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FELIPE G. HERNANDEZ MUNOZ

The Transmission of the Demosthenic Text:
Open Issues

The intention of this contribution is to present the conclusions (some still
provisional) concerning four open issues in the transmission of the Demosthenic
text. These issues shall be addressed in the following order:'

(1.) The testimony of the papyri and their relationship to the main Demos-
thenic veteres.

(2.) The contribution of the recentiores, especially those preserved in Spanish
libraries. The vetus Matrit. UCM 30.

(3.) The Aldine edition(s) and the problem of its (their) sources.

(4.) The “scriptio plena” and the testimony of the veteres. The “law of pév—
0¢” of Demosthenic authenticity.

I wish to dedicate my work to Professor Mervin Dilts, whom I thank for his
suggestions and encouragement.

1. THE TESTIMONY OF THE PAPYRI AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP
TO THE MAIN DEMOSTHENIC VETERES S A F Y?

The number of published Demosthenic papyri has significantly increased
since the turn of the twentieth century: with regard to orr. 1-17, S. H. Butcher
could only use three papyri (Oxford 1903); the number increased to 18 in 1963,
when P. J. Sijpestein published his study, and then again to 58 used by M. Dilts
for his critical edition (Oxford 2002). The readings of these papyri should be

! This paper is part of a publicly funded research project entitled: “Manuscritos griegos en
Espafia y su contexto europeo — Greek manuscripts in Spain and their European context”
(MICINN, ref. FF12011-25805). I would like to express my gratitude to Sonia de Juana
Calvo for her guidance in the preparation of the English version of this paper, as well as
to Prof. H. Bannert and Dr. J. Gruskova.

2 The sigla of the veteres are: S (Paris. gr. 2934), A (Monac. gr. 485), F (Marc. gr. 416),
Y (Paris. gr. 2935). The abbreviations (some in superindex) are the usual ones in textual
criticism: a (ante correctionem), ¢ (post correctionem), s.l. (supra lineam), in marg. (in
margine), yp. (YypadeTar).
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systematically analyzed.® They offer the possibility of reconstructing the state of
the Demosthenic text before the Byzantine recension.

Which of the Demosthenic veteres (S A F Y) shares more often readings with
the papyri? In 1994 there was some controversy in Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie
und Epigraphik* on the coincidence of a papyrus reading (CtYBR inv. 1348)
with the manuscript S or A, concerning the general question of antiquity and
quality of one or another manuscript. In the same journal I have published a
comprehensive study of the similarities of the papyri used by M. Dilts in his
edition of orr. 1 —17 and the Demosthenic veteres S A F 'Y (both individually and
grouped).’ The conclusion is that the coincidences are spread in a balanced way:

In isolation: S (17 coincidences), A (also 17), F (14), Y (4).
By groups: AFY (19 coincidences), SF (17) and AF (13).

The speeches attested in a greater number of papyri are or. 4 (First Phi-
lippic: 8 different papyri), or. 8 (On the Chersonese: 6 papyri) and or. 3 (Third
Olynthiac: 5 papyri). These statistics draw the attention to the relative scarcity
of other Philippics preserved in papyri. For example, the Third Philippic (one
of the most virulent attacks against Philip) is preserved in only three different
papyri, which may be a result of censorship in the times of the Diadochi.

J. Muiioz Flérez has pointed out that for the other political speeches (orr. 18 —26)
there are discourses attested in a greater number of extant papyri (On the False
Embassy: 17 papyri, On the Crown: 12 papyri, Against Meidias: 11 papyri) which
share more readings with A and F:°

In isolation: A (39 coincidences), F (14), S (7), Y (5).
By groups: AFY (23 coincidences), AF (23), SAY (8) and SFY (7).

All this data may suggest the existence of a Demosthenic text that was
already circulating in antiquity in a very fluid way, with a pattern that coincides
with S, but also with A and F. From a chronological point of view, the coinci-
dences with A seem to be documented earlier than the coincidences with S.

3 Cf. J. GRUSKOVA, Zur Notwendigkeit einer systematischen Aufarbeitung der Demosthenes-
Papyri und -Pergamentfragmente fiir eine neu zu gestaltende Demosthenesausgabe, Ana-
lecta Papyrologica 12 (2000), 95—-139.

4 R. BABcock, ZPE 100 (1994), 100 vs. H. WANKEL, ZPE 102 (1994), 194.

> F. HERNANDEZ MUROZ, Los papiros y las arengas demosténicas (Or. [-XVII), ZPE 162
(2007), 43-50.

8 Los papiros de Deméstenes, in: F. G. HERNANDEZ MUROZ (ed.), La tradicion y la trans-
mision de los oradores y rétores griegos — Tradition and transmission of Greek orators
and rhetors, Berlin 2012, 195-204.
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2. THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE SPANISH RECENTIORES

D. Jackson and G. O. Rowe’ have already pointed out the need to review
the readings of the Demosthenic codices recentiores. However, the use of these
manuscripts in editions of Demosthenes is very limited. In his recent Oxford
edition (2002 —2009), M. Dilts has broken this trend, including the testimony of
a relatively large number of recentiores. Among them, many are located in Spain
(especially in the National Library of Madrid and the Monastery of El Escorial).
L. Canfora was the first to catalogue these manuscripts in his Inventario dei ma-
noscritti greci di Demostene (Padua 1968) — a very meritorious effort, although
a little incomplete for Spain; he pointed out 13 Spanish manuscripts, but there
are at least 17 known today.®

The following manuscripts (with one exception, of the 15" 16" centuries)
preserved in Spanish libraries transmit the text of the Philippics: Matrit. BN 4647,
copied by Constantinos Lascaris; Salm. M 231, with initial entries by Pinzianus;
Salm. M 243, also used by Pinzianus, with the Demosthenic part copied by
Johannes Rhosos; Salm. M 224; Hispal. 330-155-1, copied by Thomas Bitzi-
manos; Escorial. X.II1.12 (111); Escorial. X.1I1.16 (115); Escorial. £.1.13 (70);
Escorial. W.4.4 (478) with the Demosthenic part copied by Andreas Darmarios;
Escorial. ®.11.1 (198); Escorial. R.1.20 (20); Caesaraug. gr. 17, copied by Barto-
lomé Llorente and several other hands from his circle. Some of these scribes
also worked on certain manuscripts that could have been the source for the
Aldine edition(s) (cf. infra).

When collating the Fourth Philippic (or. 10) I have noticed that the recen-
tiores hispanici fall into two main groups:

GROUP 1: Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. X.1I1.12 (and Malatest. D.XXIX.3, a
recentior related to them), which transmit readings of the vetus F, but also of A.

GROUP 2: Salm. M 231, Escorial. R.1.20, Escorial. ®.11.1, Hispal. 330-155-1
(as well as Paris. gr. 2938, Malatest. D.XXVIL.1 and the Aldine editions’), which
usually agree with FY.

The manuscripts of each of these groups share the same additions and other
variants, for example:

7 Demosthenes 1915— 1965, Lustrum 14 (1969), 17.

8 There is some information about these Spanish manuscripts in D. IRMER, Zur Genealogie
der jiingeren Demostheneshandschriften. Untersuchungen an den Reden 8 und 9, Ham-
burg 1972.

® As we will see in the following section, it is necessary to consider two Aldine editions that
sometimes show textual differences; editions we will designate as All (first Aldine edition)
and Al2 (second edition). When their readings coincide, we will quote them simply as Al
There is also an “Appendix of variants”, at the end of both, which will be abbreviated as Var.
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GROUP 1 adds &1” awt6 ye (10.18), 10 odriov (10.58) and the pronoun ce
(10.70).

GROUP 2 adds & &vdpec abnvaion (10.23), ye (10.28), dv (10.42) and &mov-
To (10.58).

GROUP 1 transmits & instead of 6 (10.27), aei for maor (10.46) and dvrog
instead of éoopévov (10.63).

GROUP 2 transmits &Onvaiwv ovdevog instead of ovdevog vudv (10.18),
nonote for moté (10.22) and dei instead of givau (10.56).

In a more detailed form, we can now see how veteres and recentiores are
related in this discourse. Normally, the Demosthenic recentiores, including the
Spanish ones and the Aldine editions, should agree with the veteres AFY'
when these manuscripts split from S, for example:

10.7 <é\>1v’, 10.17 yiyveoBou] yevéobou, 10.20 ob] 6tov, 10.22 xpnudtwy
(mporyudtwv SVar), 10.25 uév om., 10.27 a&véykn <tic>, 10.28 toic <obor>,
10.30 Toig GAMoIG TOVVavVTIOV] TOoDvavTtiov Toig dAloig, 10.34 ta <ye>, 10.35
doPoduor <Aéyerv>, 10.36 €émdeeic] karadecic, 10.39 €l <un>, 10.45 peydin
transp. post moiig, 10.48 €xerv transp. post peyoinv, 10.52 dn om., 10.54 éix-
0eobfjvai <uor>, 10.60 <ev> 0id’, 10.61 ovdE] ov, 10.63 &ykvog <vuiv>, 10.63
npoontaicavtag] mpoontaiovtag, 10.65 memdvOaowv] mavreg ioaotv, 10.70 fov-
x1ov <kai ampaypovor>, 10.73 oot transp. ante ODITAPYEL.

When the veteres that split are FY, the recentiores (and the Aldine editions)
usually agree with them, for example:

10.4 dvo <uépn>, 10.14 <tov> Exovra, 10.19 Sowv déovrou] v &v déwvta,
10.25 <t@v> mempoyuévwy, 10.31 dadéper (dradedyer SCAC : dadevyev S7),
10.32 (&-)ymavta <éoo>, 10.34 ameypndiCeode] dmeypndioocde, 10.36 <ob> ov-
0¢v, 10.39 undev <tddv deovtwv>, 10.40 dromov TV OVIWV] ATOTWTATOV OVTA,
10.41 mpoonketl] mpoonkeiv, 10.45 Omep] mepi, 10.50 odporepds] dpaviwe, 10.54
<ouvv>teiver, 10.62 ovyx] ovde, 10.62 émotnoecbe] émiotacte, 10.64 Gmdyet]
vmayetan, 10.68 yiyvovrau] yeyovaol, 10.69 ¢pofepdg <éotr>, 10.70 Apiotoun-
deg] ‘Apiotodnue, 10.71 doinuev] ovyxwpnoouuev, 10.72 kivduvog] émkivdvvov,
10.74 fixovtag] mpoiovtag, 10.74 T@v AWy <ENANVWV>.

10" Although the groups are quite stable, some of the examples may contain a change within
the manuscript itself, owing to the existing “contamination”. There can also be changes
in the groups, from one discourse to another. — If two readings are mentioned in the
passage, the second one, after square bracket ( ] ), belongs to the group which is actually
considered.
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Occasionally, the corrections of S agree with the reading of AFY or FY either
via contamination or access to a lost common ancestor:

10.3 <oi pev> eipnkoteg, 10.13 <dikaiwg> woeiv, 10.16 'Adnvaiwv] ‘Abnvnot,
10.17 <un> moAeunoete, 10.19 mohepet (mowel S°All), 10.29 ovk] olte, 10.32
moTag <ta¢ karnyopiag>, 10.55 10 v (@ m™v S%), 10.67 mpiv <fi>, 10.73
<®ig> €k, 10.73 <Omod TV mpoyodvwy HUdv> cecwopévol, 10.76 kohakeiog <koi>,
10.76 apyvpiov <uev>.

Perhaps the most relevant data, as we already pointed out before, is that
there is a group of recentiores (GROUP 1: Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. X.111.12
and Malatest. D.XXIX.3) that sometimes agrees with A, whereas the other
recentiores and the Aldine editions agree with FY (GROUP 2: Salm. M 231,
Escorial. R.1.20, Escorial. ®.11.1, Hispal. 330-155-1, as well as Paris. gr. 2938 and
Malatest. D.XXVII.1):"

GROUP 1: 10.2 m\jfog <éotiv>, 10.16 tomOL] TOMWV, 10.18 <d1’ adTo ye>
T000* Gmavteg, 10.27 6] &, 10.29 tawto] tavta, 10.46 maot] dei (per similit. —
ACU/-AEI), 10.57 amootiivou] adrotavon (ddeotavon Malatest. D.XXIX.3), 10.58
<10 aitiov> tov, 10.58 oddeig] ovdéva, 10.58 einev] eineiv, 10.61 TpooBiiiwy]
npoofadetv <avtdv>, 10.62 €0érnte] €0ehnonte, 10.63 éoouévouv] dvrog, 10.67
awToig transp. post [Tudaiav, 10.69 Gmoot <toic>, 10.70 €poitd <oe>.

GROUP 2: 10.17 <haeiv> Bovhouévwv (<hafetv ov> Boviopévev All), 10.18
000evOC LuGV] dnvainy ovdevog, 10.22 mote] mwmote, 10.23 dv fowg <o dvdpeg
adnvodor>, 10.23 av om., 10.28 €xer <ye>, 10.30 n6éiete] nOeAnoare, 10.35 Tov]
Tobto (Tov TObTO Al per conflat.), 10.42 moieiv <av>, 10.51 1o T@v] TO TOV,
10.53 ovdéot] ovdévi, 10.55 odde] kai, 10.55 of <ye>, 10.56 & eivou] ¢ dei,
10.56 kwhvewv] kwAboewv (kehvoetv sic All), 10.58 <dmoavt’> dvabeivat, 10.60
<tnv> Bonbeiav, 10.61 mpotepov <>, 10.61 mpooBodiwv] mpooBoiwy.

This division between recentiores and veteres can also be observed in other
Philippics, such as the Third, even within a single passage:

9.36 mavta T S : TOVTA TA <TOV EMNVWV> GROUP 1 : Ta <T®OdV EAAMAVOIV>
GROUP 2;

9.40 tovta S : TabTa <mavro> GROUP 1 : <amovto> tadt’ GROUP 2;

9.47 oio1 S : <tnMikodTog> oiot GROUP 1 : <10100T0¢> 0101 GROUP 2.

" Of all the main veteres, S is the one that shares less often isolated readings with other recen-
tiores. For this reason, some readings of S (or some of its corrections) also found in Salm.
M 231 merit attention: 10.20 o0d&v GAX oiuoi] oiuan 00dev &AAo (yp.), 10.31 drmd Tawro-
parov] &’ adTopudTov, 10.42 100G ... eDTOPOVG] TOIG ... EVTTOPOIG, 10.63 ThV EEw] EEw TOV.
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Returning to the Fourth Philippic, within the group of recentiores 1 could
identify some subgroups of manuscripts that share a particularly close kinship,
for example:

Escorial. R.1.20, Escorial. ®.11.1 (sometimes Paris. gr. 2938 as well): 10.26
moi] i, 10.33 6 dn] kai 81 (ante corr.), 10.49 kexknAnobe] Amatnobe (supra lin.
cum Schol. Dem. Y), 10.54 <ye> teivel, 10.54 Etepot] oi mpodotou koi O Pikim-
110G (supra lin. cum Schol. Dem. Y), 10.58 100 om., 10.65 1& €mi | TOG €mi.

Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. £.111.12: 10.2 ®idmmog xpiiton] <dei> xpfiton
diMntrog, 10.11 dkodoou ... xpr om., 10.13 <Sikaiwg adtov> picetv, 10.26 moi]
uéxpt moi, 10.26 &vOpwnwv om., 10.36 dndpwv] edmopwy (ante corr.), 10.43 ye
<AL’ 00dE TV GAAwY oiluar>, 10.54 <téAho> Aé€w, 10.55 4 tkv] Tob, 10.55 ol
<df>, 10.55 tod om., 10.56 & civou] 8¢ <dei> eivau, 10.56 uév om. (cum A),
10.57 éd’] 0d°, 10.60 dxp1pdc om. (cum A), 10.62 vuiv] fuiv <te> (Vpiv <te>
A), 10.70 aipeil] aipeiv (ante corr.), 10.72 <un> mpartetv (supra lin.), 10.75 wg
0opOidc Aéyetou] kol 0pb. AéyeTe.

Sometimes Malatest. D.XXIX.3 belongs to the subgroup of Matrit. BN 4647
and Escorial. £.11I1.12: 10.5 mheiotw] mAeioTw kai peyiotw (conflatio cum peyi-
otw A), 10.30 advBpwrwv om., 10.30 Toig GALoIg TODVaVTIOV] GANOIG GvOpwTTOILG,
10.60 Bovroued’ fueig] Povread’ vdueig, 10.62 amavtwy om.

In the entire Harangues (orr. 1-17) some readings transmitted in other iso-
lated manuscripts, but accepted as genuine by Dilts, are confirmed by Spanish
recentiores:

1.2 BonBnoete Palat. gr. 142, Malatest. D.XXIX.3 + Escorial. ¥.4.4° (pro fon-
Bronte);

1.21 &xer Malatest. D.XXVII.IS'I', Ambros. C 87 sup., Ambros. D 39 sup.,
Paris. gr. 2940 + Salm. M 231, Hispal. 330-155-1 (pro €xn vel €xon);

3.34 &vayxn Urb. gr. 113, PSI 1205 + Escorial. Z.II1.12 (pro &vaykn).

In some cases, in the Corpus Demosthenicum the Spanish recentiores provide
evidence for emendations, sometimes found also in other (non Spanish) recen-
tiores, €. g.:

1.7 téwg Reiske, Malatest. D.XXIX.3, Palat. gr. 142 + Escorial. X.111.12 (pro
0Q);

4.28 mpoonopieiton Cluster, Paris. gr. 2936 + Escorial. ®.11.1%" (pro mpoo-
TTOPIET);

6.28 duiv Fuhr, Malatest. D.XXIX.3, Paris. gr. 2938° Malatest. D.XXVII.1 +
omnes rec. hispan. (praeter Hispal. 330-155-1) (pro fuiv);
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8.21 budg del. Riidiger, om. Matrit. BN 4647;

9.75 momoovtag <ei yap ... ook eioiv> Schaefer + Harl. 6322, Malatest.
D.XXIX.3;

10.41 ei¢ Malatest. D.XXIX.3, Paris. gr. 2998 + Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial.
X.II1.12 (pro Ti¢), €i¢ Ti¢ Reiske;

10.51 momoou Reiske, Malatest. D.XXVII.1 (pro moifjoon);

10.58 cifopévoig Cobet, A, Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. Z.I11.12 (pro oiopévoig);

13.26 axovoavtec del. Cobet, Butcher, om. Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. X.111.12,
Escorial. R.1.20, Al;

15.27 étépag del. Cobet, om. Escorial. ®.11.1;

59.103 aiocBopevor Blass, Hispal. 330-155-1 (pro mpooucBopevor vel aicBo-
VOUEVOL);

Ep. 1.5 mpotépwv Blass, Matrit. BN 4637" (pro mpOtepov);

Ep. 1.7 &1 Schaefer, Escorial. R.1.20 (pro 8¢);

Ep. L.11 &lpntou Wolf, Matrit. BN 4637 (pro elpnvton);

Ep. 11.7 fiyoduon Wolf, Matrit. BN 4637° (pro fiyodunv);

Ep. I1.19 11 del. Schaefer, om. Matrit. BN 4637%;

Ep. 11140 &v kowoaiunv Reiske, Matrit. BN 4637% (ut vid., pro dvoxopioadunv);

Ep. V.3 mv Wolf, Matrit. BN 4637 (pro tfig).

Some readings can be found also in papyri:

1.9 mpoofikov P.Oxy. 1810, Salm. M 243" (ut vid.) : mpoofikev cett.;

1.20 avriraupdveode P.Oxy. 4311, Salm. M 243, Malatest. D.XXIX.3, Hispal.
330-155-1 : &avrinaPeode cett.;

1.21 mote tOv moAepov P.Oxy. 4311, Escorial. Z.111.12 : TOv mOAeOV MOTE cett.;

9.63 bGuiv <éotiv> P.Mich. inv. 918b, Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. X.111.12,
Malatest. D.XXIX.3;

Ep. I11.6 ékpivare P.Lond.Lit. 130, Matrit. BN 4637 : ékpivete cett.;

Ep. 111.32 éxdépnre P.Lond.Lit. 130, Escorial. R.1.20, Matrit. BN 4637°, Al :
ékdépnrau cett.;

Ep. I11.33 ye P.Lond.Lit. 130, Matrit. BN 4637 : ¢ cett.

Furthermore, there is a number of interesting variants in some of these Spa-
nish recentiores (sometimes shared by Aldine editions: Al, in short):

2.29 BonOnooduevor Salm. M 231 (yp. Pinzianus) (pro fonoopuevor);
4.3 oiobnobe Matrit. BN 4647 in marg. (pro 0edionobe);

4.23 xpnoacBon Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. Z.111.12 (pro xpficOor);
4.47 navoete Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. L.111.12 (pro movoeton);
6.8 0ide Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. Z.II1.12 (pro €ide);
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6.28 vuiv Escorial. R.1.20, Escorial. ®.11.1, Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. X.111.12,
Salm. M 231, Al (pro fuiv);

8.10 mpaypoara mavro Matrit. BN 4647 (pro mpayuod’ amavta);

8.46 ovvoicovoav fuiv Matrit. BN 4647 (pro owcovoay BUELG);

10.2 aiei xpfiron Pidmrmog Matrit. BN 4647, Escorial. £.111.12 (cf. 21.1) (pro
dihutog xpiTan).

The latest Greek manuscript of Demosthenes preserved in Spain is the Caesar-
augustanus gr. 17 (Zaragoza). It was copied by Bartolomé Llorente, a Spanish
humanist of the mid-sixteenth century, as well as by some other hands in his
circle.”” The transmitted text (or. 2: the Second Olynthiac) has apparently never
been studied. I will present the manuscript and some preliminary conclusions
about the transmitted text. It seems to belong to group F, transmitting even its
marginal corrections, but it sometimes shows evidence of contamination with
corrections from S and A. It also contains interesting textual variants, agrees in
one instance with the reading of a papyrus and anticipates later emendations by
Dindorf and Bekker:

2.1 yevouévnv Caesaraug. gr. 17, pro yiryvouevny;

2.4 Béntiov Caesaraug. gr. 17, pro BErTioTOV;

2.15 dmfjpxe Caesaraug. gr. 17, pro OnfipEe;

2.21 &wg (pro Téwg), Dindorf, Caesaraug. gr. 17 (cum Stob.);

2.26 vovi Caesaraug. gr. 17, pro vbv;

2.26 bu@v tout €pyov P.Oxy. 4315, Caesaraug. gr. 17 (pro nudv €pyov Tod10);
2.29 Bonoouevor <oi> tpiaxooiol Bekker, Caesaraug. gr. 17 (cum Al2).

Although this section is mainly concerned with the recentiores, I would also
like to present a Spanish vetus related to the transmission of Demosthenes’ text.
The oldest codex among the Greek manuscripts preserved in the ancient archive
of the Complutense University of Madrid (number 30 in the Catdlogo de Villa-
mil) is a parchment manuscript, written in Greek miniscule of the “Eustathius
type” and copied apparently by several hands in Southern Italy around the year
1100." Its content is related to the so-called Cyrillus’ Lexicon and other rheto-

12 Cf. A. EscoBAR CHIcO, Codices Caesaraugustani Graeci, Catalogo de los manuscritos
griegos de la Biblioteca capitular de la Seo (Zaragoza), Zaragoza 1993, 78 —79.

3 G. De Andrés dated it to the 10" —11" century, considering the Abbey of San Salvatore
as its place of origin (Lingua Fari, Messina), cf. Catalogo de los codices griegos de las
colecciones Complutense, Lazaro Galdiano y March de Madrid, Cuadernos de Filologia
Clasica 6 (1974), 239, 243 —-244. Although it seems clear it comes from Southern Italy, its
presence in San Salvatore of Messina is dubious, cf. S. LUCA, Il Lessico dello Ps.-Cirillo
(Redazione V1): da Rossano a Messina, RSBN 31 (1994), 45—80, especially 72—73.
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rical and lexicographical opuscula connected with this lexicon, that were com-
piled in Alexandria, probably in the 5"—6™ centuries (without ruling out the
possibility of earlier dates). In ff. 281-292" and 295—302" of this manuscript,
there are several Demosthenic Lexica (or one in three parts):

— ff. 281-292": glosses to the Demosthenic discourses from or. 2 (Second
Olynthiac, starting in 2.30) to or. 11 (Reply to Philip, ending in 11.20). It was
first edited, without the aid of the manuscript of the Complutense, by J. N.
Kazazis."* These include, in total, 657 glosses, although the first 172 are mis-
sing in our manuscript because of loss of material.

— £. 292" ostensibly new glosses to the Demosthenic discourses from or. 13
(On Organisation, starting in 13.4) to or. 15 (On the Liberty of the Rhodians,
ending in 15.16)."

— ff. 295-302": Demosthenic glosses (together with others by Pindar and
Aristophanes) first edited by M. Naoumides.'® The Demosthenic section starts
in 13.4, but later skips to 19.274 and contains primarily glosses to or. 18 (On
the Crown) and or. 21 (Against Meidias).

Thus, if we join these three parts we would have a glossary of the political
discourses of Demosthenes: the first two correspond to the Harangues (or dis-
courses before the Assembly) and the third one, edited by M. Naoumides, cor-
responds to the “political-judicial” discourses. Moreover, the discourses before
the Assembly would be divided into strictly “Philippic” discourses (the part edi-
ted by J. Kazazis) and the rest, “deliberative discourses”'’ (the new part included
in the manuscript of the Complutense).

In the first part, which was edited by Kazazis, the Complutense manuscript
includes a total of eleven new glosses (post glosses 246, 310, 362, 379 — two
glosses, 192, 517 — two glosses, 629 — another two glosses, and 649), six addi-
tions to already existing glosses (in glosses 321, 383, 446, 590, 591 and 614)
and twenty-one confirmations of corrections made by Kazazis to the text of the
manuscripts he used (in glosses 244, 245, 246, 248, 262, 333, 344, 377, 412,
415, 438, 441, 450, 456, 476, 493, 569, 603, 606, 616 and 624). All these, to-
gether with the existence of new readings (as in glosses 551 and 583), make us
consider the possibility that our manuscript, of South Italian origin, has accessed

J. N. Kazazis, ®ivmmik®dv pnropikai Aé€eic, Thessaloniki 1986.

15 F. G. HERNANDEZ MUROZ, Demosthenica, CFC(G) 16 (2006), 278 —281.

M. N. NAOUMIDES, Pnropikai Aé€eig (editio princeps), Athens 1975.

Such is certainly the title of this section in the manuscripts Vat. gr. 2130, f. 177 (178), and
Urb. gr. 157, f. 269", approximately contemporary to the manuscript of the Complutense:
AEE<E>IX XYMBOYAEYTIKQN AHMOXZ®ENOYZX.
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a different branch of the tradition. This consideration is based on the fact that
from a genealogical point of view it does not share the “separative errors” men-
tioned by Kazazis for family a, nor the “conjunctive errors” of family b nor those
of family y, but it retains a certain relationship with the codices P Q, which,

according to Kazazis, belong to a branch separated from the tradition.

18

Perhaps later are the twenty-one new glosses that our manuscript adds in the

second part, after number 657 of Kazazis. These, as we have pointed out, may

be

the continuation of the Demosthenic Lexicon —lost in other manuscripts —

with the glosses to the Demosthenic discourses 13.4—15.26'" or a smaller, new
glossary inserted later.”’ These glosses are:*’

20

21

— gl. 1 mapavo[elioketau : eiodpépetan éx mepittod (Demosthenes, 13.4);
— gl. 2 Tovg bmép kaTdhoyov : Toug yépovtoag (13.4);

— gl. 3 épddev<ov>oav : édppovpnoav (13.8);

— gl. 4 mapeppunkaot : mapeioedvnoav (13.16);

— gl. 5 oikotpifou : oikoyeveic oikéroun (13.24);

—gl. 6 $0opog : dOopag GEog (13.24);

— gl. 7 dkohroBoug : mapaminoiovg (13.33);

— gl. 8 memohitevobe : dvevdeds mpooTiiod’ (13.35);

— gl. 9 épikécOan (Ednkéodou ante correct.) : karohafeiv (14.1);
— gl. 10 ometnuuévng : kekpupévng (14.1);

—gl. 11 mapadéEacde : drodéEaode (14.1);

— gl. 12 mpooamnexBeodueda : mpouionOduey (14.4);

— gl. 13 Tipnoavreg : datipunoduevor (14.21);

—gl. 14 Siaypauporog : avaypodic (14.21);

—gl. 15 &[u]<v>nvuta : aminpwrta, dxatdopbwta (16.26);

Kazazis, op. cit., 19.

As the section edited by Kazazis ends in or. 11 and the new begins with or. 13, I think the
glosses for or. 12 (Letter of Philip) never existed, since this discourse was not regarded as
Demosthenic, and therefore glosses pertaining to it did not belong to the content of the glos-
sary. In the new section of the manuscript of the Complutense, the glosses of or. 16 (For the
Megalopolitans) precede those of or. 15 (On the Liberty of the Rhodians), because this
was the ancient order, as attested by manuscripts S A and the papyrus Berol. 13274.
This last possibility would be suggested by the title that the manuscripts Vat. gr. 2130
and Urb. gr. 157 place at the beginning of the new section, as well as its division into
three parts: AOI'OX A, APXH B AOI'OY and APXH TPITOY AOI'OY. However, we
have ascertained that several glosses are missing in these manuscripts (numbers 15 and 16),
which are present in the Complutense manuscript.

The numeration is mine. Sometimes I had to correct the corrupted reading of the ma-
nuscript using the corresponding diacritic signs. The referenced Demosthenic passage
appears at the end of each gloss, in parentheses. As a whole, the offered text shows a
certain eclecticism in comparison with the medieval manuscripts SAFY.
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— gl. 16 dvevéykworv : owbmow (16.31);

—gl. 17 &vomomTov : pavepdg, adorov (15.4);
— gl. 18 ovvevnxotwv : ocvveveykovtwy (15.9);
— gl. 19 dmeinev : dmnyopevoev (fortasse 15.9);
— gl. 20 mapeivrou : eicdéxovron (15.15);

— gl. 21 ovvreliic : dmoteliic (15.26).

3. THE ALDINE EDITION(S) AND THE PROBLEM OF ITS (THEIR) SOURCES

There are two Aldine editions of Demosthenes with textual changes that are
not merely typographical. The date of the first and most famous edition is in-
dubitable (November 1504), but the second one is still disputed. While some
authors, such as A. Renouard, date it ca. 1513, to serve as a complement of the
Aeschines edition of that year (because of the lack of copies of the first Demos-
thenic edition), others, such as A. Cataldi Palau, date it between 1520 and 1527.%
There is also an “Appendix of variants” at the end of the first edition (which is

repeated unchanged in the second one), entitled “Variants we have found in other

manuscripts”.” Sometimes there is a * above the word that has been substituted

for the “Appendix of variants”. The issue is complicated because the manuscript
exemplar could change within a speech or from one speech to another.

Some of the manuscripts that have been proposed as possible sources for the
Aldine edition(s) are: Malatest. D.XXIX.3, copied at the end of the 15" century

22 The first Aldine edition is the one known from Venice, 1504; for the second one, A. CA-

TALDI PALAU (Gian Francesco d’Asola e la tipografia aldina, Genua 1998, 433) prefers,
on account of its typography, a date between 1520—1527. This date is also mentioned in
the Catalogue of the Ahmanson-Murphy Aldine Collection at UCLA, Los Angeles 1994,
fasc. V, 127, but the edition may have been printed earlier, in 1513, since there are almost
no copies of the limited print run of the 1504 Demosthenic edition, which served as a
complement to the edition of Aeschines (and other orators), which appeared in 1513;
cf. A. RENOUARD, Annales de I’imprimerie des Alde ..., Paris 31854, 47. This author speaks
of “second edition” and “second print” indistinctly, but given the textual (not merely typo-
graphical) changes between them, it seems preferable to use the term “edition”. J. REISKE
(Demosthenis quae supersunt, vol. I, London 1822, LXXXVI), already noticed the typo-
graphical changes between both editions in a sample of the First Olynthiac, but he may
have misunderstood the terms, since what he referred to as the “vetustior” (= All) is in
fact the “junior” (= Al2), and vice versa. The last editor in Oxford, M. DILTS (vol. I, 2002,
XII) also talks about a “revision after initial publication, between 1520—1527”, evidenced
by “differing printer’s marks, details of typography and page layout”, but more important
than these are the textual changes, which I will mention later.
This would entail, at least, three manuscripts: the one used as base, plus the “manu-
scripts” (in plural, and therefore, two at least) from which the “variants” written at the end
of both editions were extracted. Three are also the manuscripts mentioned by RENOUARD,
op. cit., 47.

23
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by Johannes Rhosos; Paris. gr. 2938, the Demosthenic part copied in 1480 by An-
tonios Damilas; Monac. gr. 85, dated to the 13™ century, and Matrit. BN 4647,
copied in 1486 by Constantinos Lascaris.**

In passages of the Third and Fourth Philippics where there are textual chan-
ges between editions or in the “Appendix of variants”, we can see how they
match with these manuscripts:

Abbreviations:

All = First Aldine edition (Venice, 1504)

Al2 = Second Aldine edition (Venice, ca. 1520)

Var. = Appendix (the same in both editions) entitled “Variants we have found
in other manuscripts”

C = Malatest. D.XXIX.3
p = Paris. gr. 2938

M = Matrit. BN 4647

B = Monac. gr. 85

Within the Third and Fourth Philippics (orr. 9 and 10), each of the above-
mentioned manuscripts (C p M B) seems to present exclusive coincidences with
one of the Aldines (All or Al2) or with the “Appendix of variants” (Var.) in
passages where their readings are different. According to a descending order of
frequency these are:

Manuscript C:

— with All: 9.46 avayivwoke All C / dvayvwokete Al2 (Y€) / dvéyvooig B /
om. p M; 9.48 tovg EMnvag All C (SPAFY®) / todg &Ahovg EMnvag AI2 M /
Tovg GAroug Var. p B (SFY);

#* Malatest. D.XXIX.3 is suggested by M. I. MANOUSSACAS and C. STAIKOS (Le Edizioni di
Testi Greci da Aldo Manuzio e le Prime Tipografie Greche di Venezia, Atena 1993
[Venetiae quasi alterum Byzantium, 4], 90, n. 24); Paris. gr. 2938 has been identified
through its copyists and print marks by A. CATALDI PALAU, op. cit., 433ff., who regards
it as source for the second edition, not for the first (435); for Monac. gr. 85 as base of
the Aldine, cf. K. KAPPARIS, Apollodoros, Against Neaira [D. 59], Berlin 1999, 76; we
proposed Matrit. BN 4647 as a manuscript close to the Aldine edition: Notas al Matri-
tensis num. 4647: Constantino Lascaris y el texto de Demostenes, CFC(G) 10 (2000),
263. Moreover, a recent collatio of the First Olynthiac (or. 1) has shown us some signi-
ficant coincidences with Monac. gr. 172. The possible connection of this manuscript,
including its marginal corrections, with the Aldine is also an issue that remains open
waiting for more systematic collatio in other Demosthenic speeches.



The Transmission of the Demosthenic Text: Open Issues 157

— with Al2: 9.24 tnv dvvaoteiav v avmv Al 1 p M B (FY) / v adtv
duvaoteiav Al2 C (SA);

— with All Al2: 10.40 &romwv T@v 6vrwy All Al2 C (SA) / dronwtotov
o6vra p M B (FY);

— with Var.: 9.7 eipivnv fj moAepov dyerv All Al2 p M B (FY) / eiprivv &yety
fj mohepeiv Var. C; 9.19 éav 8¢ dvapainode All Al2 p(A\) M(A\) B (FY) / éav &
gdonte, ovde TobTO Var. C (SA); 10.70 'Apiotddnue All AI2 p M B (FY) /
‘Aprotoundec Var. C (SA);

— with Al2 Var.: 9.35 évog All p M B (FY) / ka8 €va Al2 Var. C (A); 10.6
brorermopeda All p M B (S°FYY) / dmrorermoueda Al2 Var. C (AF®); 10.23 mod
Al2 Var. C (SAY®) / moi All p M B (FY").

Manuscript p:

— with All: 9.48 otpatedecbaon kai Tobrov TOV xpovov Al2 C M B (S°AY®) /
om. All p; 9.51 xivnonte All p / xiviioete Al2 (Y) / xivioeton C M / xivionton B
(SF*; 10.61 €i All p/fj Al2 C M B;

—with All Al2: 10.32 &vapraotog All Al2 p / dvaonaotog Var. C M B;

— with Var.: 9.20 €dv 8¢ Anpeiv All Al2 C M B/ €dav 8¢ Aoidopeiv Var. p.

Manuscript M:

— with All: 9.1 avta dorebfvon All M (S°AY) / avta dabeivon C / drate-
6fvon Al2 Var. p B;

— with AI2: 9.22 &va &kaotov All C p B (AFY®) / &vat A12 M (SY); 9.48
toug EMnvoag All C (SCAFY®) / Todg &ihovg Exnvac Al2 M / tobg &Ahovg Var.
p B (SFY) (conflatio); 10.56 é&mootiivan All p B (SFY) / ddrotavon Al2 M (A) /
apeotavon C Index Lamb.

Manuscript B:

— with All: 10.62 émotnoeofe All B / émiotacte AI2 p M B(yp.) (Fyp.Y) /
gmortnoeodou C;

— with Var.: 9.16 v 7" €mi pikpoD ... peilovog All Al2 C p M B (ante corr.) /
& T i urkpoic ... ueiloor Var. B® (F°).

All this implies that among the four manuscripts (C p M B), C (Malatest.
D.XXIX.3) is the one that most often agrees exclusively with the Aldine edi-
tions or the “Appendix of variants”. However, none of these manuscripts seems
to have been used exclusively by the editors; rather, in some passages other ma-
nuscript(s) have been used (ope codicum), or corrections have been made by
conjecture (ope ingenii). Another supporting piece of evidence is the existence
of passages wherein the reading of the Aldines in the “Appendix of variants”



158 Felipe G. Hernandez Mufioz

does not correspond with any of the manuscripts mentioned above, nor with the
veteres; this occurs most often with All in the Fourth Philippic, and with Al2
in the Third Philippic. However, what can be concluded is that the source would
be closer to F Y than to S A, but also that contamination has occurred between
the two groups. Finally, there are lapses in All against Al2. Therefore, the asse-
veration of A. Renouard® that the second edition provides a “more accurate and
refined” text, is not entirely correct, e. g.:

9.23 10oU¢ TelevTaiag Al2 (pro tehevtaiovg All);
9.59 &vOpwmwe Al2 (pro &vOpwmog All).

In the other discourses there also seem to be more mistakes in the second
Aldine than in the first one.

In all the discourses before the Assembly (orr. 1—17),% there are nearly 200
changes between both Aldine editions. If we except mistakes or omissions, the
major textual changes (excluding those with elisions, movable -v, etc.) are as
follows. A considerable number (over 40) are textual additions (introduced below
through the symbols < >), distributed in both editions in a balanced way. The
first reading belongs to the first Aldine edition (All); the second reading, after
colon ( : ), belongs to the second Aldine (A12):*’

1.7 d¢iv : det, 1.14 oxomeite : okomelobe, 1.15 kivduveDowEeY : KIVOUVEDOOUEV,
1.16 Tob¢ Trepi : ToLg <VoTtdTovc> TIepi, 1.16 oiuou delv : oiuon <ye> deiv, 1.21 &xn :
gxot (Al2, P.Oxy. 4311), 1.27 awrtoic : adtfi, 1.27 dedammdvnte : dedamdvnobe.

2.3 vuiv (All, Richards) : fjuiv, 2.4 adtod : abTOD, 2.5 adTOD : AWOTY, 2.6 eV
obv : yap, 2.7 fudc : duac, 2.13 mapouvelv : mepaivey, 2.14 gpondnoav :
gBondnoe, 2.16 00O’ (sic) : o00’, 2.17 meCerepor : melaitepot, 2.18 mapedodou :
nopewptodot, 2.20 tadt’ : mavt’, 2.22 quedv : dudv, 2.28 idiovg : 1dig, 2.29
TOOTA : TAVTOG, 2.29 VUiV : Nuiv, 2.29 Bonbnooduevor : Bonaduevorl <oi>.

3.6 Ti¢ <obtog> : Tig, 3.8 Vuiv : fuiv, 3.10 xabiotarte : xabiotate, 3.13 moap’
bV : rap’ Uiy, 3.19 pdov : paotov, 3.19 avtov : avTov, 3.20 woboug : Liodov,

2> RENOUARD, op. cit., 47.

26 1 would like to express gratitude to my students of Greek textual criticism at the Com-
plutense University of Madrid, with whom I worked on this issue as a practical exercise.

7 1t should be noted that in these discourses there are numerous textual changes between
the two Aldine editions in or. 14 (On the Navy). Generally in this discourse the text of the
second Aldine edition seems more accurate; it follows manuscript A with regard to its
additions, whereas that of the first Aldine edition agrees more with F Y. In the discourses
other than the speeches before the Assembly there are minor textual changes between
both Aldines; for instance, in a discourse as large as or. 21 (4Against Meidias) 1 noted only
13 changes; in the private ones Against Aphobus 1111 (orr. 27-29), only 10.
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3.20 obtot : oUto1, 3.29 koviduev : koiv@uev, 3.29 d6Ewv : ado6Ewv, 3.31 f
Bondpouia : 1 Poidia, 3.33 dANG VOV Y’ €11 : €Tt ko VOV, 3.33 Gv : Q.

4.1 obtor : avroi, 4.5 adrod : éowtod, 4.9 &mi TtovTwV : &m Tovtoig, 4.37
eipwveiav : paduuiav, 4.47 HoTe ur : oL yop.

5.15 xabadeitou (sic) : kobedeitan, 5.18 €xpodeotépwg : ExOpotépwe, 5.19
1EPL TOD OLUPGEPOVTOC : TIEPA TOD OLUPEPOVTOG, 5.22 Euehlev : Euehwv (sic), 5.22
EQUTOV : abTOV, 5.25 TAPAKEXWPNKAUEY : TTAPAKEXWENKOAUEV (SIC).

6.16 G : Gv, 6.20 ExPOAAWY : EKPoAwV.

7.20 pvnobnoeobe : péuvnode, 7.21 petafddrerv : uetaforrer, 7.21 adtod :
abtoD, 7.25 éEnmavta (sic) : éEnmara, 7.26 obT’ : 01°, 7.33 diaTelel : SiATEAELY,
7.33 eiviyvng (sic) : eipnvng, 7.34 adtod : adToD, 7.34 moTevnTe : moTnvnTe (sic),
7.34 evepyetnocty : ebepyetnoel, 7.37 moTepov : IPOTEPOG, 7.38 mpdEeevov (sic) :
nipoevov, 7.41 odetepiCeton : odetpileton (sic), 7.43 dudv : buiv, 7.44 dvaoka-
o€l (Sic) : AVAYKAOELY.

8.5 mapaokevaleron : ovokevaleran, 8.8 aic : &c, 8.9 devd <dE> morodotv :
dewva molovoty, 8.9 Emrpénery : Emrpodmery (sic), 8.17 avroig : avroi, 8.26 <te>
Tpédetv : Tpédetv, 8.27 <ovy>katampalouévey : katampatouéve, 8.32 mpig (sic) :
pog, 8.34 mapnkata (sic) : mapnkarte, 8.52 Uev EGow : pEVv <BANo> Edow, 8.54
<oUxi> 1 10D : T 10V, 8.59 dnoouev : prioopev <toTE>, 8.59 TMOAEUEV MUV :
TOAEUETY NIV <€pet>, 8.60 mAeiw GAAwY TOV : TAgiw TV GAAwv, 8.61 mpootikev
oUTw : obtw mpoonkel, 8.67 tabta : TovTwv, 8.67 dPépecdot : otépeabau, 8.70
<TNV> TOAV : TTOAY, 8.73 <kai> To100TOV : TO10UTOV, 8.74 olv : év, 8.74 Ednun-
yopnoev : Ednunyopet.

9.1 <adto> datedijvan : dratedijvan, 9.2 T oiTIo : <€oTIv> aiTiaL, 9.7 BOvAED-
oacBou : BovAeveobon, 9.11 kai péoPeig : <kai dpilovc™> kai mpéapferg, 9.18 Luiv :
nuiv, 9.18 @ : 1@, 9.22 &va <€kaotov> : Eva, 9.23 TOUG TEAELTAIOUE : TOVG TEAEL-
Taiag (sic), 9.24 duvaoteiov TV adTAV @ TV adTnv dvvaoTteiav, 9.25 Tovg
<BANOLG> : TOVG, 9.25 TMOAMOOTOV <TTEUTTOV> UEPOG : TTOANOOTOV UEPOG, 9.26
avTdV adnpnton : abt@v mapnpntal, 9.35 évog : ko’ Eva, 9.46 Avayivwoke :
avoyvwokeTe, 9.48 Tovg EAANVAC : TOLC <GAAovc> EAAnvac, 9.48 om. : oTpa-
TebeoBou kol TOUTOV TOV XpoOvov, 9.51 wivionte : kivioete, 9.59 GvOpwmog :
avOpwmwg (sic), 9.61 ABovAovTO : EBOVAETO, 9.73 TTPOEUEVOLG : TTPOOUEVOUG (SIC).

10.6 vmoieimopeda : dumohettopeda, 10.17 <ov> BovAouévwv : BovAouEvwy,
10.19 mo1el : moAeuel, 10.23 moi : mov, 10.37 émoiovv : émoiobuev, 10.49 «é-
KAnoOe : kexknAnode, 10.51 okéypacbe : oképeabe, 10.54 mémparton : ékmémpara,
10.54 kexvAnuévor : kexkninuévor, 10.56 amootiivon : &diotavar, 10.61 &i : A,
10.62 émotnoeode : émiotacde, 10.73 86Ea oot : dO6Eacov (sic).

11.17 vewtepov : vewtépav, 11.20 kowvddv : dnuoociwy.
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12.4 <ei> &’ oic : ¢’ oig, 12.9 amodeikvvobde : drmmodeikvvobou, 12.10 Gony :
dong, 12.10 ixe : Apxev, 12.11 & : 611, 12.11 ppovrioym : ppovriCor pot, 12.18
EMVY : EMVC (sic), 12.21 adpiavta (sic) : dvdpiavta.

13.4 ¢nui 70 : dnui <xpfivar> 10, 13.6 v : kad, 13.7 Gvev yap 10D : Ko Gvev
oD, 13.7 Adyog : Abyoc <obroc>, 13.10 Paciréwe : <t@v> Paoiréwe, 13.10
inmovg : inméac, 13.14 <kai> okomeite : okomeite, 13.14 G : &a (sic), 13.19
701G : TV 13.21 Omepetipwy : €rinwy, 13.23 Evepov : €didooav, 13.26 €xor : €xot
<T@V payuaTwv>, 13.26 yevéabou Beltiovg : kpeitToug yevéoou, 13.28 dAAd i :
OM 011, 13.29 duvaper : duvauer <tote>, 13.29 mohewc : mohrteiog, 13.29 &pi-
oTeidov : dpioTeidov <kai WATIAdoV>, 13.36 mEIcOUEVOLG : TEIBOUEVOUC.

14.2 yahota : pdhiota <dvvaoOar>, 14.2 Gmavteg : Amavteg <oi UENNOVTEC™,
14.2 daveinuev : dpaveinuev <ovreg>, 14.2 €otou : E€otoun <viv>, 14.2 Baocnéa :
<ToVv> Baoinéa, 14.4 T1 évapyec : Evapyeg T1, 14.5 dpxnyv : tapaxnv, 14.7 €émi tao-
TN dpovelv aipovuévn : dpovelv Emi tavTn TH mpooupéoel, 14.9 dvaykaiovg :
avaykaiwg, 14.10 und’ €€ évog : €k undevog, 14.12 éviwv Dudv : Ouiv éviwv, 14.19
gnedav : émebev (sic), 14.21 éxdotw : ekooty <td>, 14.21 mpdEovrog : mpd-
Eavtog <tac>, 14.22 Tig, §j kai oadn¢ : kai cadng 00ev, 14.22 AéEw : Aéyw, 14.23
Ekaotng : €kaotn, 14.25 xpnouwdoiev : xpnouwdeiev (sic), 14.26 cioevéykou :
gioevéykol, 14.26 a0Tob : €autod, 14.27 <tnv> ékatootnVv : ékatootnv, 14.27
gpel <vbOv> : épel, 14.27 0ed : 00, 14.28 fudg : vudg, 14.28 karaboite : kato-
Ocite, 14.28 fudc : dudg, 14.29 padiov 11 : pddiov eivon, 14.30 dktoakioyia :
eEakioxiha, 14.30 dxovoetau : dkovoete, 14.33 éxeivwv : tovtwy, 14.34 dia-
Moovton @ dvoivoovtatr, 14.37 fuag ékelvov &diknuo &v €0nko: Oudg €0nka
ékeivov, 14.38 meicovrou : meioete, 14.40 mote : po TovTWY, 14.41 okom@uey :
oKkwTIELV (sic), 14.41 opylobnoecde : dpyiciode.

15.7 maponvéooupt : mapotvéoat, 15.9 moreunoog : pondnoag, 15.10 Eavt@v :
¢autod, 15.10 om. : avToiC.

16.4 dobeveig : dobevoig (sic), 16.12 Ouiv : fiiv, 16.17 iwowv : iowo (sic), 16.22
vrohouBavey (sic) : DToAauPavw, 16.23 Aakedoupovwviwy (sic) : AaKedooviwy.

17.14 dpovyioug (sic) : 6poroyioig.

4. THE SCRIPTIO PLENA AND THE TESTIMONY OF THE VETERES

In this section some issues related to textual criticism, as well as to phonetic
and literary stylistics, including questions of authenticity, will be discussed.

Although in editions of Greek authors we usually see that word-final vowels
are deleted or elided almost mechanically with the initial vowels of the follo-
wing word (scriptio elisa), this rule may not correspond to what was the real
pronuntiatio of the texts, nor with the author’s own writing.
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In the field of the Demosthenic speeches, recent editors seem to have que-
stioned this principle, restoring many final vowels (scriptio plena) before star-
ting the next word. This practice has stylistic implications. Indeed, if one com-
pares the Demosthenic editions of Douglas MacDowell (Demosthenes, Against
Meidias, Oxford 1990, and Demosthenes, On the False Embassy, Oxford 2000),
or the latest edition of Mervin Dilts (Demosthenis Orationes, Oxford 2002 —2009)
with previous editions of Demosthenes, one finds that many cases of scriptio
elisa have become scriptio plena, for reasons related primarily to textual cri-
ticism. As noted by MacDowell, due to our lack of information about the real
pronuntiatio (and scriptio) of the speech by Demosthenes, we should turn to the
testimony of the manuscripts, especially when it coincides with most of the
veteres SAFY or when some of the testimonia in these passages have been con-
firmed by some papyri.

In that way, some stylistic “rules”, like the one alleged by Blass about the
presumed avoidance by Demosthenes of three short successions or the analo-
gous one by Benseler about the avoidance of hiatus, present a greater number of
exceptions than commonly believed. I have reviewed the manuscript tradition of
S A F Y on the four Philippics and believe that by following the methodolo-
gical principles of MacDowell and Dilts, more instances of scriptio plena can be
restored: there are 87 new cases (of which 34 correspond to three short syl-
lables, tribrachs) of restoration of scriptio plena in the Philippics because of the
coincidence of three or four main veteres, or at least the two most important (S A).

Among all, there are 19 remarkable instances of scriptio plena (7 of which
are tribrachs, denoted by *) agreeing with the main veteres, S A; these instances
should perhaps be considered in future editions of these speeches:

4.29 todt(a) obTwe €xn SA

4.30 deduvnued(a) ebpeiv SA

4.31%* ékelo(e) ddikéobon SA

4.33 av tadt(a), O avdpeg SA

4.47 mpayuot(a) aioxvvng SA

4.50* T déovt(a) éoopeda SA

9.17 émrropevov k(ai) év Evfoig SA

9.39 a&vreaiofikton 8(€) dvti TovTWY SAFY
9.40 «ai T6AA(ar) oig Gv Tig SA

9.60 1& uev M) we BPpileto SA
9.61* Eddpaiov oi(a) émadev peuvnuévor SA
9.66 10V 0(¢) ‘Amolwvidnv SAFY

9.73* xai T8N o) Goa aElodor SA

10.4* 6tov moT(€) &v oiwvtor SA
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10.6 oi d(€) Omep TOL mOD SA

10.19 T6M\’ 6o(ar) €ig mOAepOV SA
10.19 Tadt(a) & vOv moieite SA
10.46* Ekaotov mavT(a) ETépovg SA
10.65%* o0xi 1(&r) €mi Opdkng SA

With regard to scriptio plena, also the last open issue addressed in this paper
shall be considered. Within the Corpus Demosthenicum, presently consisting of
63 works, doubts remain about the authenticity of almost half of them. For some
time, there have been attempts, especially in the field of stylometry, to find a
kind of “Demosthenic trail”, a “formula” which is somehow less subjective and
provides a basis for clarifying a work’s authenticity. Perhaps the best-known is
the so called “law of Blass™: the alleged avoidance by Demosthenes of three
consecutive brief syllables, a principle which, despite the nuances given by
Adams and Vogel, still has numerous exceptions.”®

I will present here what I call “law of uév— 8¢” of Demosthenic authenticity,
which takes into account the ratio of occurrences of two of the main Greek
particles, pév and 8¢ within the discourses attributed to Demosthenes; with re-
gard to d¢, the proportion of occurrences of the plenary form (8€) to the elided
form (8’) is noted. This law can be formulated thus: “in the discourses of De-
mosthenes the number of occurrences of d¢ (plenary form) is always inferior to
uév and also tends to be inferior to &’ (elided form)”, namely, uév > d¢ < d’. We
used the data from the TLG, which contains the text of the OCT edition of S. H.
Butcher and W. Rennie (Oxford 1903 -1931). However, the new Demosthenic
edition M. R. Dilts has published in the same collection (Oxford 2002 —-2009),
among other changes made in relation to the first edition, renders numerous cases
of elided forms in Butcher and Rennie into plenary forms. At first glance, that
may invalidate our formula; nevertheless, as Butcher and Rennie always write
0’ before vowels, and 8¢ almost always before consonants, we may reformulate
our law in the following terms, so that it can also be validated according to the
orthographic principles of Dilts: “in the authentic discourses of Demosthenes the
amount of 8¢ + consonant is always inferior to pév, and there exists a tenden-
cy to be also inferior to 3¢ + vowel (8°)”. Consequently, all the works in which

28 F, BLass, Die attische Beredsamketit, Leipzig 31893, reimp. Hildesheim - New York 1979,
1I1,105,107,n.5; C. ADAMS, Demosthenes’ Avoidance of Breves, CPh 12 (1917), 271-294,
especially 282; F. VOGEL, Die Kiirzenmeidung in der griechischen Prosa des I'V. Jahrhun-
derts, Hermes 58 (1923), 87—108, especially 88. A good history of the question is found
in the “Appendix 3” (Grounds for regarding works as spurious and doubtful) of D. F.
MCcCABE, The Prose-Rhythm of Demosthenes, New York 1981, especially 186—197. See
also our Demosthenica, op. cit., 281—282.
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uév < d¢ should be considered apocryphal, and all those in which pév > 8¢ < &’
should be considered authentic, while pév > d¢ > §°, both categories (authentic
and apocryphal) would coexist:

—uév>0€<d :orm. 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9, 10, 13, 15, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28,
29, 30, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 45, 54, 55, 60 (Epitaphius), Exordia.

—uév <d€>0d’:orr. 7, 11, 33, 35, 40, 42, 43, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53,
56,57, 59.

—uév>0e>0d :orr. 12, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24, 26, 31, 32, 34, 51, 58, 61
(Eroticus), Epistulae.”
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