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Abstract
Methodologically collating the texts of the work under discussion in order to revise Schanz’s
overgeneralization from irrelevant samples in a manuscript, I propose on the textual interrelations of
some later Venetian manuscripts in the transmission of the Platonic First Alcibiades a hypothesis,
which turns out to be to confirm Schanz’s conclusion, that Veneti gr. 590, 189 (S), 186 and 184 (E)
descend in this order from Vindobonenis phil. gr. 21 (Y), a descendant through Parisinus gr. 1808
from Venetus App. Cl. 1V, 1, saec. X (T).
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1. Introduction

Under the project of the recension of the Platonic First Alcibiades, 1 have been working on the
descriptions of the history of its textual transmission. As preliminary work I have collated a number of
the extant medieval manuscripts in the direct and indirect traditions of the work, thus revising the
modern editions from the 16th century editions, the Aldine', Two Basel” and Stephanus’3 ones, to the
19th and 20th century editions by Ast (1809), Bekker (1826), Stallbaum (1825a), Hermann (1856),
Hirschig (1856), Schanz (1882), Burnet (1901), Croiset (1920) and Carlini (1964) (Taki (2012),
(2014), (2015)). The remaining pieces for the whole history are of the last stage of the medieval
transmission, the later Venetian manuscripts and the exemplars of Ficino’s translation and the 16th
century editions. Hence this work is to describe that later Venetian transmission.

In the text of the Platonic First Alcibiades some later Venetian manuscripts of Plato’s works, Veneti
gr. 590, 189 (S), 186 and 184 (E) descend in this order from Vindobonenis phil. gr. 21 (Y), a descendant
through Parisinus gr. 1808 from Venetus App. Cl. 1V, 1, saec. X (T) (for the sigla in this work, see

section 3). Some previous scholarly studies have argued for this conclusion. However, as argued in the



next section, their arguments have been an inference from a number of variants in a manuscript, not
exclusively in the work under discussion, that is, an overgeneralization of a characteristic not
necessarily reasonably generalizable. Hence the arguments’ validity depends on the homogeneity of
the parts of the manuscript relevant to the inference. Therefore whether the conclusion is valid still
requires the relevant partial homogeneity. In what follows I will meet the requirement by collating the

text of the First Alcibiades in the manuscripts under discussion.

2. A Review of Previous Scholarly Work

2.1 The 16% century editions
The 16™ century editors were, as their prefaces suggested, interested in selecting among the variant
readings they were in a position to collect but they did not refer systematically to the medieval
manuscripts. My collations, however, suggest that one of their sources will have been a later Venetian
manuscript.
The variant readings at 115b9 suggest that one of the sources of the Aldine edition (1513) is a
descendant from either the B group or from V> (for the sigla here and below, see section 3).
115b9 éAxn T P W Sc Pal’ sb Pa2 Bdm Y a c: t&x éAxn) B C D V50 5 V186 B edd.
Furthermore, V1% might have been to hand when the Aldine editor selected among the variants at 117a8.
117a8 ovkoUV kaltBVCD W TT W5 Pa®%® Pa® MY a N ¢ V3 S E Sc Pa!! s b Pa2
Bdm P W L o R: oUkovV ye kai V186 edd.

2.2 The Bipontina edition (1784) and some others

The Bipontina edition ((1784) 342-352) in Variae Lectiones for the First Alcibiades, offers almost
nothing of the medieval transmission. None of the earlier editors of the dialogue, Niirnberger (1796),
Ast (1809, 1829), and Held (1838) offers anything more than Bekker (1826) does.*

Buttmann (18227), the same in contents as Biester (1790), uses Bekker’s collation and Miiller’s
report on codex Cizensis (Miiller 1806), quoted seemingly as a manuscript of Plato but in fact a

manuscript of Olympiodorus’ commentary on the First Alcibiades.’

2.3 Bekker and Stallbaum

As Schantz later proposed (Schanz (1874) 62-66, esp. 65-66), one could conjecture from Bekker’s
(1826) and Stallbaum’s (1825a, b) apparatus critici the relations between Vindobonensis gr 21 and
Codici Veneti gr. 189 and 184. However, apart from collecting variant readings neither editor was

interested in describing the textual transmission including the Venetian manuscripts under discussion.
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2.4 Schanz, Post and Carlini

Schanz was much indebted to the variant readings Bekker and Stallbaum reported from the
medieval manuscripts but critical of their indifference to the history of textual transmissions (Schanz
(1874); id. (1877) esp. 40 et seqq.). Hence he was more methodical in intending to specify the textual
interrelations of each work, not of a manuscript as a whole. However, one of his analytical tools was
detecting “Liicke”, that is, common multi-word omissions without homoeteleuton. With some such
omissions detected in any two manuscripts he first hypothesized their close interrelation and then
proceeded to postulate this interrelation in text between any two works commonly included there. In
this process nowhere did he question whether all the parts of a manuscript were homogeneous. In a
manuscript scribes can possibly alternate, the exemplar can possibly vary from work to work, and the
scribe can possibly look at more than one exemplar. Schanz would surely have been, at least partly,
aware of these possibilities (Schanz (1877) 90-108) but he did not try to make his assumption more
relevant by collating each work ---- but even a complete collation of two texts of a single work could
hardly dispense with such an assumption.

Instead, Schanz was applying a relatively irrelevant assumption to the analysis of the descendants
from codex Venetus gr. Appendix 4 class 1, thus concluding from his predecessor Morelli’s collations
that Vidobonensis gr. 21 and Veneti gr. 590, 189, 186 and 184 descend consecutively from one to
another in this order (Schanz (1876) 658-662; id. (1877) 89-90).°

Post cited Schanz’s conclusion in describing the textual interrelations of each manuscript of Plato’s,
including the Venetian manuscripts under discussion (Post (1934) 65-92).

Carlini discussed the textual interrelations in the later Venetian manuscripts in his studies on the
transmission of the extant medieval manuscripts of the fourth of Thrasyllus’ Tetralogies but his
argument depends almost entirely on Schanz’s and Jordan’s studies® and the related variant readings
they reported (Carlini (1964) esp. 36-39). Therefore Schanz’s relative irrelevancy has been left in the

textual transmission of the First Alcibiades.”

2.5 Resolutions of Schanz’ s Methodological Problem in Plato’ s Individual Works

Meanwhile Schanz’s problematic propositions on descent among the manuscripts under discussion
have been tested by collating the text of individual works, for example, the Parmenides and Phaedrus
(Moreschini (1965) 183), the Crito (Berti (1969) 422-426), the Phaedo (Carlini (1972) 164-166), the
Charmides (Murphy (1990) 323-326), the Symposium (Brockmann (1992) 122-146), the Hippias
Maior and Minor (Vancamp (1996) 39-47), the Lysis (Tempesta (1997) 113-123), the lo (Rijksbaron
(2007) 29-36), the Meno (Vancamp (2010) 60-66).

In the text of the Charmides, which is not included in Vindobonensis gr. 21 or Venetus gr. 590,

Murphy concludes that Venetus gr. 186 is descended from Parisinus gr. 1812, not from Venetus gr. 189
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(Murphy (1990) 323). In the text of the Lysis, which is also included only in those three, Tempesta
concludes that Venetus gr. 186 is descended from Conv. Soppr. 180, not from Venetus gr 189 (Tempesta
(1997) 122-123). In the text of the /o, Rijksbaron ((2007) 29-35) and Ferroni (2007) discussed the independence
of Venetus gr. 189.

3. My Method in This Work

In my earlier work entitled ‘Hypotheses of the Textual Interrelations among Some Medieval
Manuscripts of the Platonic Alcibiades I’ (Taki (2012)), I used in part Schanz’s studies and Post’s
conclusions from them for the purpose of proposing a complete picture of the textual transmission.
Since then I have revised parts of it, those related to the Florentine and Coislian manuscripts (Taki
(2015)), by collating the text of the First Alcibiades in the relevant manuscripts. In what follows I will
follow my previous method and make a revision of those related to the later Venetian manuscripts,
although the results will turn out to be to confirm Schanz’s conclusion.

I have not collated the whole text of the four Venetians but have made a sample inspection over the
first few pages as in my previous work. In addition, I have analyzed some corrections whose
difference in hand and/or ink catch my eye, especially in Laurentianus Plut. 85.6 (b) and Venetus gr.
186. On the basis of this collation and analysis I will propose some hypotheses on the textual

interrelations, admitting of some generalisation.

4. Sigla:

4.1 the group including the primary manuscripts, B, C and D
[3: the B group: BV CD W.

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

C: Tubingensis gr. Mb 14, saec. XI

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



4.2 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

R: Vaticanus gr. 1029, saec. XIV

T: Venetus App. CL. 1V, 1, saec. X

T': Coislianus 155, saec. XIV

d: Laurentianus Plut. 85.12, saec. XIV

W55: Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 55, saec. XV

Pa%: Parisinus gr. 1808, saec. XII

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. 85.06, 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: Vindobonenis phil. gr. 21, saec. XII-XV (103al-119el katadgo- :

119e1-vnOévtac -135e8: scriba secundus)

a: Laurentianus Plut. 59.01, saec. XIV
N: Neapolitanus gr. 340 (III E 18), saec. XV

c: Laurentianus Plut. 85.09, saec. XV

V5%: Venetus gr. 590, saec. XIV
S: Venetus gr. 189, saec. XIV

scriba primus;



V186: Venetus gr. 186, saec. XV
E: Venetus gr. 184, saec. XV

Scholia: BTPa®% Pa® Yac V3 SVBE MScPallsWLR:om. VCWTIdW»N Pal2bP o.

5. Hypotheses on the Textual Interrealtions of codici Veneti gr. 590, 189, 186 and 184 in
the Text of the Platonic First Alcibiades

Hypothesis 1: In the textual transmission different from that from a hypothetical ancestor of B, C, and D,
there are three mutually almost independent lines of textual transmission derived from a hypothetical
ancestor: (1) P; (2) the group including W, L, o and R; (3) the group including T: T, I', d, W55, Pa%,
Pa® M, Y, a, N, c, V5%, S, V18, F Sc, Pall, s, b, Pal2, Bdm, and Ld.

Among the three divisions, any one division disagrees with the others in some omissions without

homoeoteleuton.

The group including T:
105e5 peta tov Oeob B P W: petx @eov T I'd W Pa® Pa®M YaNcV®SViseE
Sc Pa'' s b Pa2 Bdm Ld
107d8 oUx BCDPW:om. T I'dW% Pa® Pa®M YaNcV*SVieE ScPallsb
Pa2 Bdm Ld

112a3 v1) oL om. P

125d3 v'a® mavv ye om. P
127b1 ovxk €owkev om. P
127¢7 mewg yop ob om. P
131a8 ovk éokev om. P

134al o0 dntax om. P
134b5 aAA” ... paivetar om. P

The group including W:
105d7-e3
WoTEQ YoQ oV EATdac éxelg év TnL moAet évdetéaoBatl Ot ..., évdelEapevog Ot ...

dvvnoeoBatl, obtw k&YW A ool EATiCw péylotov duvrjoeobal EvdelEdpevog Ot ...



TI d W Pa%® Pa® MY a N c V¥ S V18 B Sc Pa' s b Pa'? Bdm P Cms(in margine
évdetfaoBat ... duvrjoecOat)

WoTeQ yaQ oL EATdag éxelg év L moAel, oUTw KAyw Tao ool EATlw pHéyloTov
duvnoeoBat évdel&apevoo 6tt...BVCD W

WOoTeQ YaQ oL EATdag €xelc év TNt moAet évdetéaoBat Ot ..., €évdelEapevog d¢ ...
dvvrjoeoOat, évdelEapevos 6te... WLo R

122d1 ttom. WLo R

122e4 twovom. WLoR

132b3 katom. WL o R

H2: Among the T group, there are two mutually almost independent lines of textual transmission
derived from their ancestor T: (1) I" and d; (2) Pa%, Pa®, M, Y, a, N, ¢, V5, S, V18 = Sc, Pall, s, b,
Pa’2, Bdm, Ld.

(i)

(ii)

In an omission without somoeoteleuton and an error, Pa%, Pa®, M, Y, a, N, ¢, V5%, S, V18 =

Sc, Pall, s, b, Pa'2, Bdm and Ld agree against T, I" and d.

109al ovpPovAevoelg Ta I' d Viseee(altera manu s.l. o) W5: gupovAevelg Tre(supra
sigma puncto notavit)Pa% Pa® M Y a N ¢ V5 S Pa'séa B Sc Pa'! s b Pa'2 Bdm Ld

109b5 10 &dikwe T T’ d W35: adikwe Pa®®Pa® MY a N ¢ V30 S V18 5 Sc Pall s b Pa'?
Bdm Ld

In some incorrect readings, I" and d agree against T, Pa%, Pa%®, M, Y, a, N, ¢, V3, S, V186 =,
Sc, Pall, s, b, Pa'2, Bdm and Ld.

104b2 katom. ' d

105c¢7 kat om. I' d

106b1 eimetv Adyov pakodv T W3 Pat Pa® M Y are(eimetv s.l.) N ¢ Sc Pa'l s b Pal2
Bdm Ld: Adyov pakgov eimetv I' d eimetv om. aac

106b11 & pnut oeT W3 Pa%® Pa® MY a N ¢ Sc Pa'’ s b Pa'2 Bdm Ld: adpimnpi ool I' d

The variants at 105e4 and 107c7 also support the derivation of I from T, not Pa%.
105e4 tcavog I're(altera manu iuxta compendium «wg o s.l. scripto og fecit) d W Pa%
Pa® MY aN c V5 S Vi E Sc Pal' s b Pa2 Bdm Ld: ikavag T I'*(wg compendio)
107c7 twv B C D I'r¢(altera manu nigriore atramento @ in o inposito) d W Pa% Pa® M

Y a N c V¥S Vi HSc Pall s bre(altera manu nigro atramento @ in o inposito) Pa'?



Bdm Ld PW: tov T I'ac bac

H3: Among the Pa% sub-group, Sc, Pa'l, s, b, and Pa’? derive in a group from some other member, or

some hypothetical common ancestor, of the sub-group.

)

(i)

In a hardly reparable transposition at 105¢6, Sc, Pa'l, s, b, Pa'2, Bdm and Ld agree against the
others, although at 106d7 and 115b3 the scribe of Ld or its modern editor would have looked
at some source other than the exemplar (see also below 107e1 (H10) and 105¢7 (H12)).

105¢6 éxelc TavTnV TV EATHO] Tarv TNV TV EATda E€xelg Sc Pall s b Pa’2 Bdm Ld

106d7 pnte ...ufte/puit W Pa®Pa® MY aN c VS V86 & spe(duabus litteris erasis)
bre(nigro atramento 7o erasit) Bdm Ld: prfjmtote ... prjmote ... Sc Pa'! s<(ut videtur) ba¢(1to
in rasura) Pa’?

115b3 amnABov W35 Pa® MY a N ¢ V% S V186 £ Bdm Ld: om. Sc Pa''a s bec Pal?et altera

manu s.l. supplev. Pa''pc altero atramento bre

Sc has a relative ascendancy among the group except b.
123d5 T: vov émixewpet BCD TI' b Pa®Pa® MY ac V™ SE P W: lacuna Sc om. Pa' s
Pa2 Bdm

H4: Among the Pa% sub-group, M derives from some other member, or some hypothetical common

ancestor, of the sub-group.

M disagree with the others in a number of peculiar omissions, with or without homoeoteleuton.
109a5 or) kat scrips. W5 Pa% Pa® Mp<(s.]. altero atramento kai) Y a N ¢ V3 S Vise 5 Sc
Pa'l s b Pa'? Bdm Ld: o) Mac

111d6-e3 ti &’ i PovAnOeipev ... €uorye scrips. W Pa® Pa® Ya N c V™ S VI8 B Sc Pa'l
s b Pa'? Bdm Ld; om. causa Tt 0’ el BovAnOeipev homoeoteleuti M= et i.m. altera manu
supplev. Mp¢

133b7 ovv om. M= et s.1. altera manu supplev. Mpe

HS5: Among the Pa® sub-group, Y, a, N, ¢, V3, S, V18 and = derive in a group from some other

member, or some hypothetical common ancestor, of the sub-group.

Y, a, N, ¢, V5% S V18 and E agree in more than one omission and an error against the others.

105b6 &v pr. om. Y a N ¢ V30 S Viseac Hac o R et s.1. supplev. V18 et altro atramento Erc



105d1 610 B T I' d W% Pa® Pa® M Sc Pa'' s b Pa? Bdm Ld P W o R: d/6v
Pa%mg(eadem manu yo dU'0v) Pa®mg(eadem manu, ut videtur, yo dU'6v) Ya N ¢ V¥ S
Mmg(yp.) V186 B b2(s.]. v)
106a3 ye om. Y a N c(ut videtur) V30 S V18 B
109a6 elgnvnv te dyewv W Pa® M Pa® Sc Pa'' s b Pa'2 Bdm Ld V8r<(s.]. altro
atramento te) Epr<(s.]. altro atramento te): eigrivnv &yewv Y a N ¢ V3% § V1sac Fac

See also the variants in the scholion to 106a2 and at 105b5.
scholion ad 106a2 dtomwrtegog: mapadofotepoc Bavuaowwtegog T(mapa- compendio
in forma ut me viso) Pa® M W: Bavuaocuwdtegog magadofdtegog Sc Pall s
napadofodtegog  Vismg (altera manu): meQo&otepos Oavuaoiwtegog Pa(mept-
compendio falso ex maga- compendio in T): om. BLBdm Yac V¥ S Vs 5
105b5 0" T Pa® I'd W% Pa® M ScPal'sbPa?BdmLd PWoR:deYaNcV*S

Vise 5

H6: Among the Pa% sub-group, Pa® derives from some other member, or some hypothetical common
ancestor, of the sub-group.
Pa%, although very close to PPa%, disagree with the others.
112b9 mnveAdoring T W Pa® M YaNc VSV E ScPal'sb Pa?BdmLd PW
C: mnveAwning B D muveAdnng Pa®
112c2 tavaypoar B T W: tavayoa Ld tavayoa CD I W% P Mre(nigro atramento altera
manu 7 fecit) Yre(dextra recta linea de 7 erasa) N Sc Pa'! s Pa'2 Bdm V86p¢(altera manu t
fecit) Er<(sinistra recta linea de m erasa) mavdyoat Pa%® mavayoa Mac Yac a ¢ bre(mt fecit)

V5% G V186ac Fac ﬂéVaYQa Pa®

H7: From H4 to H6, Pa® has some relative ascendancy among the Pa% sub-group.
The relative ascendancy of Pa% is corroborated by the variants at 109c1-2 but the members of the Sc
sub-group agree in a better reading against Pa% and the others at 112c2 (see above H6) and 111a8."
109¢1-2 devov TovTO Ye ... TS ... MEdTTOVTAG ToAgpely scrips. T I' d W5 Mre(s.l. altera
manu ToAepetv) s Ld  E: dewvov tovtd ye ... T ... mMEAttOovTag ToAgpelv Bdm
rioAeptety (109c2) om. Pa® Pa® Mz Sc Pa'l b: detvov To0T0 Ye ... modTtTovTag in exemplo
causa T Olkata mEAttovtac homoeoteleuti om. Y axc N V30 § Viseac et dervov
TOUTO ...TtoAgpELY supplev. i.m. altera manu arc et altro atramento V¥r¢(exemplo aliquo
praeter Pa% Pa® Mac Wmg (detvov ye To0T0)); TOUTO VE ... MOATTOVTAS OVK AV Om. ¢ et
altera manu altro atramento supplev. cPs; moAepetv scrips. et dewvov TOUTO Ye ...

neattovtag om. Pa'?c et i.m. altera manu detvov ToUTO ...toAepELY supplev. Pal?pe



111a8 avtae B C D T T Wo%ac Sc Pall s Pa'2 Bdm Ld ~ V'86pe(altera manu o in ovg inposuit)
E: avto P W W55pe(altera manu o fecit) Pa%ac Yae qytovg Pa%re(in textu eadem manu vg)
Pa® M Yre(s.]. eadem manuvg)aNc b V5% S Viséac

This hypothesis is corroborated by the variant at 124c8.
124c8 oot T T Sc Pal' s b Bdm Pa'2 M ar<(s.l. o) ¢ V3ms Spe(eadem manu o facto tin textu

addidit) V186 E: gv Pa% Pa® Y aac V5% Sac

HS8: Neither M nor Y is a direct copy of Pa®.

The exemplar of M or Y is not Pa®,

112d3 oV patverat ... edévar (112d5) scrips. T W35 Pa% Pa® M Sc Pa'' s b Pa'2 Bdm Ld
E: 79 litteras sine homoeteleuti, ita fortasse unam vel duas lineas in exemplo aliquo
praeter Pa%, om. Y ax N cx V50 S Viseac et im. supplev. eadem manu arc altera manu
altero atramento cpe V186pc

118b1-b4 [ei]dwe olet ... m&Boc mé[ovOac] sine homoeoteleuto 57 litteras, ita fortasse
unam vel duas lineas in exemplo aliquo praeter T Pa% Pa® Sc, om. M et eadem manu

i.m. supplev. Mre

It is not probable that scribes of the four texts in M, Pa%®, Y and Sca coincidentally committed an
error at 104al.
104al vmepmepodvnkag B C DWW T TI'd W3 Pa® Visépe(altera manu s.l. we) E Scpe(s.L
nie) Pal's Pa’2Ld P W o R: Utepdpoovnkac V Pa® MY a N ¢ V3%S V186 Scac b Bdm

H9: Among the Pa% sub-group, Pa® and the group including Y, a, N, ¢, V5%, S V186 and & derive in a

group from Pa% or some common ancestor.

Pa%® Y, a, N, ¢, and V5 agree against the others in a dittography at 108b2.

108b2 post kiOapiletv, causa homoeoteleuti, TEog T v @OV ...k1BapileLv iteraverunt

Pa®Y a N ¢ V5% et non iteraverunt S V18 5
On the basis of Hypotheses 10 to 15 below, if Pa® and Y, an ancestor of the Y sub-group, did not
coincidentally commit the dittography, it would be reasonable to hypothesize from Hypotheses 5 and
6 that the two texts derive through some hypothetical intermediate text from Pa% or some hypothetical

common ancestor.



Pa0s B
Y M
Y Pa0®

H10: Among the Y sub-group, a is derived from some other member of the sub-group whereas c and

N are each independently derived from a.!!

a, N and c agree in an omission and an error against Y, V>, S, V186 and =.

104c5 fjvtey” Exwv EAmida T T'd W5  Pa® Pa® Y ar¢(altera manu v in textu) N V3% S M
Vise B Pall spe(s.l. v ead. manu) bre(altera manu v in textu)Pa'? Bdm Ld P W o R: fjvtiva
Exwv EATOA B vy Exw EATOA @ ¢ Sc s bac

107el kai 160" omdte BéATov; ... vai (107e1-4) causa vai homoeoteleuti om. a N cac Pal2ac

Ld et supplev. i.m. altera manu altero atramento supplev. crc Pa'?

Almost none of the scholia that the scribes of a and ¢ commonly would have added from their

exemplars is found in N.
And N disagrees with the others in more than one incorrect reading. '
titulus dAxPLEONG M P W o R: dAkipuddng a BV D W TT Pa% Pa® Y a Sc b aAkifidodng
newtog d Pal' s Pa'2 Bdm Ld SdAkiBadng aos VIO VISE  dAkiBdng o C ¢ dAKIPLadng
o Visemg glcibiades primus W5(titulo latine) om. N
epigrapha: 1) megt avBomov pvoewo D : 1) megt pvoewo avOowmov BV Cms W TT d
Pa% Pa® M Y a ¢ V305 V16 Visemg B Sc Pall s b Pa'? Bdm Ld meot pvoews dvOowmov W
om. N
104a3 &mo o0 ocwpatog apfapeva] agfapeva amo tob owpatoc N
107b7 ayevviic BV CDW T T d W% Pa% Pa® M Bdmp<(altera manu s.1. v) Y a ¢ V305 V186
EP W L oR] dyevric Pa'! Pa’2 Bdm N
107c7 6motag] moiag N

See also the variants at 108e4 (H12) below.

c disagrees in an omission with a and N at 105a2 and probably the scribe of c alters the text of a

at 109c1-2 (see H7 above).



105a2 o om. ¢

HI11: S, VI8 and E have some relatively lower position among the Y sub-group.
S, Vistac and Fac agree against Y and V5% in a multi-word omission without homoeteleuton which a
later scribe could practically never have supplied if he or she had not looked at some other sources.
133b9-10 €ig TOLTOV ... €lc AAA0 Y a N ¢ V?: om. S Vi8ac Fac et i.m. altera manu altro

atramento supplev. V18épe Fpe

This hypothesis is corroborated by some other agreements among S, V18¢ac and Hac against Y and V5.
105d2 dewvoudxng] detvopévng BV C(detvopaxng Cme) I' d P Ts! Pats! Pat®s! Ysl as! ¢sl V3905l
Ms!Scst Wl osl Rel V186pe (altera manu in margine 1) detvopévnc) detvoplevdyxng S Visee &;
detvovudxng scrips. W3%cet punctis pL notato detvopaxng fecit Waspe

133b7 @ Y a N ¢ V3%: om. S V186ac Hac et 5.]. altera manu altro atramento supplev. V18épe Fpe

H12: & is a direct copy of V186,
The scribe of E would have copied a peculiar reading made by a corrector of V18 at 109d4.
109d4 adwccrtegov Pa® Pa® M ScY a N ¢ V50 S Vistae: gducdtegov VI8re(w eraso o altera
manu nigriore atramento add.) 2
The hypothesis is also corroborated by the variants at 108e4.
108e4 mtdvv T Pa® M Pa® Sc Y a ¢ V5 S: mavu tol V8pe(oL nigriore atramento s.l.) E N
Therefore it is probable that E is a direct copy of V18, On this hypothesis one can explain the reason
for the following agreements between V'8¢ and =.
epitheton: poaevticog B 'V d Visms(altera manu) Eme: om. D W T T W%Pa% Pa® M Y a
N ¢ V50§ Vise Visemg  Sc Pall s b Pa'2 Bdm
scholion ad 103a4 mpooeimov: ovk mEoonyogevoax T: ov mEooryogevoa W:
nipoonyopevoa Pa®Pa® MY ac V¥ S:om: BV CLd V¥ = Sc Pal' s Pa’?Bdm P R
104d8 post dxovor) ... Aéyw signum interrogandi interpunx. V18 E W: om. 3 T I' d Pa%
Pa®MYaNcV*SScPa"sbPa2Bdm Ld WLoRP
105a7 ¢podowfP dri(eadem manu s.l. ow) Vre(sigmate C typo in zeta altera manu
inposito) E W% Pall s Bdm Ld P W o R: ¢pod&lw T I d* Pa% Pa® Y a N ¢ V50 S Viseae M
Sc b Pa'?
105d1 A6yov] tov Adyov Visopesl B
107a3 ovppPovAevowvT M Scre(s.l. o eadem manu) Pa'? s Pa'? Bdm Ld Vi$¢re(altera manu
s.l. 0)E: ouuBovAevwy Pa® Pa® Y a N ¢ V%0 S Viseac  Scac b
107b9-10 Eidotoc yap oipat ... mAovtovvtog. Il yoo ov; scrips. Pa® M Pa® Sc E;



causa homoeoteleuti g yag o0 om. Bdm Y a N ¢ V3% S Viséac et im. altera manu altro

atramento supplev. V!8épe

108e3 on kot Pa® M Pa® ScY a N ¢ V3 S V186 Epe(s 1. altro atramento kat): o) B
See also above their agreement in the variants at titulus (H10), 104al (HS), 104d7 (n. 12), 105b6 (HY),
109c1-2 (H7), 111a8 (H7) and 112d3 (H8) and below the variants at 104d1 (H13), 105¢7 (H13),
106b4 (H15), 106d1 (H14), 108d10 (H13), 108e5 (H14), 108e6-7 (H14), 109a8 (H14), 109b8 (H13),
and 110b1 (H15).

The following transposition in E also probably arises from a second corrector’s editorial sign for
insertion in V186,

105¢7 towg év oOv B TT d Pa® Pa® Y a N ¢ V3 S V18l M Sc Pal' s Bdm Ld P W o R: ovv

om. Pal%cViseacet supplev. s.l. altera manu post &v Pal2re Vistpel et post ovv V1862, {owg

ovv av 2 Ld

H13: V186 is derived from S.

V186 disagrees in more than one omission with Y, V5% and S.

104d1tot om. V8 et nigriore atramento altera manu supplev. V186pc

105¢7 oOv om. Pa'?xc V18t et supplev. altera manu s.1. Pat2pe V18épe

108d10 Tovto t0 BéATiov Pa® M Pa® Sc 'Y a N ¢ V3% § Vis6pe(altera manu 1o s.1.)E: tovto
BéATiov V186ac

109b8 te kit Pa® M Pa® Sc Y a N ¢ V3% S Vistpe(1e s.]. altera manu add.) E: kai V18eac

H14: S is derived from V5%,
S and V18 agree in more than one omission and error with Y and V>0,
106d1 oida Pa%® Y a N ¢ M V5 Visépe(gv €miotaoat eraso oida altera manu nigriore
atramento inposuit) E: oU émniotaoatr S(metathesi per mepl @wv ov émiotaoal in
106c8)V186ac
108e5 aioxodv ye Pa® Pa® M Sc'Y a N ¢ V5% Visére(ve sl. altera manu add.) E: aioxov S
V186ac
108e6-7 kot vov kail Pa%® Pa® MY a N ¢ V5 Visope(kal post. s.l. altera manu add.) E: kol
VOV S V186
109a8 dVvapal Pa® Pa® M Sc Y a N ¢ V3 Visre(punctis oat notato pat s.l. add.) E:

dvvaoal S Viseac



H15: V0 is derived from Y.
V50, S and V18 agree in more than one omission against Y.
106b4 &yer scrips. Pa® Pa® MY a N ¢ E: om. V50 S V18 et s 1. altera manu supplev. V18pe

110b1 oov scrips. Pa%® Pa® MY a N ¢ V1%r<(s.l. altera manu ov) E: om. V50 § V186

Appendix: multi-word omissions in W5

107e6 oV dpewvov ... Gvtiva 1omov (107e11) causa tiva t1ooTov homoeoteleuti om. W5 et
im. altera manu supplev. W>rc; 6 madotoifng dnmov ... BAénwv (107e8-9) causa 6 moudotoifmg
homoeoteleuti, ita fortasse unam lineam in 1l. 6-7, fol. 185r, I, om. et eadem manu extra
lineam supplevit d.

126¢6 d1d TV’ ... &QLOpOUG om. W et i.m. altera manu altero atramento supplev. W35p¢
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Notes:

1.  Manutius (1513).

2. Grynaeus (1534); Hopperus (1556).

3. Serranus (1578).

4. Taki (2012) n. 16.

5. The report is quoted by Ast (1809).

6. Wohlrab cites Morelli’s and Scahnz’s proposal in his description of the manuscripts under discussion
(Wohlrab (1887) 686-691). Immisch discusses on the basis of Bekker’s variant readings and Schanz’s studies
the textual interrelations of Vindobonensis gr 21 and Veneti gr. 189 and 184 in the text of the Axiochus
(Immisch (1896) 75-82) and argues for Schanz’s proposal methodologically like Schanz (id. (1903) 72-78).
Alline, citing the previous studies on the textual transmission, does not mention Schanz’s proposal (Alline
(1915) 289, 307-308, 321-323).

7. Jordan (1877) 170-172, whose analysis of codici Veneti gr. 189, 186 and 184 deals with a manuscript as a
whole on the basis of Morelli and Scahnz.

8. The proof Carlini later claimed was not of the specific textual interrelations of the First Alcibiades among
Vindobonensis gr 21 and the Venetian four but of the descent of the former from the latter in the Fourth
Tetralogy (Carlini (1972) 164, n. 22).

9. Ld disagrees with the others in a hardly reparable transposition at 121e6 (ot &oottoL ddéEavteg] dOEavTeg ol
aolotot Ld); hence it derives from some other member, or some hypothetical common ancestor, of the group.

10. See also the variants in elision, crasis or accent at 114b1 (tavtad W3 ¢ V50 S V18 & Pall s b Bdm: t’
avta T Pa%® tavtd BVCD T Wrtavta M Pa® YaN Sc Pa2PoR).

11. Y disagrees on a movable nu with the others at 105¢2 (105c2 moaypaowy Pa® a N ¢ V3% § Vige =:
moaypaot Y).

12. N would have corrected the text of the exemplar or looked at some other source at 112c2 (see above H6),

104d2 (avta tavt” B N: tavtax taot TT'd W Pa® Pa® MY a ¢ V¥ S V1% E Sc Pa'' s b Pa'> Bdm
Ld) and 104d7 (eidévai] eidévat kat axovoat B d Pal(kai) Ld N: eidévat axkovoat TT Pa®Pa® Y a
c VS M Sc Pa'' s b Pa?Bdm Ld P W o R; inter eidévar et axovoat signum interlocutorum

mutationis punxerunt dicolo V8 et medio colo E et altum colon punxit W>).
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