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(Research Note)

Some Philological Notes on Plato’s Medieval Manuscripts

Akitsugu Taki

Abstract

(1) In the transmission of the Platonic First Alcibiades, (1.1) the textual interrelations of the
manuscripts descendant from Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 7 (W) are, I conjecture from my collation, a
linear descendancy from W through Lobcovicianus (L) to Vaticanus gr. 1029 (R) and further through
the Vatican to Vaticanus gr. 228 (0); (1.2) Ambrosianus gr. I 93 is a copy of Laurentianus Plut. 85.12. (2)
In the textual transmission of Plato’s Menexenus, the three uncollated texts, Angelicus gr. 7, Rossianus
gr. 558, and Dunelmensis Cathedral Library C IV 2, are, I conjecture from my collation, all descendant
from Venetus append. class. IV 1 (T) but via Parisinus gr. 1808, specifically, (2.1) the first, a copy of
the Parisian, (2.2) the second, a copy of Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 (a), and (2.3) the third, a copy of a
hypothetical ancestor common to Escorialensis Y. 1. 13 (Sc). (3) Of the reading at the Sophista, 232b2:
AVAA&PWHEV TEWTOV TV TEQL TOV OOPLOTNV loNEéVwY, agreed on in its primary sources,
some recent editors by inserting an indefinite pronoun neuter singular accusative Tt have emended the
partitive genitive plural on the authority of the correction by the scribe’s hand in a secondary source
Parisinus gr. 1808, but the difference in ink there suggests that it was another hand’s, i.e., a sign of some

later corrector’s conjecture from a non-primary source.
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1. Hypotheses of the Textual Interrelations in the Direct Transmission of the Platonic First

Alcibiades

1.1 Codex Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 7 (W) and Its Descendants

Carlini admitted that the 14" century codex in the Lobcowiczs’ collection, Prague, MS Roudnicky
VL F. A. 1 or Lobcovicianus (L) and the 14" century codex, Vaticanus gr. 1029 (R) are derived from W
but leaves its interrelation moot (Carlini (1964: 28)); he also proposed that another 14™ century codex,
Vaticanus gr. 228 (0) is a copy of R (ibid., 29).

However, with further evidence on the relevant variants I propose that L is a direct copy of W and that

R and o are both derived from L but from its hypothetical descendant.
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111 Wand L
The passage the scribe of L omits at 132¢7-8 is equal to a whole line of W.
132¢7-8 twv'odv &v OOV yvoipev avtod évagyéotata; €medr) tovto W LP(i.m. eadem
manu eodem atramento scrips.) o R: om. L*(lineam 21, fol. 325", 48 litterarum codicis W om.)
As the variants at 132¢8 suggest (132¢8 yvoipev WP (altera manu H expunxit): yvoinuev W*
LP(i.m.) o R),' the marginal supplement in L at 132¢7-8 would not differ from the text of W the scribe
of L would have copied. Also, as W’s omission of 69 letters at 109c1 suggests (detvOV ... TOAgpELY
Wr(eadem manu et eodem atramento extra lineam supplev.) L o R: [det]vov ... moAe[petv]
om. W*), the length of the omission in L at 132¢7-8 would not be equal to a whole or half line of W’s
supposed exemplar.

Therefore it is highly probable that L is a direct copy of W.

112L 0and R
L, o and R have commonly against W some such hardly suppliable omissions as follows.
104e7 vovdn) : vov oy W:vovL o R
113b1 A: jv: fW:om. Lo R
122a4 pund’: pun d W: un d¢ o™ (altera manu s.l. d¢): ury L 0™ R
L, o and R commonly have some other errors against W.
106€8 0¢ ye oUte: d¢ oUte ye W: d¢ oUte pe Lo R
120c4 otoatnyovg W: apxnyouvg L(ligatura ot in W sicut a visa) o R
Also W has some errors in accent and orthography against L, 0 and R.
109e1l oiet L o R: otqu W
109e6 otet W(im.) L o R: otn W
131cl mopowtéow L 0 R: moppwtéowt W
106el & coo: @’ a Lo R &’ a W
111d8 ag”: doar L o R: &oax W
However, W has none such irreparable omission or transposition against L, o or R. All the errors
above and below proper to W can be explained on the hypothesis that the scribe of L would have,
although sometimes with his or her own error, copied and sometimes altered the text of W.
108d10 ki to €V Tt elprvnVv dyetv, Touto T0 PéAtiov W L (altera manu i.m.) o R: om. L*
(homoeoteleuti BéATiov causa 36 litteras om.)
115b9 te kot WP(s.l. te) L (eadem manu s.l. t) 0 R: ye kait W* L™
120cl mageokevaopévov L o R: magackevaouévov W
120c4 tov W(s.l. 0) L*(s.l. 0) 0 R: tawv W* L™
121e5 é€eireypévor L o R: éEetherypévol W
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128b11 moiet W L(v eraso) o R: motetv L™
133e9 moArtucog LP(Lin € et T in p inpositis) 0 R: moAepicog W L™
Then o and R have commonly against W and L some such irreparable omissions and transpositions as
above mentioned but not vice versa.
105b6 év pr. om. o R
105b6 toic om. o R
105e7 cog épot dokel post Oeog transpos. o R
116b3 ovxl katl €0 meattet W L R ™¥(altera manu): om. o R*(causa homoeoteleuti de
TIOATTEL)
127a4 ye iowg av scrips. W L: om. o R
Therefore 0 and R probably descend from L. This hypothesis is corroborated by some other errors
common to 0 and R against W and L.
114b1 tavta: v avta T: tavtd W L tavta o R
116b5 e0 W L: av 0 R
116d6 post @aivouat, ye non scrips. W L et scrips. o R
119d3 mawg W L: tio R
However, they would descend not directly. 0 and R somewhere agree in correct readings against L.
106a3 etrtov W o R elmov L
107a10 mept tivog 0 R: meptl tivog W L
126¢3 amoyiyvntoar W(s.1. 1) o R: amoytyvetat WL
Therefore there would be some intermediate text between L and the two, 0 and R.
Then, with respect to the interrelation between o and R, first, 0 has against W, L and R some correct
readings.
106e9 ovte 0: oUte Ye WL R
127e2 avto 0: avtov W L R
Second, R has against 0 some such hardly suppliable omissions.
106a6 o) scrips. W L o R™(altera manu i.m. yo. et d¢ d1) 6t1): om. R™
124e4 fjvmeg scrips. W L 0 R”(eodem atramento i.m.) : om. R™
Third, o has none of the scholia to mpooeinov at 103a4, to dapdviov at 103a5 or to Votegov mevo)
at 103a6, as W, L and R do.
Hence, at 106e9 and 127e2, it is more likely that the scribe of o would alter the text in the intermediate
manuscript than it is either that the scribe of 0 would alter the text of R or that the scribe of R would
alter the text of 0. Therefore it is more likely than otherwise that 0 and R are each independently derived

from a hypothetical descendant from L.
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1.2 Codex Ambrosianus graecus I 93 (Amb)

The text in the 14" century codex, Laurentianus Plut. 85.12 (d), is derived from that in the 14"
century codex, Coislianus 155 (I'), a descendant from Venetus append. class. IV 1 (T), not Parisinus gr.
1808 (Pa”™). The text in the 15" century codex, Ambrosianus graecus I 93 (Amb) was copied from the
Laurentian text.

Carlini proposed the same conclusion but with no specific evidence except the Ambrosian’s omission
at 120a2-3 (Carlini (1964: 31)). Because of its incongruity to the corresponding single line in d, he
doubted that Amb was a direct copy of d (ibid.).

Amb is not derived from the B group (f3) , P, or the W group (w).

103a6 vov d¢ p: vov &' TT d Amb

104c1 péyoa gpoovetv p: peyadopooveiv TT'd Amb

104e7 kai TT' d Amb: te kai 3

105e5 peta tov Oeov B P w: petar Oeov TT' d Amb

Amb has more than one error common to I" and d against T.

104b2 kxatom. I’ d Amb

104d2 tiva] tiv' I'd Amb

Amb has more than one error common to d against I'.

103al @ om. d Amb

104d7 (] te T* &G T™(& s.1. add.) d Amb

104d7 sdévar nosse desideras, vertit Ficinus: eidévat kal akovoatr d Amb: edévatl axovoat T T

104e7 vovdn T: vov of I': vov d Amb

105¢7 kat om. I' d Amb

Cf. 105b2 oovd Amb: d¢ TT

Amb has more than one peculiar error.

103b1 ovkéti] ook Amb

104c1 tAovoiwv] mAovolov Amb

104d3 tot T tw I' d : e Amb (omega in d pro epsilon habuisset)

2. Hypotheses of the Textual Interrelations of Codices Angelicus gr. 7, Rossianus gr. 558 and

Dunelmensis Cathedral Library C 1V in the Direct Transmission of Plato's Menexenus

2.1 Angelicus gr. 7, saec. XIV (Ang)

Ang is conjectured to be, among the group derived from T, a copy of T’s direct copy, Pa” and not of
any other copy of Pa”’s. This hypothesis can be posited by the following variants:

The variants for the distinction of Pa” from the other direct copies of T (for my sigla below, see Taki (2022)):

_92_



234b9 &vepdAovto T (punctis supra lambda secundum notavit) Pa” Ang™ V Erl M Barb
Pa” a Sc: dveBaArovto T q T L Ang™(altero atramento A infra A scrips.) s Pa? V!* 2
236b7 1) T q T L** Bon V'**"(altero atramento s.1. parva littera) Z: non scrips. Pa® Ang V Erl
M Barb Pa” a Sc V'**

08pc

236e4 Toig d¢ Lwov evuevas magavéoetal scrips. T q T L®® Bon Pa™(altero atramento

. 09 ~ e ~ 5 ~ ,

altera manu i.m. supplev.) M Barb Pa™ a: toig d¢ Cwotv eVpeVOG MaQalvéoeTal causa
. 08

homoeoteleuti -awveogetat om. Pa™*

V Erl Sc

(tale sequens unae lineae quale exaratur in T om.) Ang

237d4 #pue Pa™(eodem atramento s.l. ¢ scrips.) AngP(eodem atramento s.l. ¢ scrips.) M(s.l. €

scrips.) Barb Pa” a*(altero atramento s.l. € scrips.): £pu T q T L®* Bon Pa”* Ang™ V Erl a*Sc
The variants for the distinction of Ang from the other direct copies of Pa”:

Vaticanus gr. 228 (V):
235al Aéyovtec] Aéyovtog V
236b4 éoxeppévn] éxeppévn V

Erlangen, Universititsbibliothek 89 (Erl):
235d1 tovtwv Adyot] Adyot tovtwv Erl
235d6 kat om. Erl

235el avtoc: avtov: om. Erl

236a2 dervov om. Erl

236b3 to om. Erl

Malatestianus Plut. XXVIII, 4 (M):
234b4 pévrot ceteri codices MP(altero atramento s.1. Tot scrips.): pév M™
236a5 (scholion ad gapvovaiov) €€ ov 00tog] €€ fig ovtoc M

238d1 xaiont T Pa” xaion Pa” a Sc xaigot M

Parisinus gr. 1809 (Pa”) or a hypothetical ancestor common to Pa” and Barberianus gr. 270 (Barb):'
239%1 uidovg T Pa®” M a Sc V'™: undag Pa™(ovg pro ag habuit) Barb
241e6 dmvtAOn T Pa” M a Sc V'™: duvtArjier Pa” Barb

08ac 08pc

242¢7 o@ayia: opayion T Pa’™ opayia Sc Pa'' V'* o@axtnoiot Pa”(altero atramento o

in ary inposuit et tnowa s.1. scripsit) oparctnoia a oparctnoia M @aktogia Barb Pa”
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Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 (a):

237e5 Q) / T@ YEVVWHEVQ [YEVVOUEVW | YEVVOUEVW | Yevinoapéve habent T Pa’™ M
Barb Pa” V'* Sc F W: non habent Pa™(‘linea perducta’ ut videtur in sequente wuevawt
(Schanz (1885) xv)) a Amb“* ¢ Ross™

239d3 mowtov T Pa™ M Barb Pa” V'* Sc: kai mo@tov F S medtegov a Amb®™ ¢ Ross™

Escorialensis Y. 1. 13 (Sc):
235d5 6t aev / Otaev: Ote Sc
236b5 ovvetiBer: ovvetiOn Sc

186

Cf. 235e6 memoinke: émoinoe Sc V

Cf. 235e6 Kai ceteri codices V'**“(eodem atramento s.1.): non scrips. Sc V'**

Venetus gr. 186 (V'*):
235e8 (scholion ad aomaoia) ¢n / ¢r: enot V'*
235e8 (scholion ad domaoia) éAévnv] EAARY V'™

238aliapmov] kapnav V'™

Angelicus gr. 107 (Ang):
scholion ad avtooyedialetv ab 235¢9 ad 235d2 transposuit Ang
235e8 (scholion ad aomaoia) maga cwkedtel] owkeatet Ang

235e8 (scholion ad domaoia) ovyyeappatt] yoappatt Ang

2.2 Rossianus gr. 558, saec. XVI (Ross*®)
Ross® is conjectured to be, among the T group, a copy of Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 (a), not the

Laurentian’s ascendant Pa”, or descendants, Ambrosianus G86 (Amb®*

) or Laurentianus Plut. 85.9 (¢).
This hypothesis can be posited by the variants at 237e5, 239d3 (see above at 2.1) and 238c5 and by the

. : 558 G86
variants for the peculiar errors of Ross™, Amb~ and c.

238c5 avrtr) Pa” M Barb Pa” Amb“® ¢ Sc ahtn a Ross™

Variants for the peculiar errors:

Ross558:

2346 TaeoKeLATHEVWY cett.: Tagaokevaopévey Bon Erl magaokevaouévou Ross™
236b5 ovvertiOel] cuvetéOat Ross™ ouvetiOn Sc Pa'! Pa'? ouvetéon s

237d2 ye cett. Ross Pa™™ z: t¢ Amb®*non scrips. Ross™ Mon**
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237e6 yevvnoapévn] yevnoauévn Ross™
238al 1o10@v] kouO@V Ross™

238b5 1) om. Ross™

Amb“®:

234a6 {kavag cett. a ¢ Ross™: ikavae Amb®®
235c8 vTToyvou cett. a ¢ Ross™: btoyviov Amb™
236a5 oioc] ol Amb™*

237al obv av] &v odvv Amb“™®

c:
235d6 doxkelv cett. a Amb® Sc Ross™: dokel ¢ Pa''s Pa'

236d6 Adywt / Adyw / Adyw cett. a Amb®* Ross™: Adyov ¢

One might conjecture from the variants at 234a5, 234b3, 234b9 and 236b7 that the scribe of Ross™"
would have copied a different exemplar rather than made a phonetical mistake when reading the
exemplar.

234a5 11yet T Ross™ 1yt Pa®a Amb®® ¢
234b3 cupBovAevnig T Pa®(iota adscripto) W cuppouvAeting a Amb®® ¢ ovpBovAevelg
Ross™
234b9 dveparovto TP (punctis supra lambda secundum notavit) a Amb®® c: dveBaArovto
T* Ross™
236b7 1) T Ross™™: non scrips. Pa” a Amb®* ¢

However, the variants at 237d4 and 237e1 would corroborate the initial hypothesis.
237d4 pue Pa™(eodem atramento s.1. € scrips.) a*(altero atramento s.1. € scrips.) Amb®® c:
¢pu T a* Ross™
237el 6ti Pa™ (8 i.t. eodem atramento scripto) a(éti scripto forte ex exemplo cum
correctione) Ross™ Amb“* c: t{ T(colon inferius ante i et altius post t{ colon interpunx.)

P aOSac

2.3 Dunelmensis Cathedral Library C IV 2, saec. XV (Dnlm)
Dnlm is conjectured to be, among the T group, close to the Sc subgroup, derived via Pa”, not directly

from T, and a copy of a hypothetical ancestor, both common to Sc and with scholia as in Sc and Pa"".

For the membership of the subgroup via Pa®, not directly from T, see the variants at 236b7 and 236e4.
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236b7 1) T V'**(altero atramento s.l. parva littera) Z: non scrips. Pa® Ang M Barb Pa” a Sc
Pa''s Pa"” V*** Dnlm

08pc (

236e4 toic d¢ Lwowv evpevas mapatvéoetat habent T Pa™ ™ (altero atramento altera manu

12pc

im. supplev.) M Barb Pa” a s™(altero atramento i.m. supplev.) Pa " (altera manu i.m.

supplev.) V'**"(altero atramento altera manu i.m. supplev.) Z: non habent Pa”*

(causa
. . . 11 12
homoeoteleuti -atveoetat sequens unae lineae in T exaratum om.) Ang Sc Pa” s* Pa

V] 86ac D 1'11 m

For the closeness to the Sc subgroup, see the following variants:
235e6 memoinke cett.: émoinoe Sc Pa''s Pa'?> V'* E Dnlm
235e6 kai cett. V'*P(eodem atramento s.1.) Z: non scrips. Sc Pa''s Pa'? V'** Dnlm
2359 kévvov T Pa” Sc™(altero atramneto v s.l. scrips.) V'**‘(eodem atramneto v s.1.
scrips.) E”(eodem atramneto v s.1. scrips.): k6vov Sc* Pa''s Pa'? V** E* Dnlm
238d5 d6Eaowy T Pa® Barb Pa” a V'*P(Lov deleto) E: do&alovotv Sc Pa'' s Pa'” V'** Dnlm
239a6 0t Sc Pa'' s Pa"” V'™ E Dnlm: om. T Pa™ M Barb Pa” a

Dnlm is for the following reasons (i)-(v) more likely than otherwise a copy of a hypothetical ancestor
common to Sc.
(i) Pa"? is one of the exemplars of V'*.
(i)-(a) V'* and E have common errors against the other members of the Sc group.
238al kapmov cett. V'**(altero atramento ov s.1. scripto): kagmav VI* =
239d7 avtov post.: avtod T Pa” M Barb Pa”a Sc Pa'' s Pa'? Dnlm avta V!* 2
(i)-(b) V'** and = have a better reading against the other members of the Sc group.
239d7 avtov pr. V* E: avtod T Pa” M Barb Pa”a Sc Pa'' s Pa'” Dnlm
(i)-(c) Pa"* and V'* have common errors against the other members of the Sc group.
234b9 &veParovto TP (punctis supra lambda secundum notavit) Pa® Sc Pa'' Dnlm:
avepdAdovto T* s Pa? V'™ B
235a4 teteAsvtnkdtag Sc Pa''s Dnlm V'*"(te eodem atramento s.1. scripto) E:

/ 12 v 7186
teAevtnrotag Pa ™ Vo

236a2 detvov Sc Pa'' s V'*(eodem atramento s.1. add.) & Dnlm: om. Pa'* V'**

236c3 xaAenavel T Pa” Ang a Sc Pa''s Dnlm: xaAemavi) M Barb Pa” Pa'> V* &

(i) Pa'' and its close descendant s are derivative and independent of Pa'"?
(ii)-(a) Pa'" and s have common errors against the other members of the Sc group.

235b5 yiyvopat Sc Pa'”? Dnlm: yivopai Pa''s
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? V'™ = Dnlm: megl Asippartatta Pa''s

236b6 meglelppat’ atta Sc Pa
239¢6 toic ante &AAoic non habent T Pa” M Barb Pa” a Sc Pa'?> V** Z Dnlm: habent Pa'' s
240al ékgdrel T Pa™ M Barb Pa” a Sc Pa”? V'* E Dnlm ékgdtnoe Pa'' s

240b4 dingevvrioato Pa” Barb™ Pa” Sc™ Pa'? V'® Dnlm: dingevvrioavto Barb(altero
atramento v i.t. scrips.) Sc*(altero atramento v s.1. scrips.) Pa'' s

186, —
P and =.

(ii)-(b) Pa'' and s have a better reading against the other members of the Sc group except V
239b5 doyeiog Pa'' s V'*P(altero atramento s.l. o add.) E: doyeiot T Pa” Barb Pa” a
Ross™ Sc Pa'? V'** Dnlm
239b6 1oarcAeidaig T* Pa”™(puncto infra iota notavit) Pa'' s V***(altero atramento a in
at inposuit et ¢ addidit) E: foarAeidar T*(puncto infra o notavit) I' Pa* M Barb Pa” a
Ross™ Sc Pa'? V*** Dnlm

scholion ad 6 ... viog (239e2): 6 kauPBuvong Pa''(altero atramento s.1.) s(eodem atramento

186

s.l.): kappvong Sc(altera manu i.m.) V

scrips. Pa® M Pa” a Pa" Dnlm

(altera manu i.m.): Tov kappovonv enot T E: non

(i1)-(c) s has a peculiar error.
236b5 ouvetifet T Pa™ Dnlm V'™ guvetiOn Sc Pa' Pa'? ouvetéon s
239¢7 1w scrips. 8 et altera manu v i.t. supplev. 8™

240al pndé habent T Pa” M Barb Pa” a Sc Pa'' Pa'> V'* & Dnlm: non habet s

(iii) Sc at the following variants has a better reading against the other members of its subgroup.
234c1 moAAaxnL/ moAAaxn T Pa” Sc moAAaxov Pa''s Pa'” Dnlm
235d6 dokeiv Sc: dokei Pa''s Pa'’” Dnlm
236al 1) T Pa® Sc Pa'*(altero atramento s.1. 1] scrips.) V'**(eodem atramento H inposuit) Z:

6 Pal] s PalZac VlSéac Dnlm

(iv) Dnlm at the following variants has peculiar errors against the other members of the Sc group.
237¢5 dAAx povov eimé (236¢6) ... ws éy[opat] (236d2) post avOowmwy iteravit Dnlm (scriba
postquam exaraverat avOodmwv (237¢5) in fini paginae 77" falso resumpsit ab fini paginae
76" transcribens AAA& povov elmté (236¢6-7) in exemplo)
237e5 1@ / @] twv Dnlm
237e5 yeVWopévwL / Yevwuéve [ Yevvwuévo] yevvouévw Pa' yevouévwo Dnlm

scholia in Sc non habet Dnlm

(v) Among the Sc subgroup, scribes would probably have altered variants in their exemplars.

Pa'':
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236b7 1 Pa''s V'*P(altero atramento accentu refecto) & Dnlm: ) Sc Pa'* V'**¢

239a6 @vvteg T Pa” M Dnlm Pa'' s Pa'? V'*: @Ovteg Barb Pa” a Sc

237el 6t/ Oti / oti Pa™ (6 i.t. eodem atramento scripto) Barb Pa” a(6ti scripto forte ex
exemplo cum correctione) ¢ Pa''s Pa'™ Pa'**(accentum refecit) V'* E: t{ T(colon inferius
ante t{ et altius post ti colon interpunx.) Pa®* Ang Sc Dnlm

s:

"*P‘(eodem atramento H fecit) Dnlm

234b1 Ou@v cett. Sc s Pa™“: fjuav Pa'' Pa
Pa':

235d5 6t'av / 6ty Pa'> V'* Dnlm: éte Sc Pa'' s
V5.

235d2 avtooxedialewy Sc Pa''s Dnlm V*: avtoc oxedialery Pa'

For the corrected stemma codicum, see Fig. 1.

3. A Note on the Textual Transmission of the Reading at Plato’'s Sophist, 232b2

3.1 An Introduction

Among the extant medieval manuscripts in the direct transmission of Plato’s Sophist, all the primary
sources, B, Venetus gr. 185, 12th C CE (D), T, W, agree in the reading at 232b2: dvaAdBwpev mowtov
TV TEQL TOV 0OPLOTNV elonuévav, ‘let’s take up again anew one of those things we said about the
sophist’, but a corrector in Pa”, a manuscript very closely derived from T, inserts an indefinite pronoun
accusative neuter singular tt, which suggests that the corrector would have supposed before the insertion
that the object of the verb must be semantically supplemented if the meaning of a sentence is fulfilled.
This presupposition has been shared by almost all the following interpreters of this verbal phrase but
some problems have been arising in the previous interpreters’ semantical supplementation. In what

follows I will discuss the identification of the Pa™ corrector and the validity of Heindorf’s emendation.

3.2 Mis—identification of the Corrector of Codex Parisinus gr. 1808

Ficinus (1507), Heindorf (1810) and Ast (1820) might have inspected the text of Pa” but none of them
specified where the addition i1 was found. The addition was first recorded in Bekker’s edition (1826) as
a textual alteration by a corrector’s hand with the same reading in the text of cod. Parisinus gr. 1809 (Pa®).
Apelt (1897: 99) also recorded the alteration as a corrector’s hand.

However, Schanz (1887: viii; 25) as a result of his own inspection of Pa” recorded the addition as
the scribe’s own emendation of his exemplar. D.B. Robinson (1995: ad loc; cf. id. (1999)) also in his

apparatus criticus identifies the Pa” addition as the original scribe’s.
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However, the Pa” addition is another hand’s. For this view of mine on the basis of my analysis of
the color digital reproduction, now available on-line at Bibliothéque national de France, I propose two
reasons below, one graphical, and the other, from the local textual transmission.

Robinson’s description of the correction at 1. 24, fol. 96", Pa®™ is: ‘mpdtov <tr>" Par. 1808 sed 1t
postea adidit m. 1. The criteria by which at corrections in Pa® he distinguishes between the original
scribe’s and some other correctors’ hands are not clarified but his citations of ‘Par. 1808 m. 1’ in
his apparatus criticus to 223d2 and 224cl suggest that the priority in his criteria would be given to
difference in ink.

The textual alteration under discussion reads without doubt as addition of Tt both in space narrower
than two letters between the consecutively copied two words in the original, Tpdtov and t@v and above
the line. Pace Robinson, as the color reproduction shows it, the ink used in this addition looks different
in darkness from that used in the text. Furthermore, the graphical form of the iota of the indefinite
pronoun accusative neuter singular has two horizontal dots above its vertical straight line, clearly
differently in form from the iotas of some others of this indefinite pronoun appearing here and there.

In addition, the Pa” addition is not transmitted in some copies of the Parisian codex, or their
derivatives. The addition t1, which is not in the text of the exemplar of Pa”, i.e., T, and its direct copy,
cod. Coislianus 155, is not transmitted in the texts of codices Escorialensis Y I 13, Vindobonensis
phil. gr. 21, or the latter’s derivatives, codices Veneti Marciani gr. 186 and 184, as in the texts of
codices Parisinus gr. 1809, Malatestianus D 28 IV, Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 and Laurentianus Plut. 85.9.
This difference in the transmission of a textual alteration suggests that the alteration was made not

immediately after the scribe’s copying but some time after.

3.3 Heindorf’s Proposed Emendation: dvaA&Bwpev v TV Tepl TOV 00QLOTNV elpnévov

Whether or not the genitive T@v ... eignuévwv, a reading common to all the primary sources works
as partitive with the verb was suggested in Ficinus’ translation (1507: ad loc.): “repetamus in primis
unum aliquid eorum quae de sophista sunt dicta”, and explicitly raised by Stephanus (1578: ad loc.) in
his marginal note with the followers, Fischer (1774: ad loc.) and the editors in Zweibriicken (Societas
Bipontina, 1782: I1. 364).

Under this scholarly criticism Heindorf (1810: ad loc.) proposed the insertion of the object &v in
accordance with Ficinus’ translation ‘unum aliquid’. Later, although Ast (1820), Bekker (1826), Hirshig
(1856) and possibly Schleiermacher (1824: 177; 500) adopted the Pa” and Pa” addition Tt in their texts,
Beck et Rhunken (1829: 24), Baiter et al. (1839a; 1839b) and Hermann (1851) adopted Heindorf’s
reading in their texts without any editorial notes, and Apelt (1897: ad loc.) justifies this posterior
contrivance as a haplography of the letter sequence gv. Schanz (1887), Burnet (1899) and Robinson (1995)

also followed Heindorf’s reading in their texts.
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However, the effectiveness of the partitive genitive has been kept intact implicitly by Bessarion as a
corrector of the Venetian manuscripts numbered 186 and 184, unmarkedly by Diés (1925, ad. loc.) and
even admissibly both by Stephanus (1578: ad loc.) when he notes another reading way that the object of
the verb, 11, should be listened to under the surface of the given grammatical structure ( ‘subaudiri’) and
by Wagner (1856: ad loc.). However, it is positively argued for by Stallbaum (1840: 113) and Campbell
(1867: ad loc.) both with some classical examples of the verb avalapufdave, a one compounded with the
verb AapBdve, associable in structure with a partitive genitive.

Ficinus and his circle would have had good textual criticism presumably based on their inspection
of more than one manuscript (Taki (2017: 2-4)) but it is risky to catch at a reading easier to us by

reconstructing a hypothetical Greek text verbatim from his Latin translation.

Notes:

' Whether Barb is a copy of Pa” cannot completely be confirmed. The closeness is further corroborated

by the variants as follows: 236d3 oide / 0ide / 0id¢] 0id’ M Pa” Barb Sc V'*; 237b4 amognvapévn:
amo@nvapévn: aroenvapévn Pa” Barb Sc; 239al @vvteg T Pa” M a Ross™ Sc V'**: govteg Pa”
Barb V'**"(eodem atramento spiritum add.); 239a2 icoyovia T*(eodem atramento o s.1. scrips.) Pa”
M Sc™(eodem atramento o s.1. scrips.) V'*: icoywvia T Barb Pa™ a Ross™™ Sc™; 239a6 @uvteg T Pa”
M V' PUVTES Pa” Barb a Sc. Most of all, Barb has no scholion such as one to domaoia (235e8), etc
as Pa” has. The scribe of Barb is conjectured to have done some editorial work on the exemplar as
in the variants at 243c6: @iovg T Pa” M Barb™(eodem atramento Yo @u\iovg i.m.) Pa” a Sc V'*:
@ilovg Barb™, and as in some alterable readings as follows: 237b2 amerjvavto] anegrjvavto Pa”;
237e5 yevvowuévawl / yevvwpévw: Yevvouévae Barb; 239a5 mtdont / mdon: maor) Barb. Hence Barb
can be a copy of Pa” but it cannot be denied that Barb also can be a copy of a hypothetical ancestor

both common to Pa” and with the scholia above-mentioned.
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7J b YFEAEP AR B 5 SO IR RS

it LN/

(£E]

77 vERETEEARAERICEL T, (1) 77 P EETTAFET T RE—]
(1.1) (1) Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 7 (W) 2> & [E 4% Y IZ. Lobcovicianus, Vaticanus gr. 1029,
Vaticanus gr. 228 (0)~ & T 3. (1.2) Ambrosianus gr. I 93 (%, Laurentianus Plut. 85.12 D 5L C

5, () TA %27 %7 2], KBA 35 A Angelicus gr. 7. Rossianus gr. 558, Dunelmensis
Cathedral Library C IV 2 {Z\»3 31 % FEE A Venetus append. class IV 1 5% 7 Parisinus gr. 1808
PR E?ffiéli?’ 2d 0T, (21) FB1IEFE Y EARD, (22) % 2 I% Laurentianus Plut. 59.1 D,
(2.3) % 3 (X EBscorialensis Y. 1. 13D E I NLZEEOHEAD, BLTH5E, &DIRIHILET
THb, (3) AXBAPFEERFICET—ET 25H [V 7 4 2 1] 232b dvardPopev
TEATOV TV TEQL TOV ToPLOTHV elonuévov ICBI L T, BIASURIER I X - T, BL/MHEL
JEA&E DRI E R G T P RBOISTE 2 A L C#it 2 A ICH b T 2 BIEREBIRE S
Tk, 2O, FEGARICK CIRAEG A Parisinus gr. 1808 D HFAER AT o 7z AR DIEIE
ZALE L TG ERH L, LaL, RAEEER, /v 70EwhrL, BrA L iRasFic
2HbD0THY, FERMEIIEBLRIEFTH L LHEIND,
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