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Abstract
Methodologically applying Pasquali’s proposal in textual criticism, ‘recentiores, non deteriores’,
and by inspecting digital and microfilm reproductions, I newly collate some later, mainly 15" to 16"
century, manuscripts of the Platonic First Alcibiades and, as a result, propose hypotheses on their

textual interrelations in the transmission of the work.
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Palatinus gr. 175; Codex Bodmer 136; Conventi Soppressi 180; Vindobonensis suppl.
gr. 55; Sitavianus MSS A2.

1. Introduction

Whether or not the text of a work diverges so much the more from the original each time
another copy is made from a copy is not a priori true but is true empirically, as Pasquali
suggests.! Establishing this truth depends on the collation of the work’s manuscripts. If
scribes use a single exemplar and try to faithfully transcribe the text there, one more
handwritten copying of a given copy in transmission will very likely add some more
handwritten-specific errors to the textual transmission, but whether all the scribes have done
this is not known until what each has done is described by collation. Hence for the recension
of the Platonic First Alcibiades its whole textual transmission must be described beforehand.

Following this methodology, I have proposed hypotheses on some of the First Alcibiades’
later manuscripts, Florentines (Laurentiani Plut. 59.1, Plut. 85.6, Plut. 85.9 and Plut. 85.12),
Venetians (Veneti gr. 590, 189 (S), 186 and 184 (E)) and a Coislan (Coislianus 155), and on
hypothetically supposed manuscripts which Ficino used in his translation and editors used
in 16t century printed editions of Plato’s Works.? In addition to these hypotheses, I propose

in what follows hypotheses on some more of the later manuscripts, Parisinus gr. 1814, saec.



XVI, Neapolitanus gr. 337 (IIl E 15), saec. XIII, Neapolitanus gr. 340 (III E 18), saec. XV,
Romanus, Angelicus gr. 107, saec. XIV, Monacensis gr. 408, anno 1490, Palatinus gr. 175, saec.
XV, Codex Bodmer 136, saec. XIV-XV, Fiorentinus, Conventi Soppressi 180, saec. XV,
Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 55, saec. XV, and Sitavianus MSS A2, saec. XV.

2. Sigla:

2. 1. the group including the primary manuscripts, B, C and D
[3: the B group: BV C DW

B: Bodleianus E.D. Clarke 39, 895 CE (B)
V: Vaticanus gr. 225, saec. XIII

C: Tubingensis gr. Mb 14, saec. XI

D: Venetus gr. 185, saec. XII
W: Scorialensis W i. 1, saec. XVI

2. 2. the group including the primary manuscripts, P, T and W
P: Palatinus gr. 173, saec. X

W: Vindobonensis suppl. phil. gr. 7, saec. XI
L: Lobcowicz VI Fa 1, saec. XII-XIII, descriptus ex W
o: Vaticanus gr. 228, saec. XIV, descriptus ex L

R: Vaticanus gr. 1029, saec. XIV, descriptus ex L

T: Venetus App. CL. 1V, 1, saec. X
I': Coislianus 155, saec. XIV, descriptus ex T
d: Laurentianus Plut. 85.12, saec. XIV, descriptus ex T

Pat: Parisinus gr. 1808, ?saec. XIII

Sc: Scorialensis Y. I. 13, saec. XIII
Pa': Parisinus gr. 1811, saec. XIV
s: Vaticanus gr. 1030, n.d.



Pa'2 Parisinus gr. 1812, saec. XIV

b: Laurentianus Plut. 85.6, saec. XIII

Bdm: Bodmer 136, saec. XIV-XV

Ld: Etwall’s text (Etwall 1771) for Bodleianus Laud. 16, saec. XV

Pa®: Parisinus gr. 1809, saec. XV
M: Caesenas Malatestianus 28.4, saec. XIII-XV

Y: Vindobonensis phil. gr. 21, saec. XIII-XV (103a1-119e1 katado- : scriba primus; 119el-vn0évtag

-135€8: scriba secundus)

a: Laurentianus Plut. 59.1, saec. XIV
N: Neapolitanus gr. 340 (III E 18), saec. XV

c: Laurentianus Plut. 85.9, saec. XV

V5%: Venetus gr. 590, saec. XIV
S: Venetus gr. 189, saec. XIV
V1s6: Venetus gr. 186, saec. XV
E: Venetus gr. 184, saec. XV

. TPa%®Pa® M ScPallsPa?LdYaNcV®SVie5EPWLoR

2. 3. The later manuscripts I inspect for this article

Pa'#: Parisinus gr. 1814, saec. XVI (prima tria folia (103al-107b7) continens), descendens ex
Ang

N340: Neapolitanus gr. 340 (III E 18), saec. XV, descendens ex a

N3%7: Neapolitanus gr. 337 (III E 15), saec. XIII (post locum 116a6 altera manu, quam N37
nomino, in singulo columno exaratus)

Mo: Monacensis gr. 408, anno 1490, gemellus cum Z

Pal: Palatinu gr. 175, saec. XV, gemellus cum CS8

Bdm: Codex Bodmer 136, saec. XIV-XV, descendens ex Sc

Ang: Romanus, Angelicus gr. 107, saec. XIV, descendens ex Pa%

CS80: Fiorentinus, Conventi Soppressi 180, saec. XV, descendens ex Y

W5 Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 55, saec. XV, descendens ex Y

Z: Sitavianus MSS A2, saec. XV, descendens ex Y



2. 4. Some other sigla

Xac: Jectio ante correctionem

Xre: lectio post correctionem

s.l. vel sl: supra lineam

im.: in margine

it.:in textu

Lr.:in rasura

om.: omisit vel omiserunt

add.: addidit vel addiderunt
scrips.: scripsit vel scripserunt
supp.: supplevit vel suppleverunt
] : post hoc signum lectionem falsam cum eius codicibus significo
codd.: cuncti codices quos inspexi

cet.codd.: ceteri codices quos inspexi

3. Hyptheses on the Textual Interrelations

3. 1. Codex Parisinus gr. 1808 and its relative texts
Hypothesis 1-1: Ang descends from Pa%, not T.
At 110c8, Ang agrees with T and Pa% against all the others or the Y subgroup and has a
better reading with T and Pa% against the Y subgroup there (for this subgroup see 3.9).
110c8: o0v p T I’ Pa%® Ang Pa® M Sc cet.codd.: yoOv Y Z Mo CS'% Pal a N340 ¢ V3% §
Vise B
This conjunction is corroborated by the following two variants in breathing.
105a4 1) cet.codd.: ) VT Pa% Ang Pa'4Sc
106a3 1 cet.codd.: ) T Pa% Ang
However, Pa® and Ang agree in omission against T at 109c1.
detvOV TOUTO YE ... TS ... TOATTOVTAG TOAEpEL scrips. T I' d W5 Mpe(s.l. altera manu
moAepev) s Ld E
deLVOV TOUTO YE ... TL ... TQATTOVTAG TTOoAgpely Bdm
moAepetv Pal?c (dervov tovtd ye ... mEATtTOvVTAg om. Pal?c et i.m. post moAeuelv
altera manu dewvov ToUTO Ye ... TL...MOAgUELY supplev. Pal2pe
deVOV TODTO YE ... TIS ... TRATTOVTAC (Om. ToAepetv) Pa® Ang Pa® Mac Sc b N337 Pa'!
devOV TOVTO Ve ... MoATTOVTAG in exemplo, in quo moAeuety forte omittitur, causa T

dikaa mpdttovtag homoeoteleuti om. Y Z Mo CS'80 Pal aac N340 V590 § V186ac



OeLVOV TOVTO ...TIOAEELY supplev. i.m. altera manu ar< et altro atramento V%r<(exemplo
aliquo praeter Pa% Pa® M2 Wmg (detvdv ye ToUTO))

devOV TO OpoAOYHoELeV ¢ (extra lineam (T0-)UTO Ve ... TOATTOVTAG OUK v om. ¢ et
altera manu altro atramento supplev. cr)

Moreover, at 111a8 Pa% and Ang in the reading before and after their scribes’ correction

agree in error against T.
avta 3 T T Whbac Sc N37 Pall s Pa'?2 Ld Bdm V'8ér<(altera manu a in ovg inposuit) &:
avto P W L o R Wope(altera manu o fecit) Pa%ac Angac Yac
avtovg Pa%re(in textu eadem manu vg) Angpe(ligatura ov pro o refecto o add.) Pa® M
Yre(s.l. eadem manu vg) ZMo CS®0PalaN3#0¢c b VS Viséac
mtept avta secl. Ficinus (quod bonos decet praeceptores habere)

This separation is corroborated by the variants at 106c9 and in the scholium ad 106a2.?
1069 1) cet.codd. Angpre(spiritu atque accentu refecto) Pa': 1) Pa% Angac(ut videtur)
scholion ad 106a2 dtomwrtegos: maEadoEdtegog Oavuaouwotegog T(mao-
compendio in forma ut e viso)( ') Pa® M W: Oavpaoudtegog magadofdtegog Sc
Pa'! s: meoudoldtegog Bavuaoiwtegog Pa%(megl- compendio, € supra m scripto, falso
ex ntapa- compendio in T) Ang mepooTeQog (Tepl- compendio, € supra T scripto)
Vissim. (gltera manu): om. B LoR Pa* W35'Y Z Mo CS*0 Pal a N340 ¢ V5% S V186 5 b N3¥7
Pa'2 Bdm

Hypothesis 1-2: Neither Ang nor Pa'* descends directly from any of the Y subgroup.
The Y subgroup agree in error and elision against Ang and Pa'.
105b5 &’ B T Pa% I'd W55 AngPa'Pa® M Sc Pa'' s b N3*7 Pa? P W L o R Bdm: d¢ Y Z

Mo CS180 Pal a N340 ¢ V50 S V186 §
105¢2 doxceic cet.codd.: dokng CY Z Mo CS™ Pal a ¢ V39S W3 W L o R dokoig N337

Hypothesis 1-3: Ang and Pa'* descend from Pa® and not with the ordering reversed.

Ang and Pa'* agree in omission and error against all or most of the other manuscripts.

104d1 Tou cet. codd. venerat enim in animum mihi, vertit Ficinus: Tt Ang Pa'4; toL om.
Viseac et nigriore atramento altera manu supplev. V1spe

105c3 éumAnoeg] éumAnone Ang Pa

1069 amokgtvato cet.codd. quid responderes ad haec, vertit Ficinus] amokgivat Ang

Pat4

Ang does not descend direcltly from Pa® or Y.



130deé:

Nuwv avtwv Mre(altera manu s.l. avtwv) Visee(altera manu s.l. avtwv) Erc(altera
manu s.l. avt@v) a N340 ¢ CS180 Pal cet.codd.:

avt@v Huwv P

avT@Vv om. Pa® MacY Z Mo V5% S Viséac Hac,

Hypothesis 1-4: None of Pa%, Pa®, Y and M descends direcltly from Ang.
scholium ad 103a4 mpoonydoevoa Pa® Pa® Y M: om. Ang

Hypothesis 1-5: Ang does not descend directly from Pa'4.

Pa'4 has an omission or error against Ang.
numerus operis: II'(=13) Ang om. Pal4
scholia: Ang om. Pa'4
104c5 fjvtv’ €xwv éATda T I'd P%® Angpe(altera manu v s.l.) Pa® Y Z Mo CS'¥ Pal
are(altera manu v i.t.) N340 V5% S M V186 5 W5 Pall spe(s.l. v ead. manu) bre(altera manu
vit)Pa2 Ld Bdm P W L o R: fjvtiva €xwv EAmida p: vy’ €xw EAmida Angae Pal ax
¢ Sc s b N7 quamve spem de te conceperim, qui caeteris fugientibus ego omnium solus
perstiti,vertit Ficinus
103b4 £oyec] €x Pal* eg supra €x scripsit Pal4

105d5 dUvapy €xerv homoeoarcti causa iteravit Pal# et punctis notavit Pal4pe

3. 2. Codex Scorialensis Y. I. 13 and its relative texts
Hypothesis 2-1: Sc, b, N3%7, s, Pa', Pa'?, Ld and Bdm form a subgroup descendant from T, not
Paos.
Sc, b, N7, s, Pal!l, Pa?, Ld and Bdm agree in one-word omission against the other
manuscripts.
106e5 on cet.codd. : om. Sc Pa'' s b N3%7 Pa2Bdm Ld
This group agree in addition or omission against the other manuscripts, although
sometimes with the exception of some members: in one-word addition, except Ld, at 107b1,
in multi-word omission, except b and N3, at 122e5, in one-word omission, except b and N3%7,
at 118c5, 119d1, and 123d5, in one-word omission, except Pa'lr¢, bre, Bdm and Ld, at 115b3,
and in multi-word omission, except b, N37, Bdm and Ld, at 126a7 (see below).
107b1 vad cet.codd. bre(nigro atramento vat alterum delevit): va(; vat. Sc Pa'' s bac N7
Pa2 Bdm Ld
115b3 amnABov bre Pallre Bdm Ld cet.codd.: om. Sc s bac N337 Patlac Pal2



118¢5 vOv €t tnAkovtog b N3¥7 cet.codd.: vOv tnAwkovtog Sc s Pal! Pa2 Bdm Ld
119d1 e scrips. Pa% b N%7 cet.codd.: om. Sc Pa'' s Pa'? Bdm Ld
122e5 éx twv b N%7 cet.codd.: om. Sc Pa'! s Pa'? Bdm Ld

123d5 vov €muxetpet b N3%7 cet.codd.: lacuna Sc om. Pa'' s Pa’2 Bdm Ld
126a7

dokeitatl owpa Kot owwletal / owletal f Pal're Bdm Ld

apewvov doukeitat owpata Palzee

drowketoOat odpata kat owileoOat / ocdleobal cet.codd. Z Mo b N337,

wome av et (126a6) ... anoyryvopévou (a8) causa homoeoteleuti om. Sc s Pallec Pal2ac
CS'% Pal et altero atramento supp. i.m. Pall’; @omeg av el maQoryryvopévov 1

ATIOYLYVOEVOL GLELVOV DlowkelTal owpata eadem manu falso supp. Pal2ee

This group, although sometimes with the exception of some member, agree in error
against the other manuscripts.

105¢2 pot dokeic/dokrc] dokels pot Sc Pal' b N3¥7 s Pa'2 Ld Bdm
105¢6 €xetc tavTnv Vv EATida cet. codd. et Ang Pa'¢ Z N340 CS180 Pal W3 Mo: tacvtnv
Vv EATOa €xelg Sc Pall s b N7 Pa'2 Ld Bdm
105e3 oUrte cet.codd.: o0t I' d Sc Pa'' s b N%7 Pal2 Ld Bdm
106d7 prte ...u1jte/pnt’ spi(duabus litteris erasis) bre(nigro atramento 7o erasit) Bdm
cet.codd.: unjmote ... urjrtote ... Sc Pa'! s>(ut videtur) bac N337 Pa12

118a9 oAV ye cet.codd.: mTOAAN ye Sc Pall s Pa'? Ld moAAD ye Bdm

Hypothesis 2-2: This group, called the Sc subgroup below, descends from T, not Pa%, Pa®, Y
or M.

Hypothesis 2-2-1: None of Pa%, Pa®, Y and M descends from Sc.
For the evidence see the variants at the scholium ad 103a4 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-4.

Hypothesis 2-2-2: Neither the Sc nor the Y subgroup descends directly from Pa®.
105b8 evpwmN/evEwT/evEwTN] é0cdmn Pa®
105e7 wg épot dokel BV D W TI' Pa% Ang Pa* Y Z a N34 ¢ V3% S M V186pe(y eraso) 2
W55 CS180 Pal Mo Sc Pa'l s b N3 Pa’2 Ld Bdm d P W L @g épot doxetv C Pa® Viséacpost
0eog transposuerunt 0 R

Hypothesis 2-2-3: None of the Sc subgroup descends direcltly from Y or Pa®.
108b2 post ktBapiletv, causa homoeoteleuti, TQO¢ TNV ONV ...KkOaI ety iteraverunt

Pa® Y a N340 ¢ V390 CS180; non iteraverunt Z Mo Pal



Hypothesis 2-2-4: The Sc subgroup agree with T in a better reading against Pa%, Pa%®, M or

Y (for the evidence see the variants at 111a8 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1).

Hypothesis 2-2-5: The Sc subgroup do not descend from any member of the Y subgroup.
105b6 év pr. scrips. cet.codd. V1sepe Epe W35: om. Y Z Mo CS'80 Pal a N340 ¢ V3% § V1s6ac Hac

N37 0 R et s.I. supp. V18 et altro atramento Erc
105d1 dw B T I' Pa® Angac Pa® M W% Sc b N7 Pal! s Pa’2Bdm P WLoR d: dU6v

Pa%mg(eadem manu yo dU'6v) Angpe(altera manu s.l. 6v) Pa'* Pa®mg(eadem manu, ut
videtur, yo dU'6v) Y Z Mo CS!80 Pal a N340 ¢ V50 S V186 5 Mmsg(yp.) b2(s.l. v) Ld

106a3 ye scrips. cet.codd. W% maxime, vertit Ficinus: om. Y Z Mo CS'80 Pal a N340 ¢ V5%
SViss s

107b9-10 Eiddtoc yop oipat ... mAovtovvtog. Tlwg yop ov; scrips. V1sope cet.codd.;
causa homoeoteleuti g Yy o0 om. Bdm Y Z Mo a N340 ¢ V5% S V1s6ac CS180 Pa].

109a6 eiprvnv te ayewv Visee(s]. altro atramento te) Ep(s.l. altro atramento te)
cet.codd.: elgrjvnv dyewv Y Z Mo CS180Pal a N340 ¢ V5% S V186ac Fac

114d4 vov cet.codd.: Toivuv 01 vOv Y Z Mo CS'% Pal a N340 ¢ V390 5 V18 =

See also the variants at 110c8 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1 and at 105b5 and 105¢2 in 3.1.,
Hypothesis 1-2.

Hypothesis 2-2-6: Sc is relatively more ascendant among the Sc subgroup.
123d6
Yeyovwg Scx b N3%7 Bdm Ld cet.codd.
veyovawg €ott Scee(altera manu s.l. éott) s Pall(sicut &tu)
veyovwg £t Pal? V¥mg(yeyovag &tr))
127a14 mpattovow (127al4) ... ta avtv: (127b3) causa ta avt@wv homeoteleuti iterav.
Scac Pallac, Pat2ec et o0d’ doat ... oUk €otkev delev. Pallpe prAdoDvtat ... oV delev. Screlineis
inferioribus notav. Pa'2c
See also the variants in the scholion ad 106a2 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1 and at 123d5 in
3.2., Hypothesis 2-1.

3. 3. Codici Laurentianus Plut. 85.6 and Neapolitanus gr. 337 (Il E 15)
Hypothesis 3-1: b and N%7 in part descend from some manuscripts other than the other
members of the Sc subgroup.

numerus operis: II'(=13) Scms bms N337 om. Pa''s Pa'?

titulus: aAKIBLAdNC a0 Sc b N337: aAk1BLadng mpwtog Pal' s Pa2 Ld

127b10 kot scrips. Pal'pe(s.]. ko) b N337 Bdm Ld cet.codd.: om. Sc s Pa'tac Pal2



130a9 1 ovvaudotegov/Evvapdotegov 10 6Aov tovto b N¥7: cet.codd.: 1] kat
Euvauddtegov 10 6Aov Tovto Sc Pal' s Pal? Ld Bdm

See also the variants at 118a9, 119d1, 122e5 and 126a7 in 3.2, Hypothesis 2-1.

Hypothesis 3-2: Among the Sc subgroup, no other member descends directly from b or N3¥7.
103b5 ¥70] drto b N7
104al ®Oy@/w cet.codd. @ Mo Pal om. b N3¥7
104b6 év om. b N337
104b8 mpooOnjow] mpoBnow b N3¥7
104d1 pe] W' b N337
104e6 et pév b2 N3¥7pe(altero atramento 1 add.) cet.codd.: e*pev b N3¥7ac
104e7 oe b2(altero atramento o fecit) cet.codd.: Te bt N337
104e7 vovor) BT W: vov o1 V C DWW T Pa% Ang Pa'4Pa® Y Z Mo CS8 Pal a N340 ¢ V50
S Viss E W35 Sc Pal' s Pa’2 Bdm Ld: vovM b N3P Lo R d
105b7 eimtol cet.codd. Serrano, si idem tibi diceret deus, vertente : eimn Pa®M Y Z Mo

CS180Pal a N340 ¢ V590 S V186 & b N337 P R concesserit, vertit Ficinus

105b8 dvvaotevel scripsit b N3¥7 et v s.]. add. b2
105e4 oUT’'] oUte N37 b

Hypothesis 3-3: No other member of the Sc subgroup descends from N3%7.
103al oipai] eival N3%7
103a6 mevony/mevor/mevon cet.codd.: mevoel B D T P mtevoet V mvevor) N3¥7
103b2 évavtiwoeoBat cet.codd.: évavtiwoaobat D évavtiwpeda N3¥7
103b3 katavévonka] katevevono N337
104b5 EavOinmov] EavOimov N337
104c4 tavtov scripsit b et taadT’ 00 rescripsit b2 T avtov N37
104d1 év v@/va cet.codd. Palre(s.l. v): év ¢ N3%7 év@ Palac
104d2 avta tadt B N340 tavta a0t cet.codd. haec eadem, vertit Ficinus tad tolg
Tout’ N3¥7
105a1 0" éteQ’ a¥ (3: 0¢ €tega av cet.codd. d¢ E€tega 0OV N3¥7
105a2 avTov ** scripsit b et avtov oé scripsit b2 avtov d& N3¥7
105b5 &v toic dAAowg "EAANTL] éEAAnoL om. Sc Pall=c b s Ld et s.l. supplev. altera manu
Pattre EAANOL TOIC AAAOLG N337
105¢2 av om. N337
105d2 dewvoudyng T Pa% Pa® M Ang Pa'* Y Z Mo a c N30 V5% Sc Pal' b s Pa’? Bdm W



L o R: dewvoudxov N7 dervouévng BV C(dewvouaxng Cme) I' d P Ts! Patssl Pao%s! Ys! asl csl
V59%0sl Ml Lsl Scst Wl st Rsl V186pe (altera manu in margine 1) dewvopévng) dinomachis,
vertit Ficinus dewvopevaxng S Viseae B, dervopévyng CS80 Pal detvovpdyng scrips.
Ws%ac et punctis P notato detvopdyng fecit Wadpe

105d6 éaoet ] éaon) N337 éaom P (verbum voce activa falso ut atticismum refecerunt) I' d
See also the variants at 105c2 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-2 and at 105b6 in 3.2., Hypothesis
2-2-5.

Hypothesis 3-4: No other member of the Sc subgroup descends direcltly from b.
103a2 povog bre(altera manu) cet.codd.: povwg bee(ut videtur)
104c7 ye scrips. N7 cet.codd.: om. b
104d1 modtepoc] mpdtepov DW b Pal2
105d5 *¢ scripsit b et u inposuit b2
See also the variants at 111a8 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1.

3. 4. Codex Vaticanus gr. 1030 (s)
Hypothesis 4-1: s in part with Ld descends from some manuscripts other than the other
members of the Sc subgroup.

For the evidence see 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1.

Hypothesis 4-2: No other member of the Sc subgroup descends direcltly from s.
104b5 émtitpomov katéAme] KatéAlmey €miTQOTOV S

106al vov &’ éprkev om. s

3. 5. Codex Parisinus gr. 1812
Hypothesis 5-1: None of the Sc subgroup descends direcltly from Pa'2.
103b3 ] et Pal2
104b5 ooi] oov Pal2
104b6 6tiom. Pal2 & Pa'2 mg(yo. &)
104c5 mote] tote Pal2
104d4 oov] oov Pa2
104e8 maAat] maAw Pal2c (maAai Palzpeim.)
105a2 yvwonyyvwon/yvwon cet.codd.: yvawoet BV DY T Pa2 d
105a4 vov om. Pa'?

105b6 toic om. Pal20 R

,607



105¢3 ovopatog ] ovopartt Pat2

105c7 ovv scrips. cet. codd. et Ficinus, qui vertit, forte etiam et tu confiteberis: om. Pa'2
Viseacet supp. altera manu s.1. V18pe

105d4 éyw dOvapwy oipat fB: éyw oipat dvvauwy cet.codd. oida €yw dvvauty Pal2
105e1 mavtog] mavta Pal2

105e6 o0V om. Pa2

127b5 €0 post oikovvtat add. Pa'?r¢(altera manu s.1.)

127b8 Tldg Aéyels, dAiag pn magovong, NG édapev €yyryvouévng parvis litteris
rescripsit Pal?pe

127b9 €0 oikeloOal tag mOAeLS, AAAwS O o0 om. Pal?c et i.m. altera manu, in 127b8
reficiente, supp. Pa'?¢

See also the variants at 104d1 in 3.3., Hypothesis 3-4.

Hypothesis 5-2: Some errors in Pa'? come from Pa'l, not from the other members of the Sc

subgroup (for the evidence, see the variants at 123d6 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-6).

3. 6. Etwall’ s text (Etwall 1771) for Bodleianus Laud. 16, saec. XV
Hypothesis 6-1: No other member of the Sc subgroup descends direcltly from Ld.

105a3 doxeic] doxet Ld

121e6 ot agortot do&avteg] d6Eavteg ol agrotor Ld

Hypothesis 6-2: Ld in part descends from some manuscript other than the other members of
the Sc subgroup (for the evidence see the variants at 115b3 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-1; 123d6 in
3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-6; 127b10 in 3.3., Hypothesis 3-1).

3. 7. Codex Bodmer 136
Hypothesis 7-1: Bdm in part does not descend directly from the other members of the Sc

subgroup (for the evidence see the variants at 109c1 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1 and at 106d7 in
3.2., Hypothesis 2-1).

Hypothesis 7-2: Among the Sc subgroup, no other member descends directly from Bdm.
104al vmtepmedppdvnkac B C DW T I' d Pa% Visére(altera manu s.l. te) & W55 Scre(s.1.

nie) Pal'sPa2Ld P W L o R: Umeodpoovnkag cet.codd. V Scae b N3¥7 Bdm
104c4 o0 AéAnOev] ovk évAéAnOev Bdmee(altera manu vAe s.l. add.) ook eAnOev
Bdmac
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104c5 tov iteravit Bdmac et delevit Bdmpee

105b8 ¢v om. Bdm

105c1 é&éotat] €é£€008at Bdm

See also the variants at 107b9-10 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-5.

Hypothesis 7-3: Bdm in part does not descend directly from the Sc subgroup. Bdm comes
from 3 or Pa'lre.
116d9 & elvar BV CDac Pallee(altera manu s.l. elvar) 0¢ elvar Bdm: d¢ eidévau
Dre(altera manu s.l. d¢) Pallac cet.codd. d’edévar W
1191
a&lovv avtaywviCeoBal f I'(ut videtur) Pal're(altro atramento &flovv supra ovv)
ovvavtaywviCeoOat Wre(altera manu s.1. avt) cet.codd. W5
ovvaywviCeoBat WaLoR
ovvtaywviCeoBoau Pal?ac
avtaywviCeaBat Palzre(dv s.1.)
a&o0v cvvavtaywviCeoBat Bdm
124d7 amopentéov Wre(altera manu s.l. 9) VI8re(p s.1.) E Pal: amogntéov Viseac Pallac
Wee cet.codd. dmoxvntéov BCD (partim metathesis inter ¢ et v in typo minusculo)
Pallre(icv s.1.) Bdm P
127¢1 un 3 Pat'ee(ur) s.l.) Bdm: om. b N3%7 Ld cet.codd.
132d7: BAémerv Stob. 3 WLoR I'r¢(nigriore atramento v s.l.) W% bre(altera manu s.1. v)
N37 spe(altera manu s.1. v) Pallr¢(altera manu s.l. v) Pa’2 Bdm Ld c V8 E: BAémel T I'x
Pa% Ang Pa® MY Z Mo CS!#0 Pal a N3#0 V5% S Sc bac sac Pallac P
See also the variants at 115b3 and 126a7 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-1.

3. 8. Some other hypotheses on the subgroup including codex Scorialensis Y. 1. 13
Hypothesis 8-1: Among the Sc subgroup, none of s, b, N3, Ld, and Bdm descends directly
from Sc, Pa!! or Pa'2.

105a6 doxkeig] dokrg Sc Pall Pal2

Hypothesis 8-2: Among the Sc subgroup, neither Pa'! or Pa'? descends directly from Sc or
N37 (for the evidence see the variants at 104c5 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-5).

Hypothesis 8-3: Among the Sc subgroup, none of Pa'l, s, Ld and Bdm descends directly from
Sc, b, N3¥7, or Pal2.
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105a3 eirmoL 3 T I'd W Pal' s Ld BAmP W L: eimtni Pa% o ein) N3¥7einn cet.codd. Sc b
Pa2 R si quis deus dixerit, vertit Ficinus (vide 105b1, Ficino, ascenderis, vertente)

105a7 ¢ppdow P dre(eadem manu s.l. ow) Visre(sigmate C typo in zeta altera manu
inposito) & W% Pa!' s Bdm Ld P W L o R aperiam, vertit Ficinus: ¢poalw cet.codd. dac
Viséac Sc b N337 Pal2

Hypothesis 8-4: Among the Sc subgroup, none of Pa'!, s, Pa'? and Ld descends directly from
b or N3%7 (for the evidence see the variants at 104al in 3.7., Hypothesis 7-2).

Hypothesis 8-5: Pa''rc and, in part, both Pa'?and Bdm descend from some other member of

the Sc subgroup (for the evidence see the variants at 105b5 in 3.3., Hypothesis 3-3).

Hypothesis 8-6: Among the Sc subgroup, none of Sc, Pa!' and s descends directly from b, N3%7,
Pa? or Bdm (for the evidence see the variants in the scholion ad 106a2 in 3.1., Hypothesis

1-1).

3. 9. Codex Vindobonenis phil. gr. 21 (Y) and its relative texts
Hypotheses 9-1: Y, Z, Mo, CS'%, Pal, a, N3, ¢, V3%, S, V1%, and E form a subgroup.

Y, Z, Mo, CS™, Pal, a, N34, ¢, V5%, S, V1%, and E, although except some of them, agree in
omsission or error against the other manuscripts.
112d3 o0 datvetar ... edévar (112d5) scrips. ar(eadem manu) cre(altera manu)
Visépe(altera manu) cet.codd.: om. Y Z Mo CS80 Pal aac N340 cac V590 S V186ac
See also the variants at 107b9-10 and 109a6 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-5; 110c8 in 3.1.,
Hypothesis 1-1; 114d4 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-5.

Hypothesis 9-2: Y descends direcltly from Pa®% or Pa®.
Pa%, Y and Pa® agree in error.

124c8
6omeg oot T W% are(s.l. or) N3#0 ¢ CS80pe(v ut videtur eraso ot fecit) Pal V5%0mg
Spe(eadem manu o facto ti.t. addidit) V18 N337; cet.codd.:
O6omep ov Pa® Ang Pa® Y Z a2c V590 Sac CS180c More(altero manu i.m. 60mteQ ov)
O¢ meol 0¥ Mo
See also the variants at 108b2 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-3.

Yac and Pa®%ac agree in a relatively ascendant reading against Pa® and M whereas Yrc and
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the other members with Pa® and M agree with Pa%r¢ in its derivative errant reading (for the

evidence see the variants at 111a8 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1).

Hypothesis 9-3: Among the Y subgroup, a, ¢, V5%, S and V186 descend from the Y before
correction is made whereas Z, Mo, N34, CS180, and Pal, from the Y after correction is made.
The former agree in error against the latter.
1122
tavdyoat B T W:
tavdyoa Ld .
tavayoa CD T W% Mpe¢(nigro atramento altera manu t fecit) Angp(atro atramento
sub linea aequa lineam rectam unam fecit) Yr¢(dextra linearum rectarum sub typo m
erasa) Z N34 CS!8 Pal Mo Sc Pa!! ba N37 s Pa2 Bdm V8¢érc(altera manu Tt fecit)
Zre(sinistra linearum rectarum sub typo littera 7 erasa) P L o R Ficinus (Tanagra)
navayoot Pa%®
navayoo Mac Yae g ¢ V390 S Vi86ac Hae bpe( 1y fecit)

novaryoo Pa®;

Hypothesis 9-4: Among the Y subgroup, Y does not descend directly from Z, Mo, CS'®, Pal,
N340, ¢, V5%, S W55, or Mo.
numerus operis: II' E: e (=15) Ymga V18mg om. Z Mo N340 ¢ V50 S CS180 Pa]l W55

Hypothesis 9-5: Among the Y subgroup, none of Y, a, and ¢ descends directly from Z, W5,
CS180, Pal, or Mo

scholia: Y(eadem manu) a(eadem manu) c(eadem manu): om. Z W5 CS180 Pal Mo

Hypothesis 9-6: Among the Y subgroup, Y does not descend from a, N, cx, C5'® or Pal.
107el kai t060” omodte BéATiov; ... val (107el-4) scrips. Y Z Mo cre(altera manu)
Pat?re(altera manu) cet.codd.: causa vat homoeoteleuti om. Pal?c .d a N cac CS180

Pal

Hypothesis 9-7: Among the Y subgroup, none of the Venetian manuscripts V50, S, V18 and &
descends directly from Z, W5, CS'8, Pal, or Mo
scholia: V5(eadem manu) S(eadem manu) V'#(partim eadem manu) Z(eadem manu):

om. Z W3 CS!80 Pal Mo
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3. 10. Codex Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 (a)
Hypothesis 10-1: a in part does not descend directly from Y; and N3 and c in part descends
directly from a (for the evidence see the variants at 130d6 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-3).

Hypothesis 10-2: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from a except when
the scribe emnds its error.

104d1 ool ov a

Hypothesis 10-3: a and CS'¥ have a common ancestor derived from Y (for the evidence see

the variants at 107e1 in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-6).

3. 11. Codex Laurentianus Plut. 85.9 (c)
c has a better reading against the other manuscripts.

134e8 &v c: om. cet.codd.

Hypothesis 11-1: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from c.
105a2 oo scrips. cet. codd.: om. ¢

See also the variants at 104c5 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-5.

Hypothesis 11-2: N3 and c in part descends directly from a, not Y.
are, N30, and c have a common better reading against Y and a (see the variants at 124¢8 in

3.9., Hypothesis 9-2; cf. the variants at 132d7 in 3.7., Hypothesis 7-3).

3. 12. Codex Neapolitanus gr. 340 (Il E 18) (N%°)
Hypothesis 12-1: None of the Y subgroup descends directly from N340,

104a3 drto ToL owpaTog AQEapeva] doEapeva Ao TOL owHaTog N340

3. 13. Codices Sitavianus MSS A2 and Monacensis gr. 408

Hypothesis 13-1: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from Z
104al d¢] ¢ o1 Z
104al ¢é0éAw] €0éAwOL Z

Hypothesis 13-2: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from Mo.
103al @ om. d Mo
104d7 wg om. Mo



Hypothesis 13-3: Mo descends directly from Y or Z or a hypothesized ancestor common to Z
and Mo other than Y.

Z and Mo agree in a one-word omission against the others.

105c4 ong om. Z Mo

Mo’s wrong reading comes from Y or Z (see the variants at 124c8 in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-2).

Y, Z and Mo have a common better reading against a, N, c2, C5'80 and Pal (see the variants
at 107el in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-6).

Z, M or their common ancestor corrects Y’s multi-word dittography (see the variants at

108b2 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-3).

Y and Z agree in movable nu.
105¢2 moayuaow ] moaypaot Y Z
Y, Z and Mo agree in omission against a, N3%, ¢, CS'% and Pal (see the variants at 130d6 in

3.1.,, Hypothesis 1-3).

3. 14. Codices Conventi Soppressi 180 and Palatinus gr. 175

Hypothesis 14-1: a hypothetical common ancestor of CS!*# and Pal descends from Y but in
part descends from some manuscripts other than the other members of the Y subgroup.
CS'80 and Pal agree in a multi-word omission by homoeoteleuton against the other
members of the Y subgroup (see the variants at 126a7 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-1).
CS180 and Pal agree in a one-word omission against the other manuscripts.
133d12: tax t@wv éavtv cet.codd.: Tax éavtaov CS0 Pal
CS'% and Pal agree in error against the others.
105c1 ovde] ovd’ I' d CS'® Pal
See also the variants at 105d2 in 3.3., Hypothesis 3-3.

Hypothesis 14-2: a and CS'® have a common ancestor derived from Y (for the evidence see

the variants at 107e1 in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-6).

Hypothesis 14-3: CS'8 in part does not descend directly from Y; CS®# and Pal have a
common better reading against Y.

105¢c2 ovd’ B C DW I' d CS'80 Pal: 00d¢ cet.codd.

See also the variants at 130d6 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-3.

Hypothesis 14-4: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from CS'#.
108e9: ye I're cet.codd.: om. p W L o R te I'** CS180

,667



132al: dixpBapn s/ dadpBapnc/ dadpBagnc cet.codd.: dixpOaprjv CS1e0

Hypothesis 14-5: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from Pal.
103al o¢] ye Pal
104d2 éAmida BAémwv cet.codd. Palre(a supra éAmida et [3 supra BAémwv scrips.):
BAéTwv EATtIda Palac
105al dixvonuata ... vouv dix causa homoeoarcti om. et téteAexka scrips. Pal
105a3 tig oot] Tt oot Pal
105b2 évdetEecOat BV C D d demonstraturum, vertit Ficinus: évdelaocOalV t I' Ang
Pal4 Z a N340 ¢ V59 S VissE W55 Mob N337 Bdm ov deEaoOar Pal

Pal has a better reading than the Y subgroup except V%rc and E (see the variants at 124d7
in 3.7., Hypothesis 7-3).

CS'80pe and Pal have a common better reading than Y, Z, a* and Mo except the Venetians
derived from V>0mg(see the variants at 124c8 in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-2).

Pal corrects CS'8”’s multi-word dittography (see the variants at 108b2 in 3.2., Hypothesis
2-2-3).

3. 15. Veneti gr. 590, 189 (S), 186 and 184 (=)
Hypothesis 15-1: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from any of the later
Venetian manuscripts.

115b9 éAxn cet.codd.: Ta EAxn B V30 S V186 B

Hypothesis 15-2: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from V3%, S, or V18eac,
V5%, S and V18 ggree in omission against the other manuscripts.
106b4 &xeL scrips. V186pe(s.]. altera manu) cet.codd.: om. V3% S V1seac

110b1 oo scrips. V18r<(s.]. altera manu ov) cet.codd.: om. V5% S V186ac

Hypothesis 15-3: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from S or V18éac,

109a8 dUvapat Vissee(punctis oat notato pats.l. add.) cet.codd.: d0vaoa S Visea

Hypothesis 15-4: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from S, V186ac or Hae,
133b7 @ scrips. V1s6pe(altera manu) Er<(altera manu) cet.codd.: om. S V186ac Fac

133b9-10 eic tovtoV ... €ic dAAO scrips. Vi8rc(altera manu) Ep<(altera manu): om. S

V186ac Fac



Hypothesis 15-5: No other member of the Y subgroup descends directly from V186 or E (for
the evidence see the variants at 105c7 in 3.5., Hypothesis 5-1).

Hypothesis 15-6: V1% in part descends from T’s close descendant, not T itself or its close
ascendant S.
V1% and E have a common better reading against the other members of the Y subgroup.

128d6 oavtov pr. I're(o i.t.) V16 B W: éautov 3 avtob T P(compendio) avtov I«

cet.codd.

Hypothesis 15-7: No other member of the Y subgroup descends from V186,

117a8 ovroUV kai cet.codd.: ovkoUV ye kat V186

Hypothesis 15-8: V186pc does not descend directly from T (for the evidence see the variants at

124d7 in 3.7., Hypothesis 7-3).

3. 16. Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 55 (W°®)
Hypothesis 16-1: W% descends from T’s close descendant, not Pa%, Pa%®, M, Y or Sc.

W55 has peculiar errors.
epigrapha: 1) : om. W%
104b8 moAoig scrips. W55c et compendium AA fecit altera manu W5%¢
104c1 toUtwt B D T Pa% Sc W toUtw W Pa® Y ¢ VIS: tovtw V C T d Ang Pa*M Z a
N340 Vise B WoSre(nigriore atramento accentu reficto w fecit) CS'®Pal Mo Pa'l s b N3%7
Pa'2 Bdm o R toUt’ P tovto Wh5ac
104c3 égotav scrips. W et altera manu ot a.l. add. Wospe
104c3 éxxpatr)Onoav scrips. W5 et altrum kappa punctis notavit W55
104e8 armAA&yunv] ammAdyunv Cae (A inseruit Cre); dmnAA&unv scrips. W et
altera manu s.1. y add. W5%c
105d3 yaoQ ... €pov om. W55ac et altera manu in margine supp. Waore
105d5 et 0¢ scrips. W3%c et o post et altera manu add. W55pe
105d7 ov] oot W58
106a3 kaitol cet.codd. W5p¢(altero atramento s.1. ot): kot Tt Wh5ac
107e6 oU apewvov ... teomov (107ell) causa homoeoteleuti om. W55c et altera manu
im. supp. Wdpe

110al T dikata ... oVK @WoL eéval causa homoeoteleuti om. Wsbae Pal2ac et altera
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manu i.m. supp. W5pc eadem manu Pal2pc

110a4 &AA” unv ... Téumntov (110a5) om. W5 et altera manu i.m. supp. Wa5pe

116c3 datverat ...&yabov causa homeoteleuti fortasse de kaAov te kal ayabdv om.
Ws5ac et altera manu i.m. supp. Wa5pc

116d6: wg éotka ... eite (116d8) om. W5 et altera manu i.m. supplev. Wadpe

123d1 6 AAkPLadNG ...o0Tog (123d3) causa homoeoteleuti et homoeoarcti di oOtoc 6
om. W55 et altera manu i.m. supp. W55pc

125el: motet BCD Vi8pe(v deleto) E s Pa!! Pa’2 Bdm W L o R Ficinus (docet) : motetv
cet.codd. kotvwvovvtwv (125el)... mtoArteiag (125e4) om.W55;

126¢c6 v’ ... dux (126¢8) causa homoeoteleuti om. W55 et altera manu i.m. supplev.
WSpe

126¢12 vad ... avTtdg avt@ ékaotog causa homoeoteleuti om. W55ac et altera manu i.m.

supp. Waspc

Hypothesis 16-2: W> descends directly from one or some of the manuscripts: DW T Pa% Ang
Pa® M ScPa"s Y ac VSV E W and L.

107e6 scholion in margine muktiewy 1 marykeatidletv mQOG €TEQOV AVEL CUUTAOKNG
N 6Awc dkoaug tals XeQol pete dAdov yvuvaleoOai inter xkal tiow dxgo- et
axpoxelpiCeoBat inseruit W et &xpo bruneo atramento s.l. scripto punctis notavit
W5%c (scholion ad akgpoxetpiCeoOat in margine scrips. : muktevew 1) maykoatialewv
TEOG €TEQOV AVEL TUUTAOKNG 1) OAWS AKQALS TAIS XEQOL peTta dAAoL yvuvaleoOat
DW T Pa%® Ang Pa® M Sc Pa'l s Y a ¢ V3 5§ V18 § WL; muktevewv maykoatilewv
axoalg taic xepol pet'a@AAov yvuvaleoBatr P; axoalg taic xeool pet dAAov
yvpvaleoBat Mo: non scrips. BV C ' d b N7 Pa'2 Bdm Z N34 CS'% Pal o R)

scholion ad axpoxewoilecBat:

riwvktevery DW T Pa%® Ang Pa® M Sc Pa'' s Y a ¢ V35 V18E P WL: uxtiety W

peta DWW T Pa%® Ang Pa® M Sc Pal' s Y a ¢ V35S V18P WL: pete W% pet’ E Mo

Hypothesis 16-3: W3 does not descend directly from any member of the B group.

104b3 tovg MEOG UNTEOG ... CLHTIAVTWYV scrips. W5: om. C
107a10 povAevwvTal Cre(s.]. ev) W: BovAwvtatr BV CxDW
110b8 pe scrips. W>: om. DW

113b1 marvtog W33 mavtdg tob Adyou B

115d9 €povye ... detAion scrips. W: om. C

117b9 éyw scrips. W5: om. (3
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118b1 ofet W5: om.

119b5 &v tov W3: avtov tov BV CD2 avtnv tov Dre(altera manu Hv imposito) av
wov ¥

120b5 koAaxevoovteg Dre(altera manu C i.t. )W W55 koAakevovteg BV CDac

121b1 o€ déoL W% : 0¢ oot C déot BV DW

122d5 ynv pév CeeDpeW W35 2 thjv uev BV C>D

123a3 tetoappéva Cre W35: yveyoapuéva BV CaDW

124al Aewtvyidov Dre(Aew inposito)W W535: Aevtoxdov Bre(A inposito)V & evtuyidov
Bac(d ut videtur) C Dac(ut videtur)

124e10 dAAa ... vai (124e14) W9: om. C DW

130e3 Aoywi/Adyw W: om. BV

131b1 &g Cre(altera manu s.1. ac) W5: om. B CaD(haplographia —ac)¥

132b7 époPovpeda W: dpopovueda 3

132c1 tovto o1) 8Tt Stobaeus: TovTo d¢ Tt W5 tovto 1)on

132¢8 kat fjuag W: fjuag 3

133cl Oewdtegov Cre(altera manu sl. 7] Bedtegov) W3: Oewdtatov Eusebius
Theodoretus vogpwtegov BV CaDW

134b4 &BAOTTOG CPe(altera manu s.1.) Dre(i. m. yo. aBAOt o)W W pataidtntog

B CacDacWre(s.l. eodem atramento yQ. patatdtnToq)

Hypothesis 16-4: W5 does not descend directly from the W group.
122e3 moOAAAG ... yeveag W5: mOAAaLS ... yeveaic W Lo R
130d4: avti C Dre(v fecit) W35 av tt W L o R av tt BV a0 i Dagvt W
135a2: ¢rumAntrot tig W* Lac R W95:  érumAnn tig C*(altera manu tov eraso H i.t. et
o s.l. add.) érmumAntrovTe B C*DW érumAntn WP (s.l. H)L*(eodem atramento s.l. H)
ETUTANTTEL O
133e9 moArtikée Lre(eodem atramento 1t pro eu fecit) W5: moAeukog W Lac
105d7-e3 womeQ yaQ oU EATIdAG Exels €V TNL MOAEL 0UTW KAY®W TAQX oot EATCW
péylotov duvrioeoBat évdelapevoo Ot ... B: WOTEQ YOQ oL EATIOAC EXElC €V TNL
moAeL évdelEaoBal ot ..., évdelEapevog O¢ ... duvroeoBal, oltw KAyw ToaQd ool
EATIICw péylotov duvrjoeoBat évdelEapevog Ot ... W omeQ Yoo o EATidag éxelg
&v L oAeL évdelEaoBatl ot ..., EvdetEapevog d¢ ... duvrioeoBay, évdel&apevog Ot ...
WLoR
122d1 tt W% :om. WLoR
132b3 kot Wre(altera manu) W5: om. WacL o R



See also the variants at 119el in 3.7, Hypothesis 7-3.

Hypothesis 16-5: W3 does not descend directly from P.
105¢5 1)yetoOat W: om. P
112a3 vr) o W: om. P
113b2 vai W5: om. P
116¢14 vai W5: om. P
125d3 y'a0 tavu ye W: om. P

127b1 ovk éowcev W53: om. P

Hypothesis 16-6: W3 does not descend directly from any of the Sc subgroup.
107b7 ayevvniic Bdmre(altera manu s.l. v) W3: ayevr|g Pal' Pa'2 Bdma N
118b3 ktvdvvevw scrips. Pallre W5: om. Sc s Pallec Pal2
123b5 mtageABetv Pallre(s.]. etv) W3: dleAB¢elv Syrianus mageABwv s Patlac
123d5 6t W5: cog Sc s Pal! Pal2
126¢12 vad scrips. Pal're(s.]. vat) W: om. Sc s Pa'la
127a4 a¥ painc/dpau)c av W b: paing av Sc Pa'’ s Pa'2 Bdm
129b7 vai scrips. Pallre W3: om. Sc s Pa'la
129d6 xkat xegotv scrips. Pallr<(extra lineam kal xegoiv) Pa'?r<(i.m. kai yxegoiv) W:

om. S Pallac Pgl2ac

See also the variants at 105a4 and 105d4 in 3.5., Hypothesis 5-1; 115b3 and 123d5 in
3.2., Hypothesis 2-1; 119e1 in 3.7, Hypothesis 7-3; 130a9 in 3.3., Hypothesis 3-1.

Hypothesis 16-7: W% does not descend directly from I or d.
106b11 & pnut oe W: adpinuiroolI' d
106a6 pot scrips. W5: om. d
106b8 0¥ xaAemov scrips. W: om. d;

Hypothesis 16-8: W3 does not descend directly from the Y subgroup.
105d1 A6yov cet.codd. W35: tov Adyov Visépesl

(1

105c7 {owc av ovv cet.codd. W55 {owg oV v &
109al ovpPovAevoeig B T>I' d Vissee(altera manu s.l. o) W% P W L o R: ovpPovAeveig
Tre(supra sigma puncto notavit) Vi cet.codd. 113a4 éowpar OLA: 0w kai cet.codd.

W3 éowt kaiI' B



See also the variants at 104al bis in 3.13., Hypothesis 13-1; 105a3 and a7 in 3.8,
Hypothesis 8-3; 105b5 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-2; 108b2 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-3; 105b6,
105d1, 106a3, 107b9-10, 109a6 and 114d4 in 3.2, Hypothesis 2-2-5; 112d3 in 3.9,
Hypothesis 9-1; 107el in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-6; 105a2 in 3.11., Hypothesis 11-1; 133d12
in 3.14, Hypothesis 14-1; 108e9 and 132al in 3.14., Hypothesis 14-4; 106b4 and 110b1
in 3.15., Hypothesis 15-2; 133b7 and 133b9-10 in 3.15., Hypothesis 15-4.

Hypothesis 16-9: W% does not descend directly from Pa%, Pa® or M, but rather from V186
after correction is made or T (for the evidence see the variants at 109c2 (moAepetv at
109c1), 111a8 and 130d6 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-1; 108b2 in 3.2., Hypothesis 2-2-3; 124c8 in
3.9., Hypothesis 9-2; 112c2 in 3.9., Hypothesis 9-3).

Hypothesis 16-10: W5 does not descend directly from Ang or Pa'¢(for the evidence see the
variants at 105¢3 and 106c9 in 3.1., Hypothesis 1-3).

Hypothesis 16-11: W3 would less likely descend directly from T.
105e4 ikavog I'pe cet.codd. W2: ikavag T I'e(wg compendio)
129b3 dvteg P Pa%re(eadem manu ¢ s.l.) Angp<(altera manu ¢ s.l.) Pa®r¢(eadem manu ¢
s.l.) Yre(eadem manu ¢ s.l.) Z ar<(e s.1.) W35: 6vtog T Pa%a Angac Pa®ac Yac gac cet.codd.

See also the variants at 128d6 in 3.15., Hypothesis 15-6.

Hypothesis 16-12: W% and I'r descend directly from a common ancestor derived from T, not
Pa’s.
W55 and I'rc have a common better reading against T and I'* (see the variants at 128d6 in

3.15., Hypothesis 15-6; 132d7 in 3.7., Hypothesis 7-3).

The following variants suggest that the exemplar of W belongs to the T group.

116¢3 dpaivetal ...&yaOov causa homoeoteleuti in T-genere fortasse de kaAdv te kal
ayaBov om. Wssae et altera manu i.m. supp. W5sps,
123d1 6 AAkiftddng ...o0tog (123d3) causa homoeoteleuti et homoeoarcti di oUtog 6
in T-genere om. W55 et altera manu i.m. supp. W%<;
126c12 vati ... avtog avt® €kaotog causa homoeoteleuti in T-genere om. W5%c et
altera manu i.m. supp. W5«

However, the omissions without homoeoteleuton do not suggest which manuscript to

determine among the T group.



116d6: wg €otka ... elte (116d8) om. W35 et altera manu i.m. supp. W55pe

In T the word ¢atvopon at 116d6 appears in the second word at fol. 121v, col. 1, 1. 30. In the
next line the word ITemagnOiois is not located under the end of the word dparvopatr where
the scribe should have read again if he had stopped looking at the exemplar, copied the line
up to the word ¢patvopar and then wrongly skipped over one line. Nor is it in Sc (fol. 156, 1L
19-20) , Pa®(fol. 1657, 1I. 11-12) or M(fol. 179v, 1l. 12-13). In contrast, ITetagnOioic in the next
line is located just under the end of the word ¢datvopar in Pa% (fol. 205+, 11. 14-15) , almost
just under in Pa'!(fol. 148, 1l. 22-23) and with both words over the end of the line in V% (fol.
232r, 11. 32-34).)

Concerning the omission without homoeoteleuton at 105d3, the omission does not cover
one line in T, V%, Pal! while it covers almost one line in Pa%; concerning the omission
without homoeoteleuton at 110a4, the omission does not cover a line in Pa%, V18 or Pall,
while it covers almost one line in T; concerning the omission at 123d1-d3, the second o0tog 6
is located two lines under the end of the first in T (fol. 122v, 11. 44-46) and one line a little
rightward under in V% (fol. 233v, 1. 16-17), while it is not under in Pa% (fol. 207v, 1. 12-14) or
Pall (fol. 151+, 11. 14-5).

Bibliography

Etwall, G. (1771), Platonis Dialogi III, Oxford.

Pasquali, G. (1962%), Storia della tradizione e critica del testo, Firenze.

Taki, A. (2012), ‘Hypotheses of the Textual Interrelations among Some Medieval Manuscripts of the Platonic
Alcibiades I', The Bulletin of the Graduate School of Josai International University [= BGSJIU], 16 (2012)
1-24.

---- (2014), ‘Some Modern Editors’ Discrepancies from the Manuscripts in Their apparatus critici of the Platonic
First Alcibiades’, BGSJIU, 17 (2014) 25-41.

---- (2015), ‘Hypotheses on the Textual Interrelations of Florentine and Coislian Manuscripts in the Transmission
of the Platonic First Alcibiades’, BGSJIU, 18 (2015) 1-12.

---- (2016), ‘Hypotheses on the Textual Interrelations among Some Later Venetian Manuscripts in the Transmission
of the Platonic First Alcibiades’, BGSJIU, 19 (2016) 47-64.

---- (2017), ‘Hypotheses on the Textual Transmission of the Platonic First Alcibiades in Ficino's Translation and

Four 16th Century Editions of Plato's Works’, BGSJIU, 20 (2017) 47-68.



Notes:

1. Pasquali (1962).
2. Taki (2012); (2014); (2015); (2016); (2017).
3.Scholia: BT Pa®Pa® Yac VSV EMScPalls WLR:om. VCWTI dW*NPa?b P o.
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