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DONAL SPENCE MCGAY

The Weak Contamination in the Manuscript Tradition
of Demosthenes’ Or. 54, kato Kovwvog

The Manuscripts which contain or. 54:'

Codices vetustissimi:

S = Parisinus gr. 2934 (9"/ 10® cent.)

A = Monacensis gr. 485 (9“1/ 10" cent.)

F = Marcianus gr. Z 416 (= 536) (10" cent.)

Q = Marcianus gr. Z 418 (= 312) (10™/11™ cent.)
D = Ambrosianus D 112 sup. (10”’/ 1" cent.)

Codices recentiores:

Ai = Ambrosianus E 119 sup. (15" cent.)

B = Monacensis gr. 85 (13th cent.)

Cd = Malatestianus plut. D.XXVIL1 (13" cent.)

Fh = Laurentianus plut. 59.8 (15th cent.)

K = Parisinus gr. 2998 (13™ cent.)

Lb = Leidensis Perizonianus Q 4 (a 1457)

Ln = Londiniensis Addit. 39617 (14" cent.)

Lp = Londiniensis Lambeth Palace 1207 (13" cent.)
Mk = Marcianus gr. Z 417 (= 839) (late 14" cent.)
Mm = Marcianus gr. Z 420 (= 860) (14th cent.)

Na = Neapolitanus IL.E.11 ( 15" cent.)

Nc = Neapolitanus ILE.13 (13" cent.)

Pu = Parisinus gr. 2997 (14th cent.)

R = Parisinus gr. 2936 (14" cent.)

Sh = Skokloster, Bielke (15" cent.)

V¢ = Vaticanus gr. 69 ( 13" cent.)

vg (= Xg) = Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 172 ( 15" cent.)
Vi = Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 224 (15" cent.)

! No papyri have been found containing any part of or. 54.
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VI = Vaticanus Pii II 41 (15th cent.)
vr (= Xq) = Vaticanus Urbinas gr. 114 (15" cent.)
Vs = Vaticanus gr. 2207 (14th cent. [in the part containing or. 54])

Five manuscripts (SAFQD) which contain Against Conon are considered
primary mss. and have been dated to the 9"/10™ century (SA), the 10™ century
(F) and the 10™/11™" century (QD). For or. 54 only A and F are capostipiti for the
mss. recentiores. FQD are gemelli since they derive from a common ancestor
for or. 54 and for most other orations of Demosthenes.” FQD share conjunctive
errors, but SAFQD each introduce separative errors against each other proving
that they are not copied from each other.’ I have adopted the format used by
Leganés Moya and Hernandez Mufioz' for presenting the relationship of the
codices recentiores to the vetustissimi (veteres):

VETUSTISSIMI S F Q D A
RECENTIORES B Cd Pu
Ve K  sh
Mm Na : vr(=Xq)
(Vi) Nc 5 Ln
(V1) Vs Mk
R L Lb
Fh Ai
vg (=Xg) | Vi
Lp \4

2 BUTCHER 1903, vi; FUHR 1914, xx. GERNET 1, 1954, 13: “F, Q et D sont de méme époque
et trés étroitement apparentés; aussi bien certaines de leurs divergences doivent faire con-
clure qu’ils ne procedent pas 1’un de I’autre, mais tous ensemble du méme original: celui-
ci devaint comporter des variantes quelquefois révélées par une correction commune,
souvent indiquée par le sigle yp (yp&deran) qui introduit en marge une lecon particuliére —
tant6t dans les trois manuscrits, tantot dans un seul d’entre eux.” But see K. KAPPARIS,
Apollodoros, “Against Neaira” [D. 59], Berlin - New York 1999, 68. Kapparis produces
evidence that the text of or. 59 in ms. D is derived from the exemplar for the primary ms. Y
(Paris. gr. 2935), and also bears a close relationship with ms. R. For our purposes, codex Y
does not contain or. 54, and R belongs to the A family for the text of the Against Conon.
For complete lists of conjunctive and separative errors of SAFQD consult the intro-
duction to my dissertation: D. S. MCGAY, The Manuscript Tradition of Demosthenes’
Oration 54, Contra Cononem, Ph. D. Dissertation, Fordham University 2005.

4 M. P. LEGANES MoYA - F. G. HERNANDEZ MUROZ, Demosthenis In Midiam, Universidad

de Leon 2008, 30—31.
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Genealogy of the recentiores for or. 54:

B: copy of F.

Vec: derives from F, shares conjunctive errors with Mm, but introduces sepa-
rative errors against Mm.

Mm: derives from F, shares conjunctive errors with V¢, but introduces sepa-
rative errors against Vc.

Vi: derives from A, shares conjunctive errors with VI, but introduces separa-
tive errors against AVIL. There are several shared readings of ViVl which
agree with SF against A.

VI: derives from A, shares conjunctive errors with Vi, but introduces separa-
tive errors against AVi. There are several shared readings of ViVl which
agree with SF against A.

Cd: derives from A, but reports many corrected readings whose source is F.
K: apograph of A, and source of NaNcVs (Vs before correction).

Na: copy of K, and shares conjunctive errors with NcVs®, but has separative
errors against KNcVs®.

Nc: copy of K, and shares conjunctive errors with NaVs®, but has separative
errors against KNaVs®.

Vs: copy of K, and shares conjunctive errors with NaNc, but has separative
errors against KNaNc. Vs is corrected and has added variant readings from
unidentifiable ms. or mss.

R: copy of A, and source of Fhvg.

Fh: copy of R, and source of vg.

vg (= Xg): apograph of Fh.

Lp: copy of A, and source of PuShvrLnMkLbA..

Pu: copy of Lp, and source of Sh, shares conjunctive errors with ShvrLn
MKLbAI, but has separative errors against LpvrLnMkLbA..

Sh: copy of Pu, and shares conjunctive errors with viLnMkLbAI, and in-
troduces separative errors against LpPuvrLnMkLbAI.

vr (= Xq): copy of Lp, shares conjunctive errors with PuShLnMkLbA1, but
has separative errors against LpPuShLnMKkLDbAI.
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e Ln: copy of Lp, shares conjunctive errors with PuShvrMkLbAi, but has
separative errors against LpPuShvrMKLbA..

e Mk: copy of Lp, and source of Lb, shares conjunctive errors with PuShvr
LnLbAi, but has separative errors against LpPuShLpvrLnAi.

e Lb: apograph of Mk, and shares conjunctive errors with PuShvrLnMKkAI,
and introduces separative errors against LpPuShvrLnMkAi.

e Ai: copy of Lp, shares conjunctive errors with PuShvrLnMKkLb, but has se-
parative errors against LpPuShvrLnMkLDb.

Upon reviewing the evidence of my examination and collation’ of the manu-
script witnesses for or. 54 of Demosthenes, katd Kovwvog, I have made note
of the striking lack of strong contamination among the codices recentiores that
contain the text of or.54. In the most general terms, and unlike the trans-
mission of most other orations in the Corpus Demosthenicum whose primary and
secondary mss. have been collated,’ the codices for or. 54 suffer from very little
cross-contamination. The short length of the Against Conon, which contains
forty-four paragraphs and covers only sixteen pages in Dilts’ OCT edition, may
account for its ostensible purity from contamination. But, when considering that
scribes are including other orations into the same codex, and that these orations
often contain interpolations from a variety of sources, the size of an oration like
or. 54 should not be the primary factor in explaining its weak contamination.

Another possible answer for the very weak contamination is that or. 54 sur-
vives in only twenty-six medieval codices, though a number of lost intervening
manuscripts can be proven to have existed, and the Aldine editions of or. 54
contain several readings that do not appear in any extant mss.” Indeed, twenty-
six is a small number, especially for an oration which was praised in antiquity
for its style. Although no papyrus survives for or. 54, we do have several ancient
testimonia, which, I would argue, show that Against Conon was often studied
by rhetoricians and grammarians. Thanks to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who

* See MCGAY 2005.

® LEGANES MOYA - HERNANDEZ MUNOZ 2008; KAPPARIS 1999; R. PASSWEG, The Manu-
script Tradition of Demosthenes’ Oration 24, In Timocratem, Ph. D. Dissertation, New
York University 1975; D. M. MACDOWELL, Demosthenes, Against Meidias (Oration 21),
Oxford 1991; D. M. MACDOWELL, Demosthenes, On the False Embassy (Oration 19),
Oxford 2000; M. R. DILTS, Scholia Demosthenica, 2 vols., Leipzig 1983 —-1986; and D.
IRMER, Zur Genealogie der jiingeren Demostheneshandschriften: Untersuchungen an den
Reden 8 und 9, Hamburg 1972 (Hamburger Philologische Studien, 20).
Presumably these readings which were not conjectures were culled from mss. that were
used and then discarded.

-



The Weak Contamination in the Manuscript Tradition of Demosthenes’ Or. 54 133

reported a large portion of the speech in the first century BC, we can attempt to
evaluate the version he had in manu (Demosthenes 12).® Dionysius excerpted
paragraphs 3—9 of the Against Conon for his discussion of ethopoeia or char-
acterization, and reported that the speech was very Lysianic in style. In fact,
Dionysius mused that since the Against Conon was so similar in subject matter
and style to the Against Tisis of Lysias, that, had the speeches been transmitted
outside of their respective corpora, their authorship might be confused:

ndoviic d¢ Gpa kol TEODC Ko XopiTwv Kopod Te Ko TH¢ GAANG amrdong Th¢
T01¢ Avotakoic émavioiong ApeTiic oOX1 TTOAAT UOTpa; 00K EVEOTI GAAWG EITTETV. €l
yodv uf 81 thc émypadfic, 00 TIvOC oTiv, EKATEPOC TV AOYWV YVWPILOC AV,
0" Gvemypadolg TEPIETUXOUEV AVTOIC, O TOAAOLE Gv Hudv ofopon diaryvidvat
padiwg, moTEPOC AnpooOévoug €oTiv T Avoiov” TOCAVTNY 01 XUPOKTHPEG OUOLO-
™Ta PO dAAnAovg Exovot. (D. H., Demosthenes 13)

“Does it (Against Conon) certainly not possess a great degree of the charm,
persuasiveness, elegance, a timely use of grace and every other excellent feature
which embellishes the speeches of Lysias? I cannot deny it. If each of the
speeches was not identified by the title to which author each belonged, but we
happened to have them anonymously, I do not think that many of us could
easily determine which was by Demosthenes or which by Lysias. The charac-
teristics of each speech have so great a similarity.”

Pasquali observes caution when considering the value of the indirect tra-
dition of the text of Dionysius: “Il testo adoptato da Dionigi ¢ notoriamente
pessimo: esso mostra in che condizioni si poteva ridurre un oratore nelle scuole
dei retori.” Gernet concludes that Dionysius must have had multiple exemplars
when quoting from the orations of Demosthenes: “Nous observons, d’ailleurs,
que chacun d’eux (Dionysius and Harpocration) avait plusieurs exemplaires,
parfois, & sa disposition.”'® Gernet also believes that some of the readings of
Dionysius are “recommandables”.'' As a whole, the citation from the Against
Conon by Dionysius agrees with the readings of the A family against SFQD."
Interestingly enough, the tradition of Dionysius’ text for the Against Conon
offers several peculiar variants which do not appear in any surviving mss.,
including A. Are we then to assume that the citation of Dionysius is an isolated
iteration whose sources have not survived and did not have any bearing on the

8 For quote of the scholia in its entirety, see DILTS 1986, 469a, 508.
 PASQUALI 1952, 288.

1 GERNET 1, 1954, 14.

1 GERNET 1, 1954, 15.

12 FUHR 1914, xx; PASQUALI 1952, 288; McGAY 2005, 22.
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subsequent transmission of extant manuscripts? It is unlikely that Dionysius
was quoting such a large passage from memory, but it is quite probable that
Dionysius or his associates made changes to the text."> And whatever changes
were made in his text apparently did not find a home in any of the mss. of
Demosthenes, as evidenced by my collation.

A comparison of the studies cited above shows that the orations inter se
may have similar traditions, but rarely share the exact same line of transmission.
The manuscript tradition of or. 54, as my examination corroborates, is unique.
Kapparis underscores the value of collating individual orations, but with the
following caveat: “It is clear that inappropriate use and uncritical application of
studies of the Demosthenic manuscripts based on other speeches could be
misleading and create the wrong picture. The only reliable way of establishing
precisely the relationships between manuscripts and evaluating their authority,
when it comes to the speech ‘Against Neaira’, is to collate the sections contain-
ing this speech.”"

The reasons for this variability in transmission among the manuscripts are
numerous. Internal evidence, for example, of ypadetou variants and other mar-
ginalia, reveal that a scribe often had more than one manuscript in front of him
during transcription. Consequently, a scribe might introduce variant readings
into his text, with or without acknowledging his sources, or the scribe might
incorporate variants from a predecessor who himself had access to other copies
of the oration. Indeed, corruptions and interpolations, scribal conjectures and
emendations, may predate the extant mss. by several generations and stem from
the Byzantine or Hellenistic periods or earlier. Moreover, during transcription
a scribe often quit copying from one exemplar and switched to a different
witness, sometimes changing traditions even in the middle of an oration."
There are several other instances where it can be proved that scribes were using
multiple sources.'® The result in many cases is a contamination across lines of
transmission between manuscripts.

Of the twenty-six extant manuscripts that contain or. 54, only eight report
ypadetan variants. Five belong to the F family (FQDBVc)'” and three manu-

13 FuHRr 1914, xx.

4 KAPPARIS 1999, 61.
For two examples of this abrupt change of traditions in the middle of an oration, see
MACDOWELL 1990, 60. Mm (Marcianus gr. 420), a ms. which also carries or. 54, follows
readings from the F family up to § 154, then from § 154 on bears A family readings.
For example, codex A carries two different versions of or. 51, and FQD all repeat the
ovyypadn of or. 35; in both these examples, the versions derive from different exemplars.
See GERNET I, 1954, 17, 20; FUHR 1914, xix—XX.
For or. 54, six manuscripts can be said to belong to the F branch: F (10" cent.), Q
(10%/11™ cent.), D (10"™/11% cent.), B (13" cent.), Ve (13™ cent.), and Mm (14" cent.).
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cripts belong to the A branch (ViVsAi).18 FQD often report the very same ypa-
detou variants, leading to the conclusion that they were merely copying marginal
notes from their source (or sources) and not looking at other manuscripts during
transcription:

20.7 ovveikeypévot] SAF" QY DY, cuvnyuévor FQD

27.12 #i5n SAFQDBCA, #rt FP QB

28.14 AnxOfvon A', derxdfvon SF QB MmVceVi'™, Aexdivon AFQDBCd
31.11 xaupiuevovg SACAR Vi, xapiuévovg FQDMmVi** Ve

The corrections for F are in the same hand as the text for or. 54, and as
well as for the entire codex.'” All these ypadeton variants are intra familiam
F branch, and show agreement with SA (20.7) or with S (28.14) or against
SAFQD (27.12). In his examination of or. 21, MacDowell initially believed that
F was a contamination of S and A, and thus held an “intermediate position of
value between S and A.”*" He noticed that readings in F at times agreed with S
and at other times with A, yet he believed that the greater part of the text of F
could not be derived from either S or A. In his opinion, the “conflationary
character of F” was the result of the “scribe of F picking and choosing readings
from S and A, and sometimes includes both leading to nonsense.”' Conse-
quently, MacDowell conjectured that F could not represent a third line of trans-
mission, because its text and even its errors resembled S and A too closely.*

MacDowell later revised these views upon his examination of or. 19, now
believing F must have had access to a separate and ancient line of transmission
due to his analysis of documents and stichometry.” In the first place, F carries
thirty-nine lines of a quote from Solon, whereas A has only four lines of the
quote, and S omits it altogether. “The only likely explanation is that someone
before the end of antiquity found a text of Solon and copied the relevant
passage into a copy of Demosthenes, and that the scribe of F had access to that

18 Vi (15™ cent.), Vs (14" cent. [in the part containing or. 54]), and Ai (15™ cent.). Vi and
Ai do not contain the full oration: Vi ends at § 40 (motevbeic Gv kot mavta) and Ai
terminates at § 26 (émoiovv Bovhopan TPOG).

" MACDOWELL 1990, 54.

20 MACDOWELL 1990, 51.

21 MACDOWELL 1990, 51.

22 MACDOWELL 1990, 52— 53: MacDowell includes readings of F that differ from S and A
which could be correct readings, though he notes that these are not “impressive”.
MACDOWELL 2000, 35—36. The two documents are quotations from Sophokles and
Solon. The quote of Solon is not transmitted in S and only partially in A. Since F has
more complete versions of the documents, and since it is unlikely that they were added
after antiquity, codex F must derive from an ancient ms., distinct from S and A.
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copy (or a subsequent copy of it) but the scribes of S and A had not.”** Or. 54
does not carry any documents or quotes.

The other example MacDowell offers of a divergence of SF that occurred in
antiquity involves stichometry. The tradition of A does not report any sticho-
metric notations, but SFQ do. Stichometry, or the Hellenistic practice of num-
bering of every one hundred lines of text, was copied out in most of the orations
in SFQ. For or. 19, MacDowell noticed two different stichometric numberings,
one for S, another for FQ which was based on shorter lines. Yet, as an interes-
ting point of fact, SFQ each end or. 19 with the stichometric sum of XXX HH I*
AAA or 3, 280. This tally corresponds with the lines in S and not those in FQ.*
MacDowell believes the stichometry found in the text of S to be the original
numbering, and that at some point in antiquity a scribe devised his own sticho-
metry for his copy which is the ancestor of FQ, but failed to change the original
sum at the end of the oration.*®

For or. 54, the final stichometry in SQ reads HHHH T* A or 460 in acro-
phonic numerals, while F lacks stichometry for the Against Conon. Both SQ
show sporadic traces of the stichometric lettering in the margin. S and Q have
stichometric agreement at one point in the middle of or. 54 — at paragraph
28.17, then again at the end of the speech, they both have the stichometric sum
of 460.

Stichometric/ | codex S codex Q
Label Letter
A missing missing
B eiol koknyopiog (§ 17.22) missing
r T mAgiota (§ 28.17) -douvov TO mpdyTov (§ 28.17)
A missing missing
end HHHH I* A HHHH I*A

24 MaCDOWELL 2000, 36.

2 MacDOWELL 2000, 38.

26 MACDOWELL 2000, 38: “S’s numbering is the original one, possibly going back as early
as the Hellenistic period. At some later date one scribe, whose lines were roughly shorter,
wrote the marginal letters against every hundredth line in his own copy, though without
changing the total written at the end; and F and Q are both descended from that copy,
whereas S is not.”
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For the text of the Against Conon, there exists a closer affinity of the F
branch to codex S, since F(QD) almost always agree with S when S is correct.
When A offers a variant reading to S, F does not agree with A. The few instan-
ces where AF agree against S are not impressive:

10.11 €ig Te 10] S, €ig 70 AF(QD)
10.15 xopioon] S, kopioon <ue> AF(QD)
15.2 6Bpicdaut] S, ORp1adfivon AF(QD)

As for the three manuscripts that belong to the A family which have ypbde-
Ton variants (ViVsAi), both Vs and Ai show report marginal readings of no
value which have not been transmitted in any extant codices. Despite agreement
with SF against A at 43.1, there is no other evidence to conclude that the scribe
of Vs was considering a ms. from the S or F family. The scribe of Vs admits
that he was looking at other manuscripts, but the data (or lack of data) suggest
that he was not including readings from other mss. in a systematic or compre-
hensive way. Outside of 43.1, Vs does not have any readings that derive from
any primary mss. other than A.

20.8 ¢povrec] AFQDKNaNcVs', epwrec S, gpwrtdvrec Vs
36.25 mepiépyovtan] SAFQDKNaNcVs, mapépyovron Vs
43.1 okoneite] SFQDCA*Vs, okomeiv e ACd'KNaNc Vs
43.1 8] AK°NaVs, dei K*'NcVs™

There is only one ypaderon variant in Ai at 17.20, which acknowledges a
reading from another manuscript which does not survive:

17.20 tévavria] SAFQDAL, évavtiog Ai™

The situation is quite different when we look at the ypaderon variants and
the readings in Vi, which essentially belongs to the A branch because it carries
the majority of the errors of A. In the margin the scribe of the text of Vi often
writes év 8AAw KeiTou, €v GANOIG KEITAU, or €V moAou® yp., thus reporting the
marginalia and yp&deroun variants from his source, or that he was copying from
more than one ms. at time of transcription. Voemel observes that the marginal
notes of Vi are in the same hand as the text.”’ Voemel, who examined or. 37
(In Pantaenetum) and the argumenta of the private orr. in this codex, found that
Vi belongs to the F family, but has been corrected in many places with other mss.
In like manner for or. 54, it is clear that the text of Vi is contaminated from the
F branch, as the following readings show:

27 VOEMEL 1857, 254.
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3.7 5¢] SACAVi®, om. FQDBMmVi* V1

6.14 toic] SFQDVi", &¢ ACAVIVi®

7.24 T®dv] SAFQDCA'Vi"”, tob Cd*ViVl

9.18—19 tivax xai] SFQDVI'™, Tivd <> xai ACdVi*V1

9.19 dvoudlev] SFQDCAVi™, Aéyeiv ACAVi‘VI

18.26 unde] SAViVL, ff FQDVi*

18.28 t0d] SFQDVi™, 1% ACAViVl

19.4 givan] AFQDCdAVi®, om. S, 10 givan Vi©

20.7 ovvenheypévor] SAF Q" (kai)DYCdVi, ovvnyuévor FQDVi'™, ovvei-
dreyuévor VI

22.28 vovi] SFQDVi", <obrog> vuvi ACdViVl

23.30 éavtod] FQDCAVi*Vl, gavtov S, adtod Vi’, adtodg A

25.17—18 mapekerevoaro] SFQDViI™, émnétatev ACAViVl

26.4 obdeic] SACAVi®, ovdeic <Eoriv> FQDVi‘VI

26.5 obrot] SFQDVi‘, om. ACdVi*Vl1

27.11 obro1] SAFQDCA' Vi’ del. Cd% om. Vi

28.14 mpdrov] SFQDVi™, tobro ACdVi*V1

28.14 Mmydivou] A', derxdfvon SEQY B MmVcVi'™, hexdijvon AFQDCd
ViVl

28.17 oBpiounv] SAFQDViI" V1, 6Bpi Vi

29.22 ¢proer] SEQDCAViZ, dnoiv AVi'VI

29.22 00] SFQDVi?, pi ACdVi'Vl

30.5 adt®] adt® FDBVI™, avtw S, awtd Q, awtod ACAViVl

30.6 xoi vov] ACdViV], mop’ duiv SFQDViI™

31.11 Xoupfrioc] SFDB, Xoupitiog Q, xoupérioc Vi, Xoupéripoc ACdVi'Vl

31.11 xaupiuevovg] SACAViVL, xapiuévovg FQDVi'™

37.4 yevoiued &v] SFQDVi'™, éyevoueda ACdViVl

39.20 1&] SFQDVi*, om. ACdViVl

39.20 kateodieiv] ACAViVl, karaxaiety SFQDVi™

40.25 5¢] SAFQDCAViV1, te Q" Vi™

Although Vi** does agree with Q"™ once at 40.25, Vi and Q, as well as Vi'™
and Q" do not have any other conjunctive errors.

Vi is a relative of VI. ViVl have conjunctive errors, and separative errors
against each other, proving the existence of a lost codex™ as their source. ViVl
together reproduce approximately 85% of the significant errors of A, so it can
be said that they (and their source) are more in the A branch. But, where ViVl
do not agree with A they agree with F and even S. The following are errors of A

28 1 gave this codex the siglum &: MCGAY 2005, 76.
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which are not carried in either Vi or VI, thus showing that codex € was conta-
minated from F and perhaps slightly by S:

7.6 qv] SFQDBViV], om. ACd

8.12 €€édvoav] SFQDBViVI, é€édvov ACd

12.2 mévv moan] SFQDBVi, mévn moAing V1, om. ACd

13.10 mivag] SFQDBViVl, om. ACd

15.2 Bpicdou] SViVl, Opprodijvan AFQDCd

15.5 &v 1ig] S, Tig v FQDViVI, 1ic ACd

20.6 av] SFQDViVl, éav ACd

27.5 & ovv] SFQDViVl, yotv ACd

31.9 ayvonoewv] SFQDViVl, dyvoeiv ACd

32.14—15 morevoovrag] SFQDViVI, moredovrag ACd

32.21 &mart’ avtog éyw] SFQDB, éreit” adtoc Eywye ViV], obT avtog Eywye
ACd

35.14 éannroic] SFQDCA*ViVl, éaanirovg ACd!

36.26 tavtaoci] SFQDViVI, tattac ACd

38.14 &moprémovtoc] SFQDViVI, amoprémovra ACd

40.26 xav] SFQDViVl, xai ACd

40.3 av] SFQDViV], om. ACd

There is one case where Vi follows SFQD and VI carries the omission of A:

22.28 alterum 6] SFQDVi, om. ACdVI

It is clear that codex € was contaminated from the F family as the following
readings show:

3.7 8¢] SACAVi®, om. FQDVi‘V1

7.20 moieioBou] SACd, momnoacdou FQDViVI
15.5 av 1ig] S, Tigc ACd, 1ig v FQDViVI

26.4 oddeic] SACAVi®, ovdeic <Eoriv> FQDVi‘VI

There also seems slight contamination of lost codex € from the S family as
the following readings show, although these may be accidental:

9.3 uoyic] SViVvl, uonmg AFQDCd

10.11 €i¢ e T0] SVi, €ig 10 AFQDCdVI

15.2 6ppicdou] SViVl, 0pprodijvan AFQDCd

33.25 ye mpwrov] S°Vi, ye mpdTov S'V1, te npwtov AFQDCd
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The only other manuscript containing the text of or. 54 which shows signs of
contamination is the famous Cd or codex Malatestianus plut. D.XXVIL1, 13"
century, located in Cesena, Italy.” Cd should be a reservoir for contamination,
because halfway through the codex, the scribe changed traditions. Drerup was
the first to notice that codex Cd has two divisions.”® From comparing the order
of orr. in the mss., Drerup remarked that the first part of Cd depends on Y
(Paris. gr. 2935, 10" cent.), and the second part of Cd, which effectively begins
with or. 54, derives from A. The scribe may have demarcated the sections by
drawing a thick horizontal bar across the page before writing IAIQTIKOI KATA
KONQNOZL. Recent collations performed on the first part by Passweg (or. 24),
Irmer (orr. 8, 9), and MacDowell (orr. 19, 21) confirm that Cd depends on Y or
the Y branch for the text of the orations they examined. MacDowell explained a
large omission in or. 19, by suggesting that ms. Cd was copied from a copy of
P, which had lost some leaves.’! In turn, the first division of Cd, as reported in
Passweg, may be the source for the dated ms. Wd (Vienna, Phil. gr. 105, 1300).

But Canfora, who re-examined Cd and its stemmatic relationship, once again
challenged traditional opinion by showing that the tradition of Cd is more
complicated. While Drerup’s observation is true to a certain extent, it is not
absolute, for the scribe of Cd tended to alternate traditions or “intertwine his
sources.”™? The first part of Cd ends with orr. 59, 60, 61, but, according to
Canfora, the texts of orr. 59 and 61 depend on S, and not on A or Y.”> The
second part of Cd begins with the title IAIQTIKOI KATA KONQNOZ, just as it
appears in codex A and only in codex A,** and Cd more or less follows codex A’s
order of orations.”> Moreover, on the basis of large omissions due to homoio-
teleuton, Canfora makes a case that Cd is not a descendant of A, but rather
derives from the predecessor of A: “Non credo che il Cesenate sia figlio di A

% For a thorough examination of Cd, see L. CANFORA, Sul Cesenate D.XXVII.1 di Demo-

stene, RFIC 120 (1992), 292—-299; DILTs 1979, 265, n. 7, DRERUP 1899, 580; CANFORA
1968, 35; MACDOWELL 1990, 71 —73; MACDOWELL 2000, 39, 44; PASSWEG 1975, 44—49;
IRMER 1972, 35, 37; ZAzZERT 1887, 228 —229; MIONI 1964, 57—58; VOEMEL 1857, 245 -247.
CANFORA 1992, 295, shows that or. 59 derives from S.

%% DRERUP 1899, 580.

31 MACDOWELL 2000, 44.

32 CANFORA 1992, 295.

33 CANFORA 1992, 295.

** It may be relevant to point out that only A family codices use the word IAIQTIKOI or the

singular IAIQTIKOZY in the title, whereas F mss. use Kata Koévwvog aikiog for the title.

Only ViVl add the words dnuocfévoug Aoyor as follows: dnuocOévoug Adyor oi Aeyouevor

idwTtikol Vi, dnuocHévoug Adyot idiwtikoi V1.

Cd does not repeat or. 51 as A does.

36 CANFORA 1992, 298.

35
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and “il Cesenate, nella sua «seconda parte», non ha avuto A come suo modello;
probabilamente dipende dal modello di A”*

Since I have found no separative errors of A against Cd for Against Conon,
I do not have enough evidence to support Canfora’s theory that Cd derives from
the exemplar of A instead of from A.*® Cd repeats all the significant errors of A
for or. 54, except where corrected by a later hand, and aside from a close rela-
tionship with R.*® There are, as a result, very few errors in or. 54 due to both the
meticulous transcription by the original scribe and the corrections made by later
scribes.

A note at the beginning of Cd on folio II tells us the codex was purchased
there for twenty-one Byzantine hyperpyra by Nicold Martinozzi for the birth-
day of John Galioctes in 1431.* Further notes reveal that Cd was read and
corrected several times in the 15™ century. An unidentified hand, not a scribe
of the text for Cd, writes the date 1412 in his subscription on f. 545". Another
note on f. 16" records that Leon Atrapes, Cd® in Passweg, used Cd to teach
Demosthenes in March 1426.*' Toannes Chrysoloras42 (fl. 1442 —-1494), claims
on f. 544" that he has corrected the entire manuscript. Chrysoloras appears to be
responsible for making most of the corrections and introducing most, if not all,
of the scholia in the entire codex. In accord with the findings of Passweg and
Dilts, the source for the changes and scholia of or. 54 in Cd was a codex of the
F branch. Passweg identifies Chrysoloras as Cd* for or. 24, and I follow the
same designation.

The source of Cd” or the readings of Chrysoloras can be discovered in the
ViVl mss., which derive from A, but suffered contamination from the F family.
Also included on this list are readings where Cd* shows agreement with F:

37 CANFORA 1992, 299.

3% Another argument Canfora put forward for suggesting that Cd is not a copy of A but
from the exemplar of A involves a lacuna in or. 50 §§ 53—56. Both scribes of A and of
Cd are aware of the lacuna. In Canfora’s opinion the scribe of Cd more accurately left 19
lines blank, while the scribe of A left an insufficient 17 lines blank. I tested this theory by
counting the number of lines required by A and Cd for three different OCT paragraphs in
three different sections of or. 54. In all three tests A used on average 2 fewer lines than
Cd. An examination of the size of the letters and words in Cd and in A shows that the
scribe of Cd is writing using bigger letters and more elongated words than the scribe of A.
And this could account for the two extra blank lines in Cd which Canfora suggests is a
more accurate space allotment for the lacuna.

3% Scholium at beginning of the oration: Cd shares variant reading with R. Also, Cd'R share
the minor omission at 38.14: prius Tov] SAFQDCd?ViVl, om. Cd'R.

4 See DILTS 1979, 265. VOEMEL 1857 estimated that the sale price of twenty-one hyperpyra
for Cd should be valued at a little more than a ducat (Prolegomena, 245).

41 See DILTS 1979, 265; PASSWEG 1975, 45. For Leon Atrapes, see RGK, vol. 2.328.

2 On Ioannes Chrysoloras, see SOSOWER 1986, 142.
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6.11-12 pa tovg Beovg oV unv Eywy” wounv deiv ovTe diknNv AoV aTOIG]
SAFQDCdl, o0 unv &ywy’ @ounv deiv olte diknv Aaxelv adTolg U Tovg Oeolc
Cd*Vivl

7.24 1v] SAFQDCd'Vi*, 10b Cd*ViVl

8.14 évanopevol] SAFQDCA* ViVl évoropevor Cd'

8.16 karémmov] D. H. (codex M), katoeimetv ACd', karahimeiv FQDCdZVi
V1, katohmew S

11.23 id6vtwv] AFQDCA*ViVl, €idotwv S, i86Twv Cd'

15.3 d6Eer] SFQDCA*ViVl, 568y ACd'

23.30 avTod] Cd*Vi: adrod ACd' VI, éavtod F QD, gavtov S

27.11 obroi] SAFQDCA'Vi°Vl, om. Vi*, del. Cd*

35.14 éanfpoic] SFQDCA*ViVl, éanfrove ACd!

38.9 émapdaoeodai] S°Cd*vi, Enapacoodot S'AF QDCd1V1

42.20 éuioer] SFQDCA, pioei ACd'

43.1 oxormeite] SFQDBCdz, okomeiv e ACd'

At 6.11, I observed the deletion of ua Tovg Beovg (Cdl). Several erasures are
visible throughout Cd; presumably they are the emendations of Chrysoloras.
The fact that Cd” also corrects accents, demonstrates how closely he inspected
the texts of the orations in Cd. Since Vi ends at 40.3, it cannot be the source for
the corrections at 42.20 and 43.1 in Cd. In addition, Cd*Vi share one scholium,
but Vi has an additional scholium not found in the Cd. For the scholium at 54.1,
the scribe of Vi, which is the same hand as that of the text, appears to start
copying the scholium which appears in ACdR, but gives up after only a few
words: amo A’ (= tecoapwv) del haupaverv & mpooiwa. Thus, I believe that
Chrysoloras was using multiple mss. when correcting Cd, and that Vi or the
source of ViVl may have been one of them. He entered in the readings and
scholia of Vi into Cd, but did not feel the need to insert all the readings in Vi.

Yet finally, codex Cd does perhaps lead us to the answer for why or. 54
suffers from only weak contamination. In order to include the private orations
or the idwwTikoi, the scribe of Cd needed to change traditions from Y to a branch
that contained the idwwtikoi. The fact that the YP branch does not contain the
private law speeches undoubtedly sheltered them from many interpolations.
MacDowell and others have noted the conflationary character of Y.* Thus, the
lack of contact with this branch of primary mss. kept or. 54 freer from more
severe contamination.

4 MACDOWELL 1990, 53.
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