiguous compendium should be reported as mept or as nop is 

unclear. The best explanation of the difficulty is that, as in the case of etvor and adtob, the 

scribe of this manuscript was himself confused. 

4) At one point (99a17 = folio 18Y, line 11) the scribe of A writes the prefix &no- is written in 

an unusual way: oa 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 odtob. Vat. gr.1809 
2 

writes &nd as “Vor as “Pas Cereteli”? gives examples of a similar form of the abbreviation 

in a manuscript written in 986. 

5) Stav causes A problems. Instead of Stav we find St in A at 86a21, 87a25, 08al19, 09b6, 

and 82b32 where 6t1 Stav is the correct reading, A just has Stu. 

Laurentianus 81,18 (L) 

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 

Joannikios.*° This manuscript is the product of three scribes’ work, two of whom were 

involved in M.M.. Orthographical niceties: éév is written as édiv. ody as ody’. odPeig and 

Hnbetc become ovdeig and jindeic. Also, where the sense demanded is abv, and the 

manuscripts are unreliable - more often than not giving abtév, L fairly consistently gives 

EQvTOV. 

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 det (85239), through which one can read po 

and Acacia. from f.88" (which are parts of the words p@AAov (86630) and é&Kokacta (86b32)), 
  

28 Symbols T807, 1777, in Chionides/Lilla, [1981]. 
2° See Cereteli, [1969], table Il, s.v. dnd; and Allen, [1974], plate 2. 
3° 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 95a10 otov — éott; 98b2 koi — danpetixds; 0224-6 AéyovO” — tots, 03b14-16 

Tabtag — EmOvpidv;, 04a25-6 od 6vov — Hdoviis, 07b32-4 c&ya& — GAGs. 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 baép] mepi; 86a7 éveyOein] cyOetn; 86b17 

povopévovg] EfeotnKotag; 87a18 xpd&irtew] noah; 88a12 c&KoAovOet] émaxoAovGet; 91b23 

and 94b4 bnép] mepi; 95a21 nod€éprov] Ex@pdv; 97b29 sopiag] pPrrocogias, 97b35 tods 

yous] tig oKéyers; 99a31 nointiKdv] nepitotiKdV L; 01b26 yiveo@at] etvor L; 02b11 

aKpasta] GKoracia L; 02b13 mpoBbpws] Etotws L; 03a5 &9’] mpdg L; 04a29 dngp] epi L; 

04b5 Avery] SiaArdew L; 06b35 dnép] nept L, 08b14 Spoiov] oixer sic L, but there is a hole 

above the words where the diacritics would be (oixetov?), 

The independence of B 

Collation of both A and L has enabled the existence of a manuscript, B, 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. Kai, 83626 otov + at; 83b31 transp. adv post Ekactov; 84a10 

HOvov] LOvns, 87636 om. gotiv; 87b39 om. ofov, 90a6 sedAAEGOaI] G~peAEcBo1; 92b30 om. 

te, 96b26 om. &p’; 97b18 om. td; 99a15 om. otov; 02a20 om. ofov; 04al om. c&pa, 04a27 

om. TyIv; 05b15 om. odk; 07a9 om. tric; 09b29 td] todt0; 10a27 om. peév; 10b29 transp. 

dAAOD post &v; 11a16 om. vOv; 11b27 om. gotv; 12b26 om. Kai; 13b26 4] 7. 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
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(from these same manuscripts stems the recensio Messanensis?! 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 (a) 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, gr6B8eren 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 vollsténdige 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 gehdéren, also 

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

I think that there are a sufficient number of agreements in error between A L 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 goton] ot, 83436 St1] wg St; 83a38 add. pnol; 84b37-8 om. Kat téAELov TéAOG; 

86a16 om. Koi; 87all om. 8; 87b18 add. Koi; 92a26 ovverdotmmv] eid6tmv;, 92437 

coraKevetac] cAaCovetas, 92b2 cordiKov] GAaCov, 92b3 cardKov] GAaldv; 92b15 om. 7’; 

92b18 om. émi-; 93b14 om. 6?; 93b14 om. 63; 95a25 om. Kol; 95a33 rive] metv; 97a28 om. 

te, 98a25 SOT] Sux 0; 00a29 om. 17; 00b22 om. Kai avavtiovpévov; Olall nOdtepov] 

mpotepov, 02a15 add. od; 02a31 om. Koi; 02a37 om. éotiv; 04b16 om. gol; 05a6 om. H; 

06a31 om. d&; 08a1 om. 71; 08a18 om. mpd¢ 7; 09b26 008’] odSev; 12a31 Eotiv] ora. 

  

31 See Harlfinger’s stemma in his [1971] 30; reprinted in the Walzer/Mingay edition of E.E. (Oxford, 1991), 
p.ix.



18 

Here we find agreement in error between A L K V.3? 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 AL K V wrongly have &maAAayévtesg — eiow; at 03a23 ALK V 

omit 7] edpcOns; at 05a23 AL 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. 

n, 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 C. 

P
N
 

< 
—a

se
 

ve)
 

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 VI will defend. 
33 Brockmann, [1993] 52: ‘Es gibt jedoch einige Lesarten, die sich diesem Schema nicht recht fiigen wollen’,
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AL differing in their allegiances to K V 

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

i) 93b22 ddixetv (GSucov K); 95a9 70? + 7; 95b11 om. 8’; 97a4 1 K] 0; 99a30-1 

Kav’ iotpikty K] katé 7” iatpuxty A, Kate tiv iatpiki L V; 01a7-8 &tondv tt yep] 

o&tonov yap t1; 01b16 transp. adtdv post Eotiv; 05a27 om. 4; 05634 om. Kai; 11a22 

BovAdpeba] BovAcipeba.. 

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

i) 84a29 &AA’] om. K; 85a30 Kav K] kai ci; 91a33 mAetov K, xAnotor A L, mAetotot 

B; 93a32 transp. adi post DrapYOvtOV. 

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 (1 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 t. 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 GdtkoTvto] Gdtk@vtat; 98a29 ei] h; O1al2 

transp. wdtOv post éxetv (a13); 01al5 obk étt Zotar] odk Zoro Et1, 04a31 efnopev] etxopev; 

05b8 om. 1; 06a26 transp. novet post émotin; 11b31 nape] nepi. We can also suppose that 

A and V agreed at: 85b20 88] 8 AB. 

L! and V! share the following errors: 94a29 kai 76 L V] koi A K, om. C P; 94613 

om. dv; 99a4 om. ye; 00a19 tig L V] om. C P A K; 02a23 transp. note post pact; 02b1 om. 

0s; 03a7 obv + od; 05b29 om. Sti; 06b24 totepog] totepov;, 11a5 éotiv] ciow. We can also 

suppose that L and V agreed at: 82a21 &Aoyov] d&véAoyov L B; 83a8 om. ote’ L B; 86b2 om. 

kai 6 év L B; 87b36 got + pév L B; 90a35 Kpetttov] kpetrcova. L B; 92b38 mpdc] eig L B.
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The following readings are peculiar to A L K: 05a3 om. #; 07a25 om. tt; 07a31 

DnGp§ar] maar; O89 yap + 6; 09b36 transp. KaxK® post yap. And A and K share peculiar 

readings at: 87b19 Sti + Koi; 94a29 om. 7; 04b5 transp. todtov post Avewv. 

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 1: 

  

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 AK V/B: 

83a27 t&ya80d C PL, &yo80d A K B; 84b15 kai om. C PL; 89al om. 8&& CP L; 89a22-3 

om. énel — npooipesis C P L; 90a21 Kai npobetucdy Kal mountuxov C PL, kai xountixdv 

Kal mpobetiKov A K B; 91b24 sv habent C P L, om. A K B; 93b9 teAetwg] téAev0g C P L; 

98a18 add. &v post KeAebceev A K V: 00a6 Rpoata&ttet] matter C P L; 00a37 Kat om. C P 

  

34 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! — dp8dv C P L; 05b7 éxdiotw C P L] Exdotov A K V; 06a27 om. of C P 

L, 06b23 om. tod C P L; 10a14 post néSov add. 7] C P L; 12a19 npaxtoisg C PL, xpaxtixots 

AK! V; 13a27 t& habent C PL, 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 td 

tod [tov] AOyov Exovtog. The manuscripts give: 

TUG TOV AOyOV ExobGUG, Ths TOD TOV AOyov Exovtac [sic], C, 

TOG TOV LOyov Exobous, eddeig- she cObtOV AOyor Exove P, 

ths TOV AOYov Exoboas, L, 

TOD TOV Adyov Exovtos A, 

TO TOUTOV Adyov Exovte sic ut vid. K!, 

TAs TOD, TOV Adyov Exovtas ut vid. K? 

TOs TOD TOV AdyoV ExOVTOg 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 a 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 palaeographical 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 B 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 « 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 «. 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 m and to say that it was in the 

copying of L from x that most of the ‘synonymous’ errors listed above?® arose. If anyone is not 

happy with this reasoning, then for him 2 is L. 

  

36 p16,
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The positing of x, 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 w. The third family, of 

which A and L are our only direct witnesses, is no longer independent. Is it right, though, that B 

was made only from ¢, with later infiltrations from a manuscript like 1? There are certain 

readings in A and L which are good and which disagree with the reading found in C P and 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:3? 84b21 Kot AL, om. C P K B; 87a19 oi woyou A L, woyou K B, ot woyou oi C P; 

87b39 om. otov A L, habent K B {C P}; 95b36 odtdv A L] aotdg C PK V; 98a15 obto1 A 

L] obtwg C P K V; 05b14 0d AL] om. CP K V, 07628 om. kot! A L; 11b27 om. éotww 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, 

  

37 T ignore cases where Susemihl knew the reading only from Cois., but where V shares the reading: 93b22 
ééiketv A L V] Sixatov C P, &iKov K (Brockmann, [1993] 52, mistakenly quotes the reading cdicetv in 
93b22 as an example of A and L alone being right.); 94a29 add. kai 6 L VJ 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 B. We have seen above 

(pp.13-14) that the scribe of A did not mind writing nonsense. If he was content to write 

déKatog 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 B were made after the copying of x. 

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 B. How do we explain them? 

There are three possibilities. First that they are the result of conjecture, secondly that they are 

inherited from @ (and so the stemma should have, in addition, a line connecting w to B), and 

thirdly that they derive from an otherwise lost part of the tradition. The second possibility is 

tuled 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 yw represents the ingenium of a Byzantine scholar. I do not write y 

into the complete stemma (below p.122). 

  

38] 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 f. 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) I 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. Ii. v. 44 (C) and Monacensis gr.635). 

c) I adopt the changes I have proposed about the ancestors of C P AL K V, 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. 5 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 5 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 5. 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 1213a15 t{Sotov, where all other manuscripts 

give fdi07’ Gv (except Ambros. B.84 which has {167’ é&v). 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’.? 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. 

  

! 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. ao. 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 xpootdvtter] mpctter K! Mut., 

Kedever in mg. K?, in mg. yp. KeAeber Mut.; 93b22 ddtketv] dduKov; 95a8 oto] ob; 95b17 

008’ Exadv Spa, 96b14-5 Adyov...LOptov] Adyov Exovtog propiov 7 Mut. (but V was corrected 

before Barb. 75 was copied (13th century), i.e. before Mut. was made), 98a2 teAéwe] tO5e ws; 

98a2 oScor + in mg. Otov cwmpocbvn 7 GvSpetca. K? Mut.; 98a37 58] 5& Koi, 03a6-7 om. odtw 

— &xpartiis; 0369 av idicorto (Casaubon)] évetsarto; 05b7 (Sov) NStotn, 13b27 dh (Bonitz)] 

dé. 

New faults which arise in Mut.: 88a20-1 om. &xobdovov — éxOvpiiow, suppl. in mg. 

librarius ipse; 91a8 “Extopa] éyytov (ut vid.) in linea sed yp. “Extopa. in mg., 92b5 06] 8’ od; 

92b6 todto] tovtov; 94a13-4 om. tH — dpoiws; 97a25-6 om. Kal Ta — this dpydis, 00b14 

om. Kat’ &pethv got, suppl. in mg. 

Mut. has also been corrected sparsely: 88a6 yp. pao. in mg. Mut. (a reading not known 

in other manuscripts); 92b5 ob ante peyaAetag (jz) omisso K Mut.) add. in mg. Mut., 96b15 

AOyov] ewAoyov Mut. K, but a corrector has changed this to €v Adyov (with a B V7); 98b16 

exretntar in linea, ékAOnton in mg. (a reading in L); 00a23 novotn in linea, sed yp. movfoet 

Mut. (unknown reading), 13a18 povécvopev Mut.!, corr. Mut.? (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 “Extopa - 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 éyytov arose. On the present evidence Mut. was copied from K, as 

Brockmann says. I only record its readings in the apparatus at 12a20 and 13al8. 

The descendants of Vindobonensis (V) 

Paris 1387 

Brockmann, [1993] 57n.46, asserts without providing evidence that this manuscript is 

copied from Vaticanus gr.264. I 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 

Sixo1ov — 8 Koil 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 éoti] orton, 

85a23 tovtov] tov; 98a2 mpoapécer] mpoorpécerg; 05b19 tordtasg te] tod + spatium, 

07b18 om. otov éptins, spatio relicto (Paris 1853 has otov a<); 07b19 om. tocatra éxewdi, 

habent solum tod + spatium (Paris 1853 has toOra. ei); 10a19 om. tocadtmy spatio relicto 

(Paris 1853 has tovrdtnv); 10b27 om. pic? spatio relicto (habet Paris 1853). 

Examples of new faults in Paris 1387: 85a3 yap'] 8’; 85a23 om. enor; 8568 

gnavertoi] oimoveta sic; 10al GAAovs movodvtor om., spatio relicto, Paris 1387, om. 

mopiodvtat 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, 02a15, 03a28, 12b4.) 

We can thus date the corrections, if they were all made at the same time, to the period 

between 6 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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94432, 94b37, 96b14-5, 96b19, 98b37, 99b33-4, 01a24, 01b7, 02a22, 02a29, 05a21, 07al1,* 

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 mpc is right is corrected six times in lines 93b39- 

94a22, the ota/av confusion’ is rectified at 94b29. The interesting cases are where the 

corrections can be pinned down to one particular family. It is to « that the connection is 

closest e.g. at 94b12, 00a29, 0lal1, 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 (P? 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: 94a22 (a A), 94435 (a A), 95b24 (a L K), 96b36 (a L K), 01a14 (@ A), 01b7 (a A), 

03a13 (a AK), 03b16 (@ A), 03b22 (a K2), 04b18 (a B), 05b29 (a A), 05b34 (@ K), 08a32 

(a AK), 10a12 (a AK), 10b23 (a 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 V? does not agree with P: 

V? agrees with B K at: 93b37 

V? agrees with B at: 94a23, 00b15, 02a15, 08b34, 12a17, 12426, 12b37 

V? agrees with L at 98a2 

V? agrees with K at 99b36, 01a24 

V? agrees with C! at 09a13 

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. 
© 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 a, 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 petanéoovta] petatpent&; 99a4 om. ye; 99a5 om. 

Svta; 99a26 cyabov] teyabdv; 99a28 om. Kai — c&yaBdv; 99b16 tobtwv] tobtw; 00a23 

toOtO ODK] OD todtO; 08a9 post obv add. 7) V B; 09a2 ote] dott SE; 09625 od] odS8; 11al1 

om. €v; 13a29 om. 64; 13b1 post av add. Kai. 

The following errors arise in B: 93b31 éyytvetou] éytyveton; 94a5 om. pH; 94b12 

ovde] odte; 94b34 ye] yop; 95a4 vopiowmpev] vopicopev, 95226 d&ducroer] GSuKfoor, 95b5 

om. 54; 96b26 om. td; 96b28 aicOrnte] EoOnth; 97626 nopicar] noptoacbar; 97b34 om. Kal; 

98al5 xpdgou] npdEer B (mpdén V); 98a28 av] év V, om. B K; 00a3 EAEoOan1] Aéyecban; 

07a27 om. 0 edtvxts; 07b20 om. Kai; 08a11 goto] av V, éoti B; 08a17 éniteAetv] 

emedetv; 08a23 nupéttovt] mvopésoover B! (xvppétover V); 08b15 &AAoIG] GAAOS; 08631 

om. 51); 08b33 om. 67; 09a20 om. kai B A!; 09a34 om. Kai; 09b22 gtror] padAor; 10b23 

TEHYOBOV] teyAXBOD V!, corr. V2, teya8& B; 12b24 8’ dv] 7’ Av; 12632 SdEer] SiGEar. One 

interesting error in B is a nonsensical comma after tiyv in 12a15 - the source of this error will 

have been the extra high placing of the smoothe breathing over EunedoxAct in the line below 

in V. 

B incorporates in linea corrections in V at 97b1, 97b16-17, 98a2, 98b36-7, 99b33, 

08a15, 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: 

94a29 nenov0ds V, dvtinetovOds B; 94b39 dprotepc2 om. V, habet B (with « B K?) sed B 

hoc verbum ante oto scripsit; 98a25 Kai V P2, om. B (with a B K); 09a7 ASet V, 75d B 

(with C? P?); 99a15 # V, 7 B; 08a31 &p&] dpa V, &pa B; 09a19 7 V, 6B (with all other 

independent mss.); 11438 t V, 7 B (with B K2); 12b20 & V, 5 6B (with K D).8 Of these 

  

8 At 05a6 B no longer survives, but V had written od« gt instead of od« got and Paris 2024 has ob got: 
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 &piotepé in 94639 is suspicious - it looks as though a correction has been misunderstood. I 

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.!° 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, 82629, 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, 83a12, 84a29 etc. and n.6 above). 

B appears to have made the same mistake twice - at 00a3, where V survives and has 

Er€0001, B has A€yeoOa, and at 87a9, where V does not survive, but the other manuscripts 

which do not derive from B give Aovto, B has Aéyouto. 

Thrice in quick succession B has &v& pécuv where all the mss., except V which does 

not survive at this point, have &v& pécov: 92b36, 93a15, 93a24. At 91b24 B correctly has 

ave EGov, at 92b30 the crucial last letters are illegible. At 06a18 and 06a20 V has ave 

Lésov correctly, but B does not survive. 

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

94b12, 96b16, 07b20, 10a13. 

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: 94a1 om. moAAG& — Kextnpévov; 95a20 oidpevos] eldpevos; 95a33 

Tivewv] metv B, nouetv 24; 97a11 npaxte] mpaKtKe,; 97b1 éxetvers] exetvos; 97b6 xeipwv] 

xelpov, 07a31-2 om. Koi — evtvxia; 08a5 om. 58; 08a10 AoyiotiKdV] AoyiKov; 09b8 giAot 

P?] Kau @tA0g 24, EIA06 w; 13b17 om. Kal. 

  

° 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 (00a3 1-07a26), 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. pév; 01a32 éxi] éxet; 01b27 dno tadtHV] dx’ ADTHV nN, En’ HdtHV 24; 

03a12 om. t&; 03b29 om. Kal; 04a22 -xetpoivovtes; 04a28 Swwptoopev;, 05b24 

KabeotnK vias] -vta1; 05b26 om. Stt; 07a16 om. Kai 24 L. 

Once (at 01b6) Susemihl follows a reading of 24 against the independent mss. But the 

question is only of the orthography of ob@€év. 

Just occasionally Paris 2024 shares readings with mss. other than B: 84b22 transp. 

towvvv post toBto 24 B €; 86b20 éott] civor K 24, éoti B! del. B?; 88a38 transp. totvov post 

av 24 L; 89b6 npaxtots B] npaKxtikots 24 a; 96a28 ddikna, THv B] GdiKnatov n 24; 98a2 

tehéus 24 P A, téws B; 09a13 ovppépwv B] ovpépov 24 V2 C} 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 Kau as «,, and this becomes katé in Paris 2024. Standardly, B writes kat& with the 

common abbreviation: 'S\. At 94a38 Barb. correctly gives a&vtexkorfivon, but directly above 

the t of this word is the iota subscript from éAevépw. Here 24 mistakes the iota subscript for 

an apostrophe and writes the nonsensical &vt’ éxxorfivor. At 07a31-2 Paris 2024 omits Katt 

— evaoyov 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.!! 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 

  

1 Die Supplemente in Vind. aus dem 15. Jh. gehdren auch in diesen Uberlieferungszweig [Vindob. to 
Berol.], sie scheinen unbeeinfluft 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 oton, and kat& or cig instead of 

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

Hwavto; 82b15 om. t0!; 82b29 ovdepitac] od piaic; 82b32 Sti Stav] bt’ Gv; 83a5 tobTA] 

tovto; 83a34 ody] od yap; 83b19 Eexei 87] Eneid1); 84a11 transp. TOAAD@V post npoodedpe80.; 

84a25 ott nws] otHS; 84a29-30 transp. cv TIg post OpOd¢; 84a37 om. 6; 84b5 transp. 

Simprotar post &yabd, 85a5 Scov] Sv; 85b5 pév] pev yop; 85b18-20 om. Ent te — te 

aaabttws (corr. B?); 86a2 6] 6; 86a6 om. odv &vw; 86a19 ott] 05; 86b5 om. 77; 86b8 om. 

oven; 86b33 énéoxentar] emioxentéov; 87a9 EAovtO] A€youto; 87b8 om. tHv GAAwV; 87b13 

&o’] ép’; 88a15 om. oi — ddixoBow; 88a22 005’ &pa] oddE Napc; 88b3-4 om. got. — KETO 

(corr. B?); 89a5 ye] té B, te v,; 90a32 On (Bekker)] Oeic; 90b9 om. éotiv; 91a17 avdpetov] 

c&vipetwv; 91a33 nAnotov (Bekker)] nAetotot; 91a36 om. obv; 91b4 om. tig; 92a6 om. cpa; 

92b26 6 émyorpéxaKog] EniyopexcKo; 93a8 navtws] mévtag; 93a10 om. Kol & det; 93b2-3 

transp. ott post vopov; 13b27 54 (Bonitz)] yap; 13b29 xprioac8a1 B? 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 not in V. 

v has bad readings unknown in B, 24, London, Laur. 81,13, Pal.148, Urb.43.: 82b17 

om. to, 83a28 Kaito] Kol t1, 83b7-8 om. 610 — té&ya80d (coincidentally with a), 83b35 

om. 6Aws, 13b17 tH... Oph] THs... Opptis. 

Other errors in v, but not in B: 82a30 xéKetva] Ké&Ketvo; 82b11 KAA’ wc] OAAHS; 

83a22 ad tic] adtI¢; 83b37 ef tr] Ett; 83b38 teyaOd] &yaOd; 84a10 om. pév; 84a13 transp. 

téhevov post téA0¢; 84a19 5A] SE; 84a33 om. dv; 84b4 ef Tr] Ett; 84b14 om. Se; 85a19 om. dé 

(suppl. v7); 85a22 transp. od0év post €xopev; 85b1 om. obv; 85b23 noijong] noujoer; 85631 

om, 58; 86a5-6 Kk&tm gépecba] Katapépecba; 86a9 transp. totvov post tobt0; 86a17 pév + 

odv; 86a20 écms] Léoov; 86b2 nepléxetor] neprépyetoar; 86618 cvtitBétaL, 86b38 H5n] 

yder; 87a11 ei + ot; 87a23 transp. tovedtrv post tive; 87a26 weyouev + pév; 87a32 yap + 

t;, 87b4 AvOp@ToOD] d&vOpHnotc; 88a3 om. 5é; 88a6 Eni] Exe; 88a13 om. 6; 88al8 té] Kal; 

88a21 nope] epi, 88a31 Sti + th; 88b8 8’ Ev] dé; 88b13 Ev} dv (sic); 88b31 Svt0c] Svte; 

88b38 ninter] Exinter; 89b9 td 58] td te B, tO ye v; 89b10 ot’ Av; 90a21 om. Kai 

12 See above, pp.10-12.
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mpovetiKov; 90a23 om. 1; 90a33 om. apetiis; 90b16 008’ év] oddév; 90b24 ofSao1] etSacr; 

90b24 om. tomo — torobte; 90634 d&neipiav] euneipiav; 91a35 cnéxerv] enéxer; 91b1 om. 

tH¢*; 91b28 om. £E1¢; 91b37 péows] éoog (with D); 91b38 om. H; 92a7 om. eis; 92a23 om. 

tOv?; 92a37 got + 0; 92b14-15 peyorAonpentic] peyoAonpenis mis, 92b26 tob] tO; 92b37 

om. yap; 93al4 ox@ntew] oxontew; 93a16 nivtws] revtov;, 93a26 ad] Av; 93a29 St] 5é 

(with C D); 93b18 om. tiv2; 13b12 om. dé. 

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 ént te — te maadtwWs ex 

homoeot. Strange things had happened in B at the same point: initially b18-19 éxt te — 

oitiov woattws 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 p@etpetor (b19) 

and the sentence continues at the top of the facing page, 97". 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 is not descended from Paris 2024 because it does not share all its errors: 84a20 

avtod B v] mbtiis 24; 86a30 B has xat& instead of mpd¢?, but above the line the scribe has 

written mpdg. 24 has xat& too, but v has npdg Kat& - an error which stems from B, not 24. 

88a38 transp. totvov post &v 24, non transp. B v, 13b17 Kai om. 24, habent B v. 

But v does share some errors with Paris 2024 that are not in B: 84b22 transp. totvov 

post toBto; 86b20 got] eitvon; 86b23 dpa 7H Barb.? (non legitur Barb.!)!3] fjv; 89b6 xpaxtote] 

TMPAKTUKOTS; 89b20-1 om. Sti — "ApytKAEovs,; 90al BovAetecbar] BobAccOa1; 90a8 om. 7; 

90a13 xpodfitan] mpd8eta1; 93a18 om. dv; 93b13 om. te; 93b18 Kod tH] KOTO, THY. 

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 

  

‘3 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 Gipo. See above p.12. But note that by 10a4 Barb. can correctly have dépa, 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. 
Vv 

Barb. 

K 

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, «. But v does not share the omission. If we are right to postulate x, then we must 

also suppose that K 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. oto] Av often; 95b27-8 om. te 

HadAa — dpa adtOg HdtOV; 99a28-9 om. Kal 1 — ayabov2; 11a18-19 om. 7 — Exacta), 

but does not share the special readings of B (e.g. 97b26 nopicacOa1, 00a3 AéyecBa), as 

Brockmann notes. Berol. has no affinity to 5: 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 

todv’ of the first hand to t6t’, but Berol. still has tobt’. In the same line the corrector of V 

added eb after gpotpiev, 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 einxev v!] etmew v? Berol.; 82b7 om. tod; 83637 et 1] Ett; 83b38 tHyABd] cryaOe; 

84a10 om. pév; 84a19 dn] Se; 84a33 om. dv; 84b14 om. dé; 84633 om. 4}; 85a22 transp. 

oveev post €xonev; 85b1 om. obv; 85b23 noufons] novjoer, 85b31 om. 5€; 86a9 transp. 

TOLVeV post ToBtO; 86a20 LEows] LEcOV; 86b2 nepléxeta] nepiepyetar; 86b18 dvtitOEévor] 

aviutétar, 86638 dn] Ser; 87a23 transp. towmbdtyv post tiva; 87a26 weyouev + péev v in 

linea, s.l. Berol.; 87b4 &vOpanov] c&vOpdmnorg; 88a2 Eni dé] emerd’ Gv. 

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 GAA’ wg] GAAGs; 84413 transp. TéAeLov post 

téAOG; 84b4 et Tt] Et; 86a2 EHiCeobart] aiBiCecbor;, 86a 1 erg] EE1g; 87a31 toed] 

TOLL TONG, 

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 eidévon] etvar, 82a24 tO] tv; 

$2a30 ovdév] oddé (with L); 82a30 tobtw] tobt0; 82a33 om. t1; 82b10 om. éottv; post 

vadpxov add. év; 82b25 om. dt1 (with a); 83a12 10 note] th note; 83a29 om. ye; 8363 om. 

dé. 

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 vopiompev] voptoopev; 95a20 oidpevos] 

eidpevos; 95a33 nivetv] movetv; 01b27 dad tadtHV] Ex’ Hdtv; 04a22 OdK] OiK sic; 04a28 

dtopixapev] Suoptcapev; 04b22 metv 242, Pal. 148, London?, Urb.] xovetv 24! London!, 

Laur. 81,13; 04b22 obdk eioi] odk ét1; 07a31-2 om. Kat — evtvoxic. 

New errors in Laur. 81,13: 95a38 8 y] 6n sic; 95b10-11 om. napaxwpoter — éxerv!; 

04a21 om. Cfiv; 04a31 &] ot; 04b10 atetv Paris 2024, London] notetv (coincidentally with 

Urb., Pal. 148); 04b12 post Kai add. 4 (coincidentally with C and Rav.); 04b34 om. t1; The 

only problematic place I have found is at 04b26 where Paris 2024 (and London, Urb. and 

Pal.148) wrongly has os, 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 e. 

i 

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 

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

  

'4 See below, p.50n.23. 
‘5 Brockmann, [1993] 63n.66, notes only one place where the readings of Coistin. provides a difficulty for his
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ADnoait] AOny A D Cois., Adry L; 95a21-2 pév 1 L D Cois.] pévtor cett.; 07a30 76] 7 L D 

Cois.; 07a33 AoPetv? + kai L D Cois.; 13a9 GAA] GAAS tig L D Cois. Or of both: 87a28 post 

ovv add. Kai; 87b39 om. otov; 93b34 habent év; 95a34 habent Kai; 96b2 om. pév; 97b18 om. 

tc, 98a15 obto1 A L D Cois.] otitis cett.; 11627 om. gotw. 

New errors that occurred in € include 92b5 de7] 54 D Cois.; 96b10 om. éottw D Cois.; 

97b35 GAAOtpiMg] GAAOTPLAg L, &AAOtpLovs 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 Kai om. B] habent D Coils. a n; 85a10 KaGevddor C] kadetder D Cois. a; 86a34 HSovai A 

K? a, ndovij L] néova D! Cois. K!; 90a6 o@dAccban B] opcAAecbo1 D Cois. a n; 96a22 

eavtov? L K, adtod A] adt0d D Cois. a; 96626 om. &p’ B] dpa D, dip’ a K Cois., dip’ V; 

03a28 ev A a] PadAN odv 7 apy ev L, PabAN odv év D Cois. n; 07b21 ovvOévtuc K €] 

ovveévta a A, ovvte®* L, ovvtebévta V; 08a24 ntickvyv B] mtics&vyv D Cois. P V; 08b7 & 

D Cois. n] 6 a, pév A, om. L; 11a16 vév om. 6 D!, habet Cois., add. s.1. D?; 12b14 tabtn @ 1] 

ovK L, tabdty yop odk A, toxdty od« V2 D Cois.; 12b17 péArota + Kate yop tT GvUgEepov A, 

kat L, lacuna circa octo litterarum Cois., nihil add. D; 12b17 om. yap B, habent D Cois.; 12b20 

dv OK B DCois.] 6 a B V.16 

There is 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 © M2] om. o. 

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 c.1390) was copied from . At 04a1 d&ipa is omitted by A L D, but 

Cois. has yop. 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 a AL D Cois., yap O n) there may 

have been a correction in the margin which the scribe of Cois. thought referred to 04al. At 

90b7 énei dé is not in A or L. D has éxei otv alone, but Cois. has 6A’ énet. © 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 t@v add. B 

Cois., om. AL Det cett.; 85b11 7 A L D] t@ P! Cois.; 91b23 cai Cois. K B] om. a AL D; 

96a29 72 AL D KI om. Cois. a; 03a11 nétepog a A L D K] xotepov Cois. with V; 03a35 

ddEevev etvor A L D] etvon d6€e1e(v) Cois. K a; 04al odv om. K Cois;!7 08b33 om. 54 B Cois.; 

10a18 abdt@ a A LD] adt0 Cois. K! 

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 dipa as a question. At 

86a22 Kai is deleted by a corrector in Cois., presumably on the authority of a manuscript 

derived from y. 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 e had recorded the reading of A and of L can be seen from the following cases: 

At 86a29 mpdc? is omitted by L and by D, but the scribe of D records mpds as a ypcpeton 

reading. At 89b17 D follows L in writing t& tovwOca where the rest, including A, give du 

todto., but in the margin the correct reading is given as a ypdeton reading. 

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

  

"7 The omission of obv may have originated from a correction in e which was not heeded by the scribe of 
Paris 2023. In the same line, as I have just argued, Cois. misunderstood a correction in e 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 th Dn, om. a AL Cois.; 87a21 éni tots Exovetoig Da AL, od« 

Eni tolg &kovators 7, yp. D; 01all notepov D a K? V2] npétepov A L Cois. n; 02a31 te 8’ 

a D) te 64) A L 9; 03622 8& a K? V2 D, om. AL Cois. n; 07a9 tfig om. A L Cois., habet D; 

07b28 om. xa A L Cois. D!, add. s.1. D? a 7; 07638 BAcayy w] PAcower P? D; 08a9 post obv 

add. 76 D V; 09a13 cvpgépwov] cvjpipépov D C! V2; 10b25 noAAdxis + pév V D1; 11b16 

xXeipwv] xetpov D V; 13a5 KataoKonitot] KatacKdnettoar PD; 13a18 AavOcvopev D V2 P?] 

HOVOKVOLEV ©. 

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, 90a13, 90b7, 90b33, 93b36, 94a29, 94b33, 95a3, 

98b2, 01a3, 01a22, 02b25, 03a11, 03b30, 04437, 04b17, 06a38, 07b21, 07b26, 08b11, 

09a37, 10a15, 11a31, 11b16, 12a36, 12b3, 12b8, 12b14, 12b17). Unintentional errors, not 

worth recording in the apparatus, include: 82a16 om. od« — odtog; 83a20 Kat& + Kai TO 

Kate; 84b12 EEews] Ses, EEews in mg. libr. ipse, 85a27 évépyeve] Evepyews; 85a28 ota] 

gotiv, 85a34 évépyera] Evepyet; 86a7 om. c&vw; 86b24 gvavtdtepa] -tepov; 88a31-3 om. 6 

— &otiv;, 89b23 drép] mepi, 90b4 yer] Ker; 91614 om. tHAAG; 91b37 pLésws] Leos, 92b27 

KaK@¢] KaKOG; 92632 om. gotiv; 93a29 Sr] 58; 94a17 noArtetas + td yap Sika1ov ovvéxer 

TOG MOALTELG (repetitio); 94b17 ws 8’ abtwg] Maattws 5’; 95a15 npctty] npdrter; 95b2 

om. t& norsie,, 95632 Kate] KaKe; 95633 om. patAc; 95636 om. 51; 96a17 wbdtov odtov; 

96a20 H tT] Hor, 96a37 adtH] adc; 96b20 transp. Etépas post adtHv; 96b33 Hv et - TV 

om. (sed spatia trium litterarum relinquit); 96637 om. éotiv, 97a23 om. GAA’ 6 vots; 97b23 

om. 00, 98a4 pukpd] puKpdv; 98a32 mpaxtiKt + dpeti; 98a38 ger] Zou; 98a38 CAV] 

GAS; 98b36-7 om. T Lt) — tod voyobétov (coincidentally with V);, 99a4 cord] towtdv; 

99a12 om. tod om. D; 99b29 ardt] ovdtd; 0019 xetpwv] xetpov; 00b1 transp. aben post
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got; 00633 i] 7; 01b3 &tonov + Lev; 02b1 tH... &xpatet] tOv dKpatdv; 02b7 e&Kpatis; 

02b17 tobtw] toBt0; 02b38 tig] tig 0; 03a2 otog] otov; 03a15 Eativ] 5é; 04a21 om. ye; 05al 

om. todtov; 05a9 om. tat¢; 05b20 om. 8’ (with P!); 06a21 KaA& + yn;!8 06b12 

SVLLPOVTGOVEL + TH AOYO; 06b25 noveT] Movetv; 07a21 taHv] tov; 07b3 Sporov] Sows; 

08b11 om. dei; 08b28 EvtadOa + pév; 08b31 @rretv] OiAov; 09a12 dv + 0; 09a36 om. 

Kata?; 11al2 dd€eev] ei€evev; 11a20 etvor Kai tO eb civan] ed Kai tO eivor L Cois., eb 

eivat Kal 7 etvar D; 11b4 etatpwv] etépwv; 13a2 om. t1; 13a12 noijone] noijoets; 13a29 

om. ye; 13b3 transp. ptAovg post OAtyous. 

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 Abr... Ndoviig B D? (twice); 87a21 od« Ent totg AKovetots n, yp. D2, 

Eni tots Exovotorg a B D! Cois.; 87b33 kat& B D2; 88b25 Exodo1ov a n D?] &kotbotov B D!, 

89a27 aipetov n, yp. D2 (= libr. ipse.)] aipetd&tepov a B; 89b16 onot’ &v Bekker] Onxotov a 

B, Onotov av D2, Oxota av K, énov’ & B; 07628 om. kai B D!, add. s.1. D?. 

One imagines that the same corrective exemplar will have been used to make the other 

corrections. The following errors in D are corrected by D?: 86b24 transp. ddEetev post av; 

87a6 Svvath] Svvatov; 87a7 gon] EAeyev;, 87a19 om. 76; 87b2 &vti-] Kai; 89a27 om. 7 

todto; 92b2-3 om. otov — dAatwv!; 92637 énavetog] -605; 95b10 Séov] 58; 96b1 om. 

ovtog; 97a10 om. todto; 99b38 ante év add. otov; 01b2 om. éni tfi¢; 03a20 drepBaArovon] - 

aA0ven; 03a26 npdtter + tadta; 03b27 om. tov Adyov; 03b31 transp. 5u& todto post doxe?; 

04a27 om. 8’; 07b13 transp. npoot&ttew post cel; 08a5 om. dpOid¢; 09a3 MANTOV?] 

prntéov, 09b35 om. adtot; 10624 om. ywwopévn; 12437 om. todtov; 12b3 @iAavtos + 

SoTL. 

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 a and D2 have 

GvoipetiKods whereas the rest have aipetiucods and at 02b25 Sux was corrected in P to napé, 

and is the reading of D?. 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 67] 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 87b19, 

88a25, 89b23, 04b30, 07438. 

Utin. VL,.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 téA0¢, not téAovg, 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 e 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 tovtov a A B D] todtov L Cois. Utin. K 

82b30 téA0g D Utin. Bonitz] téAovug a A Cois. n, téA (sic) L 

02a25 d1] det V, Soxet Cois. Utin. {L} 

12b14 tovty & n] odk L, tabtn yop od« A, txdty 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 Aéyove’ — tots 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 12614. I have found a further 

two places where L was probably not the source for Utin. At 96a2 Utin. has yi} where L 

erred with pry. At 96a35 &xovt is the right reading and is in Utin., but L had éyovton. 

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 onovdatog — ovdt@) and € 

is faultless here. Further examples of Utin. sharing faults with L are: 97b25 transp. kaotov 

post yévouto; 97627 odv + detvdg; 97b29 sopiag] Pirocopiag; 97b35 &AAOTpIMs] CAAOTPLAG: 

97635 tods Adyous] tig oKéyers. But the scribe of Utin. may have had an eye one 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.?° 

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 €.g. 96b19 xypdpata] xpapa te, 03a6 ndtEpog] nOtEpov, 06a27 suppl. oi, 07a25 

suppl. t&, 08a9 obv + td, 08a32 tadta, 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. mpcttew is written in the margin for npootétter, The 

manuscripts I have checked which are closest to this are B, Paris 2024 and v which give 

npatter. The brown corrections (e.g. 82b18 &preyid¢] yp. Spropids, 08a31 éya] Zoyeo, 13a9 

Setjoet] yp. Setjoetar) could have come from any manuscript, except the first which cannot 

have come from Laur. 81,18 or Paris 2023 which have éprOid¢.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 7, i.¢. popiov. But the brown corrector has 
written Kal tod Adyou xovtos jLdp.0v, which is what we find in a Be.
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the brown corrector which is of especial interest. At 83b7 all the manuscripts give 816, but 

Bonitz had suggested 816 6, a reading not accepted by Susemihl but meriting serious 

consideration. Laur. 81,12 originally read 516, but the brown corrector has added 7 after 816 

and changed 61 to duc. The brown corrector, we have seen, did use other manuscripts, but 

the origin of the reading 5t& 76 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 dupicbat] 

dtoptobar (but the scribe of Mon. corrects the error); 09b2 om. grdia; 10b20 RSovv] HSovis; 

10b20 add. dv. 

As examples of significant errors that are first seen in Monacensis one can note the 

following: 84a6 om. 7 (coincidentally with n); 84a7 om. todto; 84a7 adr@v + te; 84a13 

Cntotpev + 6 Cntobvteg téAetov; 84b22-36 om. pete — Cijv; 88a5-36 om. BAAG REAL — 

énei odv and instead of this omission has GAA’ énet; 89a25-6 om. tv — &yaB@v; 89b33 om. 

Gv (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 éxovbovo. (88a5) to Exobcrov (88435). This would explain the 

omission of &AAG (a5) to Exoborov (a35). But then a second corruption would be necessary, 

namely the change from énet obv to &AA’ émet. Another explanation of this reading in Mon. 

would be the reverse: énei ov in a36 was changed to GAA’ émei, and then the scribe of Mon. 

made an omission properly saut du méme au méme from GAG in a5 to émel in a36. Both 

explanations demand a two-stage corruption. In C the passage starts half-way down folio 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’ énet 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: 

Ov DMO THV EAAEAEIWEVOV DAO TOD voLOBETOD (C) 

Ov TOV EAAEAEILHEVOV DIO TOD VoHLOBETOD (Cett.) 

OV DTO TOD vopLobEtov EAAEAEYLLEVOV (Mon.), but tv has been added above the line after 

Ov. 

Brockmann’s interpretation of this is that the scribe of Mon. saw that there was 

something funny about the reading of C (the first bx0 is the problem), and tried to rectify it. 

Another possibility is that the intermediary manuscript, 1, omitted tv éAAeAeyipévev dO 

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

eAAeAeypéva, provided one. The large omission at 83a32-b6 0 — tpiywvov is not an 

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

(2'-2’). The omission of a line in C (12b12-3 tov ptAov — tO iA) could have happened 

when jt was made. 

It cannot be ruled out that the scribe of Monacensis makes long omissions 

intentionally - the omissions at 12b25-37/8 métepov—Aeyopevos, 13a7-23 baep—cv, 

(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 dioptc6a1, and in the improvement (on both 

Brockmanns’ and my explanation) in the same line centring on t& €AAeAeypiéva,, show some 

critical attention to the text.2? At 88a36 too the reading GAA’ 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 1 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 otov — c&kodotov om. C Ambros., &kodotov pév in mg. Matr. 4684 - a decent 

conjecture. 

89b33-4 noufjoar — GAA om. C Ambros., but Matr. 4684 has idetv in linea, and in the   

margin tf c&Kof} (sic) is added after dxotoa1, another conjecture. 

92b2 ef t1¢g om. Ambros., but in Matr. 4684 et is added conjecturally above the line. 

99a26 napaKoAovbetv + tO péyitotov Kyabov tiv Ppdvyotw Ambros. (but with crosses s.1. at 

the start and at the end of these words to signify deletion). Matr. 4684 does not have the 

extra words. 

01b26 ovAAcytopov] ov C, Ambros. has ovAAaPov but Matr. 4684 has ovAAoyiopov 

rightly. 

03a13 Ambr. repeats the reading of C: 6 ye: Sti tTyLt] Ko tTYyLWWTEPOV, and in the margin of 

Ambros. is yp. © ye T@ TYLH KOL tO TyYLLOTEPOV the origin of which is unknown. Matr. 4684, 

however, has @ ye tO TYLWOTEPOV. 

07a24 where Ambros. omits tov — épodpev which was intact in C. In the margin the omitted 

words are supplemented but there is a transposition of the words: tov yap evry] evyevi 

épotyev. 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 

ZN 
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. 6 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 iéetv 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. téws BobAovtat Laur.87,17 (Laur. 86,19 had initially omitted 

a28-9 &Kpotets — oi an error inherited indirecly from C, but the words have been 

supplemented in full by a corrector) 06b10 ed] 7], 06b21 ei’ ott] 70’ ottw, 06b23 om. yap, 

06b25 notet] noretv, 06628 a&pyfi] &pxyn, 06b29 StaKxetpevov] StaKetpevoc, 06b32 c&vev] Av 

év, 06636 tadr”] nave’. 

The only place I have found where Laur. 87,17 improves on Laur. 86,19 is at 07a8 

where the latter had omitted tx, 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 et was 

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

still stands undeleted. In Laur. 87,17 we get the reading otov ei.
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The descendants of P 

There is one late manuscript, Marcianus 213, M>, written by Ioannes 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: 
ot 

1) at 82b26 P writes the first xovet in unabbreviated form, but the second is written as } In 

Rav. moveT? is understandably omitted but a space of three letters is left. In M there is still a 

(slightly larger) space. 

2) at 04a25 where oi GAAot 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 x év from 04b29 (woy[ng] Evepyetv) (£:20") come 

through the page onto f.20' and appear in the space faintly as ody. The scribe of Rav. for this 

reason wrote od«. And M still has that word. 

3) a stemmatically important reading is at 91b18 where éq is barely readable in P: Rav. 

misses the word out, but leaves a gap of three letters, whereas M omits éw 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 qavepdmtepa Rav. A, pavepotata cett.; 86a3 om. tav Rav. L; 86a20 éyew 

Rav. K?, yov @; 89b12 mpicpévas Rav. L B, apiopévne cett.; 89633 &v om. Rav.! L Mon., 

suppl. libr. ipse s.l. Rav?; 90b28 5% Bonitz] om. Rav. L e, 5&8 cett., 91b18 o8e] od Rav. B; 

94433 dtxo106] Sikatov Rav. B; 95b4 003’) odk Rav. V; 97al xpoxté] npaxtixe Rav. V; 

97626 npaktOv] TpaKtuKOv Rav. 4; 98b2 6 del. V?, om. Rav.; 99a15 om. otov Rav. B; 99a32 

EAAEBopog] EALBopos Rav. B; 02a21 add. tig Rav. L; 03a35 SdEetev civor Rav. B V, eivor
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dd€erev a K; 04b12 Kai + 7 C Rav. Laur. 81,13; 05b8 7 aban Susemihl] pabAn Rav. A V, 

Madan 7 a L K; 05b8 om. } Rav. A V; 05b8 om. Kai Rav. L; 05b15 Hdo0v] Sov 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 pdcet] moet; 89a14 BEA tIOTOV] BEATIOV; 90a29 om. H apett;, 97a37 GAANAG] GAAO TL; 

Olal5 od] 6; 03a4 &yer] #yew. These readings are not signalled as conjectures in Rav. by an 

tows, 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 1215426 ov habet Rav., 

1215b29 od habet Rav., 1216a8 5& 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. aitiav post eivor, 85b38 transp. tas 

ENOVULLLAS post Zxe1, 86b27 transp. 7] KOopLLOL post etvor (b28); 88b33 c&nobavetv] Oavetv; 

89b26 odv] yap; 91a5 om. ofov; 91a8 ante “Ounpos add. 0; 92a26 toB ovverd6to¢; 92b25 

Evavtiog] Evavtiws; 92b28-9 om. 0 6 — tobdtwv; 94432 om. taxdt6; 94624 om. éottv; 

95a21-2 pév tL K2] pévtot & A 1, pév Rav.; 95b19 tv torodtwv] tots torodtot1g; 96b6 

Héev] Levydp (sic); 98a9 a&peti] dpettv; 99a14 om. note; 01a4 S0EdLovta] S0EGcoavta, 04a8 - 

Howpev] -hoopev; 04a12 om. tov; 04a15 tordth] tavtdv; 04a25 ante otovtor add. od«; 05a19 

transp. €xn post yap; 05a20 om. 8&; 08a28 tHv toLlodtwv] tH ToLlodtw C, oBtog Rav.; 08b20 

om. mOtepov; 10a20 nAetov] nAetotov; 12a] om. émoKxéyoodor, 12a2 om. obv; 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 K® family, and 
sometimes from the « family. Brockmann, [1993] 63-6, however, is right that Cois. is not mixti generis. In 
Rav. we see readings from the B family intruding, and it is Rav. that is mixti generis.
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eivar post evvore; 12a13 om. tig; 12b16 om. yap; 12b24 transp. einetv ante vnép. 

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).?4 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, 02625, 03a20, 03a28, 03a30, 03b28, 07a34, 07b24, 07b38, 09a29, 09b8, 

09b16, 10a29, 13a18. 

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 tows. 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, 

84438, 85b11-2, 85b17, 88a21, 89a23, 89b16, 91a5, 91a35, 91b18, 96a25, 97b7, 99a2, 

99a33, 99b31, 00a24, 03a13 twice, 03a24, 03b3, 03b4, 03b9 twice, 03b10, 03620, 03b23, 

03b27, 04b27, 05a25, 06a13, 06b17, 06b31, 06633, 07b4, 08a31, 08a32, 08b4, 08b33, 09a2- 

3, 10a18, 10b23, 11b9. 

24 We cannot infer that the corrections in P, which do not appear in Rav. were made in P after 1447. 
Chalkeopulos 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 (C2), 09a12. 

c) corrections which could have been from C, but also from any manuscript (C A L K V/B): 

82b9, 82633, 85b11, 90a35, 91b13, 92b33, 94433, 00a16, 03a12, 04a3, 05b22, 06b13, 09a2, 

11b14. 

d) corrections which could have been from C, but also from other mss.: C L 12b10 twice; C n 

95a7, C An 05a4, 11al (breathing); C V 09a6 (breathing), CB 12a20 

e) corrections from outside the a family to conform with: 

C: 84b27, 85b4, 85b11, 8b28, 88b34, 91b24, 94b36, 95a4 twice, 95b19, 

95b22, 97b32, 99b34, 99b35, 01b28, 03a21, 03b11, 04b35, 05b14, 0746-7, 

07a34, 10a6, 10a13, 10a35, 10b21, 12b14, 12b15. 

BV: 92a33 

BKB: 01b30 

B: 85a30, 03a15 

AK: 12a28 

An: 08a27, 12a22 

Ln: 07b30 

L: 88b34 

LV: 03b35 

V: 98a25, 03a24, 13a18 

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 II 

Interesting use by the scribe of Rav. of corrections in P are: 

1) 84438: a note is written in the margin (rec. man.) in P: &AAws tT GeryaOd, and 

Rav. incorporates this into the text after diptotov.
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2) 89al10: tpéxetv is written as a gloss for tpoxéCew in the margin of P. tpéxew 

becomes incorporated into the text in Rav. with 7 tpoydCetv in mg. In M tpéxevv is in 

the text and no variant reading is given in the margin. 

3) 99a2: a corrector of P wrote tO above Kat. Rav. has 70 koi xatd&, and then the 

apograph of Rav., M, gives t katé. 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 oby between av and 6 

in this line. The author of this conjecture writes tows : ody. Rav. incorporates tows 

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: Ray. misreads the correction 7 in P for pév and M reproduces this mistake. 

Rav. adopts corrections made in P (recorded in the apparatus) at: 81a27, 82a5, 82423, 

82a25, 83b23, 84b21, 84b27, 85a30, 91a5, 91b28, 99b31, 99b35, 01b28, 02a5, 03a12, 03b9, 

03b11, 04b27, 04b35, 05b14, 09a2-3, 09a7. 

Ray. does not adopt corrections in P at 88b27, 03a6, 05b20, 09a29, 13418. 

Venetus 213 =M 

M, on the whole, repeats the errors of Rav. It also makes new mistakes e.g. 82b5-6 

Hutv Spa &yoGod Aektéov a Rav., &pa htv &yabod Aektéov M; 84b1 ante GAAnV add. Kat; 

84b25-6 om. 1] — xo; 90al transp. évtad0c post 76n; 90b29 transp. p&oKov post etvar, 

92a37 coraKkovetas a et, o male scripto, Rav.] cataKovetag M; 95a2 om. pboer; 99636 om. 

f;, 03a28 8 + Koi; 04b18 om. 4; 06b39 7H] Koi; 07a12-13 transp. &v tg post téEerev; 13b30 

OM. PAI. 

But at 04a9 -rjcopev is given wrongly in Rav., and yet -fjowpev is found in M with the 

independent mss., at 12a2 M has the obv which Rav. omits, and at 13a18 M rightly gives 

AaVvec&vopev (with V2 D P2 Pal. 1652 Mut.), rather than pavOévopev (with Rav. and the
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rest).2> M is also right when Rav. is not: 97a36 got 1] €otw cet M (conjecture), 08a32 

tadta V! M}, tordtag a Rav. M? AK V?, om. L. 

M also shares some readings with other mss. (see Brockmann, [1993] 67-8n.86.): 

83a31 om. 7 MD; 88b25 Exovdcrov] &kobotov M B; 89b13 npaKtotg] mpaktikots M K; 

89b24 cdprotov] dptstov M K; 89b25nzpaKtotg] mpaxtixots M K B L; 89b26 mpaxtots] 

mpaxtixots M K B; 92a23 nape + tv M e; 94a5-6 om. ag — oAtya M Cois.; 94a22 n&vto 

caOta] tadra, navta M L K; 94a22 npoaayopetoavtes] -ebovtes M A; 95a10 om. 76 Mn; 

96b34 dh] 5& M L; 97a14 non transp. MC; 97a15 ei] eig €; 00a28 xproetor M A] xphontor 

cett.; 03a16 om. odv M 7; 04a37 om. yop Kai M D; 05b33 detv] 4 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,?’ 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 1235al étépmv => étaipwv, or 1241a36 adtods or 

abtods => ed tovds, or at 1248a21 cvvotca => 6 vots that betray the mark either of 

intelligent conjecture or of access to an important manuscript. 

In MM. 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] 67-8n.86. 
26 Eg. 1247018 dp’ => dp’. 
27 Eg. 1234al6, ordtov => ordrdv; 1246615 1 => 4. 
28 Eg. 1214230 ovvayeyn or oovayaye. => ovvayaéyou; 1234b5 eiclv > dovv. 

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. fous Q M, 83a38 Dnép] Kai 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 kot. 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 onovdatov A (in margin of Bas.*); 82a17 etvor om. A L (Spengel); 82a36 

BéAtistov L (Casaubon); 82b4 Ge P (Spengel); 82b19! 6m] 6 1 L (Stock); 82b19? St] 6 1 

L (Stock); 82b30 téA0g D (Bonitz), 83a30 Setv om. B (secl. Scaliger); 83b7 10] dua 76 Laur. 

81,12 correctio (Bonitz); 84b3 &xtdg + otov L (Spengel), 86434 ante n add. Su P? (Sylburg, 

though at a different place in the sentence), 87b19 yap fort. deletum est D?, enim om. Mon. 

306 (translatio vetusta I’) (Scaliger); 88a24 add. ori in mg. D (Dirlmeier), 89b23 008 in 

mg. D (Bekker), 90a32 @f| D (Bekker); 91a28 L provides the &v which Bonitz and Susemihl 

saw was required; 91a33 nAnotov Laur. 81,12 (Bekker), 92a24 51 7 B (Bas.*); 92a33 771 fis 

L (Scaliger), 93a29 58 C D v (Bas’); 93b2 Spengel thought that there should be a full stop 

after Sikonov. This is the punctuation of the manuscripts, 94b15 Dnx’] Gx’ Ambros.B.84 

correctio, teste Wagner (Bekker); 95a10 7d tiv] to Rav. (Bekker); 95b25 dé L (Susemihl), 

97a3 88 L (Susemihl);, 97b11 #] Koi C (Susemihl), 97b14 8& P? (Rieckher); 98a3 yivopeva. V! 

(Spengel); 98a29 odt?] ocitn A L (Spengel); 98b6 yap] yap dv A L (Spengel); 00a21 onotv 

om. L (Spengel); 01a14 1) is deleted (dots are placed under the word) in P (Rassow, 

Susemihl); 03b9 Gv &dicauto L (Scaliger); 03b18 taxdto1] taxtitag A (Spengel); 03b19 tadto] 

zavtag A (Spengel); 05a22 Koi + 4 L (Sylburg); 05b25 8 V! (Susemihl), 06b39 transp. # 

ante a> A (Spengel); 07b3 @noiv] grjoer A Susemihl; 07b15 abt] ads Laur. 81,12 

(Scaliger); 07b24 @yoiv] pacw A (Casaubon); 08a9 odv] obv 76 V D (von Arnim), 08b16-19 

gasw Bonitz, editio Vallae (1497)] onow o,; 09a6 abt C P? (Bekker); 09b5 comma after 

dnépyer P (Susemihl); 11a7 nepi] xnep V B (mg. Bas); 11b27 éotw om. B (Casaubon),;>° 

12a20 t@ todtdv voetv L (Bekker); 12a20 t@ todtdv voetv] TH tTHdTOV Evvoety C 

(Dirlmeier) 12a37 odt@] abt P (xdt Susemihl); 13628 év cf Laur. 81,12 (Sylburg). 

Dieter Wagner?! gives thirteen passages where a sixteenth century Aristotelian 

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

30 Susemihl knew about this from Coislin, and accepted the reading. 

31 Wagner, [1973] 41.
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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).! I 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 E.N, 1155b15-16? 

There is one passage in E.N. (1155b15-16) which most scholars excise: evprnton 5’ 

brép adtav knpoob_ev.? Becchi3 argues that these words were originally a marginal note, 

inserted by an early reader of E.N. 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.).4 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 adtév in b16° is much more naturally taken to be 16 

HOAAOV Kal 7 fttov (for which the annotator may have had in mind Cat. 6b20-7 (Irwin)) or 

to t& &tepa tH eSer (for which the annotator may have had in mind Pol. 1259b36-8 

(Burnet), P.A. 644a18 (Burnet)’). 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 vxép, namely 

TEP. 

3 Becchi, [1983] 91-2. 
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, 
émpoovev could also mean ‘earlier in the corpus’. More likely, in my view, is that 2uxpoo8ev refers back to a 
passage in E.N. (cf. the internal references at Met. 108663, Top. 105a21, 150b32, 152b38), and since there is no 

earlier 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. 

5 See below. 
6 Becchi must take ordt@v (1155616) to refer to rAzion [sc. eiSf} fig @rAtac] (1155b13). 

7 If 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 E.N. 1155b14-15. 
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M.M. in mind if it has intruded into E.N. in the wrong place - 1.e. if the annotator made his 

observation on E.N. 1155b12-13, rather than on E.N. 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 e{Se. 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 MLM. 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 ouce 8& eipfjoOo1 év tots éxnentwKdor tv Nixopaxetov. 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 E.N. was incomplete. But Becchi presents a different account. He thinks that at a certain 

stage in the transmission of E.N. 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 éxninto in this context is usually taken to mean ‘drop out’? - an accidental process is 

imagined. If Aspasius is using éxxintw as the passive of éxBéAAw, 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 E.N.’.
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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."! 

There are two problems with Becchi’s story, however. First, why should we believe 

that Aspasius thought that odt@v (E.N. 1155b16) referred to t& et5n thig PUtag? Only if he 

thought that, could Aspasius conceivably think that tc éxnentwKoto TOV Nikopaxetov were 

what we now call M.M. The context of Aspasius’ remark, however, shows beyond any doubt 

that he took atv to refer to 7 WAAAOV Kai td fittov, because it is those that he goes on to 

explain. Secondly, Zouxe (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 7 p@AAov Kai 70 fittov 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 M.M. 

The hypothesis that Aspasius knew of MLM. 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 MM. in Plutarch: ‘Nicht einmal in dem Traktat de Virtute 

Morali (440D-452E) la8t sich erkennen, ob ihm M.M. bekannt war’, Dirlmeier (p.102). But 

in 1974 Donini!2, 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 éxrintm (L.S.J. s.v. exrinto 8; s.v. &xB&AA@ 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 éxxintw 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.
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1) MM. 86a33, b34-5, 90b7, 00a34 share a conception of the mean as a peodtn¢/ovppetpia. 

nmadav with V.M. 

2) Both have gpovnots governing and moderating the passions. (M.M. 98b17-20, V.M. 

443D, 444A-C, fifth chapter) 

3) ppovynoic/sogta difference: V.M. 444A, M.M. 89b10-19 

4) &unepiéyew V.M. 444E13, M.M. 87a3"4 

5) naOntixai Oppat V.M. 444E14, M.M. 91al2, esp. 06b14 oppat tHv nadOv. 

6) ptkpoAoyia V.M. 445A, M.M. 92al 

7) Difference between odppewv and éyKpattig 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 l’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 

  

'4 1 argue below that M.M. does not use the verb éunepiéyew in 87a3, but nepiéyew. But Plutarch (V.M. 444E9- 

10) uses mepéxetv too, so the correspondence remains. 

'S 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.N. 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.!6 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: 

M.M. Stobaeus Aristotle 

82b2fF. 134,9 E.E. I, 1218b8ff 

$3a9 137,8 EE. I, 1217b26, E.N. I, 1096a23 

83b8 135,17 

83b19-27 134,20-5 EN. I, 1101b10-12 

83b28-30 135,3-8 

83b38 - 84a3 135,17 - 136,3 

84a3-14 135,11-16 

84b1-4 136,9-16 EE. IL, 1218b32-6, E.N. I, 1098b12 

84b2-5 125,2-3, 125,10-13 

85al-9 131,19 - 132,8 E.E. II, 1219b5-8, E.N. I, 1098a18-20, 

1100a1-5 

85a9-13 133,11-12 E.E. I, 1219a25, E.N. I, 1098b31-99a2 

85b1-2 137,13-20 

85b3-4 117,11 EN. I, 1102a27-8, E.N. VI, 1139a4 

85b3-8 137,17-23 E.N. II, 1103a3-7 

85b12-13 117,5-9 E.N. I, 1102b13-14 

85b13-23 137,24 - 138,20 EN. II, 1104a11-19 

  

‘6 Wachsmuth’s apparatus criticus is the basis of this list. use Wachsmuth’s page- and line-numbers. I have also 
used Sharples’ table in his [1983] 151-2. 

 



85b23-6 

85b24 

85b26-32 

85b33-8 

86a9-24 

90a29 

90b9 

91b15 

91b24-5 

91b38 

92a21-2 

92a37-8 

92b18 

92b30 

93al 

93all 

93a20 

93a28 

93b25-6 

96b13-17 

96b16-17 

97al4 

97b7-9 

97b3 8ffF 

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. I, 1104a20-2 

EE. {, 1221a17-9   

EN. I, 1104a27-9 

E.N. II, 1104b8-11 

E.N. I, 1105b20-8 

EN. VI, 1139a6-15 

EE. Il, 1226b25 

EN. IX, 1169b29; E.E. II, 1219a38   
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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 E.N. II, 1104a27- 

9 and 1104b8-11, but not E.N. 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. !7 

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 cadaxwvia, at 9237.19 

495e Bavanctac: otpon Bavorvotas EvtoB0a Kowtepov AéyecBa Tig KATH TiC TEXVOIG 

Bvactpopirc, Grd TOV Suez Wopds Epyoopévea TexvOv eipnpévas Badvog yep TH KLLVOS: 

od piv Pavaveiav év tobtor1g Titor meipoKaAtay: fv GyPotEPA HEV ots “AplotoTéANs EV 

TOIg Nukopayxtors HOKots KaAET, ev tots peydAoig 58 coraKoviay. got SE nepl YPNLGTOV 

dandcwos dnepBorn, ZAAcus Se pukponpénera, Gv peyaronpéner peadtys éort. 

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 11-157° 

  

‘7 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. 

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

‘9 W.C. Greene (ed.) Scholia Platonica (Haverford, 1938) 240. For further scholia on Plato, see Dirlmeier, p.106. 

20 LG. Westerink (ed.) Arethae archiepiscopi Caesariensis scripta minora, voll. I, II (Leipzig, 1968, 1972).
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S toryapody tO Koipwtépw Avpaivetoar Kat 6 tO etvar mpooipEettar tv GAAwv, LAAAOV 5 

Tpog EovTO peGappdaCery KaKeTtva, Pret (Gyre té ydip, tv’ Exetvo Sr KavtadOa tO tod 

Lrayerpttov apev, cldfjoat te tH torundta Kai aHdtol eivar torodtor PovAdpEesa), Toto j17) 

Ot YE LT YVOVtTA KATH TO CYLELVOV BDTOV,... 

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

zo 5é TO ph Kat’ odSév Spotov Eig ovVNYOPiav EXT NpoKopiCerv OvSEV Tig THV 

gpwtnodvtmv Sevivoxe SeoPAcBetacs, GAN’ Exetvo todto tT Tod Leayerpitov, Tept 

spryvov Tapov e&noderkvovan Svaiv dpOaic tag tpets yoviag we ious exer, Exetvo Tdg 

anddeew drotiwWévar StL RAGA WoT, GOdvortos. 

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

ei 88 Kal Ovpids dnArcEv, Kol th tooODtOv cvbparodtaOfjver mapetxev GvL@ ws ayvofioor 

w dSéov, Etepov tpdnov Sv Kai ot &yvoia TOYOL RpOPaciCOpevor tods NatEPAG, TORTODEL 

yop Kai t& vijmia tods yovéas, GAA’ &yvoobvta TORTOvET’ KAL OL KATOXOL Civ, GAAK Tg 

LéOng adtod<s cig &yvoin ExPaKxyevodtons, od oddeig dv Gyvoiag DrotyhoETAL EKSOTOUE 

éaxvtods Kataothoavtas civ Hh yop fer mvetv tocodtov ws Gyvofioa TOmtoVTAG TODS 

TATED; 

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 odtoi with A L K V, against C P which have fpets. 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. II,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),2! 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 Messina22 

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

Frederick IT: 

  

2! 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 otov 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, [19715], does not support this. 
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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.” 

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 30676 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:?7 

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.?8 

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 HOiK@v and nOOv. 

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

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 o08’ et tives mpdtepov (npdotov C P), neque ideo sequi?? primo J, but in the 

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

manuscripts have nec iste. At 82a17 éotiv civat cdOvatov as esse est impossibile*?J N, 

Balliol and Merton the same, but Bodleian by esse impossibile. At 82a20 ovpBatver obv 

odtH 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. 

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. 
8 This ordering in Latin can be assumed, given the word-for-word method of translation, to represent etvon gotiv 

in Greek, which was a conjecture of Spengel.
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While it may be the case that some of these deviations are to be explained as scribal 

errors or conjectures,>4 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 S0€erev: videbuntur J, videbunt N 

$1a27 c&vev: absolute J, absque N 

81b24 wéAAer: dicetur J, debet N 

81b27 h nepi to HOn mpmypateta:: Negotium ergo quidem (quod N) est circa mores J N 

82a] det &pa: Debet ergo J, Oportet ergo N 

82a3 énatew: audire J, adire N 

82a3 ti ott: quid est J, quidem N 

82a7 &« tivev: ex quibus est J, ex quibus N 

82a7-8 &vayKatov Lev odv eiSfjoor: necessarium quidem igitur et scire J, 

necessarium igitur est scire N 

82a8 yap: autem J, enim N 

82a9 gota Kal Nis Foto (Av Kai Hg cv Barb.75): utique et quoniam utique J 

utique et quoniam N 

82a9 o¥85’: neque J, nec N 

82a10 od8’ et tives: neque ideo sequi J, neque si qui N 

82a13 d&vérywv odk oiketav: reducens nam propriam J, reducens propriam N 

82a14 got: om. J, est N 

82a16-7 Sé ths YUP GpETuS ETLOTHLAG Emotet: 

autem, virtutes namque scientias faciebat J, 

autem. Namque iste virtutes sciencias faciebat N 

13b26 GAwe: totaliter Balliol, omnino Bodleian Merton N 

  

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 82a] 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.>° 

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.%° 

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 nopfj after 1} (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. kai VT (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 ott to &kpaths. In the 

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

incontinens intemperato enim facilius sanabile. V, [B]}?7 and L have ottw pév obv ov d0€etev 

dv 6 &Kpatis. 6 yap &KdAceTOsg ediatétepOs. (od is omitted in C P A). This passage, then, 

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

  

35 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’ - 

94°) 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 translation — 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. 
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07b11-19: Pelzer3® provides a transcript of Bartholomew’s translation. Bartholomew 

agrees with all mss. until b13 edtvyia (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 ote (b13) — edtoyxta GAA’ odv (b14) and which, in place of these words, had ei. 

Here Bartholomew is closest to V and B which omit dote (b13) — evtvyta (b14). In b15 

Bartholomew has eorundem where the Greek mss. have év abt, i.e. Bartholomew read 

adtév. Bartholomew does not share the readings peculiar to o in this extract: in b11] 

Gdudpopos C P instead of ducpoposg - differens Bartholomew, in b19 tooadto a instead of 

tata, hec Bartholomew. 

Just occasionally Bartholomew agrees with the « side of the family: 

81b25 T agrees with o in adding Katé& = secundum. 

82b16 dxdpyer {C} PT, dndpyou L K BC, vadpyn A 

91a31 c&voupetixods T a, aipetixods B K B 

04a2 57 (Susemihl), yop K V, d8 a BT 

The only readings where Susemihl reports 1° and where the readings do not agree 

with V/B are: 82a36 BéAtiotov LT, BéAtiov cett.; 82b4 KAAOG] GAAOIg IT, GAAOs 0 &; 82b5 

dpa. Ttv AeKkréov cya00d BI &pa. &yaod hytv Aektéov K B, hiv dpa c&yabod AeKtEov a, 

Gipa hutv c&yxdod AeKtéov ut. vid. T; 93b2 Sh] 58 71; 94a33 &AAG] semel sed 4° 

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

De Bona Fortuna is in two chapters, the first of which is a translation of M.M. IT 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 [ 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.*? 

Susemihl (introduction p.ix) relies for the text of Bf on Bussemaker’s edition.” 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 €v 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,‘ 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 1247a12, a19, a27, a35. In the same 42 lines Jackson and 

Kenny, [1992] 145-51 would also use the Latin to establish the Greek text at 47423, a34, 47b1. 

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 

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.
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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, c.1472. 

2) The version printed by Filippo di Pietro, in Venice, 1482.°° 

3) Lacombe’s report! of Vat. Lat. 2083, ff. 223'-224¥, which goes only as far as ordinabit 

(07413). 

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’ * 

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. 

50 The shelfmark of the first in the Bodleian library is [Byw. K 4.6], and of the second is [Inc. c. 14, 1482]. 

51 Lacombe, [1939] 160-1. 
>2 These include two thirteenth century mss. - Bogh. 127 and Vat. Lat. 2083. 
>3 It 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). I 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 aut rationem rectam. 

Etenim 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 talium 

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 neque 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
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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. Et 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



76 

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*4 

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) a12 tamen] tantum 72, tameu 

(sic) 82 || hoc] est 82, fortasse hec (haec) legendum est a13 manifestum] in animum 72 a14 

  quid] quidem 72 a16 pravis] pravus 72 a18 fortunae] naturae 72 a21 fortasse dicit legendum 

a22 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. 60¥-62¥ (14th century) (but the report only extends as far as 

  

*41 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).
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ordinabit (07a13),>> and on a collation of Oxford Bodl. Canon. Lat. Class. 271, ff. 245+ - 

247: (15th century).>° 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 

  

55 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 
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. 
56 Prof. Michael Frede kindly helped me read it.
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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 

7a20 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 

[wnicuique 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 * E'st igitur bona fortuna in eo quod bonum 

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

7a32 * 

7a33 

7a34 * 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 

7b1 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 

7b8 cuius est causa differunt. {Propter impetum ergo solum bene operanti recte 

[fortuna ut causa dicitur esse operationis.} Sine impetu {vero} adipiscente 

7b9 bona ut causa {non bene} dicta est {talis fortuna} ut in eo quod est
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[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. a6 adeo Oxon., corr. 

Oxon.? a7-10 hoc forte — pravum om. Admont. a11 iudicem om. Oxon., add. s.1. corrector || 

vel] aut Oxon. || at] et Admont. a10-11 est deo conveniens Oxon. a12 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.? b8 -ente ego, -enti Oxon. b14 

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

Recensio Panormitana 

  

57 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 
 



8] 

The third, the ‘Recensio Panormitana’,°* known only in Palermo Bibl. Comunale Qq. 

G.31, ff. 195¥-199¥, 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°? 

Bf and 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 tioi and nepi 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 

  

58 See Lacombe, [1955] 1026. 
>? 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 07436 the Latin est habens is awful. 
°1 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, 

07436).
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several changes: he introduces the question ‘What is good fortune?’, changes the question év 

tiot to qualiter (referring to the fortunate man), and adds a reference to good fortune to 

make it clear that the question nepi tt refers to good fortune, not to the fortunate man. In the 

process &nAéc (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: } yop pootg 

got 00 aitia del Kai WaadtwS EoTL 7] dg Exit TOAD Moodtsg TOLNTLKT Eotiv. 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 Opyy is. In order to 

revert to the subject of men, and their Oppct 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 (roxn instead of woyf)), at 07b11 

(GSuspopos istead of 5udupopos). A L K are wrong at 07a31 (mp&&au instead of bndipEar). L is 

wrong to omit dv in 06b37, changes  tOyn Ev tots toLodtots to Ev tobtoIg NH TON in 07al-
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2, adds &xov after @oabtws in 07a3. K adds pév wrongly in 07a22. A reads nepi not nope in 

07a27. The first hand of V makes several mistakes which are not to be found in Bf - 06b38 7 

yop pdarg om. V!, 07a3 moorbtws] dt V!, 07b3 &péoKer LoL, Spovov was originally 

written in V as dpket jlo, & pot Sv. 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 tac’) super hoc 

Bf, super hanc intentionem A: we need the plural; at 07a12 &&@... todtwv] extra... hoc Bf A: 

we need the plural which is picked up in the next line; at 07a17 8&] enim Bf A: yap 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 yap in Greek led to the mistake than that autem   

became enim in the transmission of the Latin translation. 07a21 Aéyeu] dicet Bf A; 07a27 68] 

autem et Bf A (= 58 xat?); 07b14 odv om. Bf A; 07b19 tocadca] 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 tata rather than tooodra. 

Bf has a few errors not in A: 07a16 Koi om. Bf, habet A; 07a25 transp. adt0g post 

K0piosg Bf, 07b2 ottm om. Bf, habet A. 

A has many errors not in Bf, for example: 06638 det 0b Eat aitia] gotiv od aitia 

Gel A; 06638 tobtov] Kai dcadtus got. A; 06b39 transp. fi ante wo A; 07a2 57] sed A (= dé 

?): 07a2 tivo om. A; 07a2 7 Adyov Opbbv] aut rationem quandam fortunam putamus esse A; 

07a3 évt0.000] hoc A; 07a3 Koi] quam A; 07a4 post moat add. sic (= obtmg) A; 07a4 Kod 

Oyo om. A; 07a4-5 EvtadOa EAaxiotn ... 76xn] 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 Koi om. AL K V Bf A; 07a6 Ge@v K V, 8c00 C PAL, dei BE a 

deo A; 07a30 the Latin translations read brap&oa1 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 év @. 

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 émi (07a19-23). In 06b36 both 

versions had rendered éxi by super. Whereas, in the phrase ég’ nTv (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 éni in 

07a23: ém tots torodtoIg Oiketdtepov Ti EdtLXIaV Epodpev. Now, the question of the 

location of edtuxia was raised in 06b36 (év tiot). After the author has distinguished nature 

and chance, he concludes that t6y7n is ‘spoken of in the case of such things [i.e. disorderly 

events]’: 510 h tOxN Ev Tots TOLOdTOIs AéyetOI (07a2). The realm of fortune or good fortune 

continues to be expressed in spatial terms, answering the question “Where does chance 

occur?’ (évtad0a 07a4-5), it occurs in base people (év tots padbAotg 07a17), it occurs in 

involuntary actions (fotw 8 1 edvtoxia Kai h tOyN Ev tots pI] E”’ NLTV odor 07a18-9), it 

occurs in the existence of some unexpected good and in not having some harm that one does 

expect (Zotiv 1] cdtuxia Ev TO &yaGdv tL DRapEOA TAPA AdYoV KO Ev TH KAKOV [11) AoPetv 

eVAoyov 07a30-2), cf. 07a27, 07a33 too. The sort of place where edvtvxia can be found 

varies in these uses of the word év - events, people, actions and states are all candidates for 

the location of edtuxia. 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 éni replacing 

év in the extant Greek manuscripts is not hard to seek: &g’ has occurred twice in the 

preceding four lines and was in the mind of the scribe of o when he wrote not év but éxt. 

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. 

84
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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 is 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, x, 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 w, 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 tig K V, quis Bf A, tt C P AL - below (p.388) I argue that tt is the right reading; 

another is 07a21 where Sixaov is given by K V Bf A (iustum), but C P AL are right in 

having Sixotos; at 07a26 if we read kupiws cv with C P A L, we have to suppose that K V’s 

av Kvptws 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 7 and Bf, and imagine n
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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 EE. It is difficult to be at all sure about the stemmatic position of Bf and A. We either 

have: 

@ x 

Greek mss. Bf A 

or x, being the product of contamination between a manuscript derived from 7 and one 

derived from a. 

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 émyiéAevo by 

studium, Bf and A by cura. Minio-Paluello, [1965] 180, notes that in their translations of de 

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

it by curator. 

Gregorio Tifernate (= Gregorio da Citta di Castello; Publius Gregorius Tifernas, 1414-64)
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This translation was discovered by Garin.®2 Tifernate translated E.E., several works of 

Theophrastus, and in 1456 Strabo’s Geography XI — XVII. Garin dates the translation of 

MM. to c.1453, and reports that it is dedicated to Pope Nicholas V. The translation exists in 

Laur. Lat. plut. 79, 15, ff. 1-74", and also in Vat. Lat. 2096, 2110, 2990.°3 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. Prorsumque 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 obv, the reading of a and B. The incipit is more revealing: 81a24 moribus is 

HO@v with o B, 81a24 prius is mpdtepov with a, 81a26 videntur is 5oxet with a, 81a27 enim 

is yp with P alone, 81b25-6 civilis itaque pars atque initium ea videtur is Ep0g cpa EouKce 

Kol Gpxt| ... thig NOALTUKfis, 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. Manetti also owned copies of Bartholomew’s translation: Pal. Lat. 1011 and Pal. Lat. 

1012.97 

Garin®® 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. I, 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 14967!, then again in 1497, 

1498 (twice), 1516, 1522, 1549, 1550-2, 1563, 1619, 1668 and finally printed in 1831 in the 

Berlin edition.72 

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. 
71 Dirlmeier (p.112) refers to Fabricius’ Bibliotheca Graeca (ed. 1793, Hamburg, vol. TI, p.268°), 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 sci¢ntie 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. III, 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 omovdatoc_sive virtutis studiosus. Esse 

autem orovdatov 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?3 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.”4 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 

and 1831 

90a23 Kou om. et 

05a2175 ov om. non 

06a21 q et vel 

Casaubon (1590) explicitly emends the translation:”° 

Line no. Greek 1496 and 

1522 

83a39 épet in quo 

  

73 Wagner, [1973] 37. 
74 He was probably using the 1831 ‘reprint’. 

Susemihl’s 

report of 

Valla 

Kal 

od 

1590 and Susemihl’s 

report of 

Valla 

dicam epa 

73 This line is a good illustration of how the versions of the Latin have improved. Where Susemihl printed ob<6é> 

800 eiciv didqopor ai ypoyportixat, K and Mut. had 86 eioiv ddqopor at ypoyportikat, 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 grammaticae diversae. 

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

KOU 

TOSe’ 

ovd6ée SET 

En 

GOUKETV 

ovt0s 

Kal tT — 

TOG OIPXOrG 

TOTEPOSG 

QV 1aSQLTO 

0 

{Sov 

2 
ov 

5H 

  

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 

91 

coe’ 

od det 5& 

om. 

GbiuKketv 

om. 

habet 

TOTEPOS 

&V Etoaito 

0 

NOLGTOV 

ob 

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 

Eu 

cpa 

1496, 1522, 

1590 

om. 

1831 

igitur 

Susemihl’s 

report of 

Valla 

EU 

Cpa. 

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 Kivdvvot 

  

77 Here Casaubon mends the Latin but not the Greek. 
78 Here Casaubon had conjectured pév for jv.
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mAetov. We do not need to suppose that Valla read or conjectured mActovs. 

93a13 All Greek manuscripts I have read (including Mut.) read navta Koi nav. Valla renders 

this by cuncta et omnino. Susemihl unnecessarily thinks that Valla read m&vtws 

instead of né&v. 

93b3 Valla has iubet where Mut. had xeAevet as a ypdipeto reading in the margin. The Latin 

will not have been a translation of npootd&tte1, as Susemihl says, but of KeAevet. 

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 téw¢ 

(with L D Cois. B Ald., ut vid. V?) where Susemihl prints teAéws (with P A 24), 

when 768e, (0s is the reading of K? Mut. Valla was doing his best with nonsense. The 

word order, in any case, is strange in both translations. 

98a26 I see no reason to suppose with Susemihl that Valla had a Greek manuscript without 

xic. Valla’s translation of 5fAov a> Kai 7 Mpdvnorg tHv Exanvetav cv TI ein 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 yextotépa, 

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 iowg—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 ottw — duxpartiig were omitted. 

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

KOTH 7 Apyxt Eveoti ody Dyuj¢, and Valla paraphrastically gives quia improbum in 

ipso est_principium. At in incontinente sanum principium est. K and Mut. add. padAn
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obv before Susemihl’s év. Susemihl for some reason thought Valla read patdAog 

before Susemihl’s év. 

03b26 Valla’s cuius ratio will, given the allegiance I will establish between the Latin and 

Mut., be a translation of Mut.’s ob Adyos, not of other manuscripts’ 0} 0 Ayo. 

12a19-20 Valla’s non cognoverunt will correspond to Mut.?’s od« évvootor rather than anything 

else.7? 

The translation had been revised over the centuries. The 1522, 1590 and 1831 

editions gradually made the Latin tally with the contemporary Greek edition.*° 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 54 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 t@ Koi Kad’ Exaoto, 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 

  

79 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 (ueyoAonpénera from péya and apéxov, 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 ob« gotww 57) 

TAdtOV TH YOPLGTH 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 alienum is the Latin for &tomov in 1496, but this is replaced by 

perineptum in 1590/1831; at 92a20 &AX’ Hn xpNLOTLIOTUKAI¢ Was rendered sed pecuniam incutientis, but in 

1590/1831 by sed eius potius quae xpnpotiotiK?) sive ars pecunaria dicitur; at 94a19 sutor is the translation of 
oxvterts in 1590/1831, when, before, it had been rendered by calceolarius. 

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

support Rassow, [1858] 15, finds to read év for 4 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 museurn 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 

MM. 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 test®? 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 3 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 t —- Opotws (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 kai t& — tds Gpyas 

with Mut. (not recorded by Susemihl, because it was supplemented in later editions), and at 

03a6-7 Mut. omits otto — &kpatis 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 cryyov 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 kat’ &petiv éott (virtute). Finally, at 98a2 

oi 8 — &mvywvopevon 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 cwppocbvn 7 c&vSpeta. after obcou, 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 7 pév 

advtiic gott Adyov Exovtog pLoptov woyfi¢. Zot Si cig 500 tiv Staipeow... 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 a: 84a29 &pd& a, an Valla] dpc § Mut. 

94b15-6 &x’ adtod C P2, ab ipso Vallaj an’ adtiig G Mut., ax’ adtiig P! 

95a25 Kai om. § Mut., habet a, quoque Valila 

02a15 od om. o Valla®4 

With o B: 90a28 dpettic a B, virtutis Valla] tig n Mut.   

90b32-3 8’ at a B, quoque Valla] obv 7 Mut. 

92b28 torottog om. n Mut., habent a B, etusmodi Valla 

94a20 kai om. a B Valla 

97a37 76 Q Mut.) 7@ o B, ut Valla 

IR > With B: 92b5 o6 w AB, ubi Valla] od L K, 8 06 Mut. 

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

verbum post pleyoAet@s = magnifice) 

With a L: 03b18 6 8 a L, at Valla}d 7’ An Mut. 

With a B: 88b18 &toros B K Mut.] &tonov « B, alienum Valla 

With P?: 09b8 trot P?, amici sunt Valla] @tAog @ Mut. 

13a18 tadtc& P2, eadem Valla] tatoo. w Mut. 

With L: 82a36 BéAtiotov LT, optimus Valla] BéAtiov a A nq Mut. 

05a22 kai + 4 L, quaeque Valla 

With V Cois.: 03a11 nétepog & B K Mut.] x6tepov V Cois., utrum Valla 

With B: 97a36 cel M?] ‘7 sic C, 7 P, 7 B, qua Valla, om. n Mut. 

With V B: 00b15 BéAtiov a K Mut.] Beatiov B V2, melior Valla 

  

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 82425, 

82b14, 82b35, 92a20, 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 05a19-23: in 05a19 Acyimpéic in Mut. was rendered by splendide in 

1496/1522, but by Lamprus in 1590/1831. In 05a22-3 7 7 év Adinpw Ko EviAET 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 Nnet “non si puod 

pensare altro che ad un aggettivo di significato opposto a Acyimpdc’. 

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.8> 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].
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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 1522.86 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 KoAc&] kaxe Ald., laboriosa Ruffus, 90a20 om. yap, 

05b7 {81ov] Hdtotov Ald. iucundissimum Ruffus, 05b8 ante pabAn add. GAAG tH PadAT 

pbcer Ald., add. atqui improbae naturae Ruffus, 07a20 om. fj ducatog Ald. Ruffus, 07a31 

om. Kai edaAdyov Ald., Ruffus. 

But at other places Ruffus has a text better than the Aldine - e.g. 82a21 GAoyov] 

é&véAoyov Ald., irrationalem Ruffus, 89b5 éxovetorg] &kovototg Ald., spontaneis Ruffus, 

02a34 nepi] né&Aw Ald., circa Ruffus, 05b19 ph] om. Ald., nec Ruffus, 1169 mé&tpog] natépes 

Ald, patris Ruffus, 11b9 Kai &pxovtog] npd¢ dpxovtas Ald., erga (= npdc) imperantem 

Ruffus, 13a28 toyng] woxfis 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) 

  

86 See bibliography. It appears again in Magnorum Moralium Aristotelis libri duo, G.Ruffo interprete (Paris, 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 

ete. (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 kat’ adtov] Kad’ HdTHV 

(sic) (p.31); 82a21 &Aoyov] &vaAoyov (p.31); 89b5 Exovetotg] Kovotots (p. 102); 89b32 

KOAG] Kae (p.102); 90a20 om. yap (p.102); 90a35 tiv Etv] dpetnyv (p.104); 98a30 ye] te 

(p.258); 03a12 t&] 7 (p.309); 03a12 Kaxd] Kate (p.309); 03a28 ev] padAog év (p.307); 

04a5 éneinep éotiv] Enel méipeoti (p.314); 05b7 tStov] Hdtstov (p.334); 05b19 om. pH 

(p.334); 06a2 70] tod (p.341); 06a10 notnoov] noijoovta (p.341); 06al1 dpa] GAAS (p.337); 

07a20-1 om. 7 Sixarog (p.350); 07a31 om. kai — evAoyov (p.350); 13a28 tOyne] woxtis 

(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 é& of Bas.!:2-3, Walderiana, id ex quo Amerbach (p.104), €€ @v Ald. et mss., 

Camotius 

02a34 mepi] néAw Ald. Bas.!:2, Camotius, de Amerbach (p.292), nepi m&Aw Bas.3, moi 

mept Walderiana 

03al2 Amerbach (p.307) read 4 in his source (‘noster codex’) not 7{- I only know of this 

reading in A. 

05b8 Amerbach (p.327) does not have the extra words GAAG ti] pabAn @boer which 

appear in the Aldine, Bas.!-2:3, Walderiana and Camotius’ edition before paddy, 

Occasionally (p.148, 211) Amerbach cites an ‘interpres’. On 03a12 (just cited) 

Amerbach comments: ‘Interpres consentit’. The ‘interpres’ appears to be Giorgio Valla. On 

98b16, where the Greek mss. and the Aldine have éxxAetnto1, Amerbach (p.261) writes 

‘Interpres videtur xA Onto 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 (c.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 

  

°0 See p.89n.72. 
°! Wagner, [1973] 27, 36-42.
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translation survives in only one manuscript, Ambros D 291 inf. (ff.119'-151%), 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: 

.. lnter_ 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 lodocus Clichtovaeus (1522), 

Weit Amerbach (1554), Nicasius Ellebodius (1577), John Case (1596) and Silvester Maurus 

(Rome, 1668).°2 

lodocus Clichtovaeus (1472-1543) 

Clichtovaeus writes an introduction to the the 1522 edition which contains Valla’s 

and Ruffus’ translations of M.M.%3 He calls E.E. the ‘parva moralia’ (p.1), and says that 

MM 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 01a14, 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 Iurisconsultorum definitione, et divisione 

Iuris, et definitione Iusticiae. 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 

  

°4 MM. does, in fact, discuss émetxem, aequitas, at the start of book II. Amerbach realises this later - p.264.
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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 éxtetketo in E.N.. 

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 to,%° 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 MM. 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 fereé in illis operibus 

maxime priore’. It is the size of the books, not the fact that M.M. is a compendium of E.N. 

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 MLM. 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 

  

?> On p.360 he says: ‘homo Christianus hoc rectius potest iudicare, quam Aristoteles’, 
°6 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, 01432, 

03al, 03a12, 03a22, 03619, 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 

M.M. I, and fifty-four on M.M. IT.!° In these notes he a) reports readings from other 

manuscripts and from printed editions, b) makes conjectures (“hervorregende 

Textverbesserungen’), c) 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. 152'-156¥, 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,!°! Each section of the commentary begins with a question which 

  

°8 See Wagner, [1973]. 
9 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. 1A.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 M.M. 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 (elementa) 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 operibus creditur. The order of exposition is 

that of E.N. rather than of M.M. and there is no section corresponding to M.M. II i-iv, nor to good fortune (VM. 

IL.viii). 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’.



106 

Pier Vettori! 

Annotations by Vettori in his copy of the Aldine (now in Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, 

Munich [2° Inc. c.a.31615-5]), 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)!°4. Vettori even has one reading which is a recent addition in B at 89b36. At 

03a28, where Susemihl prints év, V had padAn odv ev but -y obv has been deleted. B no longer 

survives at this point, but Paris 2024, one of its descendents, has pada: 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 

deiner. 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. tobtw, a reading from a L K), 83b19 (yp. énxei dn, 

unknown in mss.), 89b25 (mpaxtots with a A D K?, but B has mpaxtixots), 09a7 

(ovpgépovtt with n L, but B has ovpipépov t1, 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 (80En Vettori, d6€e1 V, d6Eetev cett., 03b13 (yp. A€yopev 

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)15 

  

103 See Pecorado, [1986], for a brief account of his life and further bibliography. 
104 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 c.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,!% although Susemihl 

used Oncken’s work (Preface, p.vi.). At 82a17, 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 Ver6ffentlichung 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 c&voupetiKovds for aipetiKots, at 96b34 tav 

aiodytav for tov aicOntOv, at 98a15 npééer for npc&En), 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!®” and add one more at 07a30. The four mystery conjectures I mark as possibly 

Scaliger’s. 

  

196 Oncken, [1864]. Oncken records that the conjectures are found in the copy of Aristotelis et Xenophontis 
Ethica, Politica et Oeconomica. 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.!, or Sylburg’s edition) which omits #7 in a34. Seeing the need for a disjunctive after jSovat, 
Scaliger moved trou from its position in front of Adnox to a position directly after }éovot. 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 MLM. - 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, 94432, 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 (kai Ald.), 88a2 (np&ttopev Ald. for novodpev), 88a3 1-2 

(long sentence), 00a35 (uév Ald.), 03b30 (yevopévev Ald.), 04b29 (to? Ald.), 11a8 (qiAtwv 

Ald. for piAwv) 11a28 (poytev 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: 88438 transp. 

toivov post dv; 90al BovAedtecbar] BodAecBar; 90a8 om. Hh; 90a13 xpdOnton] npddetan,; 

93a18 om. av; 93b13 om. t&; 93618 Kal] Kate; 94a38 &vteKKonfivai] ave’ exKorfivat; 

96b38 c&rodeiEews] DrodetEews; 97620 pévtor] pév 61); 98b33 tHv] tov; O8al0 AoylotiKOV] 

AoytKov; 08b13 Paris 2024 inherited an omission of the word ti, but this word has been 

added above tj. The Aldine prints only ti, mistaking the addition to the text in Paris for a 

correction; 09b8 @iAog] Kal pidos. 

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. moAAG — 

KeKtnpévov?; 97b6 xeipov] xeipwv; 98a30-1 om. i} ye — cipeth; 99b6 om. od — eyabé?; 

04b18-20 om. ei odv — yéveoic; 07a3 1-2 om. Kad &v — f edtoxia. 

What else did Aldus use, besides Paris 2024? The following readings appear only in 

the Aldine and in A: 83a22 ad tfig] axbtfig; 91b15 H5n adtod tod KOAOD] Sn I> 7 KAO 

  

' 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.
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A, adtod additur supra 7 A?, 7 8° i adt0d KaLAOD sic Ald.; 91b28 om. éot1; 94b28 om. 

got; 95a33 adtot] adtiic; 00a28 yprjoetar; 07a33 AoPetv2 + 6 Kal. 

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 wdtob (see pp.13-14). The only manuscript of which we have 

evidence that A parented is e. Both A and e 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 7 5& vO 

avt@ and Aldus prints 7] 5& tO adt6 // 7 5é tadtd. The first version is found B e, 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 tf); 85a35 om. tiv; 86a3 om. tOv; 98a2 teAsw<] TE0S. 

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 a. « and Ald. share the following errors: 86b17 om. 51); 86b22 ddEevev + 4; 89a2 

GAdorg] GAOYoIg; 92b15 2” a] te Ald., om. cett.; 93b25 bmepoytig] DmepBodAtis; 94a22 om. 

ob; 94a22 éoriv] kat m1; 04b16 Zot] éotl a Ald., om. C; 08a27 enot L] pboer a Ald., 

proer P? An; 10a13 cvopotorg] cevoystoig; 10b21 om. 7d; 11b9 Gpxovtog] mpd¢ CpYOvTas. 

There are two significant affinities between the text of the Aldine to Vindob. itself: 

at 94a1,* and at 05b8 ante pobdAn add. in mg. GAAG tH ye oadAN oboe V2, in linea add. 

GAA TH PabAN Oboer Ald.5 

The following readings in the Aldine are not in any Greek manuscript:5 84630 «ou;7 

88a2 novotpev] mpcittopev;, 98a30 ye] te; 04b29 7d?; 06a36 petoBdc + pév; 08b20 ante 

éott add. Sb0KoAbv.8 

  

3 Here a new page begins (2267), 
* Vv. B and Ald. omit t&, whilst Paris 2024 omits nokAd — KEKtHLévov?, 
> 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, ie. Aldus used one or two manuscripts 

together with p. 

Paris 2024 A 

pa 
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. 

‘ApiatotéAovg “Anovto, per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1531)? 

The Aldine was the basis for Bas.!. Errors present in Ald. are reproduced: 82a21 

dAoyov] avéiAoyov; 82b4 &AAog] téA0g; 82b7 om. tod; 82b20 fi] fiv; 82b21 81] Kad’; 89b5 

exovotorg] GKovotorg; 91a21 napfi habent; 02a5 post eiow add. od e€énece 8’ adtOv 6 

AOYOS O05" h EmothpN’ (repetitio = 02a3-4);, 08a24 tod] 7d; 08a36 papév] Xpopev; 1168 

natpos] macépes, 13a24 post pév add. Av; 13a28 royn¢] woxTs. 

Occasionally Bas.! improves on Ald. At 90a35 Bas.! has o6, but where the Aldine, 

and all known manuscripts have @v. Here it is possible that the translation of Valla 

  

© Reginensis 125, a manuscript copied from the Aldine shares the strange readings of the Aldine. In what 
follows Reg. is excluded. When I 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 E.N. glosses épyov with 56cxoiov at E.N. 1109424. 
° 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 7@ is read in Bas.!, when the manuscripts, and the Aldine 

have 70. In both of these passages Susemihl accepts the reading of Bas.'!. At 08a27 Bas.! 

has @nou when the Aldine has @bcet. 

At 02a34 Ald. has né&Atv, instead of nepi, but Bas.! has néAw mepi, which is not 

correct, but betrays the fact that another source besides the Adine was consulted.!° 

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. 

‘ApiototéAoug “Anovta per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1539) 

Bas.” is very close to the first edition. Everything that I have said about Bas.! is true 

of Bas.?: 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: 86a12 t Bas?] tig w Ald. Bas.!; 93a29 84 Ald. Bas.'] 5& Bas.? (with 

C D); 97436 got cet Ald. Bas.!] got fj] Bas.? (with B); 00a31 4 Ald. Bas.!] 4 Bas.?; 

08a35 év tadta Ald. Bas.!] évtad0a Bas.?; 12b17 om. abtov 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 08b29-30 where 

  

M.M. claims that friendship for god does not admit of reciprocity. Here our anonymous 

hand writes cpaptévers tig OfAnMetas, & yevvdlSe]. A couple of times at the start, errors 

  

10 See below, p.113. 
'l Shelfmark [Antig. c. Gs. 1539/2].



112 

that are in Bas.? (and were in the Aldine and Bas.‘) are corrected in the margin by the same 

hand (GAoyov 82a21, GAAOg 8264). 

‘Apiototévoug “Anovto per Erasmum vol. 2 (Basel, 1550) 

Bas.3 adopts the improvements of Bas.? that I have noted above, except that at 

97a36 we find fj €otw rather than got 7. 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.?. The following 

readings in Bas.3 are not known to occur earlier, and yet are accepted by Susemihl: at 

87b39 Bas.> omits otov (with B) when Ald. Bas.!, Bas.? had had it; at 03b13 A€youev Bas? 

et yp. Vettori] Aéyouev w Ald. Bas.1, Bas.?; at 03b18 6 8’ Bas.3, at Valla] 8 7 An {a L} 

Ald. Bas.!, Bas.?; at 05b19 Ald., Bas.! and Bas.? omitted yin, but Bas.3 has it. 

Not accepted by Susemihl are 03b18 tOv te] tov 5é Bas; 04628 51) tO Scaliger] 7d 

57) ©, 5€ tT Bas.3; 11b9 vidv] viods Bas.3; 11b15 6 t & BIS te n, 6 Bas3, Bekker, 

The improvents in Bas.3 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 04628, however, Camotius does not have what Susemihl says he does.!? He reads 76 81 

just as the first two Basel editions had and as the Greek manuscripts had. At 13b28 

  

'2 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 tf without 

alerting the reader in any way that the change is conjectural, that all manuscripts and 

previous editions had tf 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.?, Bas.3 which I mentioned above. Camotius still reads @v in 90a35 with 

the Aldine (Bas.!23 have od); at 96a29 he still reads t© with the Aldine (Bas.!23 have 7); 

at 02a34 he has nm&Aiv with Ald. (Bas.!23 have méAiw rept). 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 got. 4 with Bas.? (Ald. and Bas.! have éotu cet), at 08a35 

he reads évtad6a with Bas.? (Ald. and Bas.! have év totx). He may have occasionally 

consulted Bas.?, 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: ‘ApiototéAovg t& edproxdpeva, vol. 10, (Frankfurt, 1584) 

On the title page Syiburg states that his apparatus (printed at the end of the volume) 

is based on three earlier editions, Walderiana!4 (1535), Bas.3 (1550), and Camotius’ 

(1552).15 He also uses Valla’s translation to reconstruct the text!®, and adds: ‘Privato ? 

iudicio aut coniectura nil mutavi nisi manifestus esset error’. 

  

'3 Shelfmark [Auct. 1.6R.36]. 
'4 Aristotelis et Xenophontis Ethica, Politica et Oeconomica. Cum aliis aliquot ex Plutarcho, Proclo et 
Alexandro Aphrodisiensi Commentationibus (Basel, c. 1535). 
'S 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. 

'© At one point over-enthusiastically: at 90a33 Valla’s Latin persuades Sylburg to depart from earlier 
editors’ mpotepov to read notepov.
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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, 

10633, 11636, 12b1, 12b19, 13b28, and that attributed to Casaubon in 12a20 was actually 

Sylburg’s. I 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 6 in 86a2, but Sylburg saw that ® was correct, in 86a11 he recognised the need for St 

which earlier editions omitted. At 88b13 he realised that do’, the only reading he was aware 

of, could not be right, and correctly proposed &@’. In 91a31 he corrects his inherited 

reading, aipetixots to &vorpetucobs. One could list many more. 

I 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.!7 

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 t&yaOv in 82b2 is a “yp&getou’ reading. But he makes conjectures 

at 82a36, 82b2, 83b7-8, 92b6, 92b7, 96b11, 98b30, 00a19, 03b7-8, 03b9, 04a16, 05b33, 

07b24, 11b27, 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, 

90a19, 97a36, 99a8, 05a7 were not taken from any earlier edition. The yp. readings at 

  

‘7 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. 
'8 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, 90a19, 

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. 

I 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 M® 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 03a1, 03b17, 03b18). I 

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 (03a12, 

03b20-1, 03622, 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.



116 

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?! I have found a further 49 - 81a24 &v] Qv; 

82a7 pn] HY; 82a33 Svovdqyews] Svvépeds; 83a10 yup] yap; 83b6 got] Zot; 84631 trvi] 

tit, 85a18 tpépeBou?] tpEpecOar; 85a23 Av] cv; 85a39 AnAGs] GANAGs; 8566 toLlodta] 

todta;, 85b18 éxi] exit; 86b1-2 torvodtdv Eotiv] torodtov éotiv; 87b2 yap] yap; 88b5 Se] 

d€; 88b10 yd] yap; 88b29 tive] tive; 89a24 tiIVv] tivwv; 91b32 o¥S’] 008’; 92al 6] 6; 

93b34 dixorov [év] tot] Sixordv [€v] tot; 93b35 pécov toi] pésov tio; 94a20 

OVTUKATOAAaTESBa] KVTKATOAATTESBO, 94b33 BoadrAetv] BoAAEW; 95a25 nd’) p10’; 

97b30 yé] ye; 98al4 KoAG] KOAG;, 98a17 Opyfil Opp; 99a28 c&ryabov?] c&yaBOv;, 01a4 8 ye] 

dé ye; 01al0 av tue] dv ts; 01al6 S€é] 58; 01a26 KaAG] KAaAK; 02a5 adtOt eiciv] adtol 

eiotv;?? 02a13 Adyw] AOyw; 02a22 Exouvetdg] Enouvetos, 03a4 expctis] expats; 03b1 #] 

1; 04a6 ppdvysdc] PpdvyLog; 04b18 HSovy] HSovi; 05a3 Mopev] Popev; 0716 PopLev] Poyev; 

08b29 eon] got; 09a15 té&yaBdv] téxyabdv; 09b3 cperiv] epetiv; 09b27 Kad’] Kar’; 

10b10 piretv] puUetv; 10b31 av] &v; 11a32 popév] Popev; 13b4 nOAAOYs] TOAAONS. 

Also his apparatus has misprints: on 86a34 Cois. has AGnn got sic; on 88a22 for 

Kae read kat&,; the note on 91a37 should refer to 91438; the notes on 01a9 should refer to 

01a8, which leaves the exclusion of énotovv in a9 without manuscript support; on 02b38 

Susemihl’s apparatus is misleading: K and V wrongly have otv instead of a at the 

beginning of the line, but his apparatus wrongly makes it look as though o6v 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 etiatm@tepog to é&viatitepos here but did so in 03a6; on 08a28 read K® not K?. 

  

21 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 ‘II?’ to record the readings of Venetus 213 (M*) and 

Vaticanus gr.1342 (P) - as can be ascertained from Susemihl’s preliminary article,23 his 

thoroughness in collating Vaticanus deteriorates as the text progresses. From 1187-90 he 

only records those readings of Vaticanus ‘quae maioris momenti sunt’,?4 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, 88a21, 88b1, 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 ffpwvetacs, not Hpwvetas; at 95b23 K does not omit obdtws; at 99b33 

the positioning of yop after padAog has been corrected by a later hand, and put by that 

corrector after Honep, 03b20 the first 6 is not omitted by K; at 07a18 gotw is found not 

éoti, at 10a34 K does not read gidoig but pido. At 11a24 Susemihl’s apparatus already 

recorded K’s omission of fot. 

  

23 Susemihl, [1881]. 
24 Susemihl, [1881] 7-8.
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The following (57) readings of K went unnoticed by Dirlmeier:25 82426 om. odv; 

82b9 advtod] adt0d; 82b10 idéag] eidetac; 82612 eivon] ein K', corr. K?; 83a36 Agyer + cs; 

83b11 om. Sti; 83b29 xpfiaaoBa1] xpficGo1; 84a14 téAetov + 7; 84a14 té&yoBdv] cyabdv; 

84b9 tO] tH; 84629 om. ed!; 85al1 Aéyew + tov toLlodtov; 85al1 yep] 5h; 85b14 K has 7; 

86a10 om. tf; 86a11 transp. 6t1 post tobtov K!, corr. K?; 86b8 om. peadtytt oon; 87a17 

pt + 6&; 87a28 K originally had the t6 mentioned in Susemihl’s apparatus - the recent 

corrector placed dots around the word, signifying deletion; 87b7 coydywv K!] cayvxov K?; 

87b9 St. + Kol; 87b30 BeAtiov] BéAtio K!, corr. K?; 90al7 Set] 8h; 90a34 mpdtepov] 

motepov K!, corr. K?; 91a15 om. etvou; 92b13 év ots K!, éviowg K?; 92b37 om. mpodc, add. 

s.1. K*; 93a9 evaraPnOjoetar] edAoPhcetor, 93a21 npdEerc] mpGEww; 93b39 gotiv] got, 

94a23 vopropa] vopiopati, 94439 d&koAovOioavta] &KoAovOrcovta, 95a4 om. Kai; 95a9 

om. ovK got d€; 95238 om. 12; 95b23 détKotvto] &StKotvtor oi; 96b16 pdpiov + Adyov K; 

97b34 nepi] Dep K; 98b6 aiity] adth; 01a24 tH Aoyrou] tOv Aoyiopdv; 02a5 K has 

TOA, 02a9 Eoopévov] Exopévov; 03al0 Saws] Opoiws; 04a8 anopricete] Enopyoer; 04a8 

om. dv; 04a10 om. 6; 06a27 Sevnvonovoi] Servorowi K!, corr. K?; 07a15 edvow + h K; 

07a22 htv + pév K; 07b20 etn + Kai; 08a32 tara] todt06; 08b29 mpd + tov K; 09a12 

et] ei; 10a12 Eseo8o1 K!, Steo8or K? (= rec.); 11a38 tH] wt K!, corr. K? © corr.'); 12b24 

TOVTOY] TODtO; 13a21 LSapev] oper. 

Misreportings of Coislin.161 

84a29 Cois. has GAA’ dpa. ye sic, 96a29 Cois. has the t which o omits; 98b6 Cois. has yap 

cv; 01a3 Cois. does not omit 0d; 01a8 Cois. omits éxotovv here but has it in a9; 01a9 Cois. 

has ovpBotvew and cvpPatver in a8; 03a35 Cois. does not transpose S0€eve after etvon; 

08b14 Cois. has k6va; 09a7 Cois. has svppépovti; 10a20 Cois has mAetw; 10a32 Cois. has 

TAELOVE, 

Misreportings of the Aldine 

  

25 T 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 abtob, not adtob; 84a20 Ald. has ovvapOy fig not ovvapiWpyets;, 85b14 1? is 

not omitted in Ald.; 92a3 Ald. has cveAeiepog not averedBeptoc, 97a36 gotiv cei] Ald. 

has gotww 7 and not éotiv; 03b22 Ald. has the 5 which Susemihl says is omitted; 05b27 

Ald. gives BeAtiovg té not BeAtiovg te; 10a14 7 not 7; 13a21 teopev not Sopev. 

Misreportings of the Basel editions 

At 86a12, 93a29 and 97a36 Susemihl attributes to Bas.> readings which had arisen in Bas.?. 

At 92a24 he attributes to Bas.? a reading which first occurs in Bas.3. His note on 97a16 is 

false: all three Basel editions follow the Aldine in omitting Kai — doo (al5) and then in 

adding Kat: cig 16 ovpLpPEepoV H8n* Kol ovvtetver. What follows is perfect. The asterisk 

expresses raises doubt about whether 15n is correct. 

Miscellaneous misreportings 

At 89b20-1 the omission is not present in Z;26 90b32 the poverty of attestation for wbtove is 

not mentioned by Susemihl; 04b18-20 Paris 2024 omits ei — yéveorg 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 Kot after e{n. For the 

systematic misreportings of Valla see pp.88-94. 

Conjectures Misreported 

At 90a21 Spengel, [1866] 627, conjectured Exdotov or Excotwv, not Exkotov or EKAOTH. 

At 96b22, 97b27-8, 00a2 Susemihl also misreports Spengel. At 03a12 Bonitz’ supplement 

is correctly reported by Susemihl except that pév should be read for té. 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, 1189a15, 1195625, 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 Adnot first appears in Bekker; at 94b9 the accentuation 

moAttou occurs first in Bekker; at 10a14 Bussemaker was responsible for yat’ - mss. and 

editions had given yato., Sylburg was the first to put a rough breathing on the manuscripts’ 

avrg (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, 

08al1, 08a17, 10a12, 11634, 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 

Susemuhl, 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: 

<
7
 

0
 
R
O
 

Ambrosianus B.95 sup. c.1300 

Vaticanus Barb. 75, 13th century by Rainaldos of Kallipolis. (Only independent where 

V does not survive). From 00a31 Gpett WGAAov to 07a26 éotiv is lost in this 

manuscript. 

Cant. U.L. Ii..5. 44 (1879). 1279 by Nicholas of Oria. (C° in Susemihl) 

Laurentianus 81,11. End of the ninth century. (K® 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 (a>) — 13b5 

(prety) 

Reconstructed hyparchetypes and archetype 

3s 
v
t
 

RP 
eg parent of C and P: we know the reading of a when the first hands of C and P agree 

ancestor of A and L: we know the reading of B 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 C. 

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. c.1370. (P2 in Susemihl) 

Paris 2023. 15th century by Demetrios Chalcondyles 

parent of Cois. and D (1300-70): we know the reading of e 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. see Brockmann, [1993] 46-9.
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Laur. 81,13: 1444 by Demetrios Sguropulos 

M: Venetus Marcianus 213. c.1470 by <Demetrios Hermonymus> (M? in Susemihl) 

Matr. 4574: 15th century by Constantine Lascaris 

Matr: 4684: 14th century 

Mon.: Monacensis 635. First decade of fifteenth century. 

Pal. 165: c.1442 <Ioannes Sktariotes> 

Rav.: Ravenna 210. 1447 by Athanasios Chalceopulos 

Vv: Vindob. phil.315. 15th century supplement to V, up to 93b19 (Etepov) and from 13b5 

(é9’) 

Z: Oxford CCC 112. 15th century by <Petros Hypselas> 

24. ~~ Paris 2024, first half of the 15th century by <Girard of Patras> 

Latin translations 

rT: 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 P? 

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}*. 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 ii) the manuscript is damaged - as often in L, or 

ili) 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.Lp.: question mark after 

I. 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.3 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 ‘Koi om. B’ that Cois. has 

the «oi (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 kat. 

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. 

3] do not 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: "APLOTOTEAOLS TOLKOV VIKOLOXELOV HEYAAWV a, 

"APLOTOTEAOUS NOLKOV LLeycAov C, 

ad initium alterius libris:! HOUKOV ViKOPAXEtav peydAwv C P? (= rec. in mg.), 

NOiKOv peyaAov P!, 

"APlotOteAOvs NOiKOV LeycAov C 

1181a24-1193b19 Codd: C P (= a), AL (=B), KB (=n). Bn =6 

1181 a24 76@v a B, prob. Arnim! recte || mp@tov] npotepov a =—s-_-a25 arti pLEpog 

{A} || @0g] HOuKov Frede —-a26 doKet a || dv add. Spengel? || &AAws 7] tHV 

moAvtKOv M, &AAwv 7 TOV noAtIK@V Spengel? a27 y&ip P? (= libr. ipse)] 8’ ¢, 

om. « || Svvatov om. D M || to6 s.1. A || totév Bas.3] xovdv @ recte a28 etvat] tig A 

1181 b25 xpaxtiKds] aparypatiKds A || etvor + Kate aT || oxovdatov A Bas.3, prob. 

Spengel? b26 éotiv cpa ws Zouke C] cipettic Eouke C P?, pa gouxe P!, P?b27 

doxf| L b28 dv ‘mire hic positum’ Spengel? || 7 s.1. P || odK] 00d’ C 

1182 al dpetis ut vid. P a2 tows om. M, Venetus 200 a3 éxaitery] dtew a, tows 

ciew mg. P? (= rec.), otew Rav. a4 cidyjompev o K!, -opev K2, sed restituit @ K? 

(= corr.) || cxonetoOar] Sieo8on a, oteoba1 M, oxonetvoOa Ald. a5 kal <dm0¢ 

yevnodpesa srovdatotr nis Kai> ego || Zoran a] Eotr € || oxEyaoBor] oxonetv C P? 

(= rec.), oxetyao8or A, {P'} |] yap + 7 sl. C a6 odt0i] Hyets o || transp. 

etvon post tootor L || etvor] tg A || Suvepeda a a7-8 pév obv] pev K Rav.?, obv 

Rav.!, {A}, pévtor Spengel?, pév obv <dpm¢> Susemihl p.100 a9 goto! K] éoti 

B, &v V, om. @ recte || &yvoobtvtes C &yvootvtas P || 7 om. a || dorep s.1.C 

al0 A0pBévew ci. Susemihl si pévtot (a7) verum est || mpOtepov C] mpatov a 

all ciprketoay a || tp@tov P H al4 éxoujoato B || iskK0g tows C, iotiK1og 

iodkig (attamen iodKig in rasura) P, isd&xng toog L al5 énryiwvopevog a = =alé 

tsodtov LK = a7 eivar om. 8, secl. Scaliger (7), Spengel? || transp. éotiv post etvor 

T (esse est), prob. Spengel? al9 ytvetou Ald. || popte] poveor 7 || ai om. L 

19-20 kav’ adtOv om. n, KAO’ Hdtv (sic) Ald., KaB’ wbtOV Amerbach = a21 

G&Aoyov] SAov C!, corr. libr. ipse rubro pigmento C, &vaAoyov LB a23 ovdk dp0id< 

{A} || OpOdic] eixdds a, eikOtws eadem manu P? || transp. tadra post dé (a24) L 

a24 ec te TO {A} || te om. 0.025 Excoto L, ci. Spengel?, utrique Valla] Excéotov a 

n, Excotas A || tig add. s.1. C2, in mg. P2, prob. Spengel?, om. @ recte || tig cipettis 

  

' | 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 Se6tepov,
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<tig> MpoonKobous aut Tas NpoonKovaus Gpetdis ci. dubitanter Susemihl || 

Tpoonkovaas] Rpe Todas (spatio unius litterae post € relicto) C, xpexpotcas P, 

npenovoas M, {A} a26 odv om. L y|| tobdtov] tobtwv C || pévtor toBto] dé 

TAVTOL OF a27 opetiy Katé- {A}|| Kai ovvéCevgev om. C, retinent Donini!, 

Dirmeier recte a28 od df] oddévV & = =.a28-9 OiKeTov’ Dre yap {A} a29 ante 

oAnGetas add. tig Dirlmeier || Aéyovtwv A a30 ovde L || tobto ka&xetvo C!, corr. 

C?(=rec.) —a31 tocodto (sic) ut vid. A || fywavto B a32 deT] get ci. ego || 

zcovtwv] tobtov Ls a4 Emrotyias ut vid. C a35 cyadév ut vid. A a36 

BéAtiotov L T Casaubon, optimus Valla] BéAtiov a A 1 

bi ote + kai L b2 wyadov ow, prob. Spengel?] yp. té&rya86v Casaubon, 

prob. Rassow!, Stock, <td &piotov> cyaGbv Bonitz? (cf. 83a6), prob. Armstrong, 

<moAitiKOv> &yabov Becchi! b4 tod] 6 7 || Ge@ P, Spengel? || &ya8od] cya8dv 7 || 

GAhog +0 a b5-6 dep — &yaOod! Susemihl] dxép tod moArtiKOD TTv pa 

cya6od AEktéov a, dnsp TOALTIKOD dpa HLTV AeKtEov cyaGod B, Drep tod dpa 

&ya6od Hiv Aektéov n, dnép toB dpa c&yabod <tob> Nutv AeKktéov Spengel?, drép 

TOD TOAITIKOD G&yaBod dpa Tytv AeKtéov aut drép to MOALTIKOD Cpa AUTV 

Aextéov ego, secl. Ashburnerb6 brép + tod L b7 tod] tO K!, om. Ald. b8 

HI 06 C || év] ov a, prob. Furley b9 abt0d e« M] adt0d @ || 7] L || petéxovta a, 

corr. P? (= rec.) b10 toOto S€ gotw om. A || t&ya808] &ya803 Cb 11 od + 

ovk got 5€ tavtdv. L || wg] od A || Dadipxyer C b12 c&ya8ots 7 || todto om. L || 

etvan] etn K!, corr. K? (= rec.) b13 te P ~—b 1.4. Sh} Rieckher, utique Valla] 

s&@ bi5d!om.B||2?0m.a  bi16 &racw af || dndpyer P, dadpyn A {C} 

b17 7% om. L_ b18 oprepidg!] cpr8pidg L || Opispodg] Gpropog L', corr. L? = b19 

AEyer] &yew L || Stu!] wm in mg. P? € rec.), 6 m1 L Stock || St] 6 TL Stock || 5 7] 

ott aK b20 7] fv Ald. || dé + Koi L || v0 add. P? © rec.), om. @ recte 

b21 6 dv Z] 6 é&v @, Stav ego || 6 Av 7 evanuerunt Cois. || wdtd] Eavtov L || 

drdpyov C = b22 St] wT in mg. P? rec.) b23 tod? om. B || wdti¢ Bekker] avdtiig 

0) b25 ot om. C et fort. P, ei Rav., fort. P b26 kai as moet om. A 

b28 avdti K] aden C BB recte, aiitn P b29 od Ls Bb30 tEAOS D Utin. 

Bonitz!] téAovg a An, téA (sic) L || 008’ &pa] oddé B b31 cyabdv L || to} {A} 

b32 dt Stav] St’ Gv B, Sti A || supra BovAwpeOa: add. or libr. ipse ut vid. A 

  

b33 deitEar] det P!, corr, P? (= rec.) || kai om. € || tv + Kat& ow recte b34 ou] 

@ o || &ya8ov B b35 6 Gv Bekker, quod (... voluerimus) Vallaj é&v a A 

recte, 0 é&v P? (= corr’), {L} b36 7 om. o (sed rasura trium litterarum P) || &ya@ov 

+ ti P!, del. P? 

al énijom C a2 dpe] &petat L || peyarowvyto? + dpeti. Hote Kal 1 

peyoAownoxia. (repetitio) A a3 dnl yap L a5 tobt om. A, toOto Bs a55-6 bt 

— épet ‘haud sana esse suspicantur Brandisius p.1343n.9, neque ego haec satis



1183 

128 

intellego’ Susemihl a6 Koi om. B a8 otw’ om. LB a9 cyabov Ball Kai 

avi secl. Spengel?, kai nod ci. Bonitz! al2 xéoais a B || al4 pév om. L 

al5 det om. Rav. || Exciotw C, excot P al6 éxaotov B || ti] n, om. o@ B recte 

al7 KvPepyvytiK C, koBepvyntik™ (sic) P all 8 iatprKe® C, iatpix™ (sic) P 

al9 év secludo || t0 pds] Kate B a0 GAA + dipetig C!, del. C?, post GAAaG 

rasura trium litterarum P || wév + év A a21 émorting + éottv K!, del. K? (= 

libr. ipse) a22 note secl. Armstrong recte || ad tng K, adtiig A a24 

apiotov, Kai {A}|| transp. ob8€ post det L 226 dpavev] c&yaGOv A, c&yob@v 

coav@v P!, corr. P? a26-7 tolg aicOntots] tHv aicdntmHv A a27 Koi om. « B 

recte || pavepotepa A Rav.] pavepdtata a L 7 || texyo.80d a L] &ya8od A n, tod 

c&ya800 Rav. a28 transp. tic post éyxerpf 1 a30 deTv'] om. B, secl. Scaliger 

(?), Spengel?, Armstrong a31 7) om. DM a32 otdv te B || 57] 5é Spengel? 

a33 noAikyn L a34 ody] od yep B, secl. Scaliger 35-6 ovdepta. — noartixy secl. 

Wilson a35 yap] ye ut vid A}, corr. libr. ipse a36 Sti] wg Sut B K, ws 0’ B a37 ody] 

od8 L a38 enol om. o || todt} toOto A || &ya0G A, tO cry L || dap {P} || Kai 

z@v M Venetus 200, kai t& M? (= Bessarion, teste Mioni) a39 todtwv B || épet mg. 

P2 (= rec.)] £p@ C BB recte, ep vel ép@ ut vid. P!, év @ K 

b4 ovvnppevas A || kod? om. A b5 transp. etvou post cO&vatov a B recte 

b6 Spotov ut vid. L || éxi] Ongp LK b7 81d] Sie 70 corr. fusco atramento Laur. 

81,12, ci. Ellebodius, Bonitz!, prob. Armstrong b7-8 510 — tc&ya80d om. a, 

secl. Bekker recte b8 <dfAov tOv GyABOv> toDto té&ryaO6v Casaubon, <Aéyopev 

siv> tobtov te&yO00D vel simile quid Spengel?, toOt0 té&yoWOv Bonitz!, Armstrong, 

ASyouev toto téyaOdv Stock, <tiv éx> todtov te&yabod Dirlmeier aut lectio 

Bonitzii, tobtwv teyadv Gadamer? b8-18 odk— éxtothng non huc pertinere 

monuit Spengel?., asteriscis circumscripsit, conferens 82a15 sqq., Susemihl, retinet 

hic Donini! || 008’ om. D b9 Seiv om. Db11 6t om. K b16 woabtmg C AK 

b19 éxer5t B, yp. éel 54 Vettori b22 7d! om. L || PéAtiotov L b23 h dpxn 

secludenda aut 70 &pxov vel 6 &pxev (cf. Stobaeus 134,21-2) restituendum esse ci. 

Spengel? || yop &@’ P? (= libr. ipse ut vid.)] 8°’ é~’ a A q Coraes recte, oteg’ sic ut 

vid. L_ b24 88] yap ci. Coraes, p.222 recte || odk obv P L Kb25 87 om. a b25-6 

obtos... Gpetfig] ots... dpxficg Dirlmeier b26 ofov + ai B b27 &n0] éxi D 

b28 Soveper n, corr. K? (= corr.2) b29 Sdvaton ut vid. A, S6vaito Spengel? recte 

|| xpfjo801 K b30 dvvdyer 7 || transp. t& tovndta post KaAodvtat L b31 57 

eiotv] 8’ eit C, 5h €ott D || tH] od L', corr. L? (= libr. ipse) || adtHv Exactov o] 

EKAOTOV ADtOV B, AdtOHV N b32 xphoet] xp7 L || ob tH] OdSE Ut Vid. L _b33 Kai 

{A} b34 xo'] 0 L b36 &yo@od {A} b37 yopvacia ci. Sylburg || dytetag] 

kal byte a b38 theyo8e + tiv B b39-84a2 né&vey ter] nave ter Arnim?*+> e 

Stobaeo 135,17-19 (conferens 07b3 1-084) recte
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aloiom.A a670m.yH ~~ a7 tot om. Mon. || edtiHv + te Mon. 

a8 téActov] teA’ Ls aa9-10 punBevog — napoyevopévon om.C  all0 

nopayevopévon + od C? nigriore atramento || wév Lovov 7] Lév Lovns B, om. a, pév 

Bekker all transp. toAA@v post mpoodede8a B || spoo- om. A all 4 teryaBdv 

Rassow! 3] &yaOOv © || Kai B] Kai tO & 1 recte || tv c&yabOHv Rassow! (conferens 

84b8)] tO c&yaBdv a B recte, &yabdv 7 al6 Gpictov om. A al7 post éxevdy 

rasura duarum literarum = dg ut vid. K || @g om. a a20 ovvapi8pets K!, 

ovvapiayviis ut vid. L || wvt08] adtod C AB a21 BéAtIotOV] BEATIOV & recte 

|| €otiv Spengel?] Zoto1 w recte || otov + ef tig Spengel? a2. okonot, commate 

posita non ante sed post oxdnot, Spengel? || transp. tobtwv post m&vtov L || 

BéAtLOtOV'] BEAtIOV C a23 toDto M] tobtwv @ || and&vtov L || adtod] Exvtod B, 

avdtod B a24 BéAtiov, conferens a21, ci. Spengel? || BéAtiotov: + ei 5€ todto, 

Kol add ordtod BéATIOV vel simile quid Susemihl (addenda) || od 51] 008’ Spengel? || 

ote ye] ye ottw a B a25 &pé Cois.2, Bekker, Valla (an)] &pa @ || ye] tye @ || 1H 

a L, om. B || <ei> xapiotdv ovdt6, si v. 28 recta sit o lectio, ci. Spengel?, xaprotod 

avo Becchi? || «dtob] odt6 Bonitz!, Stock recte, wdt@v Stock 26 koi om. A 

a27 @v sic L || & @v] 6 & Spengel? || ei — PéAtiov (28) secl. Scaliger || tobtev ci. 

Ellebodius, Bekker, prob. Spengel?, todtwv 706 ci. Susemihl, tobtov Ambr. B 84 

sup. teste Wagner 228 BéAtIov AB, Spengel?] BéAtiotov a L K || xapig tobtov 

nl xapiotov bo’ Gv a, prob. Spengel?, ywpig tHv d—’ Gv Brecte a29 tadta] 

root ye B || om. GAA’ o K recte, habet 6 B || Gp& Bekker] &p& ye w, an Valla || 

ottwot K!, rasuit t corr.', restituit corr.” a29-30 transp. cv tg post dp8@g (30) B 

a30 d&ipiotov] dopetov ut vid. L a32 adth] tabtn @ «= .a34 Ayer P || tv B 

Cois.] om. a B K recte a35 GAN’ tows ody] tows 0085’ ci. Spengel’ a37 om. 6 B 

bi &yo@a+ KaiM = b2 ofov ai {L} b3 éxrdc + ofov L, ci. Spengel, 

om. Stobaeus 136,14 b4 tHv to1obtwv] torodtov L || €v + tH L DS transp. 

didpiotar post cyaba B b8 kai! om. L b9 kai! om. L || 76! B] 7 a A K recte, 

to} L b10 Evieov ut vid. A, evi Ald. || 76 om. B b11 aity o B || lacunam post 

Seas aut post Spacig Donini! || got 7 dpacig om. n, perperam b12 yap 

Susemihl] 58 ob13 &v om. L || éxew K?, {K1} ev in ras. b14 éx’] én thig L || Kari? 

+ éni L b15 Koi! om. a L || 9! secludendum esse ci. Bekker, prob. Bonitz! || 

Kal? + 7B b16 dvépyevn A b18 pév movodoay] pévtor obcav C, pév mot // 

odoav P b19 dé {A} || tiv <adthv thv> ci. Spengel? b20 zountixov B || 

tobdtov ed] onovdatov? Jackson b21 ed add. supra versum P? ( libr. ipse), 

prob. Bonitz!, om. @ || koi B] om. a 7 || TOV AAV + TOV AOIROV oO b22 

transp. totvov post tobto B =b23 tor] 17 C =b24 tOynv L b25 ed add. sive hic sive 

ante moet Spengel?, ante xovet Bonitz!, Bussemaker recte || <ed 6 novet> od 
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Armstrong b25-6 7 — pév, eicienda sunt aut corrupta Bonitz!, certe pév etiam 

Breier, 7) — Kai et 5€ (b26), quod om. M?, secludenda esse dubitanter ci. Spengel? 

b26 taAAM LEV] GAAG pv Spengel?, tadv’ GAAM pév dubitanter ci. Rieckher 

b27 Chowpev a, corr. P? || kai + tO L b28 Aéyonev — evdouytoveTv? om. a 

b29 ed! om. K b30 G&pa A || ott + 70 L || Kai Ald] om. @ b31 twos A || H 

évépyewx L ——-b31-6 Ev xprioe1 — Civ secl. Stock b32 Tv om. Ald. b33 

éotiv] wevL = b34 dé Kai! Bonitz!] 6& h codd., prob. Donini!, 5& Spengel? || 1 secl. 

Bonitz!, Bussemaker, Spengel? || tv cpetHv] tOv aipetdv K, secl. Spengel?, 

Armstrong, Stock b35 abdt@v Susemihl b36 transp. &v post etn B b37 ath 

A b37-8 kai téAEvov TEAS om. F b38 commatem ante (non post) 

évepyeta Spengel? || Evépyew Stock 

a2 od dé A || Kai? om. A a5 Soov] Ov B a6 Kai] ov L || nepi A 

a7 transp. xpOv@ post Biov L a8 év? secl. Spengel? a10 xa@evdder a € all 

yew + tov ToLodtov K || yop] 57) n al 4 obte Atav a] obt’ Gv A, ott’ Gv Aiav Ly 

|| &v2 + Atav Aal5 tobdtwv] tobtw Ald. || a> doxet om. LL al6 tig s.1. L a16-23 

toOto (16) — aitia (19) in parenth. (tig (19) — OpentiKdv (23) esse etiam protasin 

et ti obv... esse apodosin credens) Bonitz! a18 évtag om. A a20 tovtev pév 

tOv] Svtmv tov vel tHv tpidv Scaliger || t6 poptov D || transp. aitov post evn B 

a21 763 om. L a22 nepi P A || transp. oikedtepov post 6vowa B =. a23. ctx L 

a25 tovti Bs a27 ci — évépyevx quomodo cohaereant cum ei — évepyetv (a24-5) 

quaerit Spengel? a28 Zot + tabtys Aa29 etouxev L, {P'}, corr. in mg. P? = 

rec.) 30 &ketvo P? (= libr. ipse) B] éxetvo a 7 || bt’ Av A, 6 wm Edy L || Kav] Kod ei 

BB, coi K4, corr. libr. ipse a31 éuPdAerg A a33 toéger + cv Se p17) EuBaANGS, 

éxer Oppty tpégerv P!, del. P? © corr. rubro atram.) || &v] é&v P || post eupoAang 

rasura circa sex verborum quam paene legitur: Eye Opty tPEMp Gav ph GAA’ C 

|| tpophv?] tpopdg B  a34 oddév] 0082 AB 35 tobto] tod A! || tiv] 6’ A, om. L 

a36 tig 1 || 7} om. L  a37 éxevdhnep A || 72] om. a a39 o~éotepov K!, corr. K? = 

rec.) 

bl bnép] nepi L b2 od] 06 a, corr. inmg. C?||Wévom.D __b4 dtetpnpévy 

a, corr. P? (= corr.! ) || 76! om. n || Kai + eig B || 702 om. n DS pev + yop B b8 

transp. tod 78ovg post doxote1 D 

b9 tag tod Tov Adyov Exovtos B K? (= rec.)] 

TOG TOV AOYOV ExOGUEG, THs TOD TOV AdYOV ExovTAE, C, 

Tig TOV AdYov Exobous, oddeig Tig TOD TOV Adyov Exov™ P!, sed oddeig — Exov™ 

del. P? (nigriore atramento) 

TOG TOV Adyov Exoboas L, 

TOD TOV AdYov Exovtog A, 

7 TOBtOV AOYov Exovta K!
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TG TOD, TOV AOYoV ExovtaG K? (= corr.”) 

TOG TOD TOV AOYov Exovtog K? (= nescioquis posterior) 

|| cov secl. Spengel? b10 yap] pév P || ovdeig] 008’ L b11 0087!] 008’ A || 

ovddé?] év 6& P!, corr. P? (= rec.) || t6 € C] t P! Cois., corr. libr. ipse P? — b1 1-12 ei 

Lt fi Bonitz!] eivor 7 « L 1, etvoa, 7 P? (nescioquis erasuit ~), etvor. 7 A, et ph 

Brandis (p.1357n.44), [etvor] 7 Scaliger b12 7+ 7vaAK b13 1 0m. 4, 8. 

L b14 72 om. A b15 éx tHv] Extdg Chandler, £€o téHv ego || NOwKév] 

ais8ynotov (e Stobaeo 138,2) Spengel!?, aioOntav dubitanter ci. Susemihl (cf. 

83a24-7), prob. Armstrong, Diring?, Cooper!, “HOtkav Allan?>, prob. Donini!, 

Kenny?, texv@v Becchi? (cf. E.N. 1104a8-14), maxOnuctov Schadewalt (apud 

Dirlmeier’) || 8’] yop dubitanter ci. Susemihl b16 yopvaciay B b18-20 éxi te — 

sitiwv woabtws om. B!, suppl. libr. ipse ut vid. b19 54 om. B b20 dé] t€ AB 

b22 ex? om. a A b24 tov Gedv B b25 Se1Adv B_ 26 ovte 0] 6 ote cl. et 

& secl. Spengel? || poBobdpevog] PoBovg ut vid. A || tordx’ Bonitz! (cf. b30), (eadem 

editiones posteriores Vallae, 1590-1831)] tadv’ w, Stobaeus 138,15 || kai! om. A 

b27 navtds ci. Spengel? b29 napa A b33 povov + tH eAAetwer Kod DrepBoAt 

A b35 Kaxév Ald. b38 éxwvupias suspectum est Donini! b39 

Aéyovtas B 

a2 6] OB a3 t@v? om. L Rav. a4 ante pdoet rasura unius litterae L || 

CAA Ws (sic) A a6-7 cv — oépec8ar om. K!, suppl. K? (= rec.) obv etiam 

omisso a6 Gv] et a || odv &v@ om. B || pimter C || €6iGer a a7 aybein L a8 Kai 

om. n a9 det] SV L || 7 om. CL al0 tf om. K all 6t1 om. B || transp. St: post 

zootwv K', corr. K? al2 transp. etn ante cv L || 1 Bas?] tig @ || 7 ante cpeti suppl. 

Brink! a13 otw@e ut vid. P a16 éAeT\oo1 om. A || kai om. § al7 éyopev + 7 

B a18 dpytAAéic A || rasura unius litterae post alterum o in OpyiGope6a K (- 

otpe8a.?) a19 odtws Kak@s] 05, Kc (rasura trium litterarum in medio) B 

a20 éyevw corr. rec. K2, Rav.', €yov @ Rav.? || 707] 7 A = a21 S6tav] 6t11 A 

a22 opotw@s — Sporm secl. Walzer || kat om. 7, del. Cois.? || OWota A a23 

cdopyntov L a24 Kai! om. € || cAataveiag a a25 70] t@ L', corr. libr. ipse || 

TAEto L a26 cAalwvetag a «=. a27 Tom. B a28 a&ndvewv B a29 mpoc'] 

Kat A, xatc& B || tatta] todenv Ald. || €xew!] éxov B || mpd¢? om. L || npd¢3] kate B 

a30 mpd¢!] Kate B || mpd¢?] kate B! a31-2 éori — éxew om. yn = a32 tod] 70 L || 

mMpds] KATH B a34 ADnot Bekker] Adno1 a K, Adan A, Adan L, Adnn¢ B || éoriv B || 

ndovai a A K2] ndovi K! «, ndovi L, Héoviis B || ante 7 add. dt s.1. P? (= rec.) 

a35 <Oti> gotiv Sylburg, Bonitz! (prob. Stock), <ti¢> éotiv Sylburg, dt Bonitz!, 

prob. Breier, Bussemaker, Armstrong || kai — SfjA0v om. B a37 oiov + 7 a B 

a38 jLouxds + dé L, n.p.p. pouxds Spengel? || odk] 0d yap ci. ego || W@AAOv om. L || 

EAL vVEpiag a L



1186 

1187 

1187 

132 

bi GAAo {A} b2-3 7} — dnepBodfj ‘haud integra’ Susemihl b2 p.p. dKodnctav 

Rassow? || 7] kai d év a] i LB, 7 6 Kod Al i 6 Kat év A’, 7 Kol K, Koi <adt0> Kot 

5 év Spengel?, xai 6 év Stock, oby 7 Kai 6 év Arnim?, o08év Frtov 7 Kal 0 év 

Arnim2, 6 <év abt@> Kai <ody> 6 év dubitanter ci. Susemihl, <év adtG> Koi odk Ev 

Armstrong, 7 €v Bonitz! b3 Koi 6] 7 Bonitz!, Armstrong || bxepBoAf <otte év 

eAAeiwer ote év drepBoAf> olim. ci. Rassow!? s- bDS T? om. B_sb6 pév om. A b7 

avipeia. A n || ody% 7 KI ody a B, om. B!, add. odyi in mg. B? || Gpacdtns DxephoAr 

B] drepBoar Opasbeng cett. b8 pecdtyt OVoN om. K || odcp om. B b8-9 

e&vaLobnotas Kai cucodactas L b10 odo0? +7 A b14 cverevdépoug 

Scaliger (?)] cveAevdeptous @ || ceveAev0épor K] -101 a BB b17 porvopévoug] 

sEeotynKdtag L || Sux 57, S00] Sid S00 a, Sud, 560 58 P? (= rec.), 5a S00 5 Bekker, 

duabus itaque de Valla || 50E0y1ev n b18 Gv om. € || 7 supra Kai D b20 éot1] 

eivar K, éoti B! del. B? || 7] noppa@tepov B, in mg. B] 7] moppotepov a, EyybtEpov 7H 

b20-1 2Aevdep16tnT. — yop om. 7, add. in mg. B?_ b21 7 om. A’, suppl. in mg. A? || 

moppotepov at || UAAAOV yop] &yybtepov B b22 SdEevev + 7 a, secl. Bonitz! || 

erevdepiotntos B || 7! Bonitz!] om.  recte || 7 7a] 4 B, 7 B K recte || noppotepov a 

b23 dpa 7 {B"} b25 évavtumtepa L b29 xpdg] Kai L || EmSopev P', corr. P? 

(= libr. ipse) b30 mpd¢!] Kate B || mpd¢2] Kart B b31 ein + 1 8.1. K? (= rec.) || 

HEGOTHTOG] HEGOTHTL EGO b33 Str C || 2otiv om. L || Exéoxentetot te L', 

énéoxentat te L2, émoxentéov B || 70 om. L b35 tv om. L || diateipetv C 

b36 Aapetv C b38 abt] tobtH o || Kai om. N 

al todtov Ald. a2 idetv éotiv a a3 éunepiexov] ev mepiéxov a B 

a4 Kad’ 6] EvOa B || mocviov P a5 post etprytor lacunam posuit Susemihl, 

eipntor <ti éoti> Ramsauer, efprntai <todto> ci. Susemihl a6 dvvatov L a8 

évtiwwaodv Casaubon] Ovtivotv @ a9 EAovto] AEyouto B_ a0 Koni] Kami ego 

all Gein] etn a, om. B || 8’ om. 6 a2 ciotv] Aoyov A a3. 5h] 82 ci. Susemihl || 

GAnoes A, GANO L  al5 té&tt01 ut vid. A al6 post KaAots add. ovK 

Scaliger, ‘debebat ot, sed sententia proba est’, Spengel? a7 &tonov Ald. || pt + 

SEK al8 néctew C, xpoxteé L — al9 ot yoyor B] woyor n, ot woyor oi @ recte 

a21 od« om. @ B recte || &Kovotou] Exovoiorg a Precte a22 moots] Kat 

ovtas 1 a25 gaow AK, onow a LB, || 6tav] out Gv A a26 7%] ToBto a 

B a28 &Kobo.ov L a28-9 obv év 7@ a] 5é Kal tO y, sed to del. K?, odv 

Kai év 79 B = -a32 Ex tHv] Ek TIVOV Bonitz? (conferens a33, b5, b11) a33 aot 

A a34 obtws (prob. Bonitz?)] moabdtws olim ci. Rassow! a35 

évepyéotepov K a37 copys ut vid. A || ot &pyai om. Ald. 

bl Kod ws dv] Kai éav C, w¢ dv Bekker, prob. Dirlmeier || petoBéAN 7 Cois. 

b2 ovp- om. A || avtiotpéger yap om. L, transp. post 87b3 tous Armstrong b3 

transp. Wt ante tO (b2) a b5 dpxfig ut vid. A b6 tv om. @ B, ttvev Ald. ||
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G&vOpamog - b7 yap {A} b7 &v om. P!, add. P? (= libr. ipse) || geydyov K!, 

gayoyov L K? (= corr.2)B 8 tHV GAA] GAA aut OAAM K1, &AA0 B K?, om. B 

\| tév! — d&vOpm@rov {A}, praeter GAAo || &vOpdmrov Scaliger (cf. 91b18) b9 du 

om. B ||o ABM] om. a LK b11 transp. yeyevnpévon post tivav L b12 

ére1si) om. B', add. in mg. B? © libr. ipse) b13 c@’] é—’ B bl14 

TapoPaAAovtEs] LEetaPaAAovtes Kai L b16 Kav s.1. L b17 avdtijg B || -ovoww 

{L} || 8&8 Bonitz?] yap @ || Kai] év C, secl. Dirlmeier b18 kai? om. a (prob. Bonitz?, 

Dirlmeier - cf. 00b16), {A} b19 yap] enim T (sed enm om. Mon. 306, teste 

Dirlmeier, fors. del D2, secl. Scaliger, Bonitz? || 6t1] kai B || 6tt + Kai A K b20 &v 

om. B || éxerd), A b21 én’ Bonitz!] év w, prob. Dirlmeier || 1] 7 C _b22 8H) 

dé 37 L b23 St om. L b24 tig om. A || té&vtg B 26 Kai cyaBov L 

b27 dpistov Lb30 dndipy L || BeAtio K!, corr. s.1. K? © rec.) b31 éxedi A || 

ov om. B b32 70? om. a b33 td! om. o B || npd¢] Kate B || thy om. Lb33-4 tO 

exovorov secludo b35-6 transp. Aextéov post éott B-b36 Eotiv om. B || Zot 

+pév LB b37 om. éotiv L b38 mpotepov a b39 noétepov + yap A || 

exoboov] Exoba1ds A K, é&Kobovds L || &kobotov] &Kobstog A K, exoboros L || otov 

— aKobds1ov om. a || otov om. B Bas. 

a2 npcttopev Ald.] novobpev o recte || ext dé] Exetdav sic B a4 ottwoei B 

a5 transp. Adyog post tig (a6) L a6 tovtwv B al0 Gravee ci. Susemihl 

all ci] ot A, évut vid. L, } Bal2 éxaxodovbet L al5 oi — ddixotow om. B 

al6 npcttor t&] npcttorto ut vid. A, mpcttyn T&L a19-20 Kate tiv] Kat’ D 

a20 7% — d&xovo1ov' om. a a218’ om. B || napa] Kart& o@ || EmBvptav + od P? = 

rec.) a22 008’ &pa] od58 mapa B || Kat”) Kat& tiv a B, Kate B a25 thv 

émOvuiav A || civ + oder sic in mg. D, add. Ellebodius a27 xpdc] kai L 

a28 émoxéyacta L a28-9 ég’ — d&kpatets om. Ca31 transp. ida post Ta KaKe 

a B recte || eid@> om. 7 a31 cidas + mpdtter Sti KaKe oti. ei 5’ O &KpATTS 

Te KOKG EidaSs & (= repetitio ex a30-1, sed 0 58] ei 8’ 0) a2. Gipaz. Exodor0g B 

a34 wextov B a37 vnép] nepi B a38 nOtepov L K!, corr. K? || transp. totvov 

post &v L 

bl Exdoto a b3-4 ov — keto om. B!, suppl. in mg. B? b3 ye Bu {A} sed 

fors.yeom. A||yeom.L _b5 én’ eig Eucken —_—b7 nap’) nepi C b8 & om. 

n Cois. b9 todto1g B b10 dvtotpet a, corr. P? (= libr. ipse) || proer Rav.] pboer a, 

now C b12 TLv y || 6 om. Bb13 dq’] Eg’ K', ag’ K?  rec.)B 17 A€yer 

a, Aéy L || tt] Soa L || YvayKdoOnv + vy’ Ndoviic L b18 bn0 tig NSOVTIg O:m. 

L || &tonov a B b19-20 d¢ Gv Bekker] doav éxv K!, Og Ecvy a B K? (= corr. 

quidam), é&v t1g¢ Bb 20 KartoBAcrteton C, BAaretntor B b21 cvayKaCopevog om. 

B b22 yap] dé C b23 ev! + 7 Bb25 Exoborov «a n] dKodo.ov BM || OppA t+ Wh 

olim ci. Arnim! b27 Koi! + 70 8.1. L || pa] pev C P? © corr.') b32 tivo om. o ||
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mouetv P b33 dno A K] Gnd a LB || Gpevome&eyo a  —_—b34 @uyetv B Bernays || 

od napotcav] napotcav Scaliger (?), prob. Armstrong, éxAutapotoav Michael, secl. 

Wallies || dV’ + 06 a, del. P? (= rec.) || &néAvoav secl. Scaliger, Wallies b36 dt 

om. A b37 £61600] 815 L!, é&15 L? 

al dé om. a L recte || npogpeotv C a2 Kai om. L || GAAotg] GACyois a et 5.1. 

K a3 Coots om. a || ob} peta AOyoo A a4évom.K ad GAA’ Gp ye K?] GAA’ 

Cpa te n, GAA’ T] pa ye a, AAA’ ei dpa ye B a6 pév om. L a9 xpds] Kate B 

|| co] t& & B recte al10 rpooipobpeba + pév in mg. P (libr. ipse), s.1. (libr. ipse) C 

al4 BéAtIov Rav.] BéAtIGtov w recte al4-15 é6tav — xyEtpovosg om. n Cois., suppl. in 

mg. B? (non autem recte; vide infra) al5 BéAtiov Bekker] BéAtiotov & B B? {n} 

recte || toH} om. B? = al 7 Gp A L KJ pa AB al9 dp’ A || G] pév A a20 drép] 

ono L a21 odt1] otte A a22 énei — npoaipeois om. a L B', suppl. in mg. B? 

(= libr. ipse ut vid.) a23 tf om. K || 54 add. P? © rec.), om. w recte a24 

ovvotaCopévev C a24-5 énel — mpomipecic om. C a25 ér€éryOn ut vid. A || 

fom. 1 || tv mpd¢ td {L} || pds] Kate B  a27 avadroyiav L || aipetov 7] 

aipetm@tepov a B rectea28 av om. L || mOtepov a, corr. P? (= libr. ipse) a29 

transp. av post Kpetttov B a31 transp. Soxodpev ante kata L  a32 Exovorov + 

tw n, prob. Armstrong a36 t) — di1avotas om. 7, suppl. in mg. B?, Kou 

BovAedoacbou Laur.81, 13 

b2 &v — nponipdpe6a. K] & yap npooupodie8a a B recte, &v te yop 

Tpoaipapesa B b3 <odK> OAtyou ci. Susemihl b4 te om. B  b6 apattovtEs B 

|| mpaxtikots a, corr. P? b8 gott om. A b9 0 Se] 16 te B b10 tésoapow L 

|| Op@otg P b12 w@piopévoig A, @piopéveas L B Rav. b13 éAdBopev a B recte 

|| mpaxtucote K! M}, corr. K? M? b14-15 dvanotet A b15 éviiv om. A 

b16 obtws BéEATIOV P? (= rec.) || €& om. @ recte || wdtHv <ydp> ci. Susemihl || O01’ 

av Bekker] Oxotov @ B recte, Gxotov &v D2, onota av K, Srov’ av B || gatvetou L 

tecte b17 BeAtio K] BéAtiIov ao B B recte || tadta!] toDto ego || duce tara] to 

torrdta L = b2 1 t — ’ApyiKAéovg om. B || q] 7 A b22 yap om. 7b23 7 

om. a recte || od6é in mg. D (Chalcondyles), Bekker] oUte cett. b24 dn] dq 

Scaliger || &épist6v M K', corr. K2, libr. ipse b25 Gpaptia <év ti Swvoig Kai Drep 

tobtwv PovAedvovta> olim ci. Rassow (7?) || tpaxtots a A K?] npaxtixots n L || 

d&piotov K!, corr. K?  libr. ipse) 26 odv] yep Rav.!, odv Kat B K || tpaxtikots 

n, corr. K? b27 kat’ dpetivy L = b28 tig] Suttag Armstrong b33 d6vaito B, 

dovator K, dovytot B || &v om. L Mon. Rav.! b33-4 rotfjoo. — &AA0 om. C 

b34 od6ev + dv P b35 det] 57 L || &kodco1] &kovew L 

al todto + 7 o Ellebodius recte || transp. évtad6a post H5n M || bndprov C, 

dadipy P, ordpyew Ald. a3 pév om. L a4 GAAG 8H Scaliger || t& Kate B] te 

mpos a B K recte a5 obv] pév L a6 o—éAeobon B a8 Sdteipytar C || transp.
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év tivt post G&paptia L a8-9 éo71 tivos om. Aa9 nOtepov + odv Lal otov 

om. L || kaxod L || obv + got L all gotiv om. 7 al2 npoodéoban L || to] 

t@v L || mpog {L} a13 rpoOnta sic L K || toto] 1 téA0g Ds al4 HJ om. K4, F 

© B, s.l. K? © corr!) a16 eivar odv A || tv] 10 v || tov okondv om. L, 16 oKoretv 

ci. Rieckher 16-17 tOv oxondv mpds secl. Walzeral7 mpdc! secl. Rieckher, 

Spengel?, <td> mpdg aut <npds tH> Mpds ego || Set] 51 K || npoobEoBar L || t& mpd 

aut tc secludo al8 &AAO Bs al9 tobtov] todt0 C, tovt P, yp. tobtwv Casaubon 

a20 yap add. libr. ipse P?, ci. Rassow!, Amerbach (qui et <Kal yap> év oig 

proposuit), om. w (quae (praeter L) non punctum ponunt post &petfv) a21 

Exaotov aut Exdotov ci. Spengel? || Exactov + yap « B || Kat nointIKOV Ko 

npodetuKov A 1 a23 Koi om. n, prob. Armstrong, quare ci. Amerbach 

a23-6 todtov — koro ‘corrupta’ Susemihl, todtov (23) — éotiv (24) post Kai (24), 

deletis twt (24) et todtov (25) — orton (26), tri. Scaliger, prob. Armstrong 

a25-6 tobtov goto Ambros. B 84 sup., prob. Ellebodius 26 éotiv Spengel? || ws 

secl. Scaliger, ‘male’ Spengel? a28 Gpetiis] this Nn «=—-&829 Gip’ P’|| 7) Gpeth om. 

Rav. male a30 tadta A K] todtov @ LB || tadtng] txdtn AB, tobe L || 5é?] te 

a B recte || SA S& Si] et 58 pt) Rieckher, &AAws 5é 57 ci. Ellebodius, Susemihl, 

prob. Armstrong a32 67 Bekker, 07 D?] of a B, efits K, Oeic B || th BEATIOTE] 

UdALata a, 7 KAALOtA Bekker Bussemaker a33 dipa nov tEXOg a, TEpt 

mavterovs B || kaAdv {L} 34 enn B || nOtepov K', corr. K? a3 KpeTttova L 

B || i om. P1, add. s.1. P? (= corr.1), {L} || &.w civ adc a] dpetiv adtiv 7, EE 

avehy B, Ew tiv a&petiv Dirlmeier, £Ev adtig ego || 05 Bas.', quo Valla] Ov 

recte a3604’ A 

bi BeAtio € b2&vOpmno.0om.K b4ei L b5 éxn L b6 

£50 C, &50«K L || etvor om. B b7 ante énei (b7) tabulam virtutum moralium 

excidisse credunt Ramsauer, Arnim! b7-8 éxei — eiotv secl., nisi tabula aderat, 

Ramsauer b7 énei 58 B K? (= rec.)] om. a B K!, éxei obv D, GAA’ Enei 5.1. P? (= 

tec.) Cois., add. tix petits in mg. post odv D? b8 Aextéov + odv L || post eictv 

lacunam posuit Arnim! et, b7-8 deletis, Ramsauer b9 éotiv om. a B b10 dp’ P 

A, &p’ ut vid. K b11 &xoBéAy B K2 B, fors recte || transp. obtog post detAdg L 

b13 vocov ex E.N. 1115a17.29, Spengel!, prob. Bonitz!] povov @ || Oappet + 7 B || 

detrodv] SnAov C, det- {L} bb 15 otiv om. L b16 todtotg L b16-17 

cotpands 7 Bpovttis L b16 Bpovtots a b17 goBepov L b18 cpa] 

&ppa sicL b19 dé] Kai L || ofov om. 7 || noAAot] Aoutot H b20 7 G&ravtes 

a, 7] & névteg ego || transp. év tobtotg post O a B recte || BapparArAéog A b21 

totvov] obv a b22 motos + 6 B || Kal om. L b24 greipias L b27 dropaiver 

C, bropever K, bropevet L recte b28 d&vdpetovg + eivon B || Sq Bonitz!] 58 a A
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K recte, om. LRav., ye B_—b31 o} — épotdow ‘ineptum sed vix autoris culpa’ 

Spengel? || 005’ épodotv om. B b32 adtovds B] om. ao B K recte || od« dpa {L} 

b32-3 8’ ad] odv n, quoque Valla || 8’ ad eiotv] doKodot ego, 8’ ad Soxodow Frede 

b33 ao + odk 8.1. D || cisiv+ oi L  b34 anetpiav] &roptav A! b35 eioiv: ad A 

b36 lacuna duarum litterarum post ép- et ante - @vteg (Ep@t@vteg?) A || om. M 

b37 yap + &n’ s.1. K? © rec.) 

al obKéti] obK & a2 ov5é om. L a4 ob det 5é ao B || 16 om. @ A recte 

a5 ei] ot o, ot P? (= corr.) ut vid.), ot M || otov om. Rav. a7 yop + 0 Rav. a8 

éxtopa K a9 noAvdéLA6 B al0 to1- om. P!, add. libr. ipse || etvou + 

Gvdpeiav C a2 ante pt) add. t Armstrong || diapévyn P al3 odKét. — cvdpetog? 

om. n al4 &AAws] GAAO1 Spengel? || etvor om.a« a5 87) om. A || 8) tobtovg {L} 

|| transp. toDtovg post gatéov B || eivou om. n al7 cvopetov B al7-18 

TOV Notov odv EvSpetov Spengel?] tov dmoLovodv cvSpetov C L B (Bekker, prob. 

Dirlmeier), t6v Gxotov obv &vSpetov P K (prob. Bonitz!) recte, tov Smo. obv 

avipetov A, Orotog otv é&vSpetog Spengel? || p.p. etvor P ¢, Bonitz!, prob. Breier, 

c.p. C, n.p. B, Bekker, prob. Dirlmeier a18 p.p. avipetov a L n, Bekker, 

Dirlmeier || <GAAG tig 1 evdpeto> Koi Dirlmeier || transp. cnA@¢ post pév L 

a21 tic] tut vid. Valla (seu aliqua seu nulla oblata fuerit occasio) || post tig add. 

KaLtpog (e Valla?) Grynaeus in mg. Bas.' || 17) xopfj B, non praesens I] py) a BK 

recte a22 Kal dppfic om. L || éyyivetor CB, éyivetor P — -a25 toro!) adta B 

a28 dv L, ci. Bonitz?, Spengel2] om. cett. || 7 GAAa a B, cAAG Ald. a30 

deta dpe6a] Sere ‘pe8o solum legitur (foramen) - fors. dSwAeyope80 L a31 

transp. ob ante mepi (a30) et secl. mévtag GAA Armstrong || &vorpetiKods a] 

aipeticods G 33 xAnotov Laur. 81,12, ci. Ellebodius, Bekker] mAetov a K, 

TANGtOr B, tAEtorot B || tov] tHv C || ktvbovov] &yovta L a34 obra] nods 

a35 yévytou P!, yevnveon P? = libr. ipse) a36 odv om. Ba38 ths om. a recte 

bl évdetac] davdpetas ut vid. A b4 ts om. B || &voncOyotas {L} b5 

peodotys — tobtov om. B || obv om. B b7 Oewpav om. L || tt. om. L_ b8 Koi dr 

secl. Scaliger || oStog +6 K b9évl év’ C_ _b100 add. Bonitz']om.@ b11 08’ 

DRO pndepidac A L? (= libr. ipse), 00’ Ox0 8E pias L || ph SE @, 7) B b13 

anoravdov ut vid. C, &oAGBov P! A, corr. P? (= libr. ipse) b14 mévto] méivtes ut 

vid. A!, corr. A? (= libr. ipse) || nave’ GAA K! || kot] pt) A b14-15 adtov ye tov 

HSN P] adtov te tov bn CC, dtd yé tor vi Au’ Scaliger, 6 adtO dn Spengel?, 

avtO ye tOv Tidy Armstrong, Patéov ye TOV TSN ego, Papév ye TOV dn Frede 

b15 Sn adt0d] povon ci. Sylburg || xpcett@v cdppov Scaliger, prob. Spengel? || 

lacunam post c@@pove statuit Susemihl, c@ppova. <ypr KaAETv> vel simile quid ci. 

Spengel?, o@ppova <patéov> Bonitz!, prob. Breier, Dirlmeier, ca@ppova <Aéyoplev> 

vel cdppova, <KaAodpev> Rieckher, prob. Armstrong, c@ppové <popev> Ellebodius
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b18 odd] od B Rav. || 6 vix legitur P || &vOp@z0v om. a, add. to} &vOpm@nov P? (= 

corr.2) b19 doxydovta P] Soxyid{ovteg C fF recte b20 post xaAod add. évexev 

Armstrong b22 yevopévag PK 623 dnép] nepi L || Kai om. a B recteb24 pév 

om. 7 A, perperam || obv om. A || opynAdtrytog a, corr. P? (= rec.) b25 c&vopynotas 

A b26 St] ei B || weodtns K', corr. K? || etzor] 30. B b28 PEATIOTOV — [LEcoV 

secl. Rassow?, perperam || BéAtiatOv Eott a, BEATIOTOV SE Eott P? (= rec.), 

BéAtictov 8’ av cin A b29 Kai + tots C b30 dopyfiAos a, OpytAog K P? 

(nescio quis) || mavti] n&vetn o b31 transp. navti post (632) det P= b34 ye] 

tig ut vid. A, te L —b35 ante 6? add. opotus A || transp. &v post todtov B 

b39 cverevbepiag Kai dowtiag L 

al Sé] yop L a3 Ste] 6 te P || 5 7’ Sylburg] 6 8 @ recte || &verAebOeptog P? (=corr.') 

K', recte, corr. K? || E€vavtiws a B]évavttog BK a4 ante cyu@dtepor add. koi B 

a5 xatéAAeupw A, Kat’ fAcvyiv P a6 0 + 8’ 1 || dpa om. B || péo0g tig] Weadtns 

B a7 etn A? {A} || tig — 6 om. @ recte || €otiv; om. A a8 xo — det? 

om. 7 a9 otov om. o || rasura unius litterae post tivag A || Kyiw- A all 

erhevbepiotnta C || t0] tote Kal4 eion om. a al6 napocKevdoo L al7 t& B 

K? al8 GAAng] OxAOMOLK As Armstrong || transp. todtolg post OpOidc B al9 Exit + 

afc C || ote Spengel?] od52 w recte a20 dn yoNLaTLOTIKTI¢ Bonitz!, pecuniam 

incutientis Valla] 4 Sé ypnnatiotiKy & B, Hd YoNHaTLOTIKH 7, 57) XPNLATLOTUKTIG 

Spengel? a21 dé L', 5é ye L? (= libr. ipse) a22 dé + Kai L a23 ov 

<p6vov> ci. Rieckher || nopde'] nepi P || cv! €, ci. Sylburg] om. @recte —_-a24 Kai] 

4 ci. Susemihl, prob. Armstrong, (Barnes), od Arnim* || 5&] ye Susemihl, prob. Barnes 

|| 57, P Aj Set C L K recte, det 7 B, 57 7 Bas. || Kod pdArota, 57) Spengel? || 54 + 

OpBas P a25 BotAetor L a26 tov Eiddtov C, TOD CvvEIdOTOG Rav. || 

avt® Bekker] abt a, adtov a27 ndoav + thv a = a30 adtods CAK 

a31 adtov< P? (= rec.) B] adtovds cett. || 7] A, fit K!, corr. K? © rec.) a31-2 

GELote1 TpocnKévtav adtots peovev HUKPOWDZOL OF a32 pie] wn 

a33 adtov P? (= corr.) B B] wdtov & K || 7! &] fig BB, fig aut ots K!, corr. K? ( rec.) 

|| 72 a B] 4 A, fu K}, corr. K? (= rec.), tig L ci. Scaliger “fors recte’ Susemihl, om. 

Cois. a35 611 om. a a37 codakovetas a] codaKxavias Scholion Rep 495e, 

aAraCovetas F 238 Ac <év 7 KaipO> Spengel?, dc <év> Dirlmeier, dg <t& peycAw 

Kai> Scholion Rep. 468a8 

b2 oordKov] &A0C@v F b2 ef tig om. C || yoprovg tig] yopétag? 

Spengel? b3 cord&Kov!] GAoCov C || coddKwv?] croCeov B, om. n b5 ob} a A 

Bj od L K || det] 54 & b5-7 ph — Etws corrupta esse putat Susemihl b5 ph 

Leyanretos a B] peyoretwosg LK, pt A, magnifice non Valla, peyoAetoc, 1} 

Spengel?, prob. Stock b5-7 dg 06 deT peyaretws Sanaviioar 7 toto p17 roret, ofov 

Eig yoyLovg 7] xopnyiay, 7 11) d&iws GAA’ Evdedc. Armstrong, dubitanter otov —
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xopnyiay post danavijoo transp. Armstrong b6 danavijon A || pA) peév 

Casaubon, prob. Spengel?, Rassow!, om. editiones posteriores Vallae || <ndém¢> 

ToWv aut HSéws Bonitz? || cic] et A || 72 + cig L b7 G&iws <d3’> Casaubon, 

prob.Rassow!, Spengel? b9 gavepe] solum vepe legitur A || obca (ut vid.) C || 

otav Scaliger, Bonitz? (cf. 01b10)] otov @ = =b10 danave Bonitz?] det etvor a, prob. 

Dirlmeier, 5€0v etvor L 7 recte, déov A, Séov éott Ald. b11 Gp’ dv P_ b12 

éreidy Eotiv] Exewrrep L || tig] thig B b13 mepi + tag L b13-14 év — Ws 

a] éviog 5é cioww ws B K? B, év ots 5é eiow ws K! b14 peyoAonpénero K! 

b15 7’ om. 6, secl. Spengel? b16 Aéyovtan petopopiKids B || A€yovtar + kai B 

b18 ém- om. C, habet Stobaeus p.146,8 b19 obton ut vid. C b20 éxaivig K! 

(corr. K?) b21 bxdpyovet L || 6vti om. L b22 tots om. B || 6 om. 7 || yel 

te A b25 Evavtis Rav. || te c&vdErog L || 7] etn Ald. b26 AvrnOyjoetou Ald. || 

6 om. B || émyoipexdxw B-_b28 tovobt0g om. n, perperam || péoog K] pecdtys a B 

B recteb29 éor om. F b30 te om. B b32 diaAexOfvar A’, diaxAACYTivar a B 

b33 tod om. P!, add. P? (= libr. ipse) b34 adt@ C A K || 88] 5é ye L, te Spengel? 

b36 5é ye] 5é L || ave pécov B b37 mpds' om. K' L, add. s.1. K2, eig B || mpd?) 

cig B_ _b38 mpdc'] cig L B || mpd¢?] cig B 

a3 n&vt] n&or B a5 mpos nvr] navtog n, prob. Spengel?, mévtws 

Scaliger a6 névtasg L a7 tig om. @ BB recte a8 nvr] nhvtas B || 

transp. > 0 c&vatoxvvtos post mpcEer L || koi? om. L || ott ut vid. A a9 

novtos] néivta L || rasura duarum litt. post esAap- K al0 Koi & det om. B 

al2 dé] 57) n (é etiam schol Rep 563a8) || t& B] om. cett. (etiam schol Rep 563a8) 

recte || 6 {A} a13 nav] névtas schol Rep 563a8 || Set L = a4 BovAdpevos Setv 

haud sana esse putat Susemihl, oidpevog Setv Rassow?, BovAdpevog [Setv] schol Rep 

563a8, ci. Bekker recte al5 cve péoov B al6 névtos] néaveto L || 

okdortov + 6 n || ab Spengel?] odtdg @ recte || wdtd¢g + yop K1, del K? || Geypotkos ci. 

Susemihl al7 nwo L] ns cett. a19 edtpéneros. Kai — torordtn’ PlAior Ci. 

Susemihl a21 mpGéw n a22 dvtwv] npocdvtmv a B recte || tpooteOets a || 

anexOnkos ut vid. L a24 ave péoov B a27 abdt® yp. Casaubon] att 

a28 Npwvetas K a29 87] 5& C D Bas.”, prob. Spengel? recte a30 abt 

Bekker] «dt «@ || spooxoiobpevog {L} a32 adt® P L] adté cett. || transp. 

MPOGTOLODPEVOS post adtO B B a33 10] 7 C  a34 Drapyovtwov + adh B 

a35 odt@ Casaubon] avt® w 

bi mpdotepov a L! || ei AdBopev Ald., dv AéPoyev Tauchnitziana, AdPopev 

Spengel? b2 di] 5 Spengel?, autem I || transp. éott post vopov (b3) B b3 

prow L || npooté&ttet] mpdtter n, mpcattew K2 (= corr.?), keAever (in mg.) K? = rec.) 

b7eciow L — b8 npootd&rtovev L, npétter B, yp. mpa&ttetv corr. nigro atramento 

Laur. 81,12 || tots {A} b9 transp. upévev post duxators B || téAev0g a L,
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tedéws ego || tO Stkoarov Spengel? _b11 te aut ye L || ob] odd€ B b12 dixkarov + Ff 

K || tiv om. A || Kate] Kad te C b13 dixo1e + 7 L || 6vto secl. Scaliger, ‘non 

male’ Spengel?, ‘male’ Susemihl b14 6? om. € || 63 om. ¢ b15 éavrov] 

avtov B b15-16 GAAo tod] GAA’ od tod A, 0d tod L b16 xpoeipnpévon L || 

Kate + tov @ || tots] tobtOIg L 

1193b19-1198b20 Codd: CP © a), AL(=B), KV (=). Bn =C 

1194 

b20 pév om. Lb21 adtots L] adtots a A 7 || EAGtTOVa? ego b22 obtws 

GdiKetv B V] obtws Hduxov K, od dikatov a b23 oidv te Spengel? || SfjAov + Sti 

(altero étt manente) A b25 dt + Kai L || t1¢ secl. Spengel?, om. Stobaeus 

146,13 || DrEepBoAtic a, DrEpox Tis et Stobaeus 146,13 b26 76] tO K! b27 

TAEOV a B b29 transp. &v post etn @ || post &v rasura sex litterarum V b31 

Etepov + & (= &pa?) pallidiore atramento L b33 év dixatio Koi] Kai TO Sikanov, 

conferens b9, b12, b18, b24, b35 Spengel?, prob. Armstrong b34 kai add. 

Rieckher recte || év secl. Rieckher, perperam || 5tkatov év — dé secl. Spengel? || év B] 

om. a n, prob. Spengel?, secl. Dirlmeier recte b35 dé ye L || tot] trv 

Spengel?, cf. E.N. 1131a17 b36 Kai! om. D b37 transp. tO! post dikatov 7 || 

dtka1ov? secl. Armstrong b37-8 om. Kai to — éAaryiototg V', suppl. in mg. V2 

b37 t t@ P? (= rec.)] tobtw a, td ToOtTO(1) BK V? {V1} b39B + Kai L V || t& 

secl. Sylburg, Spengel? 

al t& om. V, secl. Spengel? a3 dAtya!] OAtyov V!, corr. V? rec.) || transp. 

exer post TeTovyKds (a4) n 5-6 ws — OAtya om. M Cois. a5 6é] xa L || 

pal pndéva a6 Koit+OL a6-7 7 Stkaov ut vid. K, corr. K? rec.) a8 

oikovopog C all abtots L] avtots cett. al2 tv om. V al3 att] 

coradtyn L, <> odth amicus Wilsonis (si dativi sequentes recte se habeant, prob. 

Wilson) || yewpydc] yempéetpns C || <apd¢ to> tod otkoddp0v Wilson al3-146 

OiKOSOLLOS <mpdg TO> TOD yempyod Wilson, tO tod oikodopov tH TOD yempyod 

Armstrong, 6 oikoddp10¢ t00 yewpyod ci. Susemihl si <mpdg tO> Wilsonis (213) 

accipeatur al6 52 abty <> Spengel?] 8 y adth a An, 5é 7 deh L || tag 

noaArtetas a recte || transp. Zouwe post etva (al7) o a7 eivor] yew A a8 70? 

om. 6 || 8’] 84 Armstrong || &varoyor K, d&veAoy L || énei Se] Exevst_a a9 roret] 

novetran B || adtod nH] adtohHa A,om.L a20 xai om. af recte a21 Evopitoev ut 

vid. A!, corr. A? a22 0d om. a, od V' || transp. tadta post n&vta a A recte || 

éotiv 1] Kat tL a, Eotiv. Kat TL A, oti Kat tives L (sed - veg pallidiores sunt), s.1. 

add. Kat ti V? || spooayopedovtes A M a23 vopiopatt n, corr. ut vid. V? || Kai] 

mpog B, supra Kai add. mpdg V? a24 dAAayTW L || GAANAOS B, &AANAOD K || 

Kai toot a V? (= rec.)] om. n, Kal K? (= rec.), kai todto B a25 ovvéxer B 

recte a27 t1¢ EE1c Ellebodius, Spengel*, conferens E.N. 1134al, prob. Armstrong, 

<> th Fer Dirlmeier a29 dé + Kai @ || Kai t0 L K2 V, Bonitz!] om. a, coi AK}, 
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Kai 6 D || netovOds V, avtineovOas D a29-38 Michael of Ephesus in E.N. E. 

(Hayduck, p.31, 25-30) a30 & énotnoé tig V a31 5é Susemihl] 574 w, Mich. 

Eph., Anon. (Heylbut, p.222, 18-22) || oto1 L a32 taxdtO a B, tTavTh K, tadta 

V1, om. Rav. || 5 secl. Spengel?, om. Anon. a33 tOv] tO P!, corr. P? (= corr.”) || obK] 

obvy &nag fors. legit Mich. Eph., prob. Spengel? || Sixo1ov B Rav. I, Anon. recte || 

CAAM] Covare, AAG Anon., semel sed T° a34 om. éotw V || &vaA0y(@) L 

a35 6 om. L n, suppl. V? || tov om. L || BéAti@ P!, corr. P? (= libr. ipse vel corr.’) || 

odtm + Kai L a39 &KoAovOrjoovta K || mpOtepov V!, corr. V? 

b18& +t A b4 dnp] zepi L || Exioxeyig V b5 Sr] 5é Ald. || Stxcatdv tr 

Bonitz!] Sixa1ov 76 a L n, dixarov Kai 7 A || viov C b6 mpdg + tov A b7 

to add. Bonitz! b9 noAttat Bekker] moAitor PL, noArtuKot C A 7 recte || 

BobAovto L? (= rec.), (kv)ovtor ut vid. L' b10 étepor + tH SE W6 VID TPdG 

ROTEPK KOL CiKétH Mpds SeondtHV, CiKOVOLIKOV TL Sikonov gotl. A || tH SE] 7 SE 

ao L  b12 nodi a V7] nondi C, pedi T || post gyé aliquid additur in mg. A, fors. 

Kewevov reading || oSte B] ob8é cett.b13 dv om. L V ||O6 om.aB b14 tt om. A 

b15 AdPor o || cx’? Ambos. B 84 sup. post correctionem (teste Wagner), ci. Bekker] 

dn’ @ || cen’ edt secl. Spengel?, cf. E.N. 1134b11 b16 adtod C P? (= rec.)] adric 

CP! b17 @Aovow V || doubts CL, wo 8 abtag P = 18 mpdg + TOV 

b19 6 om. V || GAN’ HS @ || Zotw adtH] AdTH Eotw oO b20 adtov ego 

b22 8) om. C b23 dvSpde Kai yovarkds a b24 th oArtUKA Sixan L || xeipeov B 

b25 isdtnt0g nis BV b26 adta@v] adtod V b27 70] Kai 70 L || npog &vdpo.] 

Kai a&vipi A || noAtiuK@v C  b28 got om. A || év + cf L || ante h add. Kai o B 

b31 petonécovta] petatpenta V  b32 yap om. A || petaAapBavovow + ét V', 

del. V2 b33 pedret@pev D, ci. Sylburg] - Gpev o || transp. tavtes ante tf] Vb34 

yevotwes’ P ——-b35 4 Se€uc ... BEAtUOV Armstrong recte b35-6 tHv dipiotepOv 

  

Sylburg b36 KGv] Koi a, add. é&v s.1. P? (= rec.) || movotpev C? (= rec.) 

b37 St] ei Gpa V || toOe’ £otiv V!, tod’ Eotiv od V? (= rec.) b38 7 om. © || 

tovom. A  b39 d&protepé2 om. n, suppl. K? 

al dcadtus + Kai B || transp. j} post ei L, nd’ ei Scaliger, “sine causa’ Spenge? 

|| wetoPGAAOL o B || LetoPGAAOL + Sue tiv HetaPaAAor Cl, del. C?a2 ovkK] pr 

Spengel? || transp. Sixoov post gboer V || GAA’? L a3 toOt0] St Dirlmeier, <6t1> 

codto? ego || Sikatov + futvid.L,+47D a4Avom. V || vopnowpev a, corr. P? (= 

rec.) || todtw a, corr. P? (= libr. ipse ut vid.) a5 koi om. n, suppl. K? © corr.') V? a7 

tO] t@ B || td? P? (nescioquis)] ti B, {P!} a8 ottw a L] of sic A, od K, om. V|| 

zavtov B Bekker] tadt6 a B K V2 ut vid.,om. V! a9 odk got S5é om. n, suppl. in 

mg. V? || 00? + 7 B V al0 otov — éott om. L || 16! om. 1 || tv secl. Bekker 

all 75n om. aal4 t om. V al7-19 ottws — Evexa om. B al7 o0tog K? V || 

SUKMLOV <tL> EZO a18 6! om. @ || Gducog] Stxatog Vs al 9 Evexev a recte ||
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transp. todtov post eidag a a21 moAgpLOv] mOAEpOV ut vid. V', corr. V2, €xOpov L || 

anmoKtetvew K] &roKxtevetv a AV, &noKtévetv LL a21-2 pév 1 LK? & rec.)] 

pévtor a An, wév Rav. a22 pévtot] pév ti A, dé L || o08€év B recte, od 

Spengel? || éxei] dot’ C, dote P, Wote Enei A, Eotiv ego a23 toto] tobtTH V 

a24 704] yr dé L || PAGrtn CV = a25 pH’ Bekker] p78’ @, ph 8 AK, pr Se L, 

pnd’ V || Kai om. 26 ddixijoetev Spengel? a29 npdtter C P? {P} || 7 om. a 

a31 &iKk0¢ ci. Vettori, Rassow?, aitiog 6, et post torottog o || yap om. L_ a33 adtot 

a, in mg. K?] abtfig A, abdtots L K!, adtots V || metv G 34 &yvoroavte V || 

Koi B] om. a nrecte a35 Gyvodv A || doo pév paene evanuerunt P || Kat’ adtds o 

V a37 tod] toBt0 a a38 72 om. K 

b4 od« Hdt&] OD Kat’ ate A || 005] oO}K V Rav. b5 57 s.1. P, om. B || 

nog CLK ~~ b7-8 % — Exdvteg om.a —bB odK] 003’ Pb10 adtotsg a b1l ci] 

gig C || fxew om. V, suppl. V2 (= rec.) || 8’ om. B V, fors. corr. A? = rec.) b12 

&r6tt0 K || Exdv! om. V || Exe@v]! ex@v A b13 nékAw + obv V_ bIS transp. &AAO 

post ti o B recte b16 tw dve’] ta,00’ @ =b17 ci 58 ph, GdueTton. a B V, et yop 

un, GSuketrar Frede || obS8 — &pa om. aB V recte b18 0ovx V——b19 

KOAAoRiCovta a, corr. P? (= rec.) || totg tovodto1g Rav. b20 EAGpPavov] EAoPov 

B b22 ei 8’] 018’ a, corr. P? (nescioquis) || bucrjoaot A’, corr. A? (libr. ipse) 

b23 tobto1g] tots torodtorg L || dStcotvtor K || dSukotvtor + ot K b24 ei {A} || 

etkOvtar A V!, corr. V? b25 dé L, ci. Susemihl] 57 cett. || tadt0 Kai om. V || 

tots toiovtorg Adyorsg Susemihl] tods torobtovg Adyoug @ recte, tots Ev TOLlobtOIS 

AOyors Ald. || 6 om. L b26 wbdrdv] Exvtdv a B recte b27-8 te PadAc — dpa adtOg 

abtov om. V_ b28 BAdarter + 8’ a, fors. recte || dpa K || abdtov] adtov A || wbt0D] 

avdtod C b29 6 secl. Rieckher || k@AGer a B, Kol Aderego b31 SE ye] 8’ C, 

é PB || xpcettet] apcttew V b32 adtov] adtdv A b33 t& om. B || wdtH P A 

b34 6 om. V || adtdv] adtov A}, corr. A? (rec.) || Exdv om. A || &v add. aut hic aut 

post 008’ vel cduxeTt Spengel? b35 dpa A 36 adtov B] adtOg & 7 recte 

b37 ovitws] otog A || yep L || supra yop add. 6 A || @ om. L b38 

TMPATTEL TATTEL] TPCOTATTEL EZO 

al toto V}, corr. V? a2 ei del. K? recte, ei K? || pq] pv L a4 Gpa P, napa V, 

corr. V2 |[abdtov A a6 taDta] tH toLtadta o@ B || fiv] 7 non conieciendum, Jaeger! 

a7 transp. odK évdéyetar post xpovov (a8) La8-9 o08’— &kovta secl. Ramsauer, 

Armstrong all adtov'Jabdv L {A} al7 AopBcver Ald. = all 9 

napaKkataenknys L, xapaOnkny P! K!, corr. P? (libr. ipse ut vid.) K? (= corr.) || 

anootepobvtes V2, {V1} a21 napoKatodyKknys L a22 Eavtob!] adtod 

Bekker || Eavtot? L y] abdt0d ao €, adtod A a24 adtiv!] adtdv C || wbtOv2] adtOV A 

a27 avtiig Casaubon] odtiig w a28 év wor] Euwoy@v ut vid. V}, corr. V? || - 

pa {A} || ddtknpLa, tHv] GdienLdtov n, corr. K? (= corr.?), V? || €om add. s.1. P? =



1196 

1197 

142 

rec.), om. @ recte a29 d& Susemihl, porro Valla ( 5€)] yap @ recte || 7 Bas.1] 76 

@ || t om.a@ Cois. a30 adt0v a AK a31 dot’ Ev] ote V a32 Ev om. V || 

Tog ToLodtoIg] todt0Ig L || KStKHWA L a33 om. adtov C a34 ndtepov V || 

év om. L a35 dt obv A || éxovtor L || 7 + év B || Kod + év L || &rovetyaver A2 

{A} a37 KQv] 008’ dv A 

b1 o6tos <6’> ci. Susemihl || post Gduxet rasura octo litterarum V_ b2 cA Geto 

(sic) K!, corr. K? © libr. ipse) || pq] o}K L b2-3 tatty pev cducet] GduKeT pev 

cadty V, tobty dduKeT B b3 7 adr] 10 HOTA A, tavtH K, tavtd Vb4 

érerdi] érei 1 b5S nepi?] napa L || et] 1B b6 npd&ttopev F || 10] tov V || pev] 

pévydp sic Rav., pév yop M!, wévtot M2, prob. Spengel? = b7 npc&ettew + BéAtICtOV 

a, + 00 BéAtIotov M_Ob8 iv ef] &v @ || transp. &ptota post dv L_ bY dé Spengel? 

b10 dvacdernoovte V || dytewh got a, Dylews € b11 lacunam post Adyov posuit 

Casaubon || tig L b13 SwpicOnpev C K || post pév rasura unius litterae, fors. 

vel y P 

b14-15 Aoyov Exov tO 5é KACYoV LOptov V7] 

MOYOV EXOVTOS LOPtoD nN, 

AOyov &xov 16 8 &Aoyov (eSAoyov ut vid. A). Kai tod Adyov Exovtog popiow a A, 

éxov AOyov 70 8 GAOyov Kai to Adyov Exovtog Loptov L 

b15 gow ci. Spengel? || 8] dy € || €xov om. L b16 Adyov B] evAoyov n, 

EAAoyov K2, &v AOyov a B V2 || wopiov + Adyov K -b17 Stu ei A b18 yévout’ av C 

b18-19 Etepa GAAAwV Eotiv a B recte b19 yppa@pe te V7] xpapLato 

b20 woabtws + 5é a, secl. Spengel? b21 d&kof| + + ut vid. A b22 opotws dé] 

a@oandtws Spengel? b23 éxei Si Susemihl] éxet 8’ a B recte, éxei n, ci Si et ci. 

Susemihl b24 coi to] kat& V!, corr. V? || eivor + det a B recte b25 8’] 

yap, nisi b23 ei restituere praestat, ci. Susemihl recteb26 dip’ V, om. B b27 

vonte <Kal t Lev EmotnLoviKoy nepl tT vorntda> tO dé Ellebodius || todé A}, corr. 

A? || Kai mpoorpetiKov om. 7 || zepi] Eg V-b28 te om. L_ b29 BovAdpeOa V', corr. 

Vv? b30 xpoeAduevos V!, corr. V2, npoetAopévorg A || ante got? add. 3’ Rassow! 

recte b30-1 nepi — nxp@éou dubitanter secl. Armstrong b31 Kai a] 7 B, om. 7 || 

Kal? + 7 L || to8] tig V1, corr. V2 b33 tov om. L || tov aicOntov N, tH aicOntH 

Cois. b3457] 6é L b35 ta&xAnO00c Spengel!?] dAnBobs w, <tod> dA nBots 

coniecerat Rieckher b35-6 koi — oxorobpe0a corrupta sunt: fors pro ws (b35), ots 

aut év ots et pro oxonobpe8a, oxonmpEe8a (b36) legenda b3657] 58a LB, SV A 

V1, corr. V7,8° 7K b38 nepi + 70 L || Adyov V 

al dvatetvopevov] 757 Serkvbpevov Ellebodius, dvatewopevov Armstrong 

conferens E.N. 1169a9, prob. Pellegrin || mpaxtuc& V Rav. a2 éotiv om. L a3 

dn] dé L, ci. Susemihl || t om.a A a4 mK] om. a, 7 B V 

  

a5 nap] rept C 

|| GAA0 +t a A, + t1 ego || tiv? om. A a6 transp. nointik?) post oiktas V ||
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nape] mept C A a7 Opotws + Kat L || textovixfig] tod textovikod A a8-9 rap’ 

KotH TV] Tapa tiv V al0 72 om. A all odv om. aal2 xointd] norntiKe 

V1, corr. V? || zountatg C, nount” P, nountixots n = al3 Ev tots om. || mpaKtiKots 

n || t6 om. Al, add. A? ( rec.) al4 npaxtiky Kol mpootpetiky a = al 5 Kari? 

— dca om. 7 || doa + Koi L |leighei PK a6 15 + Kai Ald., Sy corruptum 

esse censet Bas.! || 5’ 4] 57) Spengel? a18 dpetas V! || Emtothpn V! || transp. pév 

post niong L || &pett gov V! al9 avdrH tis vel adr ci. Spengel?, prob. 

Stock a20 tv] tod ut vid. A a23 GAA’ O] GAAG Nn a26 edt Bekker, ipsa 

Valla] wvtn K!, atten cett. et K?, prob. Armstrong, tabty B.Michael a27 tT 

om. V!a28 te om. a29 todt& Spengel?] tata  recte a34 <t&> cei Donini! || 

dvta] Exovte B a36 éotw Gel M? (= fort. libr. ipse)] €otiv “7 sic C, Eottv 7 P, 

éotw 7 B, éotw n, gotiv & Z, 7 éoti Bas.3, yp. & éott Casaubon, cet €or 

Ellebodius, Bekker 37 odkét + torabta V!, corr. V? || éxovta L || 70] 7 o B, ut 

Valla || GAA0 t1 Rav.] GAAnNAG cett., &AAc ci. Susemihl a38 GAAG + Kol A 

bi éxeitvos — ovpgépet om. n, add. s.l. V2 b2 dpa P b3 ante dic add. 

Kai A || codto Susemihl] tobtov @ (tod’twv A) || transp. dfjAov post dv (b4)a = bS 

ei C?, ei ut vid. C' || yop] yap gotw A b5-6 70d pLoptov — Exovtwmv 

secludendum? Donini! b7 yeipw yap] xetpov a, xetpov yap P? (libr. ipse ut vid.) || 

yop? om. n, add. V2 b8 d&téiov V_ b9 ye om. L || €oiKdg A b10 post dfA0v 

rasura fere trium litterarum K b11 4] Koi C, ci. Susemihl, fu ut vid. K!, corr. K? (= 

rec.) || mepi] nope L || tt K? © rec.) {K"} || 8’ 11 82 Spengel?, 3) 7 Susemihl 

b12 cvvetos n08 A 13 Svvartiic B || etvor add. Spengel?, (cf. 99b19) bi14 

Likp@v] pkpdv V || S P? (= rec.), ci. Rieckher] te wb16-17 Kai odK — Ppovipov 

om. V!, suppl. in mg. V? sed et iam Kai od« — todtov omissa sunt b17 yapicers C 

b18 tc om. B b20 nH C b21 Kaiom. A b25 transp. Exaotov post 

yévouto (b26) L b26 yivovto ci. Susemthl || tpaxtiKOv 71 Rav., corr. K? 

b27 obv + Sewdg L  b27-8 tots torodto1g — taBta] tobto1g — tadro aut tots 

tovovto1g — toidta ci. Spengel? —_b28-35 dnoprioeve — Adyous transponenda 

post 97a30 aut 97b10 Dirlmeier b29 cogiag] purocopiag L b30 ye] om. a 

b31 4 om. 7 || -xép del. ut vid. B b32 gotiv + 1 a, del. P? (=corr.!)  b33 

<WUX Tig HOpto> dvta Spengel? || Ev + tH] L b34 nepi Bekker] bxép @ || kal om. B 

b35 GAXOTPIAs L, &AAOTPLOVS € || DnEp + tHig A Ambros. B 84 || woxfig] ‘aut 

lacunosum aut corruptum’ Susemihl, cogtag Ambros. B 84 post correctionem teste 

Wagner, ci. Vettori, Spengel!?, adtfig Spengel!, prob. Armstrong, Donini!, <coptas 

A€youev, Enel Dngp> woytig Spengel!, <coptas ev tots dDaep> woxfig Arnim! || tods 

MOYO] TAG oKeweis L b39 mpog] éxt L 

al eioi Spengel?] got K, got cett., prob. Dirlmeier 

  

| Ber] Over L, AOyo Donini!
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a2-3 odoo1 — énryvopevan corrupta || a2 transp. émvywopevon (a3) post npoapécer 

Rassow! || ofco1 om. L || || teAéag P A] teAetws C, tode wg K', t6de, > K?, téwmg L 

V? ut vid. {V}} a3 <kai> éxoivetai Spengel?, prob. Rassow? || om. ém- V!, 

secl. Spengel?, add. in mg. V7 a4 aiitn om. A ||) del. P? a6 MpooTEpEvNV 0, 

corr. V? a7 ob« got <énouveth> Rassow’, prob. Donini!, od got <dpett> 

Rassow’, od Eott <teAeia> Armstrong a8 odd’ oS 0168 at aBp a9 7H] 

tadta C, dot’ Rassow4, prob. Donini! || dpeti] apetiv Rav., thy dpetav L 

al0 tic Gpetig L = al L AdyousG al4 yop om. Lal5 pév] dé aut pévtor 

(conferens 82a16) ci. Susemihl || oStot B, prob. Spengel?] obtm¢ a 1 || mpagor 

Bekker] npdéer a n, npcéVi L, mpcén Be, post -€ {A}, mpdere ego al8 

Kedeverev n, corr. K? V? || cered(o)etev + Gv An a21 Emavetiv + dpBdg SE AOYOS 

f| povijois éottv Donini!, cf. 00a3-4a22 om. L a23 dv om. || yivorto ci. 

Susemihl a24 Hom. 1 || 7? om. 7 || GAAon + at L a25 S071] duce 70 € || 

mpaxtiKov L || Kai V P? (= rec.), prob. Spengel?, et T]om.a BK Brecte a26 1 

Rassow!3] tig @ a28 dv om. K B, év Va29 abdti KB, avdtip sic V || 

npoordtter K, xpotécter V1, corr. V? || &vdpeta.] &peti ego || et] 1 A V || oben B, ci. 

Ellebodius, Spengel? a30 npoottetter K', corr. libr. ipse K? || ye] te Z a31 

teAetov ut vid. P || Koi! n, om. o B || Kad? K, om. cett. || transp. éxorvett post cpetr 

L a34 év] 7 V || oikodopiKt} V a36 Kai om. Aa37 énoter] én 1 || nountiKds + 

odtog A || 58] 8’ av B, dé Kat K a38 tv? om. B 

bl drnpetikds L || &pa] dpa P, om. n b2 xoi — danpetixds om. L || 

adtod om. D, sed spatium sex litterarum adest || 06 add. Bonitz!, post nountiKog 

Breier, {L} || 6 del. V2, om. Rav., retinet Bonitz!, Breier || DanpetiKdg] Danpétns 

Wilson, Spengel?, bxnpet@v Bonitz! b3 Koi om. L b4 transp. m&oo1 post eior (b5) 

A b6 yop av B, ci. Spengel? recte || adr?) K || npootéEn B K, Spengel? recte || 

odtws + kat Lb7 ot] ot @ || Kata tabtasg A? L b9 tf om. K || transp. mé&vtov 

post wort a bil odk d&pyer) dadipyxer A || pi}ow + Gt & Brecte b13 oikd A’, 

corr. A? || ott V', corr. V2 (= rec.) b14 odtos] ottwg V', corr. V? || dpxer + tHv B 

b15 éxetvog sic P b15-16 éxAdnton dnd TOV GvayKaiwvL = b 18 go om. B 

b18-19 Kai 7] tod Spengel?, kai tH V', corr. V2 = rec.) b19 awdtijg Bekker] 

HOTS @
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b27 e€advvatet + Kai a b28 A€éyeu] A€yeton Laur. 81,12 b29 tad // 

povpevos L || MBobAeto & B recte, 7] BobAetar Vb 30 tS] t& L, Kart Casaubon, 

Rassow!3, secl. Spengel? recte, ‘falsum’ Susemihl || transp. ka0’ — diopicon post 

dé Spengel? b33 vopov s.1. L || mapéAimev L b34 éoti + pév L || tadte 

Casaubon] tatra wm b35 tc! {L} || kai? om. € b36-7 t@ py) — tod 

vopodétov om. V, suppl. in mg. V2 b36 diopic®o C || ante KpitiKds add. 6 pév 

odv Dirlmeier, 6 yap? ego || Ov + D0 C b37 kai yuyv@oKov om. o, ‘non 

male’ Spengel? || yivaoxw V? || du <G> ego b38 pév om. L || €AActneton L || 

dtkatog L 

al &vev + tg a BK recte, non habet V || evyvapoobvns 1 Emetkere cl. 

Spengel? ||) + tovndtm™ La. 7 BE Sr I 1 3’ TH5y & B recte || Kai om. B, 

perperam || supra Koi add. 76 P? rec.), 1% kai Rav., Kal t> M = a3 Kpiow + TOV 

n a4yesl.L,om. V a5 npaKxtixcé A || 6vtx om. Va7 7? PLKIGCAV 

a8 énitex tik?) L || spaKtots B, yp. Casaubon, ci. Bonitz!, Spengel?] npaxtiKots a 

1 || copgepwtctov C all tiom.L al2 Kate + tov B || ev in &vev s.1. A {L} 

al4 note om. Rav. || <év> tf ci. Spengel? || tiv évtevwv ego a15 otov om. B 

|| Sxotov V! || A] 4 V_ al8 transp. dv post d6€evev Cal9 &ropfjoo. V a20 

transp. Kai! post BAdartew A || d¢ CG] Scov a, Og Cois., @ Armstrong, Dirlmeier 

a2lév {L} —a22 eideth (sic) P a26 té&yaOdv V || TapaKoAovBetv + tO 

péyiotov c&yabdv tv Ppdovyow (cf. a25-6) C! P!, del. C! (rubro atramento) et P! 

a28 Kai t — &yaddv om. V || «dt C AK a30 -petv {L} a30-1 Kata 7’ 

iatpikhy A, Kat tiv iatpikty L V a31 nepinointiKov L a32 néevtes L || 

&héBopos B Rav., (corr. libr. ipse A) a33 KAdoets o || Dyvewe Sylburg] Dyewat o 

a34 nointike 4] -ot a B a36 éoti] St a37 % 8) A || 75q + Kai C || 

odv] kal A 

b1 o@ in iatpicy s.1. P || @oadtws 8’ a || obv aut puncto ante Sti deleto 

secludendum aut in y&p mutandum esse ci. Spengel? b2 kai 7 topawvig delenda 

b3 ei] 7 C || wdc C A, add V' || Stakepévon A b4 paAAov L_ b6 adtH B 

b7 abt a V || pévtor + tO A b8 adtdg] Hdta V! || EavtoOv a b9 tovs 

@lAOUS b11 transp. pév post ddixio? a b13 adtO 6 =o 14 Eo B 

b15 xpjoac8a1 A sb 16 tobt -V b17 SH] dé ci. Susemihl b19 dvvayn C 

|| rAObtO + Kai A || Sovatdg C b20 koi om. Lb21 dpiotat] as eipnto. 7 

b23 dv om. V! || Gpxerv?] apy? ego b24 84 18 ef @ ut vid., 5é corr. aliquis P? || 

tig] note L || Exvtdv V, wbtov ego 26 Kai! om. L || miPepvav P b30 tO] tH P 

b31 ov« P? (= nescioquis)] om.  recte, del. P? || &pyfic] & x fig (sic) C b32 

evKivyto@tepov ut vid. C! b33 woxf C || transp. yop post patios K', corr. K?
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b33-4  G@pa V7] tH cdpati a B recte, tT GHpLAata 7 b34 odta €] obtos a, 

obtws sic P? (= rec.) b35 obtog a, corr. P? (= rec.”) b36 7] ein K || Guo) 

CAKa n, corr. V? b37 notep’ &v a B] NOT Kv 1H, corr. V2, nOtE hv C2 

al detv secl. Spengel?, Susemihl || tv om. 7 || <év> © Spengel? a2. mpoaipesis 

vel 1] pocipeots Spengel? || Aoyw Kai 7H secl. Spengel?, 7 <é>Adyw Kal <év> 

(‘sensum pervertit’ Spengel*) Scaliger a3 ji tO Rieckher, Bonitz?, prob. 

Rassow?] 70 Gio ow, ia Kai tO mg. Bas.3, prob. Susemihl, <@> & pa to olim ci. 

Rassow!, <ei> tO Gua Spengel?, Ga 0 Ellebodius, éy1o anon. in editio Bodleiana 

Camotii || €Aéo8ou C, AéyeoOar B || kai! om. a B || Kai mapéoton secl. Ellebodius || 

post fv rasura duarum litterarum ut vid. V a4c.p. eivoi Rassow!, p.p. o 

a5 c.p. kaAov V, p.p. cett., Rassow! || &peti] dpeti) a B a6 7) secl. Bonitz?, 

Spengel?, aut 7] <banpetetv> vel <dmoxKobew> vel i <net8ec8o1> vel simile quid 

Bonitz?, retinet 7] Dirlmeier || xpécttet a L || tpootétter <npiitterv> vel npcrter 

<mpcitteiv> Dirlmeier a7 6] © y || &yer 1, corr. V? || t yap om. V! a8 ovte yap 

d&vev {L} al0 GAAG + Kai C || nH C  al2 cenopioetev cv Tig vel ceropetto 

Spengel? || note {L} a16 c&ndets] secunda littera {P'} al7 peyé8ous secl. 

Spengel? || kai om. L al8 éav {L} al9 -on (e napayévryton) {A} || ob? add. 

Bonitz!, Spengel?, corruptelam suspicatus est iam Casaubon, om. , prob. Breier (4 

ob @noiv) (conferens Bonitz Observ. Critic. in Arist. Metaph. p.16) || pnotv @, secl. 

Scaliger, prob. Ramsauer || tijg L V] om. a A K recte a20 preyoAn yrvouévn] 

petarovopévy ut vid. L a21 pnotv om. L, secl. Spengel? a22 tis {L} || 

yap Spengel?] 88 @ || 4 s.1.C a23 xorg L || yevouévy L || toOto odk] 0b tobto V 

a26 nopayi- B a27 nopayi- B a28 yprjcetor A K? (= rec.) M] 

xphontor a L 7 || Op8@¢s om. 7H a29 57 7 Spengel?] 8’ H a V, 37 B K recte || 

t? om. Grecte, add. sl. V2 a30 ciate] onep Ald. || tv] 7 pev C, A pév P 

a31 ai om. || A) fj Bas.2  a32 wQAAov Lota A || got. om. LL a33 odoe V', 

corr. V2 (= rec.) || yop {L}  a35 pév Ald.] pév odv o recte || péxpt] petexer A 

a37 xai2 om. a L, secl. Spengel? —-a37-8 4 Gpett) — &tonot corrupta esse 

suspicatur Sylburg, ei &pett Kod [fh] Kaxta, adtat eiow ctonor aut ei dipEeth Kal 

[n] kaxia adtor, gotiv c&torov Spengel? || 4] ego || Kai? — Koto secl. 

Winterbottom 

bl atty] adtyn V, 7 tovmbtyn a b2 tavte] tatta V b3 évavtiodta! n, 

corr. K? || €vavtiodtat? Vs 5 tH] om. || - vopeva {L} b6 Kat cpettic delenda 

b7 tiow + éotw A b9 dé 1] 5é @ fort. recte, 54 Spengel? b13 &vovopog dé K] 

avaovoLosg V, &vOvupLos obv cett., GAA’ odK ci. ego || Hdt A b14 BeAtiov A 

K] BéAtiov cett. recte || tv c&petav M b15 BeAtiov B V2, BéAtistov Spengel? 

b16 tf? om. n b17 SE] 8H CA H b18 koi om. K || 7 {L} b20 av suppl. 

Bekker || det Laur. 81,12 b22 Koi evavtiovpévev om. C b23 Koi tadto0 

{L}  b26 xaxe! + Kol A b26-7 Kaxé eiow {L} b27 dovw’ K_ b29 det’) 

dete V || ob Si] 008’ V, odk mg. Bas.? b30 nOavas] pavépws ci. Winterbottom
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b31 ywopevov] Aeyopevov L b33 A] kai L, 7D  —»b34 dK Av SdEetev. Gtonov 

yap nl dv S0€evev &tonov a Brecte b37-8 évavtiodtar <**ad- >t pt) aut 

évavttobta tH [pt] Spengel? recte, Evavtrodtar <,d00’ ad- >t 17) ci. Susemihl, 

prob. Armstrong b38 dcipa a BV b39 ein om. H 

a2 npobéo8or V1, corr. V2 a3 pr om. C || eid6vta C, ei86t D || dt] odt1 ut vid. 

A || od del. K?, om. Cois. recte a4 d6Eavta a, SoEcioavta Rav. || ye om. A 

a5 weynpev C || 6] 70 V!, corr. V?__—_ a6 ante oi add. 008’ ot V!, del. V? || 54 om. V 

a7-8 yop 1. B V a8 yap! om. C || copBaivet éxotoov M] ovpBaiver P! y 

recte, Exoiovv ovppatverv C P2, cvpBatver Bad Exotovv secl. Susemihl perperam 

all mpotepov 6, corr. K? V2 al2 goto + a@odpdg V', del. V? || Seoioer C al2-13 

exew adtov A V al4 énOvpierov KpateWv L || pt del. P?, secl. Ellebodius, 

Rassow!3, Spengel?, retinet Dirlmeier recte || Go. Ln, corr. V2? all 5 o0K orton 

ét. A V || 0! Rav., prob. Rassow!3, Spengel?] ob w, prob. Dirlmeier recte || gotiv 

Rassow!] ston @, prob. Dirlmeier 16 pnbév a A V] o0€ev K, pndév L || transp. 

mOAW ante Kal a al7 tv] tt_vov Rassow? a18 wextéov L || t1g 8.1. C 

a19 doxett] Soxet tH n, corr. K? a22 npcrrter D, mpcGer Rassow? recte 

a23-5 h yao — KaAr@v delenda, aut &yétm (a24) in fyyev mutandum et o dé (a24) — 

TOV KAA@V (a25) delenda a24 dwpoptétm V2 (= rec.) a24-5 tHv Aoyiopo@v K 

Vv? a25 &xpatis {L} a27 8’ om. a a29 éyxpatiis] &Kpatis, A || dé yé Eottw 

O] pév ye éotiv o Ald., 5é ye ovo Armstrong a31 7 — KOA@v] corrupta aut 

mutilata Susemihl, 7 Adyw tOv KAA@V <od npcEer O ydip AGyog> Rassow!, Adyos 

rv KoA Bonitz? (cf. a21) || kwAdoeta1 Amerbach, Dirlmeier recte, KoA doer 

<abvtov> Scaliger a32 x@Avoe1 ci. Susemihl, k@Abeto1 Amerbach, Dirlmeier, 

K@ADGETAL EgO a33 ryayev V] fiyev cett. || mpcictmv] mpc&tav C a35 3° 1] 

dP a36 Gxpatis] éyKpatis @ .a38 mepi tO V', corr. V? a39 cpopicetev K! et 

ut vid. (a in ras.) Cois.', corr. K? (= rec.) 

b2 dé om. o@ sed add. (libr. ipse ut vid.) s.1. P || obv om. a, ‘haud male’ Spengel? 

b3 transp. €6Ket post etvar B || &noparetv y b4 ovdév a = 6. TH] 70 1, 

corr. K? V? || guet&motov C L || od0év 24] od8év wm recte b7 d6Ens V7] d6Gac a A 

n recte, d6€av L, n 40Ea tots ci. Bekker - “‘perperam’ Susemihl || éyove1 L 7 recte, 

corr, V? || 76 V? a] t@ € recte || ot in motedew {L} b8 eixe Spengel? || d0Gav + @v 

70 pév EotLV tI Emothny Exeww extotacbo1 = 01b11-12 K!, del. K? b9 dé 

Susemihl] 57) w, 5’ Spengel? recte b11 td! om. n b12 transp. tote post tig A 

bl13 exer K, &x P b15 comma ante tabty Sylburg b16 &tondv Eotiv adTOV 

BV bi19évsl.C b20 avtote] adc 7 || yop om. V—_—b21 84 Susemihl] dé 

L, 8 } cett., 54 7 ci. Susemihl recte b23 &toma a A b24 yévortot C || donep] 

ag yopego  b25 npotwv (sic) A || yivecOou] etvor L b26 mpotépav Spengel? 

b27 x0 tadtyv] dr’ GOTH N, Ex’ KDdTHY 24b28 odtwol a, corr. P? (= rec. ut vid.) 

b29 vyr1fj vel Dyfi, L_ b30 6] 06 Armstrong || éxtotnn om. L || ob P? A? L K? V] 

om. o& M A! K' recte b31 obv + 4 C!, del. libr. ipse b32 pév om. L |   EMLOTOYLOL
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add. Susemihl recte, éxiotatou add. Spengel? b33 otdev P_—-b35 ti pév] Kat 

tIYV TOO a b37 tadta PadAc] to QadtAc a, tata torrtto Armstrong fors recte 

|| éi pEpovg secludo b39 -3’ ottw {L} 

a4-5 dnodrayevtes - ciow om. a recte a5 néAwv om. Cois. || post eioww 

repetitur ob é&énece 8 adtHv O AGyos 00d’ H EmotHN: (= a3-4) V || obv add. s.1. 

P? © rec.), om. @ recte a6 mOALv secl. Spengel? male || npepetv K!, fpepetv 

K? (=corr.1) a9 > om. @ || Exopévon n, corr. V? || wextod tod {L} all 

Siawevodyevosg a V al2 Kai? + od L al3 t@ + @> V al4 7, om. A || 

oddé] 00 Ls al5 0d om. @ || tv om. V || <odK> EmOvp@v 5é Susemuhl, EemOvpdev 

3é <p> dubitanter ci. Wilson recte || xvOvopr@v] Ex1Oviobver B V? || 5é] “Kai sic L 

al7 0vd’] 00k @ al8 o08e] odte 58 K al9 conpatikai sic Va20 oiov om. B || 

pv + yap L || tes om. a A recte || oi Thomas] of @ recte a21 tiAAovtEs + TOG 

Rav. L (Thomas) || tptyas <, Etepor 58 tods Gvuyag> ex E.N. 1148b27 Thomas, 

Tpixas <, Etepor 8’ Svvxa¢g> Susemihl, vitium suspicatus erat Rassow3 || 

Siatpoyoo A || tig s.1.C 22 ei] fi K, 7 ut vid. V', Av V? a23 vidv s.l. C || 

vidv pact mote L, vidv pauctt note sic V-a24 k in Stkaornpio s.1. P? = corr.') || 

mov om. V || tomter A, vont L a24-6 Aéyovd’ — tots om. L a25 54 a] 7 A, 

det V, Soxet Cois. Utin. a26 doxet 7, &50xKer Sylburg, visum est Valla || 

Gpoptiav av sic V a27 <toodt¢> tg Armstrong || tov om. P!, add. P? (= corr.’) 

a28 odde] obSé ye (y’ A)B .a29 transp. GnA@s post éxorvetoi L a31 tH 8’ a] tH 

df G || Kai om. ¢ || wept + to L a32 otstws V || Av + etn L || kai? om. K recte 

a32-3 6 — eivon post 33 cmpatikat tri. Rassow!4, prob. Armstrong a32-40 

obv — etvar secl. Armstrong a33 Kai otov ai cmpatixal secl. Ellebodius recte, 

otov ai cw@potiKai secl. Dirlmeier || HSovai Rassow!3] ofov at @ a34 pas in 

aKpaciav {L} || &v add. Susemihl, todc’ dv Bekker || 8¢] yap ego || rept om. L, 

moa V a35 axpdétere 7 || transp. pev post th L || o}vom.L —a35-6 

obd« totiv — tyttWv om. A a37 Eotiv om. G a38 7] 7 ut vid. C 

b1 &xpati C, capac P || ag om. L V b2 avdtod a, ad” L || tpocOjcews 

A, mpo8ésews V b3 6 Gnd] ms 6 K, 6 ng V', corr. V? = b4 Kai om. A|| 

ot] 6g L b5 Serjoet ante wert add. ao B || om. det a B V b6 Gpxh) Opy? ut 

vid. K! b7 wextat An b9 Aéyetar] wéyetor L bl11 otcav V || 

&kpacta] &KoAacia L || ywextotépa L, editio Vallae (1590)] yextotétn a A 1, editio 

princeps Vallae b12 4] 4 C || tiv sl. L || got {L} b13 tv xondev delenda 

|| xpoOOpLMs] Ecotpas L b14 eizor ao A || dtav etxor {L} b15 npobeopia. L 

\| €& évexOévtes A || npd tob] mpdg 70 A b17 ypagtdv K et ut vid. A || némovOe] 

1 ENOVE Ci. EZO b18 dopyfig {L} b20 7! om. L_ b21 o@odpéic B || 7] ei 

Ald, ego b22 émtunte.o K', corr. K? © corr.) || tv om. a b23 ye secl. 

Spengel? || <> mpd¢ Armstrong b25 nope add. s.1., du deleto, P? (= rec.), 

nope. in linea Rav D, die @, inmg. D, od diaego =b27H oOL = b28 A ALI SV 

no- {L} b306 om. C  b31 Kpatéiv] éyKpativ C = 33. 1) et 1 om. V’, add.
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s.1. V2 b34 pi] piv Lb35 avayKoiws corruptum esee credo || cv tig GAO tig Vi, 

tig) del. V2 36 DxopLEvetv] Dropetvor L b38 ad] obv 7H || tig] tivog C 

al &xpartis! secl. Amerbach, Bonitz!, prob. Breier || 0 atdt6g] &KOAGMOTOG, 

si &kpotiys! retinere praestat, ci. Bonitz!, prob. Rassow! || 7 ot] nov n a2 tc] 

EoTLv a || Oteo8a1 a a3 adv Bekker] abt @ =a Exew Rav. Ald.] €xeu w recte 

|| edt Bekker] abt wo a5 éq’] mpdg Lab nOtEpov 7 || ediatdmtepos a B, 1 in 

rasura K || &vi supra edt P? = corr.') recte a6-7 otm — c&expatiis om. Ka7 odv + 

od L V || om. Gv € || tows : ody post dv in mg. P? (= rec.), tows ovx in linea Rav., 

om. « B V {K} recte || 0 yop] GAA’ Oo, nisi paivetor vel sim. additur Spengel? 

a8 evdiatmtepos o B K || supra ei aliquid {V7} || Aoyog om. A al0 potas n, 

corr. V? || 86&e1 évavtiog K', corr. K? || 66Ger V, 86En Vettori || S6Gevev + dv A 

all nOtepov V Cois. || xeipwv D || s.i. post xetpov Bonitz! || @ — dxd&pxer post 

Exetvog (13) tri. Spengel? || @] Sv ut vid. V!, corr. V? || Katé [ndév aut Tt secl. 

Arnim® || pndév tu drdpyer cceyabov L al2 7 @ cyadov peév tw Dadipyet add. 

Bonitz!, quae accipit Susemihl qui et te ante ti add., lacunam indicat etiam 

Bussemaker || kai — toOto secl. Amerbach || Koi] 7] Spengel? || 7 om. 24, 7@ Ald. 

|| xoxxes a B, prob. Bonitz!, Spengel?] kart& M! y || toxdté Spengel? || toda + 7 0 

expats; Dirlmeier || 7] 7 ut. vid. P!, 7 P?  rec.), HA al3 éxeivo L, éxetvo 

V!, corr. V? || 

Sow ye O TYyLWMTEpOV 7] 

dow Ye StL TYyLT KO TYLN@TEpOV P!, 

6 ye, Sti TYAN Ka tYULWTepov C Ambros. B.84. sup., 

O6W Ye Sti tO TYyLLMTEpoV A, 

Sow ye tyLid@tepov L, 

ye. @ ye 7 TYH Kai tO tYLdTEPOV in mg. Ambros. B 84 sup., 

@ ye tO TyLLd@tEpov Matr. 4684, 

dow ye tyLL@tatov Laur. 81,12, 

@ tO tyLmtatov Spengel? 

|| Exov ceyaBdv a, &yabov Exwv C2 P? || cov — dvta] OpBOv Svta tov Adyov L al5 

étv P2 (= corr.? ut vid.), B] 6tt @ y || Eotiv + Exdotov’, P!, del. P? a16 obv om. nM 

al7 xetpov n, xetpwv, sed wv, ut vid. in corr. Cois. al8 kai om. aa20 

vrapparoben (sic) C || n.p.p. kakia V, p.p. cett., signum interruptae orationis 

Susemihl || 6v’ P? (= corr.') et in linea et in mg.] 8’ @ a21 7 om. L || 671+ 7a BK? V 

\| dé] yop ut vid. L || ) delendum || 6 om. a, add. s.1. P? (= rec.) a22 énei] Err 

(recte) vel éxei <Cntijoev ti¢g> Amerbach || nétepov A V || transp. nAetw post KaKd 

L || Aéev signo addito ut nomen significetur C, Aéwv in mg. K a23 KAéapyosg + 

F evpabys @ recte, 7 EpiavOng Kenny? || todtwv tv] tOv tovodtwv ci. ego 

a24 7] 7 V, ut vid. P? (= corr.'), 4 Rav. || fj + dvtég s.1. P? (= corr.') a25 Onpio Sims 

{L} || Zot] Eveotwv a recte a28 detv om. L || év adt 7 Goxyd Eveotiv ody byuIs 

P? = rec.)] Ev ab H Gpyr Eveotw dyrig a A, PodAN odv ev adtH (HOTA (V!,
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corr. V2) 1 Gpyt Eveotiv DyiNs N, PAKAN Odv H Apx?) Ev AdtH Eveotiv dyuijs L, del. 

obv et &pyi) + 8’ V2, év adi 7 Gpxn Eveotw <Padan’ Ev SE 7H AKpatel fh cpyT> 

vyuIs Ego, ApxT) + Ev SE 7H KKpoteT T Apy7r) in mg. K? || 50 + Kai M, prob. 

Spengel? a30 edn + otov & recte || mpometiKy P? (= rec.), Ramsauer] 

npotpentikh w, prob. Dirlmeier?, et mponetis ci. Ramsauer, Spengel? a31 Kai? 

om. A a33 éytveto A a34 oiov om. L || do8evntiky « || to}! om. C B a35 

éxetvyn {L} || Atav om. o || transp. d0€ete(v) post etvou a K a36 ev te tots Beppotor 

ot 

bl 7] — woypots om. a || } — woxpois post Kal perAmyxoArxoils traicienda 

esse ci. Spengel? b2 tovodto1 + od a || TpPocAGBdvta V, tpoKataraPovta ego 

b3 St] 60’ a L, dv’ A, ot S8 St Ald. || wdtoOv P? (= libr. ipse ut vid.)] wdtOv w 

b5 ovdév!] oddé Ald. || wetoetor K? (= rec.), sed ev in rasura. {K'} b7 

paraKkiopevos L || od8 ‘si verum Casaubonus vidit’ (b8), ci. Susemihl = b8 

transp. dv ante 6 L || 6 post av traiciendum esse ci. Casaubon || transp. obtw post 

aKpatis L || te] ye A b9 xpoxata {L} || 

&v id&oaito Casaubon, prob. Dirlmeier] 

avjaito C P? (= libr. ipse), {P} 

cvetoarto K, A ut vid. 

av etoorto V 242 

av étoarto L, ci. Scaliger, se remiserit Valla 

av etoor tO Laur. 81,12 

av eioeto 241, 

av coarto Cois. 

tows : &vivato in mg. P? (= rec.), 

OpLoat sic in mg. P? (= corr.'), 

cvn( ) {PI}, 
b10 ott Rieckher] odtor P? © rec.), odte cett., prob. Dirlmeier b11 Kai! om. a, 

suppl. s.1. P? (= rec.) || doBeveT a || nag C L, mug cett. b12 rxophOn pev] 

ArophnOniev A b13 Aéyapev Bas.’ et yp. Vettori] Aéyouev wo b14 0 om. V', 

add.sJ.V? bb 14-16 tabtag — exiOnjiidv om. L_ b15-16 6 — xatéxet corrupta 

esse iudicat Spengel? b15 xai? +0 a, del. P? b16 tovodtog eivan otos secl. 

Armstrong || éyyévoto L n, corr. K? V2 b16-19 gory — dpdov secl. Armstrong 

b17 pie Spengel? || 5¢ Tauchnitziana b17-18 transp. Op80v post Adyov V 

b18 tabtas A, ci. Spengel? b18-19 6 8’ — dp0dv om. aL recte b18 6 8’ Bas.3, at 

Valla]6 7 An {a L} || tov d& Bas.3, Bekker b19 tobtas A, ci. Spengel? || 07” + 

odk Ellebodius, Amerbach —__b20 kai] od 5’ Rassow!: || kai + 6 &yKpatis odK 

Ellebodius || 6' add. Bonitz? recte —_ b20-1 éy«patrig — odppwv add. Bonitz? 

recte, <EyKpoati|g O> o@ppev ci. Bonitz!, lacunam ante odpwv pos. Bussemaker 

b21 ev yop cdppev O om. K!, o@ppev add. in mg. K? (=rec.) —b22 7 ots te P 

V] # otdg ye C B K recte, # 6 ofdg te Ald. || dv om. n || nécxew w (prob. Breier, 
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Rassow!)] m&oxer K!, corr. K?, naoxav <kpatetv> Bonitz!, néoyerw ** 

Bussemaker, kpatetv Rieckher, Spengel*, n&oxew <Koi Kpatetv> Spengel? (‘haud 

male’ Susemihl) || 8é om. ¢, add. s.l. K? V2 _b23-4 c@gpwv. ndtepov {L} b25 gotw 

om. a b26 0d 0 Adyos B K2] 008’ dAws a, 08 Adyos N || 0d Om. @ b27 GAD’ del. P? 

(= rec.) || 7 om. V || np&tt@v V || padAa + kai L b28 ovte P? (= rec.)] od5é o 

recte || 0? om. b29 6! 0m. y ~=b30 dvo1atétepa V D, prob. Sylburg] -@tepa 

cett. || yevonévev Ald.] ywwopéveov cett. recte b32 &KdAaotog + StL 

Armstrong _b33 otog] otov A b34 padAog {L} || oby om. Ald. || &xpatig + 

ody n b35 ottws om. A || adtOg] HOTH & || OD? L V, add. K? 247, 5.1. P?  rec.), oA 

24',0m.aK' recte b36 supra abtov add. s.1. tov Adyov K?, todtov e Rieckheri 

transl. ci. Susemihl 

alo! om. 7 || obv dpa] &pa K, odv B, yap Cois. a2 eivor padAog L || 

dSvoiatatepos a A K, Svctatwtepov L || 5 6 Susemihl] 8’ 6 a B, yap O 7, Hp’ O ci. 

Susemihl a3 tO in ras, P? (= rec.) {P!} a5 dé om. V || tig om. a a7 3’ a] 

del. P2, om. ¢ a8 c&noproer 4 || &v om. 7 || dé] 57) & a10 6 add. s.l. C!, om. y 

all npéctew + Kai C || tov om. Rav.a12-13 008’ &v — ppdvytog om. V, add. V? || 6 

@pOvULos secludo al5 pév! om. B || txvtdv Rav.al6 det] detvdg ci. Casaubon || 

transp. &xpoti post évdéxetou L a7 de7 Ellebodius, Rieckher] devvég w prob. 

Armstrong {L D'} || tov + 8 A al8 8’ om. A || etvar. + od yap xpaxtiKds Tepi 

Q Kai deivds' tov Epdvytov (8’ odk {L}) évdéxeto cKpatf etvo. (repetitio) L 

al9 8 om.a a21 né&vto V || 7 {L} a22 88] yap ci. ego || -xepaivoves V a24 odv] 

<68’> obv aut 5€ ci. Susemihl a25-6 0d pLOvov — Ndoviig om. L a25 ot &AAo1 om. 

spatio circa quinque litterarum relicto a, odk Rav. || otovtai] Sé0vt01 Vs a26 37] 

Kol det A || transp. HLTv post got V a26-7 exerdr) yop] Exedinep A a27 Ttv om. 

B a29 dnép] nepi L || &vayKondtepov L a29-30 transp. eimetv (30) post dv (29) 

a a31 pév om. L || etxopev A! V || t1va ao a33 onow V || yéveow! {L} 

a35 éxeu V || 5’! om. @ || Sti <od TOGO Hdovt GcyaOdv. NéALV Sti> vel sim. (cf. 

1205a7seq.) ci. Spengel?, Susemihl haec verba apud 1204b1 vult 36 6m] obv V || 

év om. L a37 yop + Kai B || yop om. DM a38 Onpvov (sic) L 

bl m0Ad Kotvov V || toAdKoWov. <Kai Sti HSoviig ODK EoTLV EmotHyN.> 

vel sim. suppl. (cf. 1206a26 seq.) Spengel?, Susemihl haec verba et ea quae Spengel 

supplevit apud a35 hic ponere wult b1-2 kai 6t1 — xpétiotov fortasse post 3. 

cyo®v transponenda esse ci. Spengel? || ob Kpéetiatov — kpcrtiotov] odK Gpiotov 

— d&protov Spengel!? b2 kp&tiotov! + 7 s.1.C b4 transp. dv ein post AeKtéov 

L b5 transp. toOtov post Ave A K || Ave] dtoxrbew L b6 od neon {L} 

b7 G0] mpdg A || yiwopnevn + Honep Eni tHv GAAov (cf. b9) P!, del. P? 8 iSetv 

xa male add. Susemihl || yap + A b10 pév om. A b12 8 add. s.1. V? || Koi 

+4 C b16 dé om. L || on Bekker] éoti a, om.¢ b17 Gewpodvtasg D || 1 {L} 

b18-20 ei obv — yéveoig om. V', suppl. in mg. V2, sed pév (b18) om. V2 b18 pév 

K] om. aB V? recte b22 odk om. & B recte || fom yéveois n, corr. K? V2 b24
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npopopag L V!, corr. V? || yevouévns 7 || Yivopevns yivetou {L} b25 yevéorg n, 

corr. V?||oU om. Aut vid. b26 transp. tt post pépog B || Gx {L} || mpoopopa dv 

{L, sed ut vid. xpog-} || @v]@>g Vo —-b27 woytig + 71.0 B, + Th n, + HP? G rec.), del. 

P? (= rec.2), del. V2 28 wdt00] Sexarty A, om. L || 54 tO Scaliger] 70 57) w, 38 70 

Bas? b29 702 Ald.] om. @ recte b30 abdt0b] avdtiig D? || thv Néovav om. L 

b31 dSev0v Lb32 dpotws L b33 todt0] solum 0d legeri potest V, 24 || ev 

aiobytntiKOv (sic) gotiv C, pév éotiv aisbytOVv V || 7 woy7 dé od B || 7 secl. 

Rieckher, retinet Stock b35 6 om. a, add. s.l. P? (= corr.) ut vid.) b37 

aicdnth K2] aicnthv o || yop] 5é ego || -wévng L 

al éodpev V! a2 évdefj ut vid. A a3 Kal mpd AdTNS OM. N || TPO AdzNG) 

mpomonnes ci. ego ||} om. B K a4 HSovt + H L || Eni] got L, gor Eni P!, corr. P? = 

corr.') a5 ei0t11 V! a6 dK oti] OK Et V || Gyabdv + yap L ||} om. ¢ 

a7 pactv yp. Casaubon, ci. Bonitz?, inquiunt Valla] pyoiv @, prob. Allan? || ovvetdor 

K all néoois a V al2 &ya8od évepyeiag om. 7 al2-13 dor’ — ein 

é&yabov secl. Dirlmeier al3 andar C || &yaddv] év andoatg Rassow!, 

Armstrong, év mécous Susemihl al4 tobto1g] tots adt01g Rassow!3, Spengel?, 

Armstrong, dco1g Bonitz? || HSovh] HSEaB a5 HSovi'] Ndéa A || HSovi?] cyadov B 

ci. Dirlmeier al6 oi K] om. cett. recte al7 oi LK] om. cett. a18 od {L} || 

otov] 4 L a19 4 K!, 4 K? € rec.) || Hotwwocobv] twog obv Ki}, fig tIvog V!, corr. 

K? V? || transp. yn post y&p Rav. || yop] 6 L, om. D, év Cois. || Aoyi™P° A, Aowrp? 

L, Acyinp spatio duo litterarum sequente D, Aapnpe Cois., Aap mpds n (P solus 

signum nominis habet), Aéavdpos Bergk (p.xii) || supra Aoyimp@c scribitur S6vop(%) 

Kbptov ut vid. V a20 58 om. Rav. || Suéxertan K || todtyg] odtog Rassow! 

a216 V] om. cett. recte || ypoppoticds secl. Bekker recte, retinet Rassow!# || 6:A.0¢ 

C || 0088 560 Spengel?] 0d 560 a, 860 B, 16 N, od 810 V?, 50 odK ci. Rassow!3 

a22 ddvcopor ci. K? || post ypopporticad rasura trium litterarum K || 4] 7 L || 

AQLTP® B, ALTO K || Kai + 4 L, ci. Syiburg recte, quaeque Valla a22-3 év 

TAet V] év vet a, ci. Bergk recte, évirer A, év idtet L, éviret K, Ev GAA 

Spengel?, év &yevvet Becchi>, obscuro Valla a25 d0€auev n, -evev o B rectea27 1 

om. B V || 5& Susemihl] 8 @ a28 {516g y] {Sv o B || Eotw + Thig @ || CAAG {L} 

a29 lacuna duarum litterarum post otov P || oxaAixev C, oxoAtkov P!, corr. P? (= 

corr.!) 24 a31 cioi] eiev n a34 008’] odk L || transp. Sewmpetv post det 

(05a35) L a35 detv 7 || Oxotds ut vid. L || tig om. o 

bl éotiv om. a b2 transp. pada post ndovoi V ——b3 Kai! om. @ recte 

|| koi2 + padAn P!, del. P2 b4 AvKov H tivos] AdKov tIvds, 7] a = b6 epi ut vid. L 

b7 sub » in pbovv’ est 7 ut vid. V, corr. libr. ipse || Ex&otov A 1 || wbt0d Bonitz?] 

exvtod C, avdtod cett. || et om. L || fStov C P? (= corr.’), prob. Spengel?] 7diov P!, 

Hdiotov B V Bonitz3, ndtotn K b8 ye om. L || ) gabAn Susemihl] padAn A V 

Rav., pavaAn 7 a L K |j ante padan add. in mg. GAAX tH ye PadAN Edcer V? || Kod 

om.L Rav. _b9 énetdijnep L b11 fv om. V || pacw a An, onoiv L, secludo
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b12 Ka8iotn P A] Kkabiotnow C L V, xa@toter K || tfi¢] todg ut vid. V}, corr. V? || 

gadAng] PodbAovs ut vid. V!, corr. V7b13 supra oi add. pi s.l. P? (= rec.) b14 0d B] 

om. @ 7 || réxovOact {L} || eidovtes a, corr. P? (= corr.') b15 odK« om. B || tobtov] 

toto n, corr. V? || Hdtov a B V] tdtov Rav. K b17 @doKxovtas K', corr. K? || 

gdoKkovtes + otioxovtes C b19 te? om. L || p17 Bas.3] od} & B recte, om. n, od vel 

47) ci. Amerbach || stovéatoug A —-b20 etvou om. V || 8’ om. P!, add. s.1. P? (= 

corr.'!) b22 at om. B || dvanAnpawocie B || &vanAnphoetc + Kai a  b24-5 ai yap] at 

de V!, corr. V2 ( libr. ipse), ai 5& ci. Susemihl b26 dwews + Kot thi¢g V!, del. 

v2 b27 BéAtTIotAL] PeAtIOUS TE V, PEATIOTOL, ut vid. Cois. || at ye] at L 

b29 St om. L V!, add. s.1. V?b30 Kai n&ot Kody {L} || 84] 5é ci. Susemihl || 

purotytiag V!, corr. V2 (= rec.) b31 oixetov] obK otov A b33 cya8ov 

Rassow!] y’ &ya@ov ci. Casaubon recte té&yaOOv codd. || Setv] 57) A M, det L 

b34 koi om. B V!, add. s.1. V2, pG@AAov Amerbach || transp. post d0€evev av etvor 

cyabdov V b35 tobtov om. A b35-6 tod yop — egietar om. V 

al tq All| adtiv] abt A a2 0 8’ a L K?, tod 8€ (aut to 8’) An, 

prob. Wannowski (pp.84-5) || p7) om. L a3 adtiig a, corr. P? a4 GAAN] y {L} 

a8 émotiyung om. V!, suppl. in mg. V? || Ndoviig V! || oU]o {A} a9 Rpdg tO om. L 

al0 &r’ adtod] &nc&ty B || ywopévon V || éxei] 4 éxi V || roincov V 24, noujcovta 

242, noujsovoa Amerbach all t& om. a B || Hdéms L?, [L'] || mpcecterv? L n P? (= 

corr.!)] mpérter a A || dp’ C, dpa A, cpa (sic) V a2 o¥ secl. Amerbach || écv] 

Ov L al5 npattew V al7 7 om. V!, add. s.l. V2 a8 8’] yap Susemihl 

a21 7 Susemihl, vel editiones posteriores Vallae] kai , et editio princeps Vallae 

a22 4 om. L || Abang + Kai Va24 ddrov {L} a25 <dpetiyv> c&vev Rassow’ || tfi¢] tod 

A || &xdetnsg CB a26-30 Stock hoc argumentum olim fuisse apud 1204b1 credit 

|| transp. novet post Emory A V || Rdovav {L} _a27 dervonorol K! || ot om. a L 

a28 lacuna duarum litterarum post eiot A —-a28-30 GAAG — civev Tdoviig post 30 

TountiK, NSoviig tri. Susemihl! a28 tats {L} a29 7 om. L || te om. L 

a30 Kai] 4 o, om. Ald. a31 dé om. € || &AAog Spengel?] d&AAwes @ recte || od 

tépiotov Susemihl  a33 got. té&ipiotov Susemihl || &p’] dv A a34 tote"! n] 

tat” a B, taBtTa M = a35 ovdé <b> — 0d tdptotov Susemihl || tcobto L a36-b29 

transp. post 04a18 Arnim* a37 transp. kpatet post mote B a38 8é] Kai C, 

om. D || avtéetpoyipévans sic P 

bi ov secl. Scaliger ‘perperam’ Susemihl b3 qadAus daKketpevos 

Mielach, prob. Spengel?] patdAog: 516 KaKeTvog a n, 0 PadAos 510 Ka&KETVOS B 

b4 xai om. V! || p.p. &pet(h)v @ || toBto L || oto, cvpPricetar] 

emovubycetat V5 KaK@dg] KOLAGG C || AOyosg MadAws Spengel?] Adyw pabrA 

@, Oyo PodAws Armstrong recte b7 mpdc dé ci. Susemihl b10 neo + 

e0 V bil ovppetpov Vb 12 dtaxetpevor K! ut vid. b13 mpooréerter P! || 70] 

tov V b15 pataog Vb16 éxdindvtog Kb 17 8” ody, Wonep {L} || cg P?
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b21 kai dia- {L} b22 ts + Kai L || natdeov y || tv? om. A 23 Cdwv 

Scaliger || to} om. a L recte b24 tv om. K || mpotepov om. a, ndtEpov A! || 

totepov L V recte || éxvyevopevog L b25 dv {L} b26 AdGBor A || odK? om. a, cel 

ci. Armstrong b27 opoyvop- C b28 cpr) A || tv om. L 

1206b30-1207b20 Codd: C P = a), AL (=B), K V © n). B n =6, BEA (A non semper 

1207 

citatur) 

b30 ante €yopevov add. mepi evtvyias L || éxet L b31 Adyosg + Pytéov in mg. P? 

b32 tov edtoyf] eivar] tav edtoxiav eivor ut vid. Bf A (eam quae bona fortuna esse 

Bf, eandem esse et bonam fortunam A) b35 éotiv om. Bf A fors. recte || dxép] 

nepi L || edtvxias + quid sit (= tt éott) A || kai — evd- {L} || tig n BEA (quis), ti ao B 

b35-6 év tict] quibus Bf, qualiter A b36 tabx’] tadtang sic ut vid. V, tobv’ BEA 

(hoc Bf, hanc intentionem A) b37 émBAéwas a B Bf A (considerans), dropAéwas n 

|| &xophcetev {L} || &v om. L || evan L b38 7 yap gborg om. V! || cet post 7 

(b39) tri. Susemihl conferens 1207a3 et inprimis E.E. 1247a32, a35, 1248b4, prob. 

Stock, Donini!, Dirlmeier, secl. Rieckher (cf. ad b39) || cet 06 gotiv aitia todtov] 

est cuius causa semper et similiter est (= oti od aitia cel Kal moadtws Eotiv) A || 

00] od K!, corr. K? 

b39 a> — woadtws] 

<i] cel f> ws Ext td ROAD [7] Woardtws Bonitz!, prob. Rieckher, Armstrong, (‘fors 

recte’ - Susemihl), 

lacunam ante w¢ Eni tO TOAD 7) MoadtHg Bussemaker, 

WGadtws 7] ws Ext tO TOAD Spengel?, 

aut ut in pluribus similiter (= 7] ag éxi tO TOAD [7] @oabt~s) A, et ci. Spengel?, 

<i> Os Exi TO TOAD 7] <hEl> woattws Susemihl 

Hl 1 K!, del. K2, koi M? || @¢ adtér ut vid. V!, corr. V? || ye om. L 

al-2 7 — to1wvtorg] év tobtoIg H TOXN L a2 Aéyetar om. Bf || Sj] 5é A (sed) 

a3 Kai] 7 A? (quam) || ©oabtws] edt V!, corr. V? || @oadtws + Exov L a4 HJ 0d 

Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, Armstrong || 5] 5é ye L || Kai Adyosg om. A a5 Kai 

om.CBfA a6 dpa ye C A V || Gc00 o B, dei BE, a deo A a6-7 toto Kav a, corr. 

P? (~corr.!) a8 dé {L} a9 thi¢ om. B || TOxor L || yiveton] yap Eotiv V! 

al0 t om. Ald. || &xovetpopev L, &novépmpev Vall toto 8’ ov a@ A A (at hoc 

non)] tot’ od n, tobt’ oddé L, Kad tobt’ od V? BE (et hoc non) || 7 om. ¢ {Bf A} 

al2 &€o...todtwv] extra... hoc Bf A (= &w tovtov) || -Sev {L} al2-13 

avuotégerev K!, avevedgerev K?, corr. K3  al3 1 ¢ BE A (aliquid) ti & || evn] 

solum et ut vid. legitur P || Kot s.1. L a5 edvoww, A V] edvow a L K {Bf A} 

al6 da 1 — éyyiyvec8o1] eo quod pravis eveniat Bf, eo quod et pravis multociens 

A || koi om. L Bf||/é€vom. ABfA al7 8] enimBfA (= yop) a18 42 om. n
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al9 é9’] in Bf A (= év) a21 diko.ov n Bf A (iustum) || Aéyer] dicet Bf A (= 

épet, an dicit legendum?) a22 €9’] in BE A || qTv + pev K || kai! om. A 

a23 76n + kai B Bf (= iam et) || éxi] in Bf A recte || oikevotepov] -tatov Bf A 

(convenientissime)  a24 épodpev] dicimus A || Aéyopev ¢ Bf A (dicimus)] épodpev 

a a25 ta a V] om. B K {Bf A} || adtog Kbpiog @ A] dominus ipse Bf (= Kbpiog 

abtd¢) a26 transp. Kvptws post &v n Bf (utique principaliter) A ut vid. ||) om. 7 || 

evtvytar Aéyowvto V a27 dé] autem et Bf A (= dé Kal) || napa] mepi A = a8 

avtod CB V || edx A C! a29-30 kai — gapév om. ex. homoeot. C Bf A 

a30 xepdavovta K! || edtoyet V 

a30-1 év 7 &ya8dv tw DndpEc1 Bessarion in M (teste Mioni) ci. Bonitz!, prob. 

Breier, Bf (= in eo quod bonum aliquod existit)] 

év 7 KyabOv Tit DAGpECL (= in eo quod bonum alicui accidit) A, 

TH Cryanbov ti DadcpEonr a V 

TH KLYABOV T TPGEOL A K 

7O KyABOY tL MPGEar L 

  

  

tO GyaGov ti dndpEoxn, ci. Scaliger, ‘non recte’ Spengel? 

a31 KaxKov tt B, twit KaxKov A (alicui malum) a32 Koi Bf, om. a {A} a33 

pév — AoPetv om. ex. homoeot. Bf {A} a34 ante Kad’ abdtd add. 6 kai A Bf 

(quod et), add. koi L {A}. a34 @v P? (= ccorr.!)] 7, a, om. BE {A} || 10 5& KaKodv 

111) AoPetv] in eo autem quod est malum non sumere Bf (= év 5é 70 KaKOV Lh 

AoPetv? cf. 07a30), et_in eo quod est non sumere malum A (= év dé TH pT AoPetv 

KaKOV?) || KAKOV] KAAOV a, corr. P? (=corr.!) 23661] A a38 woyti ¢ BA 

(anima), tOxn o || v gor L, Ev gor P, Lows, Eveot tt in mg. P?2, Eveott tt ut vid. A 

recte || tf} om. A D, sed add. ti s.1. D || toodt6v uw A (tale quid) 

bi evtoy@pev Armstrong || tov ottas éxovta del. V? b2 odtw om. Bf, habet A 

b3 @noiv] pjoet ci. Susemihl, respondebit A || GAA’ om. Bf, habet A || épéoxovv L, 

cpKet V1, corr. V? || 6 pot 6v V b5 -pa- {L} || devtuyiev K || cot s.1. L 

b8 <edrvyia 8 gotiv> Koi Arnim4, <tot 5é> kai Rassow4, prob. Dirlmeier, Donini! 

b9 <i> aitia Armstrong || aitia] edroxta Rassow’ || aitio Aeyouévn secl. Scaliger || 

otov del. P! || 7 L V1 7 a AK Bf ( aut), {A} || tod] 70 A || to <KaKkov oidpevov 

Atweobor> Rassow*, Arnim* b10 tod} 70 ¢ b11 obdv] yap A (enim) || dudpopog BE 

A (differens), dduqopog a = b12 adtH V, ade? Ald. Bekker b13-14 dot’ — 

evtoyia om. M VI b13 ei Kai] Koi et (et si) BEA (cf. 07b1) recte || 7 torcrdey} H 

avty C, 7 aten P, attyn Ellebodius, towdty kai (talis etiam) Ab 14 obv] ei (si) 

Y, om. Bf A || 7 tovodtn] Exeivy A Cilla) b15 oixetotépov L || év abdtq Laur. 

81,12, ci. Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, adv (corundem)I = b 16 &yaG@v + tHV 

ayab@v C — 18 otov] <t 8 edtvxta> oiav Bonitz* p.502a27, otav ego || d&ptios) 

satis Bf, om. Ab19 tooadta] tadta C, etpntor todto (= dicta sunt haec) Bf A 

1207b19-1211a4 Codd: C P (=a), AL(=B), KV(=0). Bn =6
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éredn] énet C B b20 ein + Kai w recte, om. B b21 ovvOévtus K €] ovvOévta a 

A, ovvte®t L, ovvte8évta V || t& add. K, om. cett. recte || kepoAowmoapéva D 

b22 Kar@s A b23-4 térems — exit {L} b24 paotv A, ci. Casaubon, Bonitz?] 

grow cett. || 4 P2  corr.!)] ein C, om. P! || tov] 7 B = b25 otov om. a || 

dtkatov + Kai L b26 onoi V, ono. K!, corr. K? || &vdpetov + kai D b28 

KOAG] &yaOd Arnim? || Kai om. B, secl. Spengel? || &eyanOd&] KoxA& Arnim? || pév {L} 

b30 Gx’) én’ aw A, corr. P? = rec.) || otov om. € b31 Kai ante t& add. Bekker 

b32-4 c&ya8& — ans om. L b32 eotiv — yap (33) paene legitur P# 

b35 @] donep P! b36 6 {L} b37 dca + dv in mg. B b38 adtov [17 B- 

{L} || BAdoyer P2 (= rec.) D] BAcayy aut -1 aut -m © || odt Bekker] adt® o 

al otov Ajj tiom. 6 a4 00 om. L a5 tg om.L a9 odv + 00 VD, ci. Arnim! 

al0 kwAdv ut vid. A, K@Ater L all obdtod Bekker] abdt0d a 1, Eavtod B || yap 

om. n, add. s.1. V? || otor] ott Bal 2-13 1 SE] todE A V? al3 évexev 

gotiv] éxouev Evexev K, Exonev Evexev, ott V— all5 t6t’] tot’ V! || Epodpev + 

ed sl. V? || transp. Zxew post o@pa L || KaAd¢ om. n al6 ropoppav L 

al7 atic Bekker] adtfig @ a18 mpdg tO om. C, add. s.1. V?, Aciner dote K? (= 

rec.) a19 Stav] Sti ut vid. A! || koAGowor @ || wdt0} Bekker] adt00 @ || Evepyetv] 

énuvtedeiv aPrecte a21 t1¢ om. L || transp. Stav post n46n Amerbach || Stav n6d¢ 

B V2 P2 (= rec.)] St&v mg «1 || Zyover Amerbach a22 57 {L} sed fort. om. || oida 

P2 (~corr.!) {P}} || od« Zot C P? = corr.!) K, odk Et P!BV — a3. o0SE — 

GAN’ locus corruptus Spengel? || xvppétovt: V a24 ntvoocdvyy ut vid. C, 

mroodvny P V || xvpéocev a || mag K || aicBavdpon, Jaeger! recte a25 Stav 

OYPov dvta Opes nor L a26 51 om. V || coviéto corruptum Rieckher, 

ovvernéto an ovvictw ego || yng A, Exntg ut vid. V a27 nope] mept 

(compendio utens) L || ceavt L || onot L Bas.! Susemihl] pice: «, pryoer P? 

(=corr.!) A n, ci. Sylburg recte || <aio@ntHv> atoOnoig obdkéti <éotiv> Spengel? || 

odk &t1] odkétt L V recte, od fot Ald., odk otw Bekker, <Adyos évtat0’ gotiv> 

ovKét vel simile quid ci. Susemihl, odk got <d1déEou> vel sim. ci. Armstrong, 

ovKéTtt <eidfoerc> vel odKéti <éyo, tt A€yo> Dirlmeier || spatium duarum litterarum 

post ét C a28 bnép] éxi L || kowvdv V || tOv torodtwv] TH toLiodtm n A, 106 

{L}, oftog Rav.!, 7 tonw Laur. 81,12 a29 to0] t© admodum dubitanter ci. 

Susemihl a30 m1 {L} a31 Cytfoete V || tows om. L || dpe A, dpa V || py) 

éyo L, dpy@s Brandis (p.1562n.523) a32 eidtnous ut vid. P? (=corr.!), {P!} || 

tadta, V! M!] tadtas a A K V? (= libr. ipse), om. L || kai]od A a33.00 om. 9, 

suppl. V? a37-8 &x 700] Ev 7 Amerbach, Rassow!3 39 nopadidovar V] 

rapadodvar cett. recte 

b3 rasura trium litterarum post tobto1g P_—b4 Kati! om. V || éxewn yop Bekker] 

EMEOHTEP ©, KaL Enedimep P? (= corr.!) || wept A _b5 mapa- {L} b6 

ovroparnntéov K!, corr. K? || npdg + dpetiv V!' b7& ne] 6 a, pév A, om. L||
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Koi Cntettar om. A || deAGetv] dé EAGetv A b9 yoxp +0 BK || Gaver A 10 aiiet 

tor L] ciel a, det tor V K?, cet t AK! || Qpotov ao L V recte, dpotov A || ds] eis L || 

opotov a L V recte, opotov Abil, 13 Kepaytdog D Bekker] xepoyitdog @ b12 da 

{L} bl3 ma Blom. n || kepoptd. Bekker] kepoyrid: o BV, kepoidt K b14 

dporov!] ouxet sic L sed verbum leasum est (oixetov?) || Kdva K  -b15 GAAos B, 

om. L || &AAotg + 10 P! b16 gaotv Bonitz?4 (p.590a9), inquiunt Valla (1497)] 

NOW w, inquit Valla (1496) b17 nédov + 7 o B recte || paciv Bonitz?-4 (p.590a9), 

inquiunt Valla (1497)] mnow o, inquit Valla (1496) || 7 évavtio] to Evavtiov K! 

b18 ovddév K || évdéxetou 1 b19 gactv Bonitz?-4 (p.590a9), aiunt Valla (1496)] 

No @ || Opotov {V1} b20 5é om. nH b21 of yobv] otov n, 0 yotv L 

b25 kai — tobto om. V!, add. in mg. V? (=rec.) b27 ofovtat] oidv te V || post 

otovto1 rasura duarum litterarum P 29 npdc + tov B K || odte Bekker] od8€ w 

recte, ote <tO> ci. Bonitz!, Spengel? b30 0067] 003’ ego =—_- 3:1 Ata] Oeov B 

|| wepi A, ut vid. L = b33 GAAO SA] GAAO 7 ci. Sylburg || 57? om. B Cois. || ove] 

Svteg ut vid. P? (=corr..) b34Cntotpeva V! b36emoxéyortoL  b38 Kai? 

V] om. cett. recte b39 yop] yap govt A 

a2 dé om. P, add. P? ~ rec.) || edt A 1, Exot L || Hote] Ett 5é K, Zot 5E V 

a2-3 MiAntov Kol OUNtEov. 10 SE QUNTECV, ODK EoTL MIANTOV: significat signis a et 

B s.l. utendo P2 (= rec.), Bekker, prob. Stock a3 obd« got] odKétt L || EvtarBOa + pev 

L a4 tHv tolodtev Cad yop nic A || tO <amAGS> yA aut THyAHOD 

<dinA@¢> Bonitz!, per se bono Valla a6 abd<@ C P? (= rec.) V Bekker, Eéavré L || 

Exetar] évdéxyetor L a7 c&KoAovbetv L || 

tO NSD etvat, Kal td Gogepov C? P? (= libr. ipse ut vid.)] 

7tO(. K) HSeT ctv, Kai tH(1 K) cvpgépovetr a A K! V? (= libr. ipse ut vid.), 

vO det Eivon, Kal to ovpLEpovtt L K? V! recte 

TO NSD Etvat Kal t GoUgEepdV TB 

a9 GAANAOL ut vid. V || 7717 A a106 om. V |j pnotv] maotv fors. ci. Bonitz* 

p.590a9 al2 4 C P? © libr. ipse)] et € {P!} a3 ovpgépeov!] ovpgépov C! 

V2, corr. C? rec.) || post f] rasura unius litterae ut vid. V || copmépwov?] ovpipépov 

C || gotat C A al4 ante pintov? add. koi Lal5 y&p + ot L al6 miAntéov + 

  

got a B recte a18 odv] Dv (sic) C al 9-23 Michael of Ephesus, p.461,12- 

16 Heylbut —.a19 6] tO V || copgépov. + 6 obv Kate 10 76d OU@v (repetitio) L 

a20 kai om. A! a21inom.L a22 ovdé om. L || nH a L V || Hpenpévon L 

a23-7 <el> popev — emorhpny, tadto (24) — apy dpotws ? Susemihl a24 8’ 

ovx Dirlmeier a25 Aéyetou B || mpg + thv La26 nountiKdOv C Vs a28 ai om. K || 

orovdatov + kai A a29 oddé Susemihl, odte o || 54] 5é aut SeT P! ut vid., 8 

Rav., corr. P? (= libr. ipse) 30 Aéyetou L || toxdedx] toDta aN a32 —IAOs'] 

Uta a a33 éotiv] oto ut vid. L (sed éort Laur. 81,12) || Badier {L} || post 

trv? rasura duarum litterarum C a34 tod {L} 35 transp. ye ante kat’ L || 

Kav’? om.n a36 thv sl. C a37 odv om. D a38 ovdév] oddé A, od6Ev L || 6!
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om. o B V recte || post 6! rasura unius litterae K || to} om. L a39 dn] 5é 

Susemihl 

bl16om.aBrecte b2 giria om. C b4 roar L || tobto1g A b5 

~yabov Rassow!.3] téryoaOe commate non ante sed post h.v. posito, @ b6-7 om. 

Koi! — adadg C —_b8 gidor P? (= rec.)] amici sunt Valla, Kai girog 24, ptrog 

recte || post @tA0¢. add. kai 6 adAog — ovpgéper (repetitio: 09b6-7) A || tobtov C 

b9 dtav] ott A b10 dc%’] &> Armstrong || KoAber An, Kor’ sicL bl 

povoporttitn C || om. K, éotiv V_ b15 oddénote — ovugépov om. 7 ——b16 

GAA] GAN’ Epix Ellebodius || ovp- additur s.1. P?  rec.)] petoninter@ b18 

TOAA@V + Kot A b19 - tuxots {L} b20 Ste ut vid. L!, St ut vid. L? || 

évtby@ow om. L b21 go: 58 om. V! = b22 giAot] adAoi B b23 &rodAcinm 

ut vid. K!, corr. K? © rec.) || post piAto. rasura duarum litterarum K b24 om. 

dé C  b25 od] odde V b26 Swnpeth C || ob3év § ~—-b 27 transp. novetv post 

avtov L b28 romodpevor] oncpevor vel onebpevor ut vid. A b29 

apEtiic a || 70] toBto B b31 Adovy C b32 0d] ci L || 7 om. L b34 

abvdtots A K, eavtoits L b34-5 hdictoug — éEovtots om. A _b35 evpvnidng C 

|| xbtots arbtots V 36 transp. KaxK@(1) post yap B K || KK] KaKéds L || 

ovvéotnkev o B || ovvtétnkev + Hdovi] Amerbach || tf] om. V b37 transp. tf 

peti] post 7 HSovt n || GkoAovGet om. A _b38 S8] obv L || om. Kai @ || 

orovdaiwv] noidov Ab39 transp. L} post pévon o || ei] &v Dirlmeier - cf. 91a13 || 

cmérns a K, Dirlmeier 

al abdtiyv V, abt Ald. || xovodvtor V! a2 oddév] pndev Cad Civ L! 

\| RSéog + ovfiv a, del. P? a5 HSéow + Ondpyxerv P!, del. libr. ipse a6 Ene] 

éneidt A || Stetpnvton a, corr. P?(= rec.) a7 transp. 1 pUAia: post éyyiveton A || 

yivetou V! || c.p. &evicdtnt. Casaubon, Bonitz! (cf. 1208b36-7) a8 KaBopovwotnta 

C || fom. V alO goto A all tiv? om. L al2 abt Bekker] adt@ @ || 

Eseoba] oteo001 K!, corr. K?, -o8or {L} || tobteo] abt L, om. V! || yivovton a (V} 

al3 odv + ai a, + 7 B || &vopion a, corr. P? = libr. ipse) || prion @ || Kai +Oa AN 

recte,om. LBM a14 yot’ Bussemaker] yatta @ || Enpog ut vid. A || Enpov + 7 

V K? || né50v + 4 & Lal5 odo. <otv> Dirlmeier || transp. obowv post todtor<g A || 

eyyivetar + 7 D a16 Koi] od L || 6éAe1] Oéce1 A || notion sic P || et — 

morfioor secl. Scaliger, prob. Spengel? || rovfjco1] oxonfjoo ci. Susemihl al7 

transp. GAANAOK post xphowo V || xphowd got a L || papéev V al8 vypov + pH 

in mg. P? (= rec.) || pOeipetar A || odtd K! Cois., corr. K? a19 dong] tows C || cv! 

add. Bekker a20 nAetw B, tAetotov Rav., prob. Spengel? || <moujoei> pbeipecbon 

Susemihl, @8eipecba <noijoer> Sylburg (prob. Rassow! cf. 1202a6), p@eiper 

Scaliger, prob. Spengel?, p8eipetar L a21 écv] dv « || ovvoicetv aut verbum 

corruptum Bonitz! a22 Kai om. V     év totg om. L || ytyvetou V!, éyytyvetou V2 

a23 ai! om. V!, add. in mg. V? || koi! om. @ || ot? sl. A,om.L = a24 at om. L || 

dieipnpévas C a25 yevonévn M a27 tHv + tv A || post tovodtwv rasura uniUS
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litterae K || Stav pév yao om. n || pév! om. B || movet K || €AAciner K a28 

éyKAnpol KAno {L} a29 pv ut vid K! || @v add. P? ~ rec.)] om. @ || teAoortfig sic 

K a31 7 Kate {L} || evdndrov V a32 napa] nepi C A, om. L || odv om. V || 

naeiova. Cois. || ob pe a, ov pt A || 7] om. K! a33 cot] ot a || -g- {L} || od 

detv] évdetv a, idetv L a34 post py rasura duarum litterarum K a35 

SrapPopot a, corr. P? (= rec.) || GnAov V || Exatépov] Et~pov A —-a38-9 TOS 

ovpgepovtag A 

bl &rodkopBdver V || ot om. K b3 oi] 6 ut vid. V || todtnt (sic) L || 

nepéyovtes V1 b4 om. tii a b7 <pe0’> Adoviig ci. Fritzche p.214 b8 yivetou] gor 

V || 8 om. C b10 Kod! om. V || td? om. nH b1L coydxors ut vid. P!, corr. P? (=libr. 

ipse) || ed- om. V! || etvor om. L b13 pireitanr] piret Lb14 paAdAov om. V 

b15-16 vmepéxer — prddtyLog om. C b1570om.L_ b19 od« om. L || detv + 

un L b20 HSovfig C b21 —tretv V! || 7% om. a Ald., add. P? (= corr’) b21-2 

Udy 5} tobtHV A TOyXEVEL 7 OletOn tedEec0o1 Scaliger || post ted§eo8o1 lacunam 

posuit Arnim! b23 Kai + at P? (= rec.) || té&ya®dv a A] toxyo00d 4, corr. K?2 ( rec.) 

V2, téxyade B, &yabov L b25 transp. né&vto. post toxBta A || moAAGKIg + Hév V 

|| transp. pév etvar post BovAdpeba L b26 GAXAOv] GAA A b27 transp. 

pitas post Set Vs b28 é€v om. L. b29 Kai yop ov6fiv] ovhiv yap a || transp. 

GAXov post av B || €éA0ev A b30 napéxer V! b31 Civ] ovGiv L 

b33 adr qiria K? (= rec.] abtopiria C, adtopiria. PB, adtd prrta K), abdtar 

giria. V || gvAic! secl. Sylburg, piAto Koi secl. Armstrong || wbtdv V P? = rec. )] 

adtov a AK, éavtov L b34 tpeis C, <at> hytv Dirlmeier b35 adctoig L || 

avtév L b36 7 - 7 - t@ Scaliger || transp. eb post 6? L || t6 BobAEoBon 

secl. Armstrong b37 avtots C V b38 nepinéc@pev] mpoonésapev L 

b38-9 tots toovtots s.1. C? (atramento nigro) b39 abdt@ P] adt C § Bekker 

recte 

al odtdv] abtdv C P? (= rec.) B Bekker, éovtdv L a2 adtovs om. V1, 

suppl. in mg. V? a3 Gypotéporg « || yoo K2] 8 a B V?, om. 7 a4 transp. nav 

post tadta A, post drdpxet L || Koi? om. ¢ || ovCfivl Cfiva,ov-s1L  a5-b8 

Kol tO ed — etvar om. o 

1211a5-b8 Codd: AL =B), K Vn). Bn =6 

a5 TANG B] 0’ CAM 1 || tadt01g A K] tore L, adtats V || gotiv A K] 

ciow LV a7 «oi om. A || doa nep B] bok mep V, dou nepl K, Soanep ego 

a8 piv Ald] pirov CF all év om. V al3 transp. oddév post adtots B 

a16-b3 transp. post 11b39 aut post 12a27 Arnim a16 vov om. B || wdtdv V] adtoOv 

AK, éavtov Lal8-19 16 — éxaota om. V al9 adtois n] adtotg A, Eavtots L 

a20 eivor — ed eivor] ed Kai t eivor LL a2] adtoig V || transp. adtots post 

tiv Cois. || 8€ Bonitz3] te ¢, ye Bekker || @v supplendum ante aut post paAroto
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a22-3 BovAdpe8a — dv om. Cois. a22 PovdAdpeOa K] BovAoctpe6a B V recte 

a23 te K || &v om. L || Av adtots V || PovActpeba B] -Gpe8a K, -dpe80 V 

a24 gotw a tot V7] gotww ws A 7 recte, as L, wg éottv K? (= rec.) || adtods 

Sylburg] adtods A V, avtotds sic K, govtods L || adtovs + 7 B recte a25 

avtov V] abdtov A K, éavtdv L a27 abtov Sylburg] avtov A n, Eovtov L 

a28 pévto1] tor L || Epopev Ald.] apév § a30 wdtdv Sylburg] wdtov A ny, Exvtov 

L || obv] av V || totto V a31 &v om. V || wbtov D, Sylburg] adtov A 1, Eovvtdv 

L a32 Bovacipeda L || popév? secl. Armstrong a33 77 om. V a34 767’ | tobt’ 

V a36 yevouévygs Bl ywwopnévng n Cois. || edtdv L, Sylburg] abdtov A n || 7 om. 

Vv} a37 abdtov B] adtdv 1 a38 tO B K?2 (= corr.!) B] 1 a39 adt 7] 

ava A,gout Ls ad0-1 71 — fSoviv {L} 

b2 adtdv A, Eaxvtdv L || <5’> exit Susemihl b3 yop + 6 L || abt A, Exvt@ L 

b4 dé + Kai V! b5 od8étepov V || transp. edtHv post oti (b6) L_ b6 GEtov 
V 

1211b8-1213b5 Codd: C P (=a), ALB), KVEn).Bn=6 
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b8 &tepor V! || 4 matpdg] of matépeg V, O nd&:tnp Amerbach || martpog om. A 

b9 Kai? del. P? (= rec.) || Gpxovt0g] mpdg dipyovtasg a, MPd¢ dpxovta M2, ci. 

Amerbach, Sylburg b11 transp. té&.v post éxov A bi2 iootym A b13 

Sdoer C || transp. Toov post &v «a || Soin K, sed 1 in ras. b14 72] 70 P! b15 {cov? 

1] ioog & B recte || 6 tO o B] 6 te n, 6 Bas, Bekker, 5 ye olim ci. Susemihib16 

xElpov dv] xeip dv C, xetpov ov ut vid. V1, D b19 tadca] taxdtys ego 

b22 Aéyouvew L || ednpyétnxé a L V b24 Kai om. nb25 dxdpxerv] etvor V 

b26 nig aL b27 éotw « HI om. B, secl. Ellebodius, Casaubon, Bonitz! || @v 

Bekker, prob. Bonitz!] ofv @, o6 Ellebodius, «tg Casaubon || te om. a b28 

nope] epi A || Evépyetav + co B b30 ot // oixodopuctit K || yop om. V b31 

rapa] nept A V b32 transp. &AAo post téA0¢g B || nape] rept B, ut vid. B 

b33 ng C = 3.4 nape 1d] epi A, epi 10 ut vid. B || mapa <tod>to <tH> 

Armstrong || orbtod Bekker] adt06 © || transp. etvou post noufpia ab35 6 s.1. A || 

adtoi om. LL b36 toto nid B || edvor ciotv Sylburg, Spengel*] etvoot eiow wo 

recte || o6v] vv {L} _ b37 n& CL || awbdt0d Bekker] adt0d a 0 A?, déxatov A}, 

om. L b40 58 + einetv s.1. M? || cv! om. A || Kod? (V} 

aljjom. A a2 obv om. Rav., habet M || transp. etvor post evo Rav., om. 

Cois. a4-6 Michael of Ephesus, f.152 a4 evdvooi o@ recte, etvor K || dpa A || 

dyn om. Vs aad fiviom.L a6 giria + a (sic - ad finem lineae) A a7 transp. 

PlAtacs post edvore a BK recte || yivovto ci. Susemihl || 5’] yop Susemihl a8 tod 

THYAHS C] tor’ &ya8e P n, tod teyaBdv A, tot’ c&ya80d L a9 6] as V 241, 

of s.1. 24? al0 Aéyetor] yivetor C all guytyov L || om. n al2 

codt0 a Vs all3 tig om. Rav. || thig edvoiag N MiAta Amerbach a14 dpoviay C
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al5 AdBy L, AdBorg Cal7 dpa PA al7-18 Enei nept t B V2] Exet xep ef 1 a K 

{V1}, vel si quid Valla, ‘tjxep ef wut vid. Valla’ Susemihl a18 <td> toLlodtov 

Spengel? recte a19 vontixots Sylburg || mpaxtixots An, corr. K? || od« 1, prob. 

Dirlmeier, obxi P! ut vid. a20 7 voodot C B et ut vid. P? = rec.)] edvooter n 

Mut.!, évvoode1 Mut.?, vooter M, {P!}, ei vootot Ellebodius, <ei> évvootot 

Dirlmeier || t6 dtd L || 7] ei n, prob. Dirlmeier, 7 ut vid. sic L || 

7 tadTOV voetv L, ci. Bekker] 

<@ tadtov évvoetv C, ci. Dirlmeier 

TO TO THVOTOV Evvoetv P, 

TO) TW TOHDTOV voetv A nH 

TO TAVTOV voEtv 24 

7, tO TavtOvVoETV Ald. 

<@ tov voetv Sylburg || tponipestv] mpdg aipecw A a21 <év>vootow 

Dirlmeier a22 wdtov P] adtHv C, adtov An, Eavtdv L || wdtOv P] adtHv C, 

adtov An, gavtdv L || dpa PAV  a23 epavtdv A || BoAopor C a23-4 got: — 

zovt00 transponenda post Aeyopévn (a27)? Dirlmeier a25 mpaxtots L K? 

Bonitz!, Spengel?] mpaxtixots a A 1 a25-6 pete — mpaxtots om. V! a25 cpa] 

yop Susemihl a26 év + tots B V? || paxtotg K? V! Bonitz!, Spengel?] npaxtixots 

a. B K! V2 || év xpaxtois secludenda esse ci. Ellebodius, Susemihl si &po retinetur, 

prob. Armstrong a28 éxeidt 8” L || wbtov P?2] adtov a V, eavtdv L a30 

avtod A, éavt0d L, avtod sic V || transp. névta post xpattov L a3 goto € || 

adtod A V, éavto6 L || yep s.1.C! a34 post Koi rasura duarum litterarum P || 

otovton] olév 7. Vs a5 transp. Setv ante adtots a recte || abdtotg] adtots F 

a36 odv om. D a37 od om. V || adt® P, Susemihl] adr cett. a38 

ovtod Ln, sl A a39 yprjoetar A || towod or sic V! 

b1 ypfio801 L, xpfjcecOou Sylburg b3 xfoetou K, nowjoeton Laur. 81,13 

|| ptAavtog + Estar D || tovrdBro. crya8e {V} b4 ei] 4H @ || todtov PB V"] 

todto C 4 || wovov V! b5 éExotaty L || to] kate Scaliger, prob. Susemihl nisi 

lectiones Spengelius verae || to} — ovpgépovtog — ndéog Spengel? recte || koi (V} 

{| ea, V b6 dSiaipeoiv C b7 Ka0’] tiv L b8 note om. D || 6 om. 

V b9 éxvtov] adtov a Arecte b10 adtov A V, Eoxvrdv L || ag!] Og C P? (= 

libr. ipse), &g A V || &>?] 6g C P? © libr. ipse), &¢ A V, om. K! b11 tv? del. 24? 

b12-13 tov — girw om. Cois. b12 avdt0d C V || transp. WaAAov post adtod 

Vv b13 GAA’ Fi] GAA 1, GAA’ HV? || toO’tov V || otA@ + FV? || wdtO A V, 

Exvt® L || nepinovetton + kal K b14 tadty] od« L || txbtn + yaxp odk« A, + odK 

s.1. V? || 7 torodte D || odv as] odv supra ws A || 6 P!] 6c C P? (= libr. ipse) 

b15 adtod V || a P!] Og C P? & libr. ipse), ds A || adtdv] Exvtdv L, adtdOv V 

b16-17 Kat& Lev — adrov pdéAtota om. V'b16 yop om. Rav. _—_—b 17-18 abr — 

dvta om. K  b17 adte yop a V] Kat& yap t cvpgépov adi A, Kod odo L, 

anytog yop adt D —b18 K&AMov A || Koi secludendum esse, si 19 ov retineretur,
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ci. Rassow! || prc yaos] gia L —-b19 00] 0 a, ei olim ci. Rassow! || ob — etnep] 

od gtAavtos pOvov: éneinep ci. Sylburg || eimep QUet] Drep—Lrct C || axdtOg] XdtOV 

L b0sVSKBD]h0aBV bw A b22 odtws 1, corr. K? © rec.) || 

av {V} b22-3 transp. Aéyouto post ptAamvtog A b24 cinetv om. 7 

b256 0m. V_ b26 Kai om. B b27 of om. a b28 Saipov] evdaipov L || ed] edov L 

|| Set QiA@V om. V! 29. 7 cyaBa A b30 girov] gtrov K || koi {L} 

b31 petd toO] pete tivog C, pee tov A, pet’ adtod V_b32 ye {V} || totvev 

om. V}, 88 ut vid. 24 || Serjoeton] Se’ {L}, SefjoeoOon ut vid. V! b34 ci-s.1 A 

b36 jinBevdc a A || 086’ B || SenOnodpeba V? b37 yap] 5& ci. Susemihl, prob. 

Donini! || Kod] tad ut vid. V || to} om. @ V!, add. sl. V? 639 KaGevdrhon L | 

Becioetar {Al} 

a2 ei ev bis C, primum del. rubro atramento C? || transp. w post péAtiOv L 

|| Gedcetad ti] Be0g° Ow vé ut vid. V!, corr. in mg. V? a3 adtod P Vj avtod C 

K B, signum tachygraphicum A! (vide p.000), om. L || etvat m7 GAA LL a3-4 70 

— &tonov om. C a4 transp. adtdg post Eavtov A || Gpa P || post épa rasura 

unius litterae ut vid. A || 6 G&vOp@mog] dvOpdanw ci. Casaubon, Scaliger, ‘recte’ 

Spengel? a5 &¢ secl. Susemihl || katackdnettor PD, katacKkonti L a6 

&tonov L? V || obv + gotiv ei 6 Bedg V || 6 Bed¢ om. V a7 Ocdpevog C a8 tod 

om. A || éxioxeytv V a9 GAA] GAAS tfig L all tig] ct L || tog <60Eetev dv> 

Armstrong, ptAog <ein d&v> Kassel (conferens 03b33) recte al2 <Kai> éonep Kassel 

al3 &AAog post iro tri. Scaliger, GAAog PiAog eyo secl. Armstrong || yore tOTOV 

{L}  al5 abdtov P A 9] adtov C, éorvrdv L || fdtotov Matr.4684, Matr. 4574, 

Ald.] fd107 Qv ao L 0, HSv0tH ut vid. A || @dtov] avdtOvV C A V, éavtov L al5-16 

avtal pév obv {L} a6 adtods P A, éaxvtords L || abtév P? rec.) K] avt@v a B 

V || ante Sti add. SffA0ov Lal 7 adtodg A, Exvtods L || SvvdyreOo. + Bed.oacboa L 

|| GAAHAog A al8 Aavedvopev V? D P? = rec.) Mut.? Pal. 165? M] pavOcvopev © || 

sorte P2 (= rec.), eadem Valla] cota cett. || todto {L} a 18-19 devvorav (sic) 

C al9 Sux om. L || &8] yep ci. Susemihl a20 otv {L}, sed ut vid. scriptum est 

per compendium L || avt@v L, odtv V a2] etdopev a] Sowev A, YSoyreba A?, 

{Souev K e, Sopev V, solum t6- legiturL 22 adtovs] adcav C, éavtovs L {P} 

  

a23 ciddvtes P || yvwptoor pév L || ag + Av n || 0 {L} a24 idévar C a24-5 

todto 8 obk {L'}  a24-6 ei — yvpiet = 10 et — 24 éym Ramsauer a25 

Weve C a26 ovrdv K, éavtdv L || yv@pioor La27 éxev L || ta om. A 1 || 

nop] nept A a29 dt om. V 

b1 dv + Kol Vb3 dé] otv L || transp. kmtéov post pirovg A || TP sic A 

b4 Sei [det] Bonitz!, Spengel?, Bussemaker, om. cei Valla, 5é01 d&v Rassow? (“fors 

recte’ Susemihl), det eivor ci. Bonitz! b5 £9’! om. V! 

1213b5 é@’ -end Codd: C P (=a), AL GB), KB En). Bn =F



163 

b6 2& dSvvatet L = b7 mpdg {L} 8 Edy] Gv @ B || GxootHons tod] Emiotio 

solum legitur L b10 andvrov K] éxi navtwv P BB, Kot ext xivtov C || t6] 

wa bil éyxnpoto ut vid. A || od«] solum ok legiturL b15 -vew {L} b17 

abdtod ci. Susemihl b18 oxentéov dv etn] ein oxentéov 4 || xphoacbar ao 

b19 foramen post év! P b20 lacuna circa sex litterarum post poAtota B || 

CAANAOUS A b21 hAAaIg {A} b23 Koi s.l. L b24 58!] yep ci. Susemihl || dé H 

{L} b267)7B b27 84 Bonitz!, prob. Breier] obv o B, dé K M, yoo B 

b28 év tA Laur. 81,12, Sylburg, prob. Bonitz!] tf év w, tf, Camot. || <to>adey 

Bonitz!] abt w, abtots Ellebodius b29 etn {L} || xpjoacOo1 B? || transp. xpiobor 

post oiA@ L b30 gidotg 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 bzép, where Aristotle uses nept.! 

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 

lecture course of Aristotle,? 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 od 

is required in a sentence, but the manuscripts do not have it, then an editor will conclude that 

the omission of o® will have been an omission that was caused in the transmission - Aristotle 

is too clever not to have realised that the od was required. od 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 od. We cannot, however, distinguish between the case where 

Aristotle thought od 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. 

  

' See Dirlmeier, pp. 149-54, 185. 
2 So, Cooper, [1973], During [1961], Kenny [1978]. 

3 Donini, [1965] passim.



165 

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: gpwrG “Sid t;’, ‘Str’, notv, “Kat... éxer.’ 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:  pév obv Gvdpeta Kat O 

Gvpetog toLodtos’ Gwppdcvvn dé... The pév... S& construction binds together the two 

subjects, which makes the start of a new paragraph between the év and the dé difficult. 

Denniston (p.472) gives parallels in which the pév clause "sums up and rounds off the old 

topic, while the 3é clause introduces the new one". Of particular note is Antiphon I, 13: 

Tadto. Lev oBv péxpL ToOtTOD: MEpl 58 TOV yevouéver... We find this too in 00a35: C, P and 

K and V treat tadto — tobto 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 

EVAVTLODTAL). 

It is noticeable how often in this text &v has been conjectured, and usually accepted 

into the text (81a26, 91a28, 95b34, 98b6, 00b20, 02434, 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 n (98423, 

13b18), by L V (94b13), by K (98428), by V (95a4, 11a31), by L (84b13, 89a28, 89633, 

06b37, 11a23), by P (8767), by B (87620). This shows that cv is liable to drop out. One 

explanation of the liability of &v 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 invent’. 

All eight conjectures of Gv occur in contexts in which we have parallels for the 

omission of &v by scribes of M.M. We can see why cv might have dropped out after nu at 

81a26, 95b34, 00b20, 02a34, 07a34; why it should have dropped out before &v in 10a19, 

and we have four parallels for it dropping out after y&ip.® 

On balance, then, I would be prepared to accept the conjectures. 

  

> ] conjecture &v at 11a21. 
© 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 cv should have been left out 

before &v- at 86618, and before a- at 98228, and when it is next to odv at 94b13. Four times it has dropped 
out after yop: 84613, 87b7, 95a4, 06b37. This is hard to explain. I also cannot explain why it should have 

been left out at 89a28, 89633, 11423. 
7 & is accepted as a conjecture at E.E. 1223a24, 1225b13, 1229634, 1229b38, 1230a18; at E.N. 1123630, 

1180613. 

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, 10a17, 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. 

1/66 

At 93b21 the mss. read éAc&iocova. The word éAé&ttov 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 éAé&ttova 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.L 970a16, P.A. 666b22, 668433, 668a34, 667a15, Pol. 1268b14, Topics 

107a16, Mir. 839a15!2). 

Elsewhere in M.M. we find the double sigma. At 08a23-4 mvpéooevv is given by a 

rather than mopéttewv, and mupéooovtr is given by B!. At 89b10 L reads téooupov, not 

téttapow. See also my note on 1201a22. In E.N. 1115429 one ms. (Laur. 81,18) gives 

Sartoon rather than GoAgtty, but in 1115a35 writes OaAdtty. Again, in EN. 1161a13 

another manuscript, O°, has zp&ocwov rather than mpattwov. 

2. T_ov}3 

  

° 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 M.M. 

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 

Susemihl has the singular), See also Dirlmeier, pp.129, 446. 

1) 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: 1079a20, 1079a28, 

1079b12-13, to which one can add three from de Anima: 411b25, 421427, 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. 

'2 In the last passage some mss. have double tau. 
'3 See Dirlmeier, pp.173-4, 439,
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The phrase 7 0% 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 

Gipa or nOtepov (1a) the phrase may be part of the question, and mean ‘or not?’ (e.g. 82b11, 

87a6, 90a5, 97b3, 98a22, 98a32, 01a38, 02b20, 06a8, 10633, 11a17, 12b25); the particle 

following this, if there is one, is usually &AA&, which introduces the alternative to the first 

option in the nOtepov clause; (1b) 7 od 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 yap, 

which gives the reason why he answers ‘No’) (e.g. 89a2, 89a20, 90a12, 90b12 (8’), 92a16, 

95b6, 97a32, 98b10, 99a16, 99b11, 02b30, 03al, 07a7, 08b24, 12a4). 

Not after ndtepov/Gipa, 7 od 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 nétepov question is a direct question.!4 Susemihl tends to punctuate with a question 

mark in (1b) uses of 4 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 mOtepov clause, but a 

full stop after 7 od.) 

Susemihl, [1880] 476, conjectures 5é for 54 six times (95b25, 97a3, 99b17, 05a27, 

05b30, 06b7) and wonders whether the frequent use of 5% meaning dé was a linguistic 

peculiarity of the author. 5é is conjectured against the mss.” 54 also at 83a32 (Spengel), 

84a24 (Spengel), 93b2 (Spengel), 96b9 (Spengel), 97b11 (Spengel), 01b9 (Spengel), 04628 

  

'4 Tn 09a5 Susemihl’s punctuation is right, because the yép defends the claim that the é&ropia just raised 
follows on naturally from what has preceded. This is not a case where {| ob means ‘No’. See Dirlmeier, 
p.439. In 13a10 we need a full stop after od because the question is indirect. 

15 Close to (1b) cases are: 89a5 full stop afer ij 005 todto; 84a26 full stop after 4 Kal tobto &tonov; 89a18 

full stop after 7 085 toto; at 00a24 a full stop after 7) toOto odK G&ANOés. Less close are 82b17 (question 
mark after €vundpyovtog, and full stop after od); 90a12 (question mark after mpo@éoOo. and full stop after 
etv), 99a27 (full stop after ppdvnoig); 03a24 (full stop after ofto1); 03b24 (full stop after dxoAoveet); 05635 

(full stop after éeieton), 06234 (full stop after &tonov); 07a7 (full stop after S6Ee1ev); 09a38 (question mark 
after giAoc); 08625 (question mark after patAc, and full stop after to6to); 12a17 (comma after ot), 12a23 

(comma after od). See also my notes on 1200a19 and 1209639.
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(Bas.3), and three other places where Susemihl later conjectured the same change (87a13, 

94a31, 09a39). But the reverse has also happened - the mss. give 5, but people have 

suggested that we ought to read 69: 82b14 (Rieckher), 90b28 (Bonitz), 94a16 (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 dé and 6h 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, 93a12, 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 dé, but 57 has 

been conjectured (1232b16, 1235b24, 1241a30, 1242a1, 1243b32, 1244b33, 1249b13), and 

three places where the mss. give 8h, but 5€ has been conjectured (1236a14, 1236b18, 

1241b1).16 

Acknowledging, therefore, the vulnerability of ¢ and 5% 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  (yitvecOar/yiyveota, 

yieoKew/ytyv@oketv!8, ovdeic/obGets is set out on p.xvili n.32 of his introduction - he 

  

'© See Bonitz, Index 172b52-173a4 for more examples of such emendations. And see my note on 1187a13. 
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, ic. 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 got nor of t1¢ or parts of np. An example: 97236 
got K! Rav,] gotiv C A, got PL K2, got 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.!9 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?9 

cérya0dv, in its various cases, is normal in Susemihl. This is consistent with the 

stemma.?! I would also print t&ya008 at 82b11 (despite to} &yaGod A n) and 83a29 (despite 

TOD cyaBod (P An). 

However, at 09a19, 09a20, 09a29 and 09a32 Susemihl prints 76 c&yaOov, which is the 

reading of all independent manuscripts. There seems to be a reason for the spelling in these 

  

‘9 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 got or of ciot, where Susemihl 
does not: 83b12, 84b12, 85a24, 91437, 96b1, 96638, 97b9, 02a16, 02a19, 02b3, 02620, 05b6, 07634, 08236, 
09b21, 09625, 10a2, 11b30, 12a1, 12a24, 12b15, 13a13, 13624! 136242, We also find in K: 82a11 
Evexeipynoev, 85628 gBeipovorv, 86616 KaAobotv, 94a7 onow, 94439 fiptev, 94637 petantrtovew, 05435 
anétoxev, 07626 pac, 12a39 novficovew. 

Thrice K does not have the nu, where Susemihl does: 93b39 gor, 03a35 ddEe1e, 04a26 got. 

20 Kassel, [1976] v, only allows crasis where it is in the mss. 
21 There are four exceptions: we read t& ceyoO& at 84b1 (a L B), 99b5 (@ B), 07a8 (a A), 08a2 (ao 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.



171 

four cases, namely that t6 &yo@ov appears in a prepositional phrase balanced by 7 Kat& tO 

60 or the like. 

Susemihl usually writes t&AAa. He does so with stemmatic support at 82b9, 84b26, 

90a22, 91b18, 96a3, 96b22, 11a5.2? But at 83b7 and 02b10 all mss. have t& AAG, which is 

what Susemihl prints. It is thus not obvious what to print at: 84a7 t& GAAG] tTHAAM C L; 

86a22 te CAA] THAAG of; 91a28 TAA] tH CAA o B; 91b14 teAAG] te GAAG a B; 11a2 te 

CAAG] TEAAG of B. 

Other instances of crasis in M.M. (kant, kéev, KaKEtvotc, KaAOKayOOta, TavdpEeta, 

tavtO) have stemmatic support. At 07b25 ¢ has kai c&ya®dv twice, but Susemihl adopts the 

reading of a. At 07b31, 08a2, 08a4 Susemihl conjectures Kdryabdg (Kad cyaBds @). 

Mss. frequently lose the breathing in cases of crasis. K does this most, but all read tat 

instead of tadt6 e.g. at 02b29, 02633, 04a15, 09b10. 

Accentuation?3 

Accents on infinitives are often wrong: deuxvOvor: 83a25 P A B, 87224 a B {A}; 

Kpivor: 97614 K Cois., 99a2 K Cois.; Adcou: 01b2 L K, 06b8 C B; mpaou: 95a11 L, 95a28 

A!, 12a8 V; pa&var: 09b39 C. 

Adjectives in the feminine singular are written with circumflexes: &vdpeta: 85b7 A, 

90b9 a, 91a5 a, 91al0 C, 91a25 C, 91a36 C, 98a24 C, 98a27 a A, 98a28 C A; Beta 00b13 

C K, 00b17 C; of« 87a31 @ B; otav 01b10 a; oixetav: 06b11 C;, oxovdata: 05b3-4 C; 

05b13 CL; exovdatav 05b14 C L; teAeta 00a9 C. 

ioog is almost always spelt toog in « B V/B, but K preserves itoog. 

NOATtOL 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. 

yata] yoia 08b16 P 

  

22 <&Aq is usually written as 7&AAo. by B, and occasionally by P, A and V. 7GAAo is often written as 7” GAA 

by K. Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr.1741 accentuates: t&AAc. 
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 (noppdtepov thrice) 

and 91a34 (Gappovotv), but I have not found this in any ms. 

Enclitics: 

GAO TL written as KAAO tt often in each of the independent mss.74 

Se as enclitic: in a: 85b25, 88b25, 94b3; in P: 91435, 91b31, 92b32, 10a21 

8° acts as an enclitic (ie. throws an acute accent onto the last syllable of the 

preceding word) most often in a, 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 B and V, but rarely in C, and never inPorK 

oytev is always written as poyév in the mss. 

Breathings 

ovtapKeia and adtépKng are given rough breathings in a 

Word Division (1). Two words treated as one”: 

GAAcyLTV often in a B; évoyiéoov 91b24 K, 92630 A B, 93a24 K; SnAovorr often in 

AL VB; dati often in C P A L B; dtatodto often in A L B, ei8odta<¢ 06b20 a; 

émumord 13b7 7, 13b8 B; éxvtonoAd 94638 ny, 95a3 n; Kaba 00DS A; KQOEKAOTOV 

often in C P AL V/B; Ko®avtd 07a34 V; Ka8d 87a4 a A, 87b36 P A; Katagiov AB, 

petatodto 87a5 B; petatadta 87b32 B, 96b34 B, ovddAms 85b11 L, 03b26 C, 

07a21 C P! K2; odkdipa 89a21 L; mopéypoyyia, 85b39 C; mpoodcAANAa 96a28 P; 

tovtéett 90a33 B. 

Word Division (ii) One word treated as two? 

y’ obv 85al7 K, 11a40 n; yotv L 85al7, 08b21, 11440; énei 8’ dv 91a3 a, 99b36 a 

28 

Ki. émew’ Gv 91a3 K, 99b36 V; énewnh mep 85al5 C n; émet nep 04a5 n; ed 

  

24 Kassel, [1976] vi, reports that Paris gr. 1741 (10th C) writes &AAO tu. 

25 Kassel, [1976] v, tells us that he tacitly conjoins 17) 8, od« ov. 
26 Kassel, [1976] v, tells us that he tacitly separates ka@éxactov, kaOavth, napaAAnAa. See also my remarks 

on ovieic below.
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nountuKdg 10b1 & B, 10b12 a B K!; Kad’ 6 98a37 K; Ka’ SAov often in K!; pn dé 

85b24 a L n, 92632 w, 07a19 a B K; doa nep (printed by Susemihl thus) 11a7 B V 

3g tig 91b16 @ A, 92b1 P; dt” Gv always in 1;27 008’ Etepos often in K!; odK Ett most 

common in P K; obd« obv often in K V; a6 atitws often in K 

In all these cases I would be happy to follow Susemihl in his word division, except that we 

should print Soonep at 11a7, and we need to reach a decision about Ka’ 6 (printed in 87a4, 

87b36) and xo0d (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 Ka0’ 6 

ought to be printed. 

Particular Words 

aiet instead of cet 91b32 B28 

avtKkatarAdtteobo only has one lambda in A! at 94a11, 94a20, 95b14, 95b16 but is 

spelt correctly at 88b20, 89a14, 10a38. 

abdtds written as éavtdg in L: 82b21, 84a23?9, 96a4, 96a7, 09a2, 09b34, 10b33, 1lal, 

llal6, 11a19, 11a24, 11a25, 11a27, 11a30, 11a31, 11a39, 11b2, 11b3, 12a22!, 

12a22?, 12a28, 12a30, 12a31, 12b10, 12b13, 12b15, 12b17, 13a15!, 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, éav-, where Bekker conjectured ab-. 

Susemihl prints ob- 98 times and éav- 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 éav- 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 aiet. In M.M. dei 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 
Cet, 

29 also has éavtbs here.
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93b13-17). If we follow the demands of the stemma we would only change 

Susemihl’s text at 95b26 (print €avtov for adt6v), 12b9 (print adtov for Eavtdv).3° 

yiveoBar/ytyvecdan3! 

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 yivetor C B B {P}; 88b26 yivdpevov a B; 88627 

yivopevov a B; 88b28 yivetor C A {P}; 88b28 yivopevmv a A; 89a3 éyyivetou a B 

B; 89b21 yivetor C B {P}; 91a22 éyyiveton C B, éyivetou P; 04a37 éyyivetou a B V; 

07a16 éyyivecOar a B V; 10a15 éyyivetor a BV; 12b29 yivetou B {a}. 

It is true that there are a number of places where Susemihl prints ytv- but not 

all manuscripts agree (83b34 yivetou] yiyvetor B; 89a23 yivopeva] yryvopeva, a; 

92b1 yivec8or] yiyveo8o. A B; 93b31 éyyivetor] éytyvetor B; 95a26 yivopévne] 

yiyvonévng L; 99a13 yiwopeva] yryvopeva L; 08b16 éyyivesBou] éyytyveo@or V; 

09b18 yivopévn] yryvopévyn V; 10a22 éyytvetat] yiyvetou V!, éyyiyveton V2; 10b2 

yivovtar] ytyvovto. 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 yiveo@ou is the form used in Ionic dialect ‘and after 

Aristotle’. I know of no study of Aristotle’s practise 3? 

YwOoKEW/YLYVOOKELV 

39 Kassel, [1976] v, prefers go0t00 over abt08. 
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 yivecOor/ytyveo@or and yéveoOor as a 
separate issue. Cf. apparatus at 82a15, 00a23, 00a26, 00a27, 04b24!, 10a25, 11a36 
32 Kassel, [1976] v, prefers yuyv- to yiv.
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The present tense of this verb only occurs at 98b37 where Susemihl prints 

yiyvooxov. But yiv@oKxov is the reading of B V (@ omits the word entirely) and, 

bearing in mind M.M.’s use of yiveo@ou rather than yiyveoOou just discussed, we 

should read yiv@oxov here. 

é&v/&v: M.M. uses both é&v and é&v to mean ‘if’. Of the nineteen occurrences of écv 

in Susemihl’s text, the mss. unanimously? read é&v except at 10a21 (a has cv), 

06a12 (L has &v), 13b8 (a B have cv). At 82b21 and 88b20 Susemihl prints &v but 

we should read é&v with the mss. Of the remaining twenty four occurrences of év 

(meaning ‘if?), the only times that éév is a v.l. are 85a30 (L), 85a33 (P), 87b1 (6), 

94b36 (P2). If we adopt the changes suggested by the stemma at 82b21, 88b20 and 

13b8 (at 82b35, 87b1 and 10a21 it is impossible to decide, but leave them as 

Susemihl has them), the statistics are: &v 24 times, éév 20 times.*4 

écv in L: 82621, 84b17, 85b23, 87b1, 87b2, 87b21, 88b20, 90b27, 90b37, 94a32, 04a8, 

05al9, 06a4, 06b26, 10a18, 10a21, 10a32, 12a14 

-e1a/-to termination 

&vSpio common in A L V B; cvdpevvta, 91b7 C; &nopeia 99b10 C; domrteta a, 

addodia a; edpabia K1; edtpamereta 93a11 A K!, 93a19 K!; evtuyeta, a always; 

mobaydpior 94a29 a K; téArov 84a13 L 

évexo, and évexev 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 évexa so a tidier text is possible. Susemihl prints 

&vexev sixteen times and évexa four times. For the moment treating vexe as EveKev 

(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 @ gives the form in -ev. (Other deviations: At 84b17 - 

oa B, 95al7 -ev L, 95a19 -ev a, 95a25 -a B V, 99a20 -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 gv over &v. 
35 Sometimes P just writes edtvy’, but when it is written in full, it is with -eic.
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i) &vexa only appears after its genitive, while Evexev appears both before (82a35, 

91a24) and after, but more often after. 

it) We find 06 &vexa (95a17, 99a20), and 06 Evexev (84a7, 95a25). 

iii) As last word in a sentence we only find évexev (84b17, 95425). 

iv) The genitive that precedes veka. is only ever 09. 

In 90a22 we should read évexev because of (iv). This will avoid the jarring effect in 

Susemihl’s text in 90a22-3. In 95a19 we should read évexev because of (iii) and 

bearing in mind (ii). 

We are left with a text that has évexev fourteen times and évexa twice. Eucken 

[1868, 18-19] notes that overall Aristotle uses vex, more frequently than évexev, 

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 évexev twice.%° 

The nu of évexev is treated as ephelcystic (i.e. omitted before a consonant) at 84a7 C, 

88b16 D, 90a23 P, 91b15 P, 08a14 V, 08a18 V P2, 12a31 a. There is inscriptional 

evidence for this spelling (see L.S.J. s.v €vexa), but the evidence that M.M. used it 

weak. I no of know modern editor who has printed évexe. 

idéo, spelt as eidéa. by K!: 82b10, 82b12, 82613, 83a28, 8330, 83a32, 83a37, 83b7 

idéa spelt as idto: 82b10 B 

O LEV. 0 88 

Susemihl puts grave accents on the definite article at 82b26-7, 92a5, 98a34-5, 

01a7-8, 02a19, 03a3037, 03b1, 04a15-16, 10a27, 10a36 and 12a22. The manuscripts, 

on the other hand, do not.3 The only exceptions are at 03a30 where V has 7 but the 

test have h, 04a15-16 where V has 6 twice. I would get rid of these accents. In 82b26 

Susemihl’s accentuation leads to Stock mistranslate: ‘[the doctor says that] one thing 

36 Tt occurs twice in Ross’ text (197b30, 243432). 
37 | think that he meant to put a grave on * in 03a33 (or did he think that 4 58 in 03b1 answered 4 pév in 
034307), 

38 They give an unaccented definite article except at 82b26-7, 04a16, 10a27, 12a22, where some manuscripts 

put an accute on the definite article before 5’. I list other occurences of 8’ acting as an enclitic above, p.172.
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(S pév) produces health and how it produces it’. 6 is masculine singular: “The doctor 

says that he creates health, and how he does it’. 

ovdeic/oveetc, pndeic/nBeis. The first question is whether a 6 or a 6 is found.> 

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: 

87a25 a A, 09a38 L, 12b36a A. 

In 01b6 we should read ovdéev with all the independent mss. 

The second question is whether the manuscripts treat these words as one or as two: 

K writes 000’ &v, nd’ év, od0” eis. The form od8é pia is read in a and B, but less 

often in K and V. 

odtw/obtTMS 

The mss. agree with what Susemihl prints except at: 

84a25 ottws mos B; 84a32 otstws tO B; 84a35 ottm Cntntéov a B; 86a19 odtH 

KaKds B; 87a35 odtw Koi a B; 87b34 otto HNOFvor D; 91a26 ottwsg ovunton B; 

94a4 ottus ta L V!; 94a35 ottw to a B K; 95a8 obtug tHdTO aH; 96b10 obtH Kat o 

B; 97a39 obtws... Exetvng ©; 97b36 ott SdEerev B; 01a35 ottwsg 76 V; 01b39 odtHS 

ovpPrycetar a An {L}; 02620 ottw aqddpa Ald.] obtw¢ cpddpa w; 06a31 otto LEV 

L; 06b11 ottwsg yap V; 06b21 oftw tov L; 07b2 obtwg mpcttew V; 09al ott Kai 

V; 13b23 otto kai a B V. 

Standardly, in Greek, a sigma is added to oJtm 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 oStws Stka1ov. We should be prepared for M.M. not to follow 

“standard procedure’.*° On stemmatic grounds, I would read ottw in 84a35, 87435, 

94435, 96b10, 13b23, but ottws in 97a39, 01b39, 02b20. 

ovdk’ and ovy”: at 05a23-4 Susemihl treats us to two versions of the negative. In the first line 

3° Kassel, [1976] v, prefers od8- over 000-. 
*° Kassel, [1976] v, allows Aristotle to have ota before a consonant.
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a K have ovy, in the second B V have ovx’. There is thus no obvious correspondence 

between Susemihl’s spelling and the spelling of K. The extra apostrophe after the 

negative ody is found often in B V.4! 

The extra apostrophe after obd« is found frequently in V, in K at 85a26, and in P K at 

88a32 

ndig/etag 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 &xaolv o B (cf. 82b21), 83a12 

nocaig a B, 84a23 axd&vtov L, 86a28 andvtov B, 90b20 (see apparatus), 99a32 

nates L, 04a36 &racw V, 05all acooaisg a V, 05a13 amcoos C, 05b29 &raow D, 

13b10 ravtwv o BB. Cf. also apparatus at 90b20. 

Concentrating on those passages where the manuscripts are unanimous, we can say 

the following: 

i) never does M.M. use &ac immediately after a vowel.4? 

i) if the ‘all’ comes first in a sentence (9 times), M.M. uses 10g 

iii) M.M. uses néig 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.% 

Bearing these findings in mind, we can turn to the cases where the manuscripts 

disagree. At 82b16 read &nact (with the stemma), at 83a12 read méoousg (with the 

stemma), at 05al1 read mé&coug (with the stemma), at 13b10 read n&vtwv (with the 

stemma). Leave what Susemihl prints at the remaining places,4+ but note how it is 

more often that scribes have, understandably, altered ndig to &nac (seven out of ten 

times, excluding 05a13). At 05a13, where the stemma is divided and, given points 

(iti) and (iv), there is no way to decide, I would read méoaxc on statistical grounds. 

  

*" At 83a34 A L 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 (97634), but Susemihl wrongly prints xepi in that line. 
“3 It is thus no argument that we should read énaow in 82b16 that the same form is used in 82621. 
44 | 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 nic 105 times and crac 27 times. 

MAE tOV/TAEOV 

Neuter singular: Susemihl prints mAéov twice (11b6, 13b8), and nAeTtov seven times 

(82a15, 86b23, 93b27 (nAéov a B), 96a8, 96a9, 96a12, 10a20 (nAciw B, TAETotoV 

Rav.)). Bonitz (618b13ff.) says that Aristotle uses xAetov much more often. 

Neuter plural: Susemihl prints nAetova at 94a38, but nAetw at 86a25, 92a2, 93a21, 

93a30, 93a34, 94b2, 94b38, 96a26, 03a22, 10a32 (mAetova Cois.), 11a3. 

Leave the inconsistency in spelling and only change the spelling at 93b27, on 

stemmatic grounds. 

7 dO instead of tadtOv (neuter singular) in L at 02a20! 

95a8 tavtov B] taxdt6 a A V2, tavtd L K, om. V! 

vyleta 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: 82625, 82b26, 84a4, 84a23, 90a3, 92a12, 99a31, 99a33 

ag 8’ attMS 

Three times M.M. writes w¢ 5’ atts, according to Susemihl (83b16, 94b17, 99b1), 

who prints a rough breathing on ats. At 83b16 only P and L have the tmesis, and 

they write a rough breathing; at 94b17 K and A have atitms, P and V have atts (C 

and L are not witnesses); at 99b1 A, L, V and K have attws (C and P are not 

witnesses). For a full discussion of the controversy of what breathing is correct see 

Kuhner-Gerth II, 1, pp.654-5. Neither Kuhner-Gerth nor L.S.J. (s.v. moots) give 

any examples of ws 8° atta. 

The tmesis is found, besides at the passages cited in Bonitz (s.v. moatm>), at EE. 

  1238b32, An. 71a9, 77a14, 85a15, Met. 988b11, 1001a17, Phys. 188b6, de Respirat. 

473b24, 474a23, de Sensu 447629. Editors of Aristotle are not consistent in which 

breathing to print. Bekker (Parva Naturalia (1831)) and Walzer/Mingay (EE. (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.


	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 
	Page 4 
	Page 5 
	Page 6 
	Page 7 
	Page 8 
	Page 9 
	Page 10 
	Page 11 
	Page 12 
	Page 13 
	Page 14 
	Page 15 
	Page 16 
	Page 17 
	Page 18 
	Page 19 
	Page 20 
	Page 21 
	Page 22 
	Page 23 
	Page 24 
	Page 25 
	Page 26 
	Page 27 
	Page 28 
	Page 29 
	Page 30 
	Page 31 
	Page 32 
	Page 33 
	Page 34 
	Page 35 
	Page 36 
	Page 37 
	Page 38 
	Page 39 
	Page 40 
	Page 41 
	Page 42 
	Page 43 
	Page 44 
	Page 45 
	Page 46 
	Page 47 
	Page 48 
	Page 49 
	Page 50 
	Page 51 
	Page 52 
	Page 53 
	Page 54 
	Page 55 
	Page 56 
	Page 57 
	Page 58 
	Page 59 
	Page 60 
	Page 61 
	Page 62 
	Page 63 
	Page 64 
	Page 65 
	Page 66 
	Page 67 
	Page 68 
	Page 69 
	Page 70 
	Page 71 
	Page 72 
	Page 73 
	Page 74 
	Page 75 
	Page 76 
	Page 77 
	Page 78 
	Page 79 
	Page 80 
	Page 81 
	Page 82 
	Page 83 
	Page 84 
	Page 85 
	Page 86 
	Page 87 
	Page 88 
	Page 89 
	Page 90 
	Page 91 
	Page 92 
	Page 93 
	Page 94 
	Page 95 
	Page 96 
	Page 97 
	Page 98 
	Page 99 
	Page 100 
	Page 101 
	Page 102 
	Page 103 
	Page 104 
	Page 105 
	Page 106 
	Page 107 
	Page 108 
	Page 109 
	Page 110 
	Page 111 
	Page 112 
	Page 113 
	Page 114 
	Page 115 
	Page 116 
	Page 117 
	Page 118 
	Page 119 
	Page 120 
	Page 121 
	Page 122 
	Page 123 
	Page 124 
	Page 125 
	Page 126 
	Page 127 
	Page 128 
	Page 129 
	Page 130 
	Page 131 
	Page 132 
	Page 133 
	Page 134 
	Page 135 
	Page 136 
	Page 137 
	Page 138 
	Page 139 
	Page 140 
	Page 141 
	Page 142 
	Page 143 
	Page 144 
	Page 145 
	Page 146 
	Page 147 
	Page 148 
	Page 149 
	Page 150 
	Page 151 
	Page 152 
	Page 153 
	Page 154 
	Page 155 
	Page 156 
	Page 157 
	Page 158 
	Page 159 
	Page 160 
	Page 161 
	Page 162 
	Page 163 
	Page 164 
	Page 165 
	Page 166 
	Page 167 
	Page 168 
	Page 169 
	Page 170 
	Page 171 
	Page 172 
	Page 173 
	Page 174 
	Page 175 
	Page 176 
	Page 177 
	Page 178 
	Page 179 
	Page 180 
	Page 181 
	Page 182 
	Page 183 
	Page 184 
	Page 185 
	Page 186 
	Page 187 
	Page 188 

