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Abstract
On the basis of my collation of the digital reproductions I hypothesize on the textual interrelations of
the secondary medieval manuscripts of the Platonic First Alcibiades, Laurentiani Plut. 59.1, Plut. 85.6,
Plut. 85.9 and Plut. 85.12 and Coislianus 155 that all of them are derived from Venetus App. CL. IV, 1,
the first three through Parisinus graecus 1808 but the last two, as gemelli, through a hypothetical

manuscript directly descendant of the Venetian.
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In my previous work on the textual interrelations of the extant medieval manuscripts in the
transmission of the Platonic First Alcibiaales,1 I was not able to collate the related Florentine
manuscripts®. At that time, in order to propose a hypothesis on the transmission of the whole of the
extant medieval manuscripts, | deduced Post’s implications from his general observations on those
manuscripts’. However I have been able to collate Coislianus 155 in the PDF monochrome version
and four of the related Florentine manuscripts in the fine PDF color version which Biblioteca
Laurenziana Medicea offers in its service on the Internet.

For this work I will analyse mainly on the basis of a sample collation covering as in my previous
work mentioned above the text 103al-106al the interrelations of Coislianus 155, abbreviated below
as I' according to Bekker’s sigla, and Laurentiani, Plut. 59.1, Plut. 85.6, Plut 85.9 and Plut 85.12 (only
foll. 91°-92" (103al-111a3) online exhibited but not insufficient for my hypothesizing below), each
abbreviated below as a, b, ¢ and d according to Stallbaum’s sigla.

In what follows, my discussion is based on the hypotheses I reached in the previous work
mentioned above:

(A) The text of the Platonic First Alcibiades was transmitted in the two manuscript groups:

the B family: B, C, D, V, W; the T family: T Pa® Pa® Y M Sc Pa'' s Pa’> Ld P W o R*.
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(B) The primary manuscripts, that is, the manuscripts which include readings underived
from the other manuscripts, are B, C, D, T, P and W, whereas the other manuscripts are
derived in text from the primary ones.

(C) Among the T family, there are three groups: (i) T Pa% Pa® Y M Sc Pa!' s Pa'2 Ld; (ii)
P; (i) Wo R.

(D) Among the first group of the T family, Pa® is a direct copy of T and the others are
derived from Pa®.

(E) Among Pa%’s descendants, Pa®, M and Y form a group whereas Sc, Pall, s, Pal2, and

Ld form another.

From the analyses below I will propose the following hypotheses, the first eight of which are

on a, b and ¢ whereas the other five are on d and I'.

H1. a, b and c belong to the T family.

H2. Among the T family, a, b and ¢ belong to the group of T and its descendants.

H3. Among T and its descendants, a, b and c belong to the group of Pa% and its

descendants.

H4. Among the group of Pa% and its descendants, b belongs to the Sc group, not to the Pa®

group.

H5. Among the Sc group, b along with Pa'! is derived from Sc while s, Pa'2, and Ld are

derived from Pa''.

H6. Among Pa% and its descnedants, a and ¢ belong to the Pa® group, not to the Sc group.

H7. Among the Pa® group, a and ¢ are derived from Y, while Pa®”, Y and M are

independently derived from a hypothetical ancestor.

HS8. Among Y’s descendants, ¢ is derived from a.

H9. d and T belong to the T family

H10. d and I form a group with T and Pa%, not P or W

H11. d and I are derived from T or Pa®.

H12. d and T are derived from T, not Pa.

H13. d and T are each independently derived from a hypothetical manuscript, a close

descendant of T.

1. H1: a, b and ¢ belong to the T family.
Each of the primary manuscripts of the B family has some peculiar omissions which a later scribe
could hardly supply without using some other sources. In those cases a, b and ¢ agree in correct

reading with T.



121d2 ti/tti/totta b ¢ I': om. B (tot Sc Pa'! s Pa'2 L.d)

104b3 tovg mEOG UNTEOG ... cVUTAVTEY om. C

110b8 pe om. D
Therefore a, b and ¢ probably belong to the T family (see also Section 9).

This hypothesis is corroborated by the fact that a, b and ¢ always agree with the T family against
the B family where these two families disagree. For examples,

104c1 péya dpoovetv p: peyarodpooveivtab el d

104e7 dAOov (3 : dmAOouevtabcel' d

2. H2: Among the T family, a, b and ¢ belong to the group of T and its descendants.
Among the T family, the primary manuscripts > and W each have some such peculiar omissions.
In those cases a, b and c agree in correct reading with T and its descendants.
105d7-e3
WOTEQ YOO 0L EATIOAC EXELC &V TNL TTOAeL Evdel€éaoDat Ot ..., EvdelEapevog ¢ ...
dvvnoeoBat, o0tw kayw Tapa ool EATICw péylotov duvroecOal évdelEdevog
Ott... TT' Pa® Pa® Y M Sc Pal's Pa2LdPabcl'd
WOTEQ YAQ 0L EATOAO €xelg €v TN MOAeL Evdet&aoBatl Ot ..., Evdel&apevog ¢ ...
duvvrjoeoOat, évdetEapevog 6tt... Wo R
105c5 1)yetoOat om. P
T and its descendants also have such a peculiar omission at 107d8. In that case a, b and ¢ also
agree with them against P and W.
107d8 ovx BCD PW: om. T Pa® Pa® Y M Sc Pal's Pa2Ldabc¢I'd
Therefore a, b and ¢ probably belong to T and its descendants among the T family. This hypothesis is

corroborated by the reading at 105e5.
105e5 peta tov Oeov B PW: peta Oeod T Pa® Pa® Y M Sc Pal's Pa2LdabcI'd

3. H3: Among T and its descendants, a, b and ¢ belong to the group of Pa% and its descendants.
From the handwritings and ink one can reasonably conjecture that the scribes of Pa%, Pa%, Y, M,
a and c copied the text and scholia in their exemplars. At the scholion to 103a4 ovd¢ moooeinov,
those manuscripts agree in omission against T.
oL mpoorydoevoa D T W: mpoor|yopevoa eadem manu scripserunt scribae in Pa%
Pa® MY ac; om. B Sc
At the scholion to 104a2-3, The scribes of Pa%, Pa%®, Y, Sc, a and ¢, who are likewise
conjectured to copy the scholion in their exemplars, commonly left a transposition of T’s wording as

one could not repair it without some other sources.
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ueydAa etvar post AAkiiadnt scrips. B D T W: post doxéueva eadem manu
scripserunt scribae in Pa% Pa® Y Sc a ¢; scholion om. M
Although the scribe of b did not leave any scholia of his own handwriting, b, along with a and c,
agrees with Pa% and its descendants against T at 105e4°.
105e4 ikavog] ikavaog T
From these three pieces of evidence I would propose that a, b and ¢ belong to the group of Pa®

and its descendants among the T family.

4. Among the group of Pa® and its descendants b belongs to the Sc group, not to the Pa® group.
b agrees in hardly suppliable omission with Sc, Pa', s and Ld against the others at 105b5.
105b5 éAAnotL om. Sc Pa'lec s Ld b et s.I. supplev. altera manu Pa'e
b also agrees in transposition with Sc, Pa'l, s, Pa'2 and Ld against the others at 105¢2 and 105¢6°.
105c2 pot dokeic/dokng | dokelc pot Sc Pall s Pal2 Ld b
105¢6 éxelg TavTny TV EATIOA] TarvTV TNV EATTdA €xelg Sc Pall s Pal? Ld b
Therefore b probably belongs to the group of Sc, Pa'l, s, Pa'2, and Ld. Pa'? is conjectured to repair

the omission at 105b5 by reading the correction in Pa'l.

5. H5: Among the Sc group, b along with Pa'! is derived from Sc while s, Pa'2, and Ld are derived
from Pa''.
b, along with s and Pa'? has peculiar omissions which a later scribe could hardly supply

without looking at some other sources.
104b6 6tiom. Pal2 & Pal2mg(yo. &)

105a4 vov om. Pat2
105b6 toic om. Pal20 R
105¢7 ovv om. Pa'2

105e6 o0V om. Pa'?
106al vov &’ épnjkev om. s

104al ot BTPa® W @ Y Sc Ld o a bre(s.]. altera manu) cco VCDW T Pa® M
Pal's Pa2 PR d om. b

104b6 év om. b

104c7 ye om. b

104e7 vovoy BT W: vovon VCDW TI'Pa®Pa®Y ScPa''sPa?Ldac:vovMbP
oRd



b also, along with s, Pa'2 and Ld, has peculiar incorrect readings.

104b5 émtitpomov kaTéALme] KatéAmev €miTOOTOV S

103b3 cg] €t Pa2

104b5 coli] oov Pal2

104c5 mote] tote Pal2

104d4 oov] cov Pa2

104e8 maAat] maAwy Pa2ae (Ao Pat2peim.)

105c3 ovopatog | ovopartt Pat2

105d4 ¢yw dVvauy olpoat / €yw otpat dvvapv] oda éyw dvvapy Pa2

105el marvtog] mavta Pal2

105a3 doxelg] dokel Ld

103b5 ¥7t0] &dmo b

104c4 tavTo scripsit b et ta0T oV rescripsit b2
104d1 pe] W' b

105b7 eimo ] eimm Pa®YabcM PR

105b8 duvaotevel scripsit b et v s.1. add. b?

105e4 oUT’] oUte b

Therefore b along with s, Pa'2, Ld, are independently derived from either Sc or Pa!l.
b agrees in incorrect reading with Sc against Pa'’, s, Pa'2 or Ld.
104al vmegmepoovnkac BCDW TTI Pa® Scre(sl. me) Pal's Pa?Ld PWoRd:
vreppoovnrkag VPa® YM  Sceabc
104c5 vy’ Exawv eATtda T I P% Pa® Y M are(altera manu v in textu) bre(altera
manu Vv in textu) Pa'! sp(s.l. v eadem manu)Pa’> Ld P W o R d: fjvtiva éxwv éATtida
B: vy’ Exw éATida a* b ¢ Sc s
105a3 eimot 3 TT Pal'sLd P W d: eimnuPa® o0 eimn Pa®YMabcScPa2 R
105a7 dpocow P Pal' s Ld P W o R dre(eadem manu s.l. ow): poalw T I' Pa® Pa® Y M
ab ¢ Sc Pa®? dac
In these cases Pa'! shows correct readings even against its hypothetical ascendants, Pa% at 105a3
and T at 105a7. Pa!! therefore would sometimes have emended the Sc-type exemplar or looked at
some other sources. On this hypothesis, Pa'2 would often carelessly have copied Pa'las its frequent

incorrect readings suggest, while s and Ld would have copied Pal.



6. H6: Among Pa% and its descnedants, a and ¢ belong to the Pa® group, not to the Sc group.
a and c agree in incorrect reading with Pa%®, M and Y against Pa® at the following places.
scholion ad 103a5 tt datpudviov: tovT6 ye T Pa%: tovto d¢ B Pa® M Y Sc(ut
videtur) a ¢ nulla scholia scripserunt scribae in Pa'’ s Pa’2 b
104al vmeomepoovnkag B CDW T T Pa® Scre(s.l. me) Pal' sPa2Ld PWoR
d: Vtepopoovnkaog VPa® YM  Scxab ¢
105a4 1] 1 V Pa% Sc
105b7 eimor ] eim Pa®YMab cPR
Although the agreement has not been found in the case of an omission which a later scribe could
hardly coincidentally make as in the case of homoeoteleuton or hardly supply without looking at some

other sources, a and ¢ more likely than otherwise belong to the group of Pa®, Y and M.

7. H7: Among the Pa® group, a and c are derived from Y, while Pa®, Y and M are independently
derived from a hypothetical ancestor.
a and c agree in such hardly coincidental or suppliable omission with Y against Pa® and M at
105b6.
105b6 év pr.om. YacoR
a and c also agree in incorrect reading with Y against T Pa% Pa® M as well as against Sc Pa'' s
Pa? and Ld at 105b5, ¢2, and d1.
105b50" JdéYac
105¢2 dokeic ] dokngCYacWoR
105d1 60 3 T T Pa% Pa® M Sc b Pa'' s Pa'?P W o R d: d1'0v Pa%ms(yo dU'6v)
Pa®ms(yo dU'0v) Y a ¢ Mms(yp.) b¥(s.l. v) Ld
a and c agree in incorrect reading with Sc against Pa%®, M and Y at 104¢5 (see above at p. 5).
Therefore, in so far as the incorrect reading could coincidentally have occurred both in either a
or ¢ and in Sc, a and ¢ are probably derived from Y.
M disagrees in omission with a and ¢ as well as with Pa® and Y.
titulus aAkPadne M P W o R: aAkifpuadne o BV DWW T T’ Pa%® Pa® Y Sc a b
aAkBadng mpwtog Pal' s Pa? Ld d aAkiBadng an C ¢
scholion ad 104a2-3: peydAa eivar post AAkiPuadnt scrips. B D T W: post
aoxopeva scrips. Pa% Pa® Y a ¢ Sc scholion om. M nulla scholia habentI' b d
104e7 vovon BT W: vovon VCDW T'Pa®Pa®Y ScPa''sPa?Ldac:vovMbP
oRd
Pa® disagrees in incorrect reading with a and c as well as with M and Y.

103a2 yevopevog]  yryvouevog  Pa%pe(s.l. y) yvouevog Patc
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105b8 Tt evEwTNL/ 1) eVET / T eVEWTM: T €0 Pa®
105e7 wg €pot doket | wg Epot doketv C Pa® post Oeog transpos. o R
Therefore Pa®, M and Y are probably derived from a common ancestor independently but as
argued above, the ancestor would not have been Pa®. Therefore I hypothesise some ancestor common

to these three.

8. H8: Among Y’s descendants, c is derived from a.
c disagrees in such hardly suppliable or coincidental omission with a at 105a2
105a2 o om. ¢

Therefore c is probably derived from a’.

9. H9: d and T belong to the T family
The B family and the T family each have in common an omission which a later scribe could
hardly supply without looking at some other sources. In these omissions, d and I' agree with the T
family against the B family.
105e3 oot 3: om. TPa® PWabcI' d
106¢2 kai (post.) TPa® PW ab ¢ I' d: om.
Therefore d and I probably belong to the T family (see also Section 1).

10. H10: d and T" form a group with T and Pa®%, not P or W

Among the T family, there is such an omission in P, W and the group of T and Pa%. At those
places d and I agree with the group of T and Pa% against P or W (for the evidence see the variants at
105¢5, 105d7-¢3, 107d8 and 105¢5 in Section 2). Therefore among the T family d and I' probably
belong to the group of T and Pa®s,

11. H11: d and I are derived from T or Pa®.
Nowhere do T and Pa% agree in an omission of the kind mentioned above against d and I'; nor do T,
Pa% and d against I'; nor do T, Pa% and I" against d. However, d and I" agree in such an omission
against T and Pa®.
104b2 kit om. I' d
105¢7 katom. I' d
d and I also agree in hardly emendable transposition or another incorrect reading against T and Pa%.
106b1 etmtetv Adyov pakoov TPa%: Adyov pakpov eimetv I d
106b11 & pnui oe TPa%: adpimui oot ' d
Therefore d and I are probably derived from T or Pa®.
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12. H12: d and T are derived from T, not Pa%,
Pa% nowhere disagrees in a hardly suppliable omission mentioned above with T, d and I but it
disagrees in incorrect readings with T, I' and d at 105a3 and 107a3 .
105a3 eimot T T d: elmn Pa%
107a3 ovppovAevowv B T I' d: ovpovAedwy Pa%
This separation is corroborated by the following variants.
105a4; 106a3; 106¢9; 106d4; 107b6(1) post.) 1] 1) Pa%
107b4 1) BCre(supra ei puncto notavit)D TI' d P W: el Cacrj Pa0®
105d6 éav | éarv Pa
106c3 £p¢ic] éor)g Pacs
106b11; 106d4 ovkovV] ovk ovv Pad
106e2 tuyxavew scripto eadem manu tuyxav delevit et eidévau fecit Pa%®

Therefore d and I" are more likely than otherwise derived from T, not from Pa%%.

13. H13: d and I" are each independently derived from a hypothetical manuscript, a close descendant of T.
d and T each disagree with the others in a hardly suppliable omission mentioned above.
104e7 vuvon T: vov on I Pa%: vov d
106a6 potom. d
106b8 oV xaAemov om. d
106¢2 kai (pr.) T Pa%® I': om. d
107b6 ye om. d

106c5 ovppovAevowv ... pnéAAovtog scripserunt T Pa% d: post ouvpfBovAev,
sequentibus litterae -owv ... péAAOV- omissis ovpBovAevovtog fecit I' (haec absunt
apud Schanz.)

Therefore d and T, since as argued above they have in common a hardly suppliable omission, are

probably independently derived from a hypothetical manuscript, a close descendant of T.

14. The Coherence of Hypotheses Nine to Thirteen with Some Other Variants

Hypotheses Nine to Thirteen here agree with one of Schantz’ hypotheses that I is derived from T
through a hypothetical intermediate copy but modify another that d is derived from I'®.

If this conclusion is acceptable, however, the following variants are suggesting that the scribe of
d, or d’s exemplar, or even the scribe of the hypothetical manuscript proposed above was in a
position to choose between the B-type and T-type readings as well as to emend the readings of its

exemplar.



105d2 dewvopaxnc] dewvopévng B C(detvopaxng Cms) I' d P Ts Paosst Wil
107c1 Cntoovowy T Pa®PW Cre(t ut o reficto tn supra n addidit) Dre(t ut o reficto
) supra 1) addidit): (ntovowv BCxDa T d

105b2 ovv B d: 0t

106a2 a0 p W dae(av in rasura): om. T Pa® P I' eadem manu av eraso og rescripsit

dpe

106b4 ¢0eAnionic T Pa®W: é0eAnong I' d P(ng compendio): €0éAnic B €06éAnc CD
ds!(altero atramento sed eadem manu Ang scripto)

106el & doa pd: o’ & T Pa® I" &’ & PW

105b2 évoetEeoOal B d: évdelEaoOart I

104d7 eidévai] eidévar kat axovoal  d: eidévar axovoat T I Pas

106e8 d¢ ye ovte B d: 0¢ oUte ye T Pa%® PW: d¢ ovte I'

105a7 podow B P W dri(eadem manu s.1. ow): podlw T I Pat® da

Likewise, the following variants are also suggesting that the scribe or a corrector of I' was in a
position to choose between the d-type and the Pa®%-type readings as well as to emend the readings of
its exemplar.

104a4 det scripsit '« et altera manu H inposto et spiritu reficto o1 scripsit I'rc 104b3

ovdev p W d I're(altera manu ev inposito): ovde T I'¢(de compendio) Pa% P

104d7 (] & d te rescripto & s.l. add. I'r

105e4 ikavog Pa% d I're(altera manu iuxta compendium wg o s.l. scripto og fecit):

tcavag T I'ae(wg compendio)

107c7 tawv Pa® d I're(altera manu nigriori atramento ¢ in o inposito): tov T T

105d1 o¢ {3 I'ac(ut videtur) d: or) t I'pe

And the inclination to avoid hiatus, common to d and I', may well be attributed to the scribe of the
hypothetical manuscript, a common anscestor of d and T".

103b1 &' Bd: 0T
105b1 0" éoecBar B I' d: O €éoeoBar T
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105b3 o0t &AAoc BC T d: ovte dAAoc D T
105¢2 ovd’ B I' d: ovDE T

105c8 tout’ B I' d: TovTO T

106al &' BT d: d¢ T

106d8 pnv' B I' d: unte T Pa®PW

104d2 tiva] tiv’ (falsa elisione) I' d
105c1 ovde] ovd' T'd

105e3 ovte] ovt’' I'd

106b3 tavta Pa%: tav0’ I' d

107b4 tavta] tavt' IT' d
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