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STEFANO MARTINELLI TEMPESTA

Some Remarks about the Relationship between
the Primary Witnesses of the Corpus Demosthenicum

(1.) PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The main goal of the stemmatic method is the eliminatio codicum descripto-
rum. Still, by means of this method, together with the aid of other disciplines
such as palaeography, codicology, prosopography, and so on, it is sometimes
possible to draw detailed stemmata of the extant manuscripts.? This is particu-
larly true when we are dealing with the low branches of the genealogica tree
for two good reasons: first, comparatively few manuscripts are lost and, second,
it is sometimes possible to determine the origin of the contamination. This is
not the case with the high branches of the genealogical tree: when we try to
elucidate the relationship between the extant primary witnesses, we can make a
clean sweep of the apographa, but then we find ourselves at a dead end, unless
of course we are dealing with a closed recension. However, thisis quite seldom
the case, and the textua tradition of the Corpus Demosthenicumiis certainly not
one of those rare exceptions.

1 Of course the eliminatio needs to be handled with some important methodological cau-

tions: see PAsQuALI 1952, 25—40; the discussion between TIMPANARO 1985 and REeVE
1989 (now in Reeve 2011, 145—-174); ORLANDI 1994 (now in ORLANDI 2008, 63—94).
In other words “la critique des textes’ and — | add — the drawing of a stemma “doit étre
historique” (IRIGOIN 1981, now in IRIGOIN 2003, 19—-36). | think that investigations on
the texts and their history can be performed in the best way by means of a reconciliation
between MaAS' Textkritik and PASQUALI's Storia della tradizione: to sum up, we should
“leggere il Maas per imparare le regole e il Pasguali per le eccezioni”, keeping in mind
that “in campi come il nostro le eccezioni hanno importanza anche maggiore delle re-
gole — ma pur sempre in quanto eccezioni, cioé tali dafar riferimento aregole” (ORLANDI
1994, 29 n. 87 = 2008, 87 n. 87: see CHIESA 2008, 823). A complete theoretical commen-
tary on MAAS' Textkritik is now available in MONTANARI 2003 (discussed by CHIESA 2004).
The importance of the stemmatic method is stressed by ORLANDI 1995 (now in ORLANDI
2008, 95—130). Canfora's right remarks about this topic (CANFORA 2002, 28—35; 2008,
60-75) tell usjust one side of the story.
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No archetype can be envisaged, and the three surviving complete Byzantine
collections (S, Paris. gr. 2934 [s. IX/X];* A, Monac. gr. 485 [s.1X];* F, Marc.
or. 416 [s. X]°) go back to three different |ate antique editions featuring hetero-
geneous material.® The relationship between these editions and the other pri-
mary manuscripts should be examined on a case by case basis, different sec-
tions of the Corpus, and sometimes even different speeches, are likely to yield
different results.” This is due to extensive contamination dating back to the
early stages of the transmission, although its origin is very hard to pin down.?

In this paper | am going to show and discuss the results of a fresh collation
of mss. S (Paris. gr. 2934; figg. 1-2), A (Monac. gr. 485; fig. 3), F (Marc. gr. 416;
fig. 4), D (Ambr. D 112 sup. [s. X ex./XI in]; fig. 5)° and Q (Marc. gr. 418
[s. X/XI]; figg. 6—7"°) for a couple of counter-indictments (paragraphai), i.e.
Against Zenothemis (32) and Against Apaturius (33). Leaving aside the question
of the possible independence of the recentiores, my aim is to elucidate — if
possible — the relationships between the primary witnesses for a part of the more

3 See CANFORA 1968, 48—49 (nr. 152); PRATO 1986 (now in PRATO 1994, 1-11); PERRIA
1994; PrATO 2000, 705—706. Ernst Gamillscheg, in this volume, 191-198, argues for a
Constantinopolitan origin of S. See also Jana Gruskové, in this volume, 267 —270.

4 See CANFORA 1968, 45 (nr. 127); CAVALLO 1995, 267 and n. 11 (now in CAVALLO 2002,
197 and n. 11); LucA 1990, 48—52. Brigitte Mondrain, in this volume, 201—205, casts new
light upon the date and the origin of A. See also Jana Gruskova, in this volume, 270—273.
See CANFORA 1968, 64 (nr. 240); AvezzU 1979; Mion 1985, 175-177. See aso Jana
Gruskova, in this volume, 278—281. On the annotationsin F see GRUSKOVA 2012.

This could be the case for Y (Paris. gr. 2935), as well (on this ms. see Jana Gruskova, in
this volume, 273—276). The best sketches of the vicissitudes of the Corpus Demosthe-
nicum in antiquity are still PAsQuALl 1952, 269—294, and CANFORA 1974, 63—93. See
also CAVALLO 1986, 120—126 (now in 2002, 104—112) and CANFORA 1995, 164168,
172-178. A brief up-to-date discussion in DiLTs 2002, v—viii. See aso HERNANDEZ
MuRoz 2008, 48—54.

For the results of recent inquiries on others orations see, e. g., CANFORA 1971, 49-53;
IRMER 1968; IRMER 1972, 92—99; CANFORA 1974, 90—93; CLAVAUD 19744, 41-50 and
CLAvVAUD 1974b, 55—82 (see also the review by L. CANFORA in Gnomon 47 [1977],
252—-257: 257); PASsSwWEG 1975, 2—11; CLAvVAUD 1987, 69—90; RADICKE 1995, 60—66
(see also the review by K. A. KAPPARIS in JHS 117 [1997], 220—221); KAPPARIS 1999,
60—69; MACDOWELL 1999, 48—57; MACDoOwELL 2000, 34—40; DILTS 2002, XV —Xvii
(with further bibliography); McGAy 2005, 4—25; LEGANES MOYA - HERNANDEZ MUROZ
2008, 29-55.

See CANFORA 1974, 93. This is the kind of contamination against which, to use Paul
Maas wording, “ist kein Kraut gewachsen” (MAAs 1960, 30). For a discussion of this
passage of Maas Textkritik see MONTANARI 2003, 446—-457.

See CANFORA 1968, 43 (nr. 108); BENEDETTI 2006/2007. See also Jana Gruskova, in this
volume, 281—-282.

10 See CANFORA 1968, 65 (nr. 242); MioN 1985, 179—180. See also Jana Gruskova, in this

volume, 283—-284.
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or less compact corpusculum of the paragraphikoi logoi, in particular for two
speeches that arguably had a limited circulation: a scarcity of quotations, along
with the circumstance that, to date, no relevant papyri have appeared, may
suggest that much. Moreover the speech Against Zenothemis is the only one in
the whole Corpus featuring a mutilated ending, and one could think that thisis
further evidence of limited circulation, which in turn might have prevented con-
tamination. Nevertheless, aswe shall see, thiswill prove true only in part.

(2.) THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRIMARY MSS,
OF THE AGAINST ZENOTHEMIS

My recent collation of the primary manuscripts of the counter-indictment
Against Zenothemis has yielded the following results:
First of al, we have afew mistakes shared by all the manuscripts:

2.1 (106.7) toutwi Blass : tovtwr S A DFQ; 3.2 (16) mpocéoxete Reiske :
npooéxete S A DFQ; 15.5 (110.3) Aéyovroc AP : Aéyovra S A* DFQ; 15.6 (4)
ovv del. Blass : habent S A DFQ; 16.6 (14) av Reiske : v S A DFQ; 19.2
(111.2) Bepoudv Lamb] Beparodv S A DFQ; 26.4 (113.2) mepi (Reiske)] émi SA
DFQ

A passage should be added in which the editors accept an emendation by
Reiske, designed to correct two wrong readings in the manuscripts: 19.3 (111.3)
mponooued’ Reiske] mponoouev S DFQ : moinooueda A.

To be sure, the number and the quality of these common mistakes cannot
prove the existence of an archetype. To this end, the loss of the end of the
speech is no proof either. Rather, as Luciano Canfora maintains: “seil discorso
Contro Zenotemide & mutilo in tuttala tradizione, questo, lungi dal testimoniare
un archetipo della tradizione demostenica [...] significhera semplicemente che
era mutilo in fine il rotolino in cui il discorso circold, magari da solo, magari
sin dal principio, dopo I'impiego nel processo.”**

The existence of a common source of D F and Q is proved by alarge num-
ber of innovations shared by these three manuscripts:

2.6 (106.12) 81y SA : 8¢ DFQ; 3.1 (15) dudv mavtwv S duev amavrwv DFQ :
vty vudv A; 3.5 (19) oipon S A : ofopon DFQ; 5.3 (107.6) ovyypaddv SA :
ypaddv DFQ; 5.5 (8) daveicavroc S A : daveiotag DFQ (cf. 12.6 [109.7]); 6.5
(18) aEiog v SA : fv &&iog DFQ; 7.3 (22) G éx- A : GG €k- S: G Kol €K-

1 CaNFORA 1974, 91.
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DFQ; 7.7 (26) tobt émtereodein S A An.BK. (-to €-) : touti teheabein DFQ;
8.3 (108.1) piobovg A : om. S : post vadv transp. DFQ; 8.5 (3) xai SA : om.
DFQ; 9.4 (11) obtoc S A : Tobtov DFQ; 11.6 (25) obtog A : ovtooi S 0btog 6
DFQ; 11.7-8 (26-27) yap viv S A : uev ovv DFQ; 11.8 (27) &xovouev
npyordpnkev S A : frkovdouev fpyorafnkévon DFQ; 11.8 (27) karenmyyehton S
karemnyyédon DFQ; 12.8 (109.9) dilo & oddev S A Q"™ Harp. : &\ odd’
DFQ; 12.9 (10) du®dv SA : & vudv DFQ; 13.4 (17) fidn SA : dn DFQ; 14.4 (23)
gvOévde S : évoade DFQ; 14.6 (25) fikev obtog S A : obtog fikev DFQ; 14.6—7
(25—26) meudpOévra mpeoPevtnyv S : meudpOévta mpecPutny A : mpeofevtnv mE-
¢0évra DFQ; 15.2 (28) e00éwg S A @ evbéwg 6 avBpwmog DFQ; 15.6 (110.4)
mpoiepévolc S A : mpoeguévoig DFQ; 15.7 (5) €i S A : ei xai DFQ; 16.4 (12) 9]
om. DFQ; 16.5 (13) &dwkag] d¢dwkag DFQ; 18.10 (111.1) xai] om. DFQ; 19.3
(3) 8¢ TadT €6éhovrog] & ab Oérovrog DFQ; 20.4 (12) évOévde pev] €voade
DFQ; 21.3 (16) vmérafev] vreddupavev DFQ; 21.8 (21) todt Av A : tavtanv S
nv DFQ; 23.2 (112.1) toi¢ (et An.Bk.)] om. DFQ; 23.6 (5) wnoicoucde] wn-
donobe S A (yndi-) : ynodicacbon DFQ; 23.6 (5) dfjt] dfita A : dnmov y* S &
dnmov DFQ; 24.2 (11) oiouau] oiuon DFQ; 24.3—4 (12—13) ouvvrefeik6Tog]
ovvtetaxotog DFQ; 24.6 (15) évdobvou] ur évdodvan DFQ; 27.2 (113.8) €Eehn-
Aeyto v A e€eandeyt av S éEndeyt av FQ : é€nieyto av D; 27.8 (14) éoti] €o
in S post correctionem : €in DFQ; 28.2 (16) avtoi] avtoi Sic A : om. DFQ; 28.5
(19) éxwrvev S éxwivoev DFQ : oe kwivoeiey A; 29.7 (26) Myer] Aqym DFQ;
30.3 (114.3) yeviiceoBou] yeyevijobou DFQ; 31.1 (6) éotiv €hmic] €hmic éotiv
DFQ; 31.3 (8) Anuoctévnv S A F*Y : dnuocdévn DF*'Q; 31.5 (10) &] om.
DFQ

These passages, together with the separative errors of S against A DFQ and
of A against S DFQ, prove the primary status of S A and the common ancestor
of DFQ:

SvsA DFQ

4.6 (106.25) & éxeivog A : d¢ ékeivog DFQ : 8¢ ovtog S; 5.7 (107.10) dvoiv A
DFQ : dveiv S; 5.8 (11) cic A DFQ : é¢ S; 6.5 (18) obv A DFQ : om. S; 84
(108.2) post veixc (sic) add. wg S; 9.2 (9) Kedarnvig] kedbonvion S; 11.9 (109.1)
Toutwi DFQ : Ttoutwt (SC. To0Tw) S (A is missing); 12.3 (4) ye] om. S; 17.3
(110.18) 6] om. S; 21.4 (111.17) karaineiv] kotoheine S; 22.5 (26) Eme1dev]
eneldov S; 24.1 (112.10) napeypoaywduny] mapeyeypounv S; 24.3 (12) dkovoeode
10D codod] et S : akovoeodat (et DQ) cod(nv) S*; 25.2 (19) E\0ovVTa oI oEY,
avteixeto] avreixero eAdOvTa moinoev S; 26.7—8 (113.5—6) ovyxwpel] ovyxw-
pew S; 27.9 (15) fj] om. S; 29.2 (21) nuetépag] duetépog S; 30.2 (114.2) tv]
om. S; 30.4 (4) & ovte] & ov S; 30.5 (5) kAntevoelg] kKAnTeVEG S
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SvsA | DFQ

4.8 (107.2) &v A : ¢ S: fiv DFQ; 8.3 (108.1) uicbovc A : om. S ; post vody
transp. DFQ; 11.6 (25) obtog A : obtooi S : obtog 6 DFQ; 23.6 (112.5) dfjr’]
dfitac A : dnmov y' S: dmov DFQ

A vs SDFQ

2.6 (106.12) touvti SDFQ : koi Touti A; 4.1 (20) post ovrooi add. w* A; 4.5
(24) édaveiCero] €daveiCovro A; 4.5 (24) obtog] ovroaoi A; 4.7 (107.1) obrog]
ovtoal A; 4.8 (2) Exetv avtov] avtov Exev A; 8.2 (28) davriwbévrog] om. A;
10.3 (108.17) &vdpec dikaotod (av® dikaotai Q)] w* A; 11.2 (21) mpeopevtnyv]
npeopotnv A; 11.3 (22) ovtwoi] ovtwg A; 11.4 (23) 00dev] ovdevog A; 11.5 (24)
10] 0 ye A; 11.8—9 (27—-109.1) adtocg ... mpattwv] om. A (saut du méme au
méme, if we suppose in A obtog pro avtoc); 12.8 (9) énida] éamidacg A; 14.7
(26) tov] om. A; 15.2 (28) tobvoua] dvopa A; 17.5 (110.20) avtov éyw] éyw
abtov A; 18.3—4 (22—-23) tov oitov ékeivoc] om. A; 18.6—7 (25—-26) xai ta-
havtov tpooiafeiv] om. A; 18.7 (26) tadt] Todt A; 19.2 (111.2) Sigpaptopeto]
depapruparo A; 20.3 (11) & o] 6 A; 21.1 (14) kai] om. A; 21.8 (21) deEduevoc
v 7pokAnov] v mpokinowv deEauevog A; 23.5 (112.4) diwg] om. A; 24.1
(10) toivuv ék] Toivuv dikaiwg €k A; 24.5 (14) dikoov Eavtoig] dikoov avToig
DFQ: avtoig dikatov Sic A; 24.8 (17) viv] vovi A; 26.2 (25) "Abnvaior] dikaotol
A; 26.6 (113.4) toUtwv] Tovtov A; 28.3—4 (17-18) 6 IIpkhrog] 6 om. A; 29.2
(21) Aimp] Aimer S Aeimp A; 29.3 (22) yop un] un yap DFQ : yap A; 29.8
(114.2) fie] in F vid. ex corr. : amfikto sic A; 31.3 (8) éue] ue A; 31.3 (8)
gEayewv] é€ayayetv A; 31.5—6 (10—11) & &vdpec ‘Abnvaiol, Anuocbévng] O
dnuocbevng A; 31.7 (12) Suvoui] duvow A; 32.2 (13) 8] om. A; 32.4 (15) e (et
vid. A®)] dix APV 32.4 (15) pévrol] pévror oe A; 32.5 (16) ad] éd’ A; 32.6
(17) Aéyewv ApEaunv] RpEauny Aéyerv A

A vsS|DFQ

3.1 (106.15) Oudv mavtwv S : dudv amavrwy DFQ : mavtwy duev A; 14.6-7
(109.25—-26) meudOévra mpeoPevtiv S : meudOevta mpeofutnv A : mpeoBevtnv
neudpOevra DFQ; 28.5 (113.19) ékwivev S éxwivoev DFQ : o€ kwidoeiev A

Much less numerous are the separative errors of D, F and Q:

DvsSA FQ

12.1 (109.2) Tod S A FQ : om. D; 12.7 (8) éawroic S FQ Harp.®(DE) :
awtoic sic A 1 éavtode D Harp.” Suidas; 16.2 (110.10) &mévrwv] om. D; 18.9
(28) aipeoig] 1y dipeoic D; 30.2 (114.2) fjuiv] ouiv D; 30.4 (3) xintedow] ovd
KAntevow D



170 Stefano Martinelli Tempesta

FvsSA DQ

7.7 (107.26) /] et F*°™: 1 F*; 12.5 (109.6) émm\éwv S A DQ : émmiéov F;
17.3 (110.18) Ipwrov] et F* (sine nominis signo) : mpdtov F; 18.3 (22)
Yupakooiwv] ovpakovoiwy F; 21.2 (111.15) ovdeic] et F* : ovdeic F*; 31.7 (12)
unv] et F*: ufv F*

QvsSADF _
11.8 (108.27) avtoc] avroc Sic S 1 adrov DFY : owrd F' @ oot Q; 17.4
(110.19) & ovk] o1 otk Q

In nine passages A (or A™) aone transmits the correct reading:

SDFQvel S|DFQ Vs A (A recte)

7.4-5 (107.23—-24) éupaiverv ... éxheimev A : ékpaiverv ... éxhmelv S DFQ;
8.2 (28) éumréovtog A : ovumhéovrog S DFQ; 10.4 (108.18) épyaocmpiov A :
gpyaompia S DFQ; 11.6 (25) obtog A : ovtooi S : obtog 6 DFQ; 15.5 (110.3)
Aéyovrog AP Aéyovra S A* DFQ; 17.2 (17) avreixeto A : eixeto S DFQ
(cf. 32.25); 18.4 (23) éxeivy A : ékeivov S DFQ); 18.5 (24) f&ioduev A : &Eioduev
SDFQ; 18.9 (28) fiudc A : om. SDFQ

In nine passages S alone transmits the correct reading:

A DFQ vel A | DFQ vs S (Srecte)

8.3 (107.1) dixowoeiav S : daowoonev A DFQ; 11.3 (108.22) v S : fv
torobtog A DFQ; 14.6—7 (109.25—26) meudOévra mpeofevtnv S : meudOévra
npeofiTny A : mpeoBevtiv mepdOévra DFQ; 14.7 (26) fudeoPirer S & Audi-
offiter S A DFQ; 16.5 (110.13) ovyypadiv S : Bifiiov ovyypadnv A DFQ;
28.5 (113.19) éxwrvev S ékwivoev DFQ : oe kwhvoetev A; 285 (19) €1 S: &i d¢
A DFQ; 31.2 (114.7) apakpotoeodou] mapakpovoacdon A DFQ; 31.5 (10) éoti
uev] éotiv A DFQ

Possibly due to the editors' tendency to view Sand A as the best witnesses, we
never find the common ancestor of DFQ or one of these three manuscripts trans-
mitting the correct reading. Moreover, we find a series of confusing combinations:

AD vsSFQ

11.2 (108.21) karamhevoeton Blass : -ontou S FQ : -oectton A D; 21.3
(111.16) tobrov (et A™)] todrov A* D; 22.2 (23) yndieiode tovTw] et S :
yndreodon Tovtwr S* : TobTw' Yndieiobon F : Tobtwr yndieiobe A D : tovTwt

pndieiodon Q
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FQvsSAD
8.4 (108.2) émayyeapévov (et F*'™?)] : -ouc F¥(?)Q

AFvsSDQ
28.2(113.16) &xell Exn A F

SDQ(FY) vs AF™ _
30.2 (114.2) #deiov A F': &vdetov SDFYQ

SQvsA DF
3.3 (106.17) mpooéxev A DF : mpooyeiv S Q; 8.4 (108.2) vewg] veig S Q; 10.2
(108.16) ko gAilwdey F' : kai eAivOe A : karehilubey SQ 1 T Erirvde DF

DFvsSAQ _

5.2 (107.5) &méotedov S A FIQ : éméotedov DFY; 18.5.6 (110.24—25)
téhavtov S A Q e, ut vid., F*° : tadévrwv D et fortasse F*; 23.7 (112.6) i
mopayéypapuor S A Q (the word TTAPATPA®H follows immediately) : i
npoyéypauuot DF : ta mapayeypaupéva Dobree; 28.3 (113.17) diknkev SA Q :
noiknoev DF

DQvsSAF

12.6 (109.7) émpiato] énpiaro DQ; 16.4 (110.12) npog tva] mpdéotiua D :
npootiua Q (the exchange between my an ny is a common Greek minuscule
mistake and may suggest that the common ancestor of DFQ had a minuscule
antigraphon); 29.6 (113.25) mop’” Gv] mapwv DQ

The first two combinations (AD vs S FQ and FQ vs S A D) may suggest a
contamination of the immediate antigraphon of D with a manuscript akin to A
(if not A himself): this is a phenomenon already noted for D in this section of
the Corpus.*? The two passages in which F (or F') goeswith A are of no impor-
tance: the first is very trivial and the second merely confirms the right reading.
Moreover, the last combination (DQ vs S A F) may be the result of an easy
correction inter scribendum by the scribe of F. The combinations SQ vs A DF
and DF vs S A Q may suggest a contamination between Q and S(A); nonethe-
less, we must be cautious in postulating a contaminated Zwischenstufe between
the common ancestor of DFQ and Q himself, because, as Clavaud has noticed
about the textual tradition of the Epitaphios, “F comporte des lecons interponc-

12 See, e g., DILTS 2008, vii. For D’s contamination in orr. 59 and 61 see KAPPARIS 1999,
67—68, and CLAVAUD 19743, 92.
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tuées, que Q ale plus souvent incorporées dans son texte [...]; ils descendent du
méme modele, sans doute directement transcrit de I’onciale et muni de ces va
riantes interponctuées de type ancien que seul F a conservées.”*® This conclusion
fits well speeches 32 and 33, whose text | have collated, except for the direct
transcription of the ancestor of DFQ from a majuscule manuscript. On the limi-
ted basis of the brief portion of text | have collated, what happensin 16.4 (110.12
pd¢ Tva] mpootiua D : mpootiua Q) may suggest that the common ancestor of
DFQ was copied from a minuscule manuscript.

Here are the passages in which F has corrections which sometimes Q incor-
porates in the text and may suggest double readings in his ancestor:

5.2 (107.5) &méoteMov S A FIQ : énéotenhov DFY; 8.4 (108.2) émayyel-
Mapévov SA D et, ut vid., P : -ouc Q et, ut vid., F*; 10.2 (16) kai éAfAvdev
F': kod Efvde A . xarehidvdey SQ @ T EAAvde DFY; 11.8 (27) avtog SA
ovtov DFY : abro F' 2 bt Q; 18.5.6 (110.24—25) téhavrov S A Q et, ut vid.,
F* 1 tanavrwv D et fortasse F*; 28.2 (113.16) Siakpiveiode D et, ut vid., F™ :
Siakpiveade S A : dakpiveiodon Q e fortasse F*; 30.2 (114.2) éxdeiav A F' :
¢vdeiav S DFYQ (see fig. 4, col. 1, I. 23); 31.3 (8) Anuocévy SA F* : 5n-
pooBévn DF*''Q (seefig. 4, col. 1, I. 31)

A final remark about stichometry: for the text of Against Zenothemis no
manuscript features a stichometrical note at the end of the speech. In S we find
acomplete margina stichometry (from A toT'), in F and Q thereis only the first
marginal note (A). A and D have no stichometrical notes.

(3.) THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRIMARY MSS.
OF THE AGAINST APATURIUS

Considering the results of the collation of the primary manuscripts of the
Against Apaturius, the following observations could be made:

Just like in the Against Zenothemis, there are few mistakes shared by all the
manuscripts. Except for one, they are al very trivial:

20.2—-3 (120.24) 'Odpuveiw] ddpuviw S A FDQ Harp.; 23.6 (121.28) Mouvi-
x1vog ... Bondpowdvog (Paoli)] Bon. ... Mov. SA FDQ; 23.6 (28) Mouvixivog
(Blass)] povvuxidvoc S A FDQ; 25.10 (20) mpwmépvotv (Dindorf 1879)] mpo-
niepvov S A FDQ; 26.4 (24) f| mpwrépvorv (Dindorf 1879)] i mpomépvov S A
FUnCYe-MIQAP-MN (om, FQ); 34.4 (125.8) # delevit Dindorf : habent SA FDQ

13 CLAVAUD 19744, 42.
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We may add a few passages, insofar as the editors emend the text of the
manuscripts.

7.7 (116.30) mpoeipévov (Wolf)] mpoiéuevov S A : mpoeipnuévwv FDQ; 24.2
(122.5) amexbécdbou (post Felicianam corr. Dindorf)] améxecbon S FDQ : &ure-
x0dveobon A; 24.6 (9) fiyyvnuévog (Dindorf)] éyyeyvnuévog S FDQ : éyyvnuévog
A; 29.2 (123.20) fyyvnunv (Dindorf)] éyyeyvqunv S éveyeyvnunv A FDQ

In one passage, recent editors usually accept the common form éyyeiov, which
is actually found in a quotation by Suidas (s.v. éyyeiov, € 55 Adler). Rennie's
and Gernet’s apparatuses claim that the reading éyyeiov is found in D as well,
whereas according to Dilts's the form is found in S.** Yet all the primary ma-
nuscripts (except A in which we find a different wording: o1” éumopikod odt’
idiwtikod instead of olite vavTtikod obT €yyeiov) read the less common form
gyyaiov, which islikely to be correct:

3.7 (115.21) éyyaiov SFDQ : éyyeiov Suidas edd.

Asin the case of the Against Zenothemis, nothing compels us to postulate an
archetypus. Even the switch between the names of the two months at 23.6 —
certainly alesstrivial mistake — may be very ancient and cannot prove the exis-
tence of an archetype.

Asin the Against Zenothemis, the existence of a common source for D F and
Q isproved by alarge number of innovations shared by these manuscripts:

2.2 (115.8) kaborapévorg] kabeotauévoig FDQ; 2.3 (9) undeig ovkodovtii-
Tou] un ovkodavrdvran FDQ; 3.6 (20) dirov ¢ (et F*° )] aan” o0de F¥DQ; 3.8
(23) Tovtovai] Tovtovg FDQ; 4.4 (116.5) fidn xpovov] xpovov ijdn FDQ; 4.4 (5)
mc? (et D™)] v FD*Q; 6.1 (15) 6] om. FDQ; 6.7 (21) obroc] ovtoci FDQ;
7.2 (25) ovv] om. FDQ; 7.4 (27) éu¢] ue FDQ; 7.5 (28) 1] om. A FDQ; 16.3
(119.16) déopon B¢] déopon B¢ buev FDQ; 18.6 (120.5) Av (et Q7™ M)] oriv
FDQ'"; 20.4 (26) ovumecovonc] koi ovumecovone FDQ; 21.7 (121.11) &v] &v ic
FDQ; 23.5 (27) toig éumopoig thv dik®dv] thv dikdv toig éundpoig FDQ; 23.7
(122.1) dn] 8¢ FQD; 25.5 (15) éyévero] éyeyover FDQ; 27.3 (123.4) udptupd poi
dnu (et F"°MIQP M) papropopcn F'DQ"Y; 285 (13) ovvéParev] ovvéPauvev
FDQ; 28.9 (17) cionpdatag] eionpafon FDQ; 29.4 (22) ag] 6¢ xai FDQ; 29.8
(26) éyw] &n FDQ; 30.5 (124.7) yevioecbou] om. FDQ; 30.12 (14) éuoi] pot
FDQ; 34.2—4 (125.6—7) &ig eiva] eioiévon FDQ; 35.2 (17) wevdij] wevdfj uot A :

14 RenNIE 1921, app. ad loc.; GERNET 1954, 135; DILTs 2008, 115.
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wewdii pov FDQ; 36.4 (26) i avtoig] cavtoig FDQ; 36.4—-5 (26—27) émaveh-
0olowv] émavérdwory FDQ; 37. 7 (126.6) uev] om. FDQ

And as in the text of the Against Zenothemis, these passages, together with
the separative errors of S against A DFQ and of A against S DFQ, prove the
primary status of S A and the common ancestor of DFQ:

SvsA DFQ

2.1 (115.7) un] om. S; 4.3 (116.4) dpiv] av duiv S; 6.1 (15) éumopiw] eumo-
pew S; 6.9 (23) éumopiw] eumopeiw S; 15.11 (119.13) MAPTYPIAI] MAPTY-
PIA S; 18.4 (120.3) dmorwiekwg] dmohehwkwg S; 24.8 (122.11) ue] peta S; 26.5
(25) pot] om. S; 28.1 (9) vuiv] fuiv S; 28.4 (12) amnxBavounv] dmnxbounv S,
29.9 (27) maponwv] opoaieinwy S

A vs SDFQ

1.2—-3 (115.2—-3) Oeouobérag] vouobétag A; 3.7 (21) obrte vavtikod ot
gyyeiov] o0t éumopikod obT idiwTikoD A; 5.6 (116.12) w¢ Aéyw] wg éyw Aéyw A;
6.1 (15) mpooiovreg] mpooerbovreg A; 6.3 (17) émi] év A; 7.6 (29) tolTwv]
Toutwt A; 8.3 (117.2) €er (et A™)] &m AP 10.8—9 (25—26) karnyyvnoa]
kareviyonoa A; 11.4 (30) adt@] om. A; 12.7 (118.9) pvav’] om. A; 14.2 (26)
gmopknoovti] émopknoovrt A; 14.2 (26) to] tod A; 16.5 (119.18) &otou da-
vepov] davepov Eoton A; 17.2 (23) 6] om. A; 17.3 (25) 6n] d¢ A; 18.6 (120.5)
"Epuvéiag] épvic A; 19.6 (14) kai] 0 A; 19.11 (20) cvvdioutntdv] dioutnt@®v A;
20.6-7 (121.1-2) doapaprupauévov] diapaptopouévov A; 20.8 (3) cuvdioutn-
T@V] drontntddv A; 21.2 (6) adtaic] om. A; 21.2 (6) 6m1] e A; 23.6 (122.2) pev]
om. A; 27.3 (123.3) ioxvpiCopau] duoxvpiCopon A; 28.5 (13) tovrw (et SP°')] 2
S*:om. A; 28,5 (13) 0] Omép A; 28.8 (16) moifjoau] moroey A; 28.10 (18)
ovtog] adtod A; 29.3 (21) Av uoi] uot fv A; 29.9-10 (27-124.1) v odoav
pot] pot v ovoav A; 30.3—4 (5—6) Svrwv adroig] avroic oviwv A; 30.6 (8)
ypadeodou] om. A; 30.7 (9) évijv] om. A; 30.7 (9) étépwv] Etépwv evdéxetan A,
32.6 (27) 611] w¢ A; 33.4 (125.1) amapavtog] amaipovrog A; 34.2 (6) wuoroyei-
t0] wuordynto A; 35.4 (19) tobro buiv] buiv Todto A; 37.6 (126.5) dmrorwiéva]
amorwiexévon A; 37.6 (5) Aafw éyw] eyw AaPw A; 37.7 (6) éuoi] euod A; 37.8
(7) ypouuarteiov] ypauuartiov A; 37.8 (7) aitidoacdot] av cutidiodor A; 38.2 (9)
tovtov] Tovtwv A; 38.3 (10) avtac] tadrag A

Asin the text of the Against Zenothemis D, unlike F and Q, features a num-
ber of lectiones singulares. Moreover, al of the few mistakes of F were correc-
ted by adiorthotes, as well one of the two errors of Q.
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DvsSA QF

3.9 (116.1) NOMOI] NOMOZX D; 10.8 (117.25) éveinoav] évijoav D; 11.4
(30) €] A (scil. ) SFQ : q D; 12.2 (118.4) av] om. D; 12.11 (13) tobrov] Todto
D; 14.1-2 (25—-26) adt® ovveicovtau] ovveicovton ovtidr D; 16.3 (119.16)
tadta] om. D; 22.6 (121.17) avedeEaunv] av édeEaunv D; 24.5 (122.8) xpéwg]
xpeode D; 315 (124.20) cvvdiantntddv] doutntdv D; 31.6 (21) tovtw & dvOpw-
1] T®1 avBpwrwt TovTwt D

FvsSA DQ

10.8 (117. 25) npakac (et FP)] mpaac F*; 15.8 (119.10) 06¢00cu, tifevran
nopd @) om. F', sed add. F™; 17.2 (23) Sicurntic (et S¥°¥, et F*)] st S
drawtntic FY; 29.10 (124.1) nwvnoo(unv] éveyvnoaunv A =5 DQ : évnyyvecdunv
F: 29.11 (2) n\Bov] aviirbov A = DQ (av- A) : anfiAdov =5

QvsSADF .
31.5 (124.20) amoppnoiv (et le')] anopnowv Q" 32.5 (26) dmeloyeito] d-
whoyeito (sic) Q

In five passages A alone transmits the correct reading:

14.6 (118.30) émrpémovov A : om. SFDQ; 18.2 (120.1) 00dénw A : obnw S
FDQ; 18.8 (7) amorwiévon A : dmolwiekévon S FDQ; 36.7—8 (125.29—-30)
motevorto A : -te SFDQ); 37.8 (126.7) "Antatovpiw A : amatovpiov S FDQ

The passages in which S alone transmits the correct reading are eleven:

2.6 (115.12) tovtovi S et Q* : Tobrov A FDQ™ " (inter scribendum); 7.5
(116.28) 11 S : om. A FDQ; 12.4 (118.6) maoav S : &moocav A FDQ; 20.1
(120.23) ® S: T uev A FDQ; 21.3 (121.7) qudeopritnoev S : qudiopritnoev A
DFQ; 23.7 (122.3) énpartteto S : eioenparrero A FDQ; 27.3 (123.4) fyyvnod-
unv S @ éveyonodunv AP DP'EQ 1 éveyyonoduny A* : évnyyonodunv FD*;
29.11 (124.2) fx0ov S : dvirdov A F"°9DQ (av- A) : &mfirov F'; 34.6—7
(125.10-11) &v aveporeto S : avefdrreto A : dvepfareto FDQ; 35.2 (17)
wevdii S wevdfj pot A : pevdij uov FDQ; 37.6 (126.5) dnoiv S: dpnoet A : dpnoet.
tote D : ¢pno1 tote FQ

In one passage F alone transmits the correct reading:

31.1 (124.16) amnyopevoev F : dnnydpevev SADQ
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We never find the right reading either in D or in Q or in the common an-
cestor of FDQ, possibly due to the editors’ tendency to view Sand A as the best
witnesses as well asin the case of Against Zenothemis.

Among the many confusing combinations we found in the text of Against
Zenothemis (AD vs SFQ; FQ vs SA D; AF vs SDQ; SDQ(FY) vs AF™; SQ vs
A DF,DFvsSA Q;DQvsSA F)onlytwo (FQvsSA Dand DFvsSA Q)
appear in the text of the Against Apaturius:

FQvsSAD: -

26.4 (26.24) | mépvov { mpwnépvo] f mépvoy F'Q" : ff mépuow fi mpomépu-
oty FUNCYe-MIQA-MI: 37 3(124.18) 8y 6 abroc] § avtdc A 8¢ O awtdg FUCYP ™
D : o1 Q" (et Q* ™) : 5¢ F'; 31.4 (19) tox ypdupora (et FU Y MIQAP- M) om,
F'Q"Y 31.4 (19) et (et F™ ™M, et Q™™ ka®x pro kad &)] dei F'Q"; 37.6
(126.5) ¢noiv S: dpnoet A : dnoet. tote D : dpnot 161 FQ

DFvsSAQ
215 (121.9) &moppndiv] émopnbév DF; 24.2 (122.5) avtoc (et F°)] obroc
F*D

The errors common to DF vs S A Q, may suggest a relationship between Q
and S, but the evidence is too poor.

When we have FQvs SA D, D is possibly contaminated with S or A or with
both of them, and one passage suggests the A (or a manuscript akin to A) may
be the source of the contamination:

37.6 (126.5) ¢noiv S: dpnoet A : dpnoet. 101e D : dnot tote FQ

Of course shared right readings do not allow to draw certain conclusions,
nevertheless that could be a plausible explanation of these phenomena. More-
over, the passage just quoted (37.6) is surely a telling one: D actualy shares
wrong readings both with FQ and with A. This conclusion fits well with the one
we drew for the text of the Against Zenothemis and with that suggested by Dilts
for this section of the Corpus.™

Both in F and in Q correctors dating from the age of the scribes add in the

margins variant readings drawn from a manuscript akin to Sand A. | call F™
this corrector in F, because he normally uses majuscule letters (this is the first

15 DILTS 2008, Vii.
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corrector in the stratigraphy proposed by Engelbert Drerup®® and by Guido
Avezzll [FYY), whereas Q?, according to Drerup, is identical with the scribe of
the first part of the manuscript (see figg. 6—7), where he added a number of
variant readings as well. Moreover, as in the text of the Against Zenothemis, F
features some corrections marked with a little dot on either side (I call them F>
or F¥), which probably were already in the ancestor, as Clavaud noticed.*®

Taken together, some of the corrections and variant readings introduced by
Q% and by F*™, or by F*/F¥, clearly point to a relationship with A and S, or
with texts very closeto A and S.

1.1 (115.1) & &vdpec dikootai S Q™M : w° (scil. & &vdpec GOnvaior) A
(cf. 16.3—4) : v o (scil. & &vdpec aOnvaiot) D Q" : & &vdpec &Onvoior F [Q?
with §

3.6 (20) &nnov 8¢ SA F'®: o o0de F¥DQ [F* with SA]

17.2 (119.23) sudropnteiv S DF'Q" : Siapdropnreiv A QPP MIFINCYP-MI (52
and F'" with A]

17.2 (24) Edpnoev SQ¥ M : Zpn A FDQ" [Q® with §]

185 (120.4) karackevdlwv S Q™M : cuykataokevalwy A FDQ' [Q?
with §

18.6 (5) fiv A SQ™" ™ : ¢oriv FDQ" [Q*with SA]

26.4 (122.24) ;i épvov fj mpwnépvow] fi mépvory F'Q" : ff mépvow fj mpomé-
pooty FUCYP-MIQAP-MI 132 g F with S A D]

27.3 (123.4) pdpropd poi dnut (et FU™° ™ Q¥ M) papropouon F'DQ" [Q
and F"™ with SA]

28.2 (10) fAyyvnoaunv S : éveyvnodaunv A FitDQ : évnyyunoounv = [F§
alone, but influenced by S]

29.10 (124.1) qyyvnodunv S : éveyvnodunv A F'DQ : évnyyveoaunv F* [FSI
aone, but influenced by S _

29.11 (2) iN0ov S : avirBov A F™9DQ (av- A) : éarfirdov F* [F™ with A
DQ]

31.3(18) 81 6 awtoc S: & awtdg A : 8¢ 6 awrog F™ ™D : 51 Q" (et Q™)
5¢ F' [F" with D, but also with A (5¢) and S (6)]

31.4 (19) to ypbuporo (et FUCY-MIQAP- MY om. F'Q" [Q? and F'™ with S
A D]

31.4 (19) €& (et F™Y-™ et Q"™ xabi pro kad &)] dei F'Q" [Q® and
F"° with S A D] (seefigg. 8a—8b)

16 DRERUP 1899, 558.
" AVEZZU 1979, 53—-54.
18 CLAVAUD 19743, 42.
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Since the correctors belong to the age of the scribes, two possibilities are at
stake:

(a) on the margins of Q and F they are copying corrections and variant rea-
dings that were already found in their ancestor but were overlooked by the main
scribes;

or

(b) Their corrections or variant readings are drawn from some other manu-
script akinto A and S (if not from A and S themselves).

Be this asit may, there is some evidence for a contamination not only in the
immediate antigraphon of D, but also in the common ancestor of DFQ.

A final remark about stichometry: once again, no manuscript features a sticho-
metrical note at the end of the speech. S has a complete marginal stichometry
(from A to I'); Q only features the first two margina notes (A, B); F only the
first one (A). A and D lack any stichometrical notes.

(4.) CONCLUSIONS AND CONSEQUENCES FOR EDITORIAL TECHNIQUE

The above sketch has important consequences both for Textgeschichte and
editorial technique. | will confine myself to some concluding thoughts about
these two topics:

(a) Textgeschichte. If we compare the results of the collations in the two
speeches | dealt with, we can notice that there are similarities as well as some
differences. The two stemmata codicum are in general the same, featuring three
independent editions directly dating back to the late antiquity: the first two are
now represented by a single manuscript (S and A), whereas the third survivesin
three independent copies (DFQ), the ancestor of which was probably supplied
with variant readings. Between one of these copies (D) and the common an-
cestor we should most probably suppose a Zwischenstufe contaminated with a
manuscript akin to A. In both speeches both Q and F, unlike D, have hardly any
separative errors. shall we conclude that F (Q seems alittle bit later) isidentical
with the common ancestor of the group? Of course not. Furthermore in the mar-
gins of the Against Apaturius Q has one stichometrical note (B), which is absent
in F and was certainly copied from the common ancestor. The simplest solution
isto think that F copied most carefully his source, adding very few misreadings.

So far for the similarities. If we now compare, for example, the quality of
the text transmitted by S and A, we can detect differences in the two speeches.
In both speeches, A has a much higher number of peculiar innovations than S,
but in the Against Zenothemis the best reading is transmitted by A and by Sin
the same number of cases (9), whereas in the Against Apaturius S is much su-
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perior to A (11 cases vs 5). Moreover, in the Against Apaturius the lines of con-
tamination in the third group of manuscripts (FDQ) are slightly less confused.

To sum up, the similarities are probably due to the mechanisms of the Corpus-
Uberlieferung, whereas the differences are best explained in terms of Einzel-
Uberlieferung. Even short speeches, a number of which could easily fitin asingle
roll or, later, in alittle codex-corpusculum, went through their own Einzel Uber-
lieferung. As a matter of fact, interaction between EinzelUberlieferung and
Corpusiberlieferung is in my opinion a major factor determining contamina-
tion. Extensive ancient contamination, the nature of which is very difficult (if
not impossible) to detect, is probably the cause of the Bindefehler between S and
DFQ as well as of those between A and DFQ, which does not imply a common
hyparchetype. On the contrary, the contamination between the common ancestor
of DFQ and the other two ‘branches of the tradition is probably more recent
and its nature is alittle clearer.’® Leaving aside the peculiar features of the three
late antique editions responsible for the three branches of the tradition, this
difference might be accounted for as follows: in the case of A and S we have a
single witness of a branch of the tradition, whereas in the case of the common
ancestor of DFQ a comparison between three independent copies can tell us
something about the perturbations of the model.

(b) Editorial technique. We may wonder if such background, however ske-
tchy, should find its way into an apparatus criticus, the alternative being to record
only those elements which are relevant to the constitutio textus.”’ To be sure,
Textgeschichte and Textkritik are two distinct disciplines, both in their goas and
in their methods. Nevertheless, the deeper we know the former, the better we
perform the latter, at least in my opinion. Accordingly, a good apparatus criticus
should obviously welcome all contributions coming from papyri and ancient
quotations, as well as any interesting reading provided by the recentiores. At
the same time, however, a good apparatus should not fail to record a complete
collation of al the primary witnesses along with their most ancient correctors,
who might prove to be primary witnesses as well.*

19 This contamination may suggest that at a very early date Sand A (or their ancestors) were
in the same place as the common ancestor of FDQ (most probably Constantinople).

2 Thisisthe editorial technique preferred by DiLTs 2008, v—x.

2l |n Dilts s apparatus Q is quoted selectively for plausible or interesting readings not found
inSA ForY (which does not contain orr. 32 and 33), and D is cited “when it contains
possible or plausible readings, but not for readings attested by S, A, F or Q" (vii). Nor
dowe find in Dilts's apparatus a full collation of the ancient correctors of the primary
witnesses.
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Fig. 1: Parisinus gr. 2934, f. 317¥ (c. 345 x 255 mm) (46%)
© Bibliothéque nationale de France, Paris
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Fig. 2: Parisinus gr. 2934, f. 318" (c. 345 x 255 mm) (46%)
© Bibliothéque nationale de France, Paris
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Fig. 3: Monacensis gr. 485, f. 350" (c. 225 x 160 mm) (72%)
© Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Miinchen
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Fig. 4: Marcianus gr. 416, f. 191" (c. 365 x 280 mm) (44%)
© Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia
Su concessione del Ministero dei Beni e delle Attivita Culturali e del Turismo
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Fig. 5: Ambrosianus D 112 sup., f. 20" (c. 295 x 215 mm) (54%)
© Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milano
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Fig. 6: Marcianus gr. 418, f. 113" (c. 270 x 190 mm) (59%)
© Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, \enezia
Su concessione del Ministero dei Beni e delle Attivita Culturali e del Turismo
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Fig. 7: Marcianus gr. 418, f. 118" (c. 270 x 190 mm) (59%)
© Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, \enezia
Su concessione del Ministero dei Beni e delle Attivita Culturali e del Turismo
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Fig. 8a: Marcianus gr. 416, f. 193Y, col. II, Il. 29-34
© Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, \enezia
Su concessione del Ministero dei Beni e delle Attivita Culturali e del Turismo

Fig. 8b: Marcianus gr. 418, f. 122", 1. 15-21
© Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia
Su concessione del Ministero dei Beni e delle Attivita Culturali e del Turismo





