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Hypotheses on the Textual Interrelations of Some Medieval
Manuscripts in the Transmission of the Pseudo-Platonic De iusto
and De virtute.
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Abstract
On the basis of my collation of the digital reproductions I hypothesize on the textual interrelations of
the medieval manuscripts of the two concomitantly transmitted pseudo-Platonic works De iusto and
De virtute that Parisinus graecus 1807 has a relative ascendancy over the others bifurcated into the
two sub-groups, the one descendant from Vaticanus graecus 1 and the other descendant from, and in

part contaminated with, Parisinus graecus 1808.
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The Pseudo-Platonic works De iusto and De virtute, both known to Stobaeus under Plato’s authorship
(3.1.204; 3.12.25), are always transmitted concomitantly among all the extant medieval manuscripts
of Plato’s works and in their common medieval manuscripts, twenty-six all told, both are always
arranged in this ordering at the beginning of Plato’s spurious works (voOevopevou)l.

Among those twenty-six manuscripts, I collated thirteen and reported the results of each work in
different articles’.

From the analyses below on the basis of these results I will propose the following hypotheses on
the textual interrelations of those thirteen manuscripts”.

HI1: The extant medieval transmission sometimes has a common error.

H2: A common ancestor of the extant medieval manuscripts is not derived from the

exemplar Stobaeus used.

H3:B,V,C, MY, and a are separated as a group from A, O, R, J, L and V.

H4: A is the ancestor of the others.

HS5: Among the B group, V has no ascendancy over the others.

H6: Among the B group, C, M and Y, none of which is an ancestor of the others, form a

sub-group against the others.

H7: Among that sub-group, neither M nor Y is derived from C
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H8. Among that sub-group, neither C nor M is derived from Y.

H9: Among the B group, a and c are directly derived from B.

H10: c is directly derived from a.

HI11: Among the B group, B has a relative ascendancy over the others.

H12: Among the B group, V is directly derived from B.

H13: Among the O group, R, ], L and W are independently derived from O.

1. H1: The extant medieval transmission sometimes has a common error.
The medieval manuscripts I collated have in common at De iusto 375a7 an omission which a
later scribe could hardly supply without looking at some other sources.
D. iu. 375a7 xat @ kawpwt Boeckh: kapwy/kapw/kapow AORJLYW B VCMY a ¢
Stob.
Therefore this variant indicates that the extant medieval transmission sometimes has a common error.
This conclusion is corroborated by the following variants.
D. iu. 373d7 & Boeckh: haplographiae causa om. AOJL BV CMY a ¢ 6v tx RW
D. iu. 374d5 ye Stob. Boeckh: te AORJLW BV CMY a c
D. iu. 374e3 xat puktnoa Stob. : puktnoa AORJLY B V CMY a ¢ Boeckh
D. iu. 374e5 tavtx Stob. : t&x avtadx AORJLW B V CMY a ¢ Boeckh
D. iu. 374€9 tavtx Stob. : t&x avtadx AORJLW B V CMY a ¢ Boeckh
D. iu. 375d4 10 aducot elvat Boeckh: 10 adukov eivat AORJLW B VCMY a ¢
D. v. 376b3 fjv Fischer(nota) Boeckh: 1t AO B 1jacfRJILY VCMY
D. v. 376d2 ti 6¢ Venetus gr. 184 Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus
Fischer Boeckh: ti o1* AORJLW BV CMY ac
D. v. 377b3 énépeve Horreus(nota) ex Meno 93d3: éméBatve AORJLYW BV CMY ac
D. v. 378d4 (interpunctio) €éot(; tt Boeckh : éotiv ti/é¢oti t AO RJLW BV CMY a c
éoti 1l Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer €oti ti Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2
D. v. 379b4 améxkervto Ar<(altera manu s.l. a) Vre(a fecit) Venetus gr. 184 Aldina Bas.
1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: értéketvto A=«ORJL W B CMY
a ¢ Salvinius
D. v. 379b5 ve Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: ¢
AO R(compendio)]L¥W B(compendio) VCMY a ¢
D. v. 379¢3 tomalw pévtot Stob Boeckh: tomtdlw pév o1 AO JL B Vre(accentu
reficto s.I. o1 add.) CMY a ¢ W Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus

Fischer tortdCopev o1 R tontalwpev Vae
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2. H2: A common ancestor of the extant medieval manuscripts is not derived from the exemplar
Stobaeus used.

Stobaeus’ excerpt has against the medieval manuscripts some hardly suppliable omissions of the
kind mentioned above.

D. iu. 374e4 mtdvv ye AORJLW B V CMY a c Boeckh: om. Stob.

D. iu. 374e8 vait AORJLW B V CMY a ¢ Boeckh: om. Stob.

D. iu. 375a2 xat t¢ om. Stob.

D. iu. 375b5 év Tt déovtt kat év Tt kapwt AORJLW B V CMY a ¢ Boeckh: év t@

déovTL ko Stob.

D. iu. 375b8 év tt déovtt kat Tt kapwt AOJL B V CMY a c: év t@t déovtL kat v

Tl kot R W év 1@ déovtL kad Stob.

D. v.379d1 ttv’ &AAov toomov yiyvowt v om. Stob

D. v. 379¢2 oUk av] ov Stob.

Stobaeus’ excerpt also has an error with similar irreparability.

D. v. 379¢3 paAwota ante 0€ldv scrips. Stob

D. v. 379¢6 érumvoilatr A B érumvoila R a ¢ érumvola OJL V CMY W éruumvol Stob
Therefore a common ancestor of the extant medieval manuscripts is not derived from the exemplar

Stobacus used.

3.H3:B,V,C, M, Y, and a are separated as a group from A, O, R, ], L and V.
B,V,C M, Y, and a agree against A, O, R, ], L and W in a hardly suppliable omission of the
kind mentioned above.
D. iu. 372a5 d¢ AORJLW Mp<(s.l. d¢) ar¢(eadem manu s.l. d¢) ¢ Boeckh: om. B V CMac
Y aac
D. iu. 373d8 kat petontucog AORJLW Mpe(s.l. kat petontucog) Boeckh: om. B V
CM=Y a c
D. iu. 374d7 xai éEamatav AORJLW are(eodem atramento s.l. kat éEamatav) Stob.
kat éEamatav c(L dextra supposito) Boeckh: om. B V CMY a2
D. v. 378e6 é0ecOat AO RJL Mresl-apesl ¢ W Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus
Horreus Fischer Boeckh: om. BV CMacY aac
The B group also agree against the O group in a similarly irreparable transposition.
D. v 378e7 éAmug éott AO RJL W Bas. 2: é¢otwv éAntic B V CMY a ¢ Aldina Bas. 1
Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh

Therefore the two groups are distinctly separated, which is corroborated by the following variant.



373c5 pétgov AORJLY Yre(s.l. ov et i.m pétoov yap v @) Boeckh: pétowt B pétow
V CMY pétow a c(1 dextra supposito)

4. H4: A is the ancestor of the others.
A,B,V,C M,Y, and a agree in error against O, R, J, L and W.
D. iu. 374e7 to0 ORJL WacStob. Boeckh: tovde AWr<(infr.]. de compendio)B VCMY a c
Also O, R, J, L and W agree in error against A, B, V, C, M, Y, and a.
D. v. 379a8 anédpawvov A B V CMY a Aldina Bas. 1 Stephanus Clericus Horreus
Fischer Boeckh: antepatvovto ORJL ¢ Bas. 2 anodpaivovto W
These two variants point to A’s ascendancy over the others, which is corroborated by the following
peculiar errors in A before the scribe’s or some later corrector’s correction.
D. v. 376d2 &AAwv scrips. Aa et circo sinistro de w eraso &AAov fecit Are
v. 376d3 éAevOépwv scrips. Aa et circo sinistro de w eraso éAevBepov fecit Are
v. 376d3 doVAwV scrips. Ax et circo sinistro de w eraso dovAov fecit Arc
v. 378a8 oUtwg scrips. A et circo sinistro de w eraso oUtog fecit Ape

v. 379b7 mapaylyveoOar Arc(altera manu I' in textu)ORJLW B V CMY a ¢

S5 U

Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: mtaparyiveaOo A

5. H5: Among the B group, V has no ascendancy over the others.
V has against the others of the B group some hardly suppliable omissions of the kind mentioned

above.

D. iu. 374e2 ¢y AORJLY B CMY a c Stob. Boeckh: om. V

D. v. 377b5 xat Bavpaowx elpyaleto kat AAAx mMoAA&X om. V

D. v. 379b7 &v om. V
Therefore V has no ascendancy over the others. This hypothesis is corroborated by the following
peculiar errors in V.

D. iu. 373e7 10 adikov AORJLW B CMY a ¢ Boeckh: adwkov V
. iu. 373e10 ovdémw AORJLW B CMY a ¢ Boeckh: o0d¢ moteV
. iu. 374a7 aAAa tot AORJLW B Vre(s.l. 0) CYM a ¢ Boeckh: &AAG T Vae
.0.376d3 éxel] éxewv V
. v. 377€5 éyévovro] éyéveto V
. v. 378a4 y"ow scrips. Vac et altera manu s.l. o add. Vre
. 0. 378b1 ot AO RJLW B CMY a ¢ Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: 6mtov

O O O T T T

Aim Bim V Cim(nota eadem qua in B) aim ¢im

D. v. 378b2 tov scrips. Va et altera manu s.I. o add. Vre
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D. v. 378d5 tu scrips. Vac et altera manu s.I. o add. Vre

D. v. 3789 (rtrot kat AO RJLW B CMY a ¢ Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: (tmtot
V (causa paginae vertendae )

D.v. 379a4 fitic AO RJLW B CMY a ¢ Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: &i
eV

6. H6: Among the B group, C, M and Y, none of which is an ancestor of the others, form a sub-group
against the others.

At De virtute 376¢3 C, M and Y agree in omission against the other manuscripts. Therefore they
possibly form a group.

D. v. 376¢3 ot ayaBoti] ayabot CMY

7. H7: Among that sub-group, neither M nor Y is derived from C
C has a peculiar error. Therefore neither M nor Y is derived from C.

D. iu. 375d1 adwice AORJLW B V MY a ¢ Boeckh: adikiav C

8. H8. Among that sub-group, neither C nor M is derived from Y.
Y has against the others some hardly suppliable omissions of the kind mentioned above.
D. iu. 372a13 petontiknt AO B petontucn R a ¢: petontukn JLW VCM :om. Y
D. iu. 373b9 vat AORPZLW BV CM a c:om. Y

9. H9: Among the B group, a and c are directly derived from B.
a and c agree against the other manuscripts in a hardly reparable error of the kind mentioned
above.
D. iu. 374a7 ¢éxet AORJL W BV CMY: épnac
Therefore neither has ascendancy over the others.
At De iusto 374bl a and c agree with B against the other manuscripts in scholion. Therefore a and
c are directly derived from B.
scholion ad De iu. 374b1 scholion: onueiwoat magotpia ToAAX PevdovTat aowol
A(script. maj.)
onueiwoat magotpia 8tt ToAAX Pevdovtat oot O(script. min.) Tt add.
miaQotptiar 0Tt ToAAX PevdovTat dowot J(script. min.)
onuelwoat magotpia ToAAX PevdovTaL AoWoL: L TV KEQOOVGS Eveka Katl
Puxaywyiag Pevdn Aeydviwv. paoct yoQ tovg momjtag ndAat Aeydvrag tdAnon,

&OAwv BoTeQOV AVTOLG €V TOlG AYWOtL T epévwv Pevdn) kail temAaoéva Aéyety



atlgelobay, tva dx ToUTWV PUXAYWYOLVTESG TOUG AKQOWHEVOUS TV AOAWV
TUYXAvwo. Euvioon tavtng kot PiAdxweog év AtOog a’kal ZoAwv
‘EAeyelaig kat ITA&twvog évtavBa. B a(eadem manu) c(eadem manu)
TMOAAX ... évtavBa. M

om. RLW V CY

10. H10: c is directly derived from a.
c has against the other manuscripts some hardly suppliable omissions of the kind mentioned above.

D. iu. 373¢7 v y&Q ... ékptveto om. ¢ (homoeoteleuti éxotveto causa)

D. iu. 373e5 eimotpev ... kobpov om. ¢ (homoeoteleuti kovdov causa)

D. iu. 375d10 ovk om. ¢
Hence c is probably directly derived from a. This hypothesis is corroborated by the agreement of ¢
with apc at the variants De virtute 372a5, 374d7 and 378e6 (see above at section 3) and by c’s
following peculiar error.

De iu. 373e7 ¢ AORJLWY B CMY ar<(d¢ s.l. eadem manu) Boeckh: kai V ax d¢ kat ¢

11. H11: Among the B group, B has a relative ascendancy over the others.

Since, as the variants in sections 5 to 10 show, no other manuscript among the B group has
ascendancy, B is more likely than the others to be an ancestor of the group. This ascendancy is
corroborated by the variants at De virtute 376b3 and 379c¢2.

D. v. 376b3 yévoito PHaw 26 Ar<(v eraso) LW B(spatio unae litterae inter yevot et
t0)V CMY a c¢ Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh yevor*to Jre(v eraso ut
videtur): yévotvto A>«OR fortasse Jac
D. v. 379c2 vytyvowt Arc(altera manu N in textu)® RJ(ex emend.)L B(litteris
ytyvotto exarafis T finalem ut N fecit et T altrum addidit)V CMY a ¢ Aldina Bas. 1
Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: ytyvott” A«Q W
However, as the variants in scholion ad De iusto 374bl (see section 9) and at De virtute 378¢4 (see
the next section) and 379d4 suggest, B is not directly derived from A’.
D. v. 379d4 peyadomoenas Arc(una littera erasa w fecit)’R(ex emend.) BV CMY a ¢
Stob Aldina Bas. 1 Bas. 2 Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh:
peyadompemeg AxOJL peyaromnoerny W

12. H12: Among the B group V is directly derived from B.

V agrees in error with B and a against the others at De virtute 378e4.
D. v. 378e4 te AO RJL CMY ¢ W Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: te kat
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From this variant and Hypotheses Five to Nine, it follows that V derives from B, not C or a. This
conclusion is corroborated by the following variant.

D. v. 378b1 ot AO RJL B CMY a ¢ W Stephanus Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh:

O6mov Aim Bim V Cim(nota eadem qua in B) aim- ¢im-

13. H13: Among the O group R, J, L and W are independently derived from O.

Each of R, ], L and W has against the other manuscripts some hardly suppliable omissions of the
kind mentioned above, whereas O’s peculiar omissions and errors could have been mended by the
scribe or some later correctors before the composition of the other manuscripts. Therefore O has a
relative ascendancy over R, J, L and W and the latter four are independently derived from O8,

J:
D. iu. 375b5 6 d¢ ur) AOR LY B V CYM a ¢ Boeckh: 6 d¢ ]
D. v. 376b1 @ owkateg om. |

R:

D. v. 378a3 o1 om. R

D. v. 378d3 v Yvxnv AO JL B V CMY a ¢ W Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh:

poxnv R

W
. iu. 372a3 ye om. W
.iu. 372a9 ttom. W
.iu. 372all avto om. W
. iu. 373c1 o1 om. W
. 1u. 374a2 éxévtac om. W
. iu. 374b3 Aéyet ... aAnOn om. W(homoeoteleuton aAnOn (374b4))
. in. 375b4 0i6g te om. W
iu. 375b6 00t ... émotdpevog ov (375b7) om. W(homoeoteleuton émiotapevog od)
. iu. 375d6 o0 ya ovv ... yiyvetar om. W(homoeoteleuton yiyvetat)
v. 3763 te xai] kat W
v. 376d13 GAA"év kakoic om. W
v. 377b7 ovx om. W
v. 377c2 ov AO Jre(s.]. ov ut videtur)LR B V CMY a c Fischer: om. Jac W
. 377e4 apa RJL B V CMY a Stephanus Fischer Boeckh: &oa AO ¢ Clericus

U U0 DU U0 0UU 900U U

s

Horreus om. W

D.v.378c4 1) om. W
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D. v. 378d5 xai om. W
D. v. 378e3 tag om. W et altera manu s.1. scrips. Wre
D. v.379b1 &v om. ¥
L:
De v. 378¢5 ¢pvoetom. L
De v. 379d1 kai om. L
O:
D. iu. 375d5 vat om. O et supplev. O3im

D. v. 377el wg om. O et altera manu s.1. supplev. Ope
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1 Brumburgh and Wells (1968).

2 Taki (2012); id. (2013).

3 The sigla of the manuscripts I examined are: A: Parisinus graecus 1807, saec. IX; B: Parisinus graecus
1808, saec. XI-XII ?; C: Parisinus graecus 1809, saec. XV; J: Vaticanus graecus 1031, saec. XIII-XIV; L:
Florentinus, Laurentianus plut. 80.17, saec. XV; M: Caesenas, Malatestianus D XXVTII, 4, saec. XIV ?;
O: Vaticanus graecus 1, saec. [X-X; R: Vaticanus graecus 1029, saec. XIV; V: Vaticanus graecus 226,
saec. XIII; Y: Vindobonensis phil. gr. 21, saec. XIII; a: Florentinus, Laurentianus Plut. 59, 1, saec. XIV:
¢: Florentinus, Laurentianus Plut. 85, 9, saec. XV; W: Escorialensis W I 1, saec. XVI. I add ‘PHaw 26’ the
variants in Papyrus Hawara 26, 2nd century CE, the pseudo-Platonic De virtute 376b-c, under ‘Stob.’ the
variants in the text of Stobaeus’ Anthology, for which I have used the edition of Hense and Wachsmuth,
and by the name of the editor the variants in the Aeschinean and Boeckh’s editions and in Stephanus’
edition. For the origin of the readings in Stephanus’ edition I sometimes add the variants in the other
earlier edition of Plato’s works by the following abbreviations: Aldina: Manutius and Musurus 1513; Bas.
1: Grynaeus 1534; Bas. 2: Hopperus 1556. ‘De iusto’ and ‘De virtute’ in the citation of variants are each
abbreviated as ‘D. iu.” And ‘D. v.’.

4 Bekker did not report A.

5 The variant at D. iu. 374e5 (de&wx AORJL W Bre(i.m. defix eadem manu) V CMY a ¢ Boeckh: om.
Bac), where the scribe of B corrects his own mistake, does not weaken the hypothesis.

6 Souilhé wrongly reported A.

7 Neither Bekker nor Burnet reported Apc,

8 This hypothesis is corroborated by the variant at D. v. 377d6: idouev A B V CMY a c Stephanus
Clericus Horreus Fischer Boeckh: idouev O RJL(indistincte a ligatura et) V.
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