5 An essential overview of the families and groups
in the textual tradition of the Onomasticon with
the exception of Book 1

The first operation that seems advisable when dealing with Pollux’s textual
tradition — which is not overwhelming, as one might think at first glance, but still
involves a remarkable number of manuscripts — is to divide them into families (a,
b, ¢, and d), according to their separative errors or alternative formulations, mostly
following Bethe’s valuable insights. Each family descends from a sub-archetype,
which in turn derives directly or indirectly from Q. The resulting picture will help
us to organise the information we have acquired from the sample collations and
identify the characteristics in the textual tradition that are valid for almost the
entire Onomasticon. In this chapter I will only consider Books 2-10. The focus will
then shift to three individual books (2, 5, and 10 in the following chapters), exploring
the differences each presents in relation to this general overview by showing more
extensive collations, and examining the relationship between families. Book 1, as
it presents a rather different situation, will instead be analysed separately and in
more detail in Chapters 9 and 10.

Only one relevant manuscript survives from family a, which Bethe called L. It is M,
a 10th—11th-century volume containing a very limited part of Pollux’ text: almost all
of Book 1, from 1.21 aBépntog piowbeog (sic) to the end, and the first part of Book 2,
up to 2.78 puktnpiCewv 8¢ Avoiag. As mentioned above (see the description in Section
2.1), the text of M is marred by trivial orthographic errors and many omissions,
probably due to a desire for brevity. Two late apographa, Mo and Vh, were derived
from it, both dating from the end of the 16th century: they have no significance for
the constitution of the text." Apart from the fact that both manuscripts report the
same part of the text preserved in M, they inherited all the errors and omissions of
their source, and in both at the beginning of the Onomasticon the copyist also wrote
o0Twg elyev év TQ ApyeTOTW ‘so it was in the model’:

1.21 dAtywpog Bedv om. M MoVb | 6 yap 6g0aTuyng Tpaykov : Beoatuyric M MoVh || 1.22 évOéwg :
€VvoUws M MoVb || 1.23 apyatov : 6eiv M MoVb || 1.24 i8ia om. M MoVb | 6 katafdtng — ABnvaiolg
om. M MoVb || ta 6pota : totadta M MoVh

2.5 elye : Eoye M MoVb || avBpwmiov avBpwrickog om. M MoVb || &g ITAatwv post avBpwifetat coll.
M MoVb | wg Aptotogavng om. M MoVb | t0 8¢ évavtiov ante andvBpwmog habet M MoVb || 2.6
apdéoat om. M MoVb | yevvijoal — éuBpuov om. M MoVb || edpuaxov om. M MoVb | 2.7 Tok®doa :

1 See Bethe (1900, VIII).
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T0k0¢ M MoV || @dppakov — tiktikév om. M MoVb || 2.8 dptL — dptiom. M MoVb || 0 8¢ veoylldov
~Twvikdv om. M MoVb || £tetov : €Trjotov M MoVb || 2.9 eipnkev : eipiket M MoVb || toltov - £pnpov
om. M MoVb | yeyovwg €tn om. M MoVh

Sub-archetype b, Bethe’s II, can be reconstructed from two manuscripts: F and S.
They are about a hundred years apart. The former was probably copied in Crete in
the mid-14th century and the latter in Bologna in 1450-1455, but both contain a very
similar text, accurate and complete. It should be noted that S, although copied by
Emmanuel of Constantinople (see Section 2.3), a scribe associated with Bessarion,
does not show any similarities or contamination with the other manuscripts in the
Cardinal’s possession. Bethe dates the b sub-archetype, with good palaeographic
reasons, to the period before the 12th century.” Here I list some errors or alternative
formulations characteristic of b from Books 2-10 (1, 2, 5, and 10 will be examined in
more detail in their respective chapters):

2.6 Tooovtovi : TocoUToV FS | 2.8 mpwtdTokov om. FS || kat ApLoTopdyov : kata peoaiypov F :
katapeoatypov S || ETLév A, tn v M : ETLF : éTwov S || 2.9 étn Bethe : £@u F, £on S || 2.10 fjpL: £pyel
F, €pket S || mapnPnkwg om. FS || Umevavtiog : Umevavtiwg FS* || 2.12 pecaundAlog om. FS | 2.13
yepovaia : yepovalov FS

3.5 avBpwmov : avBpwmwv FS || te om. FS || Zeg TIg ouyyévelog O : ouyyevikog Zebg 0 FS || uév om. FS
| 3.6 vmdpyov : hpywv FS || 3.7 mavoetat : mavetal FS || mnog : mota FS || €06A0¢ : €66A0L FS | 3.8
ol Opépavteg post matépeg coll. FS | pépetat : Gvopa eipntat FS | 6 @voag om. FS || kat o¢ MAGTwv
6 om. FS

4.7 gumelpog : eumelpkog FS || 0 ante @ulaAnOng om. FS || 4.8 yvwpioat om. FS || pAua om. FS || i
AANOET — Ao@alel: aAnBela TAGvn doali (- S) FS || 4.9 xpelag : ¢otiv évvolag FS || Aéyel : elpnkev
FS | d6eopoovvn FS || aBéatog — Soknat- om. FS | Soknaipoug ol kai Soxnotdégiot FS

5.10 T@v ante av8p®v? om. FS || émot&al : émaot&at FS || ékdAovy 10 : ékdAolvTo FS | 5.11 épéneabat
: émeaBaL FS | aipelobar : aipeabat F, aipeabal S || dmroktivvuadal : amokteivuadal F, amoktetvioat
S || 5.12 avaypia om. FS | 5.14 pwAeol : gwAatol FS || éAeta : éred F : VAala S | 5.15 €k EUAGYOLO : €V
guAdyolat (EuAdyotg F) FS | ai pxrol : ol pxtol FS | 6Bpia: 0Bpkd FS

6.7 ovooitiov : gVomiov FS A E™ || maotéda : méota F, maotds S | ovpmosiav : suunéactov FS || fj ovv-
Seutvov om. FS A || 6.8 Tpay0 : Tpayela FS | ouvovtag FS* || gdttipla E, gotthpia S || Eevogdpva
FS | kai ol ouvavt®dotv — kAn6ijvat om. FS || 6.9 katakelobat : kataxAiodat FS || elta om. FS || moat
TUAEla : TOALTUALA FS || 6.10 8amieg : AamiSeg FS || térmdeg om. FS A || ulordmSeg FS || v @ : ¢6 FS
| kvépada : kpé@ara FS || aveminpouv : énApouv FS

7.6 Téyvat ante dyopaiot add. FS | xetpovpyial FS | 7.7 elpntat om. FS A || kamjAoug post akAnpd
coll. FS || 7.8 avtikatadAdttewv post aueifewv add. FS | moAng : mwAqTng FS || té 8¢ mutpackopeva :
@ 8¢ mutpéokovow FS || aywylua om. FS A || 7.9 xnputtoueva FS

8.7 Stkao80tnG — Beuttév om. FS | evyvwpovobvta om. FS || 8.8 apgiofntiuata FS | 8.9 anopnet-
oacBat om. FS || amoyvavat om. FS | koddoaosBal FS

2 The discussion is in Bethe (1900, VIII-IX).
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9.6 oV v kal ante ktiotng add. FS || 9.7 étepa: €tepov FS || 9.8 €yywpog ante éyywplog add. FS || ta
uév €€w moAews om. FS || kal mpdcopog 161og om. FS

10.10 67tov Bekker : 6mov FS || wkodopovv : oiko8opovy FS || katd v oikiav : kat oikiav FS | oot
yéypamntal Bentley : cuyyéypantat ol FS || énimdoa : énimAea FS || 10.11 émwkopifoito : kKopifotto
FS | wvopagov post xpnotipta coll. FS || 10.12 ofov : (omep FS || ¢oti : &mi FS || kai Alptrog &v AmtoAt-
novon om. FS || tadtnv om. FS || dvopdoat : wvouacev FS || 10.13 kwpw8ois : kwuwkois FS || kpepaotd
: okevaoTd FS

Three variant readings of b deserve further consideration. At 6.9 F and S have
moat TVAEla instead of moAlTvALa, and at 6.10 AdmiSeg and YrAoAdmidec instead of
Samdeg and Prrodamidec: these errors seem to have been caused by a misreading
of a manuscript in majuscule script (A in place of A, or A in place of A), and should
be added to the list in Bethe (1900, VI). The third one is in 9.8: b has both éyywptog
and &yywpog, the latter being an error present in the d family: one could suppose
that in such a case b was contaminated by a variant of the d family, perhaps a varia
lectio above the text or in the margin, and in doubt the scribe wrote both. F and S
independently descend from b, although S being is much more recent, since each
has errors not shared by the other:

- F: 2.5 moAvavbpwmog — doAyavBpwmia post eavBpwmeveadal coll. F || 2.13 mpdynpwg post
¢oyatoynpwg add. F || 2.20 xal v om. F || 2.22 8§e5600waoav : §e6000w F || 4.10 Yevdel : Yevaii FP
1 kevij B || 5.11 évtetunwuéva : tetunwpéva F || 5.13"18ng om. F || 5.14 &v evploknTat : &v evpl-
oketal F || (8at: oide F | Padeing : Pabeiolg F || 5.15 AaytSelg kai Aayidia : Aayideg kai Aayida F
| 5.16 T0o0 ante Aéovtog om. F || 5.17 @ épyw : 10 épyov F | kabnkwv om. F | 5.18 kabop®o :
kaBopdtal F || mpoanayopelwy : mpoayopebwv F || 5.19 Onpiw : Bnpiov F | 6.7 Oiacov : Bcuoov
F || 6.10 o tamnteg : ootamiteg F || 7.9 dnokexkripuktal — petapéBAntat om. F || 8.7 einolg om. F
| so@poaivn — Sikatompayetv om. F || 9.7 o0 ante tov mepifoAov om. F || 9.8 Eyyeviq : éykavig
F || 10.11 v €in : €in F || xpnotipta post okevn coll. F || 10.14 okevaywyely et cKeLOYoPeLy inv.
F || 10.15 oUtoL : 00Tog F || év 7@ — okevacial om. F || 10.17 petaBoArouevog : uetarAopevog F ||
10.18 tva: ¢v @ F

- 8:2.5 00 yap xal : ovkap kai S || 2.6 onelpat : nelpat S || 2.9 mpwbipng : mpobnkng S | 3.6
TPOCOV 0V TO VOUW : TPOCELov td S || 3.8 yevviioavtog : yevvioavteg S || 4.7 adtdv : avTii S ||
4.8 meplabpoloal S | 4.9 TovTov : 0070 S | 5.11 kpately : kpatel S || 5.14 épn : dpoL S || 5.15 i
oxvpvia : fig okduvia S || T@v aypiwv bis S | 5.18 § TpooudyoLTo Toig : ol TPdoUAyOL TO THS S
| 6.7 xwplov : xwpl S || Tv év olvw om. S || 6.8 mavSaisiat : Stactal S || 7.8 mwAnua : TwAa S ||
npdoipa : tapdovpa S || 7.9 poOTOG : eOPTLOG S || EMUOAN : EumwAot S | ueTaBéBAnTal : peTapé-
BAnkev S | kexamAevTal : kekamnAevoe S | 8.8 6 Sikalwv om. S | 8.9 SieAelv : SnAotv S || 9.7
Katoiknotg om. S || 9.8 yévowTo S | xOpog : xwpa S || &vdpa : &vépav S || 9.10 1uog : Sijpog S
| 10.12 7} xat : v xat S || 10.14 éneokevaopéva : Emokevacuéva S | T@ ante vLro¢UyLa om. S
| oxevaywyol : okevayol S || éveokevaohal : éveokevobal S || 10.15 okevactat : okevasiav S ||
10.19 & om. S || wvoudcbat : dvouacOévta S

The status of family c of the Onomasticon, or Bethe’s III, seems rather complicated
and somewhat elusive. Bethe correctly ascribed manuscripts A and V to this family,
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two witnesses from the middle of the 15th century. Unfortunately, outside 1.1-151,
V is aligned with the x group, so it is not available for the rest of the work.®> The
problem that arises with this family concerns sub-archetype 3, here called x, from
which descend several manuscripts dating roughly from the first half of the 15th
century, and thus contemporary with A and V. As in Bethe’s stemma,* x is necessary
to reconstruct c, since it has a text contaminated by c itself and d. The agreement
in error between A, x, and V, when present, should restitute c, as far as possible.
Nevertheless, Bethe disregarded the entire x group, although there is no reason to
think that the witnesses of this group would be worse than A or V. It should also
be remembered that A and the x group, or their antigraphon — we will discuss this
matter later in more detail with regard to Book 10 in Section 8.3.2 — only used ¢ in
Books 1-7, whereas they resorted to a manuscript of the d family for Books 8-10.°
To confirm this assumption, here is a selection of the separative errors of A in
Books 2-7, followed by another list of the conjunctive errors with d in Books 8-10:

2.5 avBpwniokog avBpwmvov : avOpumk®G A || 2.7 éniteg om. A || 2.9 €tn Bethe : €L A || 2.13 époTot
post éoyatoynpwg add. A | 2.17 év Aiiv om. A || 2.18 mpog : €ig A || 2.20 xal 10 TASapLLSNG —
MAatwviom. A || 2.24 VoTpyis : TPLYIG A || 2.236 0UK €v £V 8¢ TOTW om. A

3.5 avTiig: avuTiv A | 3.6 olov yovéag : cuyyevelag A | Tovgom. A d || yévvng: yévvag A | 3.7 voue —
AVetatom. b A E || T Sud: St A | 3.8 pépetat: ovopdaletat A E || 6 yewapevog om. A

4.7 Bewpiioat om. A | 4.8 SoEaoal : §oEalew A | ¢ {owg — So&doat om. A || 4.9 avonoia : avontia
AEC | eikog om. A d || eixaotikog : eixdotwp A | 4.10 ypiiobat : yprioopat A | roAoyia om. A ||
émieikela post avOpwmia add. A

5.10 {yvevTng : aviyveutig A | émoi&al : émovEat A || 5.11 avevpiokeaBal om. A || 5.13 kat ddnpog :
kal dyplog A Xd || dtpoga : éktpoa A | Alktuvva : Siktawa A || 5.14 Onplwv : T@v Onplwv A ||| 5.15
ApxTVAOL : ApKUVAOL A | 5.17 €otal : €0TL A || 5.20 éoTLom. A || 5.25 UnoBdAAewy : eptBdArew A || 5.26
ZapSlavoy : ZapSlavikov A || 5.34 padaxiic : uéiAdov A | 5.35 Stadpopds : mapadpopds A

6.7 ovaaitiov : abomov b A || 1j obvSeutvov om. b A || 6.8 Tpayl om. A || cuvayayely : avayayelv A ||
EevOepova Liov : Zevoepovog LioT A || 6.9 £otLom. A | dokaval A || yapebvn om. A || elta om. A ||
TOAL TUAEL : TOATUVA A || 6.10 TdmSeg om. b A || évedvata : Kal ehvata A || AvemARpoLy : EQHTAOUV
Ad?

7.6 téxvaL ante dyopatot et aveAevBepot add. A | kal wg Eevoe®v om. A | Bavavslovpyla et Bavav-
olovpyelv A | Bavavooupydg om. A || 7.7 eipntat om. b A | 7.8 mwAelv om. A | T® mpdtn : TOV
npatnv A || Aéyet post mpdtny add. A || npateiag : mpdrag A || dywypa om. FS A || 7.9 p@dmog yéxyn
: pwmoaTeAyii A

A further list of errors prove that A was copied, or somehow descended, from a
manuscript close to G and H:

3 On the relationship between A and V in Book 1, see below Section 10.1.
4 See Bethe (1900, XV).
5 See Bethe (1900, IX).
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8.7 10 8¢ Sikatov : kal Sikatov GH ABrOxPgPr | xai tov Swkov post cw@poveiv add. GH ABrOxPgPr
| C@v post a8ixwg add. GH ABrLuOrOxPgPrPs | adwia : aSwkiav éyovta GH AAbBrFzLuNeNpOr
OxPgPrPs || tov 8¢ — @aing &v om. GH ABrOxPgPr

9.6 xaitot : et GH ABrOxPgPr | £mi — oix{Cwv kal : j GH ABrOxPgPr | 9.7 napd ©ovkididy : wg Oov-
K6i6ng GH ABrOxPgPr | £pn om. GH ABrOxPgPr | 9.8 ¢ékpntiipta GH BrOxPgPrPssl, éxBatipla A
10.10 Goukvdidng 8¢ : 8¢ Bovkvsidng post amobiknv GH ABrOxPgPr | avtiv kaiel om. GH
ABrOxPgPr || 10.11 vewtepov — drookevy : 1] 8¢ dnookevn vewtepov GH BrOxPgPr, om. A

With regard to group x, an overall discussion of its status in the textual tradition is
very slippery and difficult, since it is a set of manuscripts affected by significant,
continuous, and deliberate contamination, between an ancient sub-archetype
(which would be ¢)® and more recent witnesses. A precise analysis of the x
branch requires extensive collations for each book, an operation that I have only
undertaken for Books 1, 2, 5, and 10.

The text of the Onomasticon, as transmitted by the redaction of x, is, in my
opinion, the result of an effort that took place in the late Palaeologan Age, probably
in the first third of the 15th century, to which the oldest witnesses of this group, Xa,
Xd, and Xg, date. The fact that Xd was copied in Constantinople suggests that the
origin of this redaction could be located in the Polis itself.”

Family d, Bethe’s IV contains by far the largest number of witnesses, spanning a
period from the 10th century up to the Renaissance. Within this family, there is a
degree of contamination, probably due both to the deliberate use of multiple copies
by scribes in order to improve the text, and to the presence of variant readings
inserted in the margins or above the line. This is a complete list of the manuscripts
belonging to d. The reader, however, must bear in mind that in much of Book 1 the
only witness to this family is C.2

Siglum Signature Content
A Parisinus graecus 2670 Books 8-10 belong to d
B Parisinus graecus 2647 All books
C Palatinus Heid. gr. 375 +
Vaticanus Urbinas gr. 92 All books
D Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 209 Books 1.1-2.196 Aéyetat 6¢ Tt kat
E Matritensis 4625 Books 1-10.130 yabAot xai okaideg kai; see Section 5.2
G Vaticanus graecus 2226 All books
H Vaticanus graecus 2244 All books

6 Probably, x also preserves the subscription at the beginning of the Onomasticon: see Chapter 3.
7 Xd was copied by the same scribe as Marc. gr. Z 622: see Speranzi (2015, 287).
8 See Section 10.1.
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Monacensis graecus 564
Laurentianus plut. 56,1
Ambrosianus A 78 sup.
Ambrosianus M 94 sup.
Bruxellensis 11350
Casanatensis 6
Laurentianus plut. 28, 32
Laurentianus plut. 58,1
Laurentianus plut. 58, 26
Laurentianus plut. 58, 3
Marcianus graecus Z 513
Monacensis graecus 202
Marcianus graecus X, 26
Marcianus graecus XI, 7
Marcianus graecus XI, 26
Neapolitanus 11 D 30
Neapolitanus I11 E 38
Oxford, D’Orville 60
Oxford, Corpus Christi 75
Parisinus graecus 1868
Perusinus 1108
Parisinus graecus 2648

Parisinus suppl. graecus 209

Parisinus graecus 2649

Parisinus graecus 2671
Lanvellec, Rosanbo 401

Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 149
Vaticanus Urbinas graecus 159

An essential overview s

All books

Books 5-6; 8-10

All books

All books

All books

Book 1-1.135 Tt 8¢ LI aVTOV OYPLES

All books

Books 1-10.139 @AepdVv 1y

All books

All books

All books

All books

Books 1-10.130 yabAot kai oxaideg kat

All books

Book 7

All books

All books

All books

All books

Books 1-2.104 Adyov Te Ty

Books 1.1-6.186 dploteia kat Emvikla

Books 1.1-137 EufAnv thv; 1.157 dtntot — 5.149
évelpyaopéva kat tag petoyag; 6.20 xal voPpakagev
Aéyovot —10.192

All books

Books 1.1-137 EuqAnv tv; 1.157 antTnrot — 5.149
évelpyaopéva katl Tag HeToyac; 6.20 kal vopakdagew
Aéyouvot —10.192

All books

All books

Books 1.1-6.186 aploteia kat émvikia

All books
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Not every manuscript of d covers the entire work of Pollux, so not every
siglum will appear in the following lists of variant readings, omissions, and
alternative formulations within this family. It should also be added, to avoid any
misunderstanding, that in many cases E and its apographa (Fl, Fr, Mr, and sometimes
Lu, Or, Pa, and Pn) do not share the characteristics of d, because E preserves a

contaminated redaction of Pollux.’

9 This issue will be discussed extensively in Sections 5.2 and 6.5.
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Anon-exhaustive list of common errors and alternative formulations through-
out the entire family can be derived from the collation of Books 2-10:

2.5 ¢nel — apyetal om. C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn || ¢pelg obv 0
ouvnbeg initio add. C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn | ov — dnavbpwmnete-
obat : anavBpwmneveabat (9AavOp- PeVp) 8¢ ok £pelg C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPr
RoPsVpVuWn | 2.6 10 8¢ xUnua — tocovtovi om. C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPs
VpVuWn | 2.7 wg Aptotopavng om. C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn || 2.9
¢pelc 8¢ xal ante dptt NBdokwv C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn | t0 yap
pwONPnG — petpaxiov om. C BDGI AbAmBrOxFzMaMnMvNeNpPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn

3.6 ToUg om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | €k tijg — 6vta om. C BGHI Ab
AmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn || 70 vOUw TPOcyLvoUEVOY — DTIAPYOV : 00T (0U T0 BHI
AbAmBrFzMaMnPePgPrPsVuVp EFILUMrOr, 60t® Fr, o0 1@ MvOXWn, oV tfj NeNp) @voel (uaota
Pe) vopw 8¢ mpoaywopevoy (mpootdv EFIFrMry, mpootépevov G Bre?OxPePgPrVp) C BGHI AbAmBr
FzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn EFIFrLuMrOr | tv npog judc om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMn
MvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | aAX’ ok €€ avaykng om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePg
PrPsVpVuWn | 3.7 jutv om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn EFIFrLuMroOr ||
navoetal : mavetat C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPsVpvVuWn EFIFrLuMrOr | AvBévtog
— yévog avt@®v om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPsVpVuWn | mpdtepov — pntéov om.
C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPsVpVuWn | 3.8 oi 8pépavteg post matépeg coll. C BGHI
AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPsVpVuWn | Aéyovtat ante todto add. C BGHI AbAmBrFzLuMa
MnMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn, non habent PeVp || 6 ¢0oag om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNp
OxPePgPrPsVpvVuwn | 6 yevvijoag om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpvuwn

4.7 evteyvia - émotiuwv om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPrPsVpvuwWn
| émioTnUOVIKOG YVwOTIKOG : elta ante émiotnuovikdg C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNp
OrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | yvwpovikdg — evtedég om. C BEGHI AbAmBrrIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNp
OrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | 4.8 xai map’ Ourpw om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOr
OxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | yvwotik@®g — xpetag om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOx
PePgPrPsVpVuWn | 4.9 tovtolg 8¢ tavavtia : ta 8¢ évavtia tovtolg C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzZLuMaMn
MrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | ént tovtov om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOr
OxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | 8¢ kal ateyvia om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPr
PsVpVuWn | €@n om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | 4.9-10 kat
uévtol — peyarompéneta om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn
5.9 oOvOnpog 6p6Onpog om. C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | €ott
8¢ émi : épelg 8¢ éml C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | dypeutikog —
kovnyetelv om. C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | 5.10 avSp@dv' : €vep-
youvtwv C L BEGHI AmBrFlFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | 5.11 {nteloBat — anmodi8pd-
okewv om. C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | dAlokeabat — (wypelodat
om. C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | xal tyvn post iyvniasia add.
C L BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu | ixvetuara : tdv tyvevpdtwv C L
BEGHI AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeOxPePgPnPrPsRoVpVu

6.7 é¢mel — apentéov om. C L BEGHI AbAmBrFIFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn | 70 &8¢
npdyua : ta 8¢ mpdyuata C L BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn | 6.8 cuykaiéoat

10 For Books 2, 5, and 10 it is possible to find the complete lists in the relative chapters.
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om. C L BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePsVpVuWn, et C L BEHI AbAmFIFrFz
LuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrPsVuWn add. kai ta 6pota || £peig post S¢tnvov add. C L BEGH AbAmBrFl
FrizLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePsVpVuWn | fite mapotpia — kAn6fvat om. C L BEGHI AbAmBr
FIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePsVpVuWn | 6.9 xadoing &v post katakeloBat add. C L BEGHI
AbAmBIFl[Fr]FzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn || kAtvat KAW{SEG...okuno8eg : kAivag (kAtvag
om. AbFzMaMnMvNeNpVuWn) kAwi8ag...okipn6dag C L BEGHI AbAmBrFlFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNe
NpOxPePsVpVuWn || eipntat 8¢ kai ante dokavtat add. C L BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNe
NpOrOxPePsVpVuWn | eiot 8 om. C L BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePsVp
VuWn | 6.10 og om. C L BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePsVpvVuWn

7.6 xal unv — texvev om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | tig
om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | yetpoteyvikot C BGHI
AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWwn | 7.7 kal yelp@vag — xetpofookdg om. C BGHI AbAmBr
FzMaMnMvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | Aptotopavng — kéxpntat om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMa
MnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrvVuWn | v einolg : ¢pelg C BEI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNp
OrPsVuWn, om. GH Br*OxPgPr | kata — Aéye om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvMzNeNpOxPgPrPs
VuWn | épeig post dmnupot add. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn
| 7.8 ai uév éx : éx uév C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | ta 8¢ :
avtd 8¢ ta C BHI AbFzMaMnMvMzNeNpPrPsVuWn, ov 8¢ 1 G OxPg, oV 8¢ ta Am || (via mTowAnpa
om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | mpdotpov : mpaotpa C BEGHI AbAmBr
FIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | Toaiog — Zevo@@®v om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFz
LuMaMnMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | éumoAnpata : éunwinua C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMa
MnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | 7.9 p@mnog — petoy®@v om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMn
MrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | ta nwAodpeva — petafarropeva om. C BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMn
MvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | ta amoknputt. — ap@iforov om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMn
MrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | petafoArn om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMzNeNpOrOx
PgPrPsVuWn | anédooig om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | g
— EevoQ®v : Eevoe®dv elnev C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuwn ||
amoxkeknpuKTal 8¢ : aAAd (& EFIFr. om. H) kai anmokeknpuktat (-pvocav H) épelc C BEGHI AbAmBrFl
FrizLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | kat petafépintat om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLu
MaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | xai éknénpatat om. C BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMr
MvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn

8.6 Sikaiwg om. C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | Swkatootvny
Swatonpayia om. C L BGHI AAbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn

9.6 xal moAloTi g kat ktilwv om. C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn
| xal oty — punyavouevog : kat t@ dpota C L BEGI AAbFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVu
Wn, om. H Br : deest in Am | 9.8 év 7@ : Um0 1@ C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpO
rOxPgPrPsVuWn | éyywpuog : éyxwpog C L ESGH AAbBrFI¥Fr'FzLuMaMnMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVu
Wn || 6pot: 6pn C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | 9.9 eipnuévn :
Stetpnuévn C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | amodnuia om. C L
BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuwn | 9.10 kai 8npocia om. C L BEGHI
AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn | Snpompdarng : dnuompdra C, Snuompdrat
L, dnuomnpdtng BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | Snuaywyog et Snpaywyia inv. CL
BEHI AAbAmFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrPsVuWn (Snuaywyia om. G BrOxPgPr) | kal poddnpog
- Snuoxpatkég om. C L BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn, et ta dpola
add. C L BEI AbFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrPsVuWn

10.18 xai mpocétt — meplpépelg om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRoVuWn
| 10.24 ménpatat : yéypamtat BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRovuwn |
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10.33 émi 6¢ T®V KAV — kKAwioy om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRoVu
Wn | &g év Aloviow — womepel kKAwvtnplov om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPg
PrPsRoVuWn | 10.34 Zo@oxAfg — épeidetal om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPg
PrPsRoVuWn | 06 év @ AtovueareavSpw — napdmuéov om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMv
NeNpOrOxPgPrPsRoVuWn

Looking more closely, the two oldest witnesses of d, C, and L (where text of the latter
is available, since it preserves only Books 5-6 and 8-10) show several conjunctive
errors not shared by the rest of the d manuscripts:

5.12 e00¢a : e0Bewa C L || 5.13 evTtpopa : Evtpopa C L || 5.32 8¢ (8" L) post volv add. CL || 6.7 xpi
Aéyew : Aéyol 8av CL | avdpdva : avdpdv C L || tpixAvog oikog C L | mevtakiwog C L || SekaxAvog
CL | naotag C L | 6.8 ouykpotijoat — cuvaBpotoat om. C L || 6.9 xal moAol om. C L E | 6.10
8ambeg : atamdeg C L || EbBovAog — 818dokel om. C L | SijAov kal yap ante kal nrepwta add. C L
| 8.6 Stkaatika — &v : Sikaotikd 8¢ ovouarta ein 8¢ C L || Sikatoddtng om. CL | 9.10 Snuiompatng :
Snuompdra C, Snuompdral L

L, however, was not copied from C, as evidenced by the fact that C has errors of its
own, and vice versa:

- C:2.10 &ig dv8pa — avapacewv om. C || &v eimolg : ameinotg C || 2.12 peoantoAlog : uecomoALog
C | 2.22 ebTpryog : drpyog C || 2.23 ovAokapavog C | 2.24 kal Lotplyddeg post TpLyibeg add.
C || 2.26 aBpLg — tpiyoppunoag om. C || 2.227 eite — wg 1| Zrod om. C || 3.5 avBpwmov : TV
avBponwv C || ouyyévelog — Tiig : ouyyevotatng C | 3.8 yewapevog : mvauevog C: om. d? | 4.9
avonota : avontia C A E || 5.11 yetiévar : petwaivat C || aipelv : aipew C || 5.12 evbéa : ebbela C
L: e0Bea Pn || 5.13 opeia : 6pn || kal moAAd GAa 6vopata amo 0npag : kal ToAAd 6uota C || 5.14
uév post éntt add. C || 5.15 talg Bauvolg : tag 8auvoug C || 5.17 inmot : inmog C Pn || 5.32 kaAolto
8@ : kaAoito 8¢ C | 6.8 pwAntepia : elotipla C || 6.10 koitnv? : xottov C || 8.9 kKatdyvwaolg
om. C

- L:5.9 Onpdvrar : Bijptae xal L || 5.14 v evplokntal : evpioketat L || ot ante Aéovteg om. L ||
5.17 xahoOGvTal : KaAgltal L || 5.27 @epekpdtng : mepikpatng L | ovpmemieyuévag om. L || 5.28
TEMAEKTAL — TPLOV om. L || 5.29 ToU¢ — €mSpopoug : Toutoug mdpopoug L || 8.10 Swkaotny :
Swkaot®v L || 9.6 oikiotqv L | 9.9 fuépa om. L | 9.10 S1jutog : dnuoaotog L

Such a situation makes possible the hypothesis of a common sub-archetype of d, d°,
from which both C and L would then descend, separated by about two centuries."*
Nonetheless, as we are about to realise, the problem is more difficult to solve, if
indeed it can be solved.

11 See Bethe (1900, V).
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A large number of conjunctive errors, such as omissions of portions of text
or alternative formulations, involve the manuscripts of the d family, with the
exception of C and L:*?

2.6 xat aupAwdpidov om. BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | 2.8 veoy-
YOV : veoyirég BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePsRoVpVuWn, veoyiAetg PgPr | 2.9 kopog :
koUpog¢ BDGI AbAmBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.10 kabépmovta pro Kabépmovtl et €xwv post
{oGAov BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | avépmovtt : avépmovta BDGI
AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | aonpnkwg om. BDGI AbAmBr*FzMaMnMr
MvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn || akAn@pog : ckAnpog BDGI AbAmBreFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePg
PrPsRoVpVuWn, okAnpo@pog Vp

3.6 Toalog — eipnkev om. BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpvVuWn | 3.7 tovtoug —
kéxAnkev om. BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpvuwn|| 3.8 yewduevog : mvauevog C,
om. BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn

4.9 dBeapoovvn om. BEGHI AbAmBrFlFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpvVuWn || oxAnpév BEGHI
AbAmBrFIFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | bevdodotia — eixog om. BEGHI AbAm
BrFIFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVuWn | Soxnoicopog — Avtip@®v om. BEGHI AbAmBrFIFz
MaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpvuWn

5.9 Eevop®v post Onpdatv coll. BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn ||
8¢ xai — €pn om. BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpvVuWn || 5.10 kai émntoi-
gat — épetvat om. BEGHI AbAmBracFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | 5.11 xat tfig
- Eevo@®v om. BEGHI AbAmBr*FIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn || 5.12 0rjpa dypa
: Onpdpaypa B : 6npaypa EGHI AbAmBracFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpvuWn | 5.13
kal evdnpog — énavijAdev om. BEGHI AbAmBr*FlIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn ||
£€vOnpog ... E&vnpog : e0Onpog...e0npog BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVp
VuWn || 5.15 ta 8¢ Taig 0pyacy vg éragpot om. BEGHI AbAmBr*FIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpPePgPrPs
RoVpVuWn | a 8¢ thv EAd@wv — okOAakeg post avtoeth 5.16 coll. BEGHI AbAmFrFlFzMaMnMrMv
NeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | Eevo@@v — einev om. BEGHI AbAmBreFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPe
PgPrPsRoVpVuWn | T 8¢ mévtwv — kaAodowv om. BEGHI AbAmBracFlFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPe
PgPrPsRoVpVuWn | 5.16 | 6¢ tij¢ mapSdiews : T0 8¢ tiig mapSdiews BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMr
MvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpvuWn

6.8 Blacitag om. BEGHI AbAmBrFI[FrlFzZMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn | eilamviotdg om.
BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn, habet Br* | i§iwg — wvouafov om. BEGHI Ab
AmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn, habet Br*® || §npoBowiat om. BEGHI AbAmBrFI[Fr]
FzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn, habet Br**LuOr || 6.9 £¢n : elne BEH AbAmFIFrFzLuMaMnMr
MvNeNpOrPsVu, eipnke G BrOxPeVp | kal moAot : kai Aoutot BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeOxPePs
VpVuWn, kai ot Aoutot Np : om. C L EFIFrLuMrOr || duoitanot : dueiranntes BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFz
LuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrPePsVpVu, aueitamnral Ox || 6.10 dugteotpict BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMn
MrMvNeNpOxPePsVpVu, om. Lu, épeotpibeg iterum Or || amideg om. BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMv
NeNpOxPePsVpVuWn | wg EbBovAog — atdpvutatl om. BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOx
PePsVpVuWn || €vijv : ebvijv BEGI AbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn, ebvov Mr || évev-
vata : ebvaia BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePsVpVuWn | avemAnpouv post SiSacket add.
BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPsVuWn, avemijipouv add. PeVp

12 For Books 2, 5, and 10 it is possible to find the complete lists in the relative chapters.



68 =—— Anessential overview

7.6 €lnot : elnolg BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvMzNeNpOrOxPgPrPrPsVuWn | 7.7 épya-
Tiipag BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | tobg pévtot — paviovpyolts om. BGHI
AbAmBrFzMaMnMvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn | 7.8 ta yap — kwpwdia om. BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMn
MvMzNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn

8.6 &’ avT®V : advtwv BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPs*VuWn | Swkatdtng om. BGHI
AAbAmMBrFzMaMnMvOxPgPrPsacVuWn | 8.7 vouov : pévipov BGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNp
OxPgPrPsVuwn® | 8.10 Swkaotnv om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVu
Wn

9.8 ¢mdnuia : émdnuijoat BEGHI AAbAmFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsVuWn, amodnui-
oat Br

10.10 amobnknVv : vmoBknv BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRoVuWn ||
10.11-2 aAX’ €yn kpivw — i mtaykAnpia om. BEGHI AAbAmFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRo
VuWn | 10.14 6popot : éunpot BEHI AAbAmFIFrFzZLuMaMnMvNeNpPgPrPsRoVuWn, dpotpot Mr :
ounpog G BrOxPs* | 10.15 6 8 avtog — Anuéav om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOx
PgPrPsRoVuWn | 10.16 totov 8¢ — T@v ottiwv om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFzFIFrMaMnMrMvNeNpOrO
xPrPgPsRoVuWn | fjynrat : fjpnotar BEGHI AbAmBrFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgPrPsRovu
Wn, énotat A || 10.17 oxevo@oplov : okevoopiav BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMrMvNeNpOx
PgPrPsRoVuWn | ITAdtwv 8¢ — §TL xe(nTids om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOrOxPgP
rPsRoVuWn | okevo@oplwtny : okevopopitny BEG™¢HI AbAmBrFIFrFzLuMaMnMvNeNpOxPsVu
Wn, kAo@opitnv Mr, om. PgPr | 10.18 &g AAe€L — Aiplog om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzZMaMnMrMv
NeNpOrOxPgPrPsRoVuWn | ta toladta okevn : Té okevn t@ toladta BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzLuMa
MnMrMvNeNpOxPgPrPsRoVuWn | ebpotg — 10 évopa om. BEGHI AAbAmBrFIFrFzMaMnMrMvNe
NpOrOxPgPrPsRoVuWn

In the light of what has been observed in these collations, it is now necessary
to postulate a sub-archetype d? This would be the origin of the Palaeologan
manuscripts, such as BDGHI and part of E, as well as the vast majority of those
from the Renaissance. Since they do not share the errors of d° or the single C or
L, it can be inferred that they derive from d in a different way. Yet, in Books 5 and
10, L shares with d? the omission of many passages, although in the same books, as
shown in the list immediately above, it preserves what d? omits:

5.13 kai T8aia — TV Siktuwv om. L d? || 5.14 dpyadeg om. L d? | 8¢ post iAeoi add. et pev om. L d? |
00Tw xadovpevol : Aéyovtat L d? || katd 8¢ katdypnotv : kataypnotik@e 8¢ L d? || 5.15 gwAevouoy
— dAlokovtat om. L d? | i8{wg — Avki8elc kat om. L d? | Aayi8eig kal om. L d? || 5.17 6 T — Amtooko-
novuevog om. L d? | 5.20 &ig ta adtd — Stapopa om. L d? || 5.21 00 70 pév - totyog om. L d? | 10.14 ai
ante okevaywyol add. L d? | 10.16 ¢x om. L d? || mopmeiwv : moumniig L d? || 10.31 ék om. L d? | 10.34
AUEiKoA0G : apoikaAlog C : apoixopog L d? (auoixpog Pg, auel sp. vac. Pr) || 10.35 Aptatopavng —
opevsapvvol om. L d?

In such circumstances, it seems possible to postulate an intermediate sub-archetype
d* between d and d2 In d’, which could be dated to a period after C but before L
(so probably the Comnenian Age), the text of the d family had already suffered
some omissions, but not as many as in d% both L and d? would derive from d*. But
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even this solution does not seem entirely satisfactory, since d? did not inherit the
conjunctive errors of C and L. One might object, with good reason, that it is possible
that d? used different sources for different books of the Onomasticon — and this
could have happened for Book 1 (see Section 10.1) — except that such errors are
present in Book 5. On the other hand, I did not find them in Book 10, except for
passages not present in d% At any rate, it cannot categorically be ruled out that d?,
which could roughly be dated to the Palaeologan Age, corrected the text by using
two or more sources, even though it seems that all of them must have belonged
almost entirely to d. Nor is it impossible that it was L which used more than one
antigraphon.

Be that as it may, the most important consequence is that the sub-archetype
d can only be reconstructed by using C, L, and d% This sub-archetype d? likely
represents the common version of the Onomasticon that circulated in the late
Byzantine age. This was a heavily abbreviated text (much shorter than that of C)
with many errors, but its brevity may have been an advantage. The only other
witness we have from this period is F (apart from the manuscripts containing
excerpts). The question then shifts to how to reconstruct d? and which manuscripts
are essential for this: in this regard, it is necessary to carefully analyse the textual
tradition of the d family in each book.

5.1 Manuscript G and its descendants

Despite the antiquity of the manuscript and its probable origin in an erudite
circle (see Section 2.2), G does not have a significantly better text than any other
witness in the d family or in the d? branch, and it seems to share all their flaws.
The undeniably important feature of G, however, lies in its notes and the scholarly
activity on the Onomasticon to which they testify. The whole work is provided with
marginal notes, mostly seemingly drawn from the Etymologicum Magnum, but also
from other lexica; sometimes some of these notes appear to be autoschediastic.
Below I report all the notes that I have been able to identify in the manuscript (in
many cases, when the text is very close to that of its source, I have only included
the reference):

1.7 Bpétag] Tt monTKOY

1.19 ypnopoAdyov] xpnoudg, Adylov

1.54 8ekaeTég €106, SexaeTeg maLSlov, SEKAETIG XPOVOG, SeKAETAC (sic) (vBpwTog.

1.80 81)po®og oikog 6 Sinatog, TPLWPOPOS 0ikog O Tpinatog (cf. [Hdn.] Part. 20.10).

1.111 dvepov doehyiil aioxpov AceAynv Y TVOIV AvaypageLy.

1.187 yapadpat] yapadpal ai Statpéoelg kal T oyiopata kal xelpappot yijg mapd 10 yaplaoow (= £ x
26), £€ 00 yapadpotat avti to opvooetal (Gp- G) koaivetal (= £ x 27; EM 806.47).
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1.222 éMedavog = EM 331.26

1.222 kametog = EM 298.33

1.222 ¢mEUAAISa T Tepl TOLG BOTPLAS, 0L KahoVpevol émitpayol (~ EM 367.18).

1.244 xdAabog xupiwg €ig OV T KAAAN amoTiBevtal. KAAAN 8¢ €0TL T Befappéva épla. KataypnoTL-
K®G 8¢ xal ént To0 Sektikol TOV TUPAV Kal OTAPLAGY' 1j Tapd TO YaAa, yaAabog, eig ov T0 yéAa
énevtiBevto Tupevovteg (~ [Zonar] 1146.3; Et.Gud. 294.33).

1.252 8v0 €i8n eiolv apotpwv' 10 uév — péocafa karodow (~ EM 173.16).

2.88 Ay onuaivel Tov noywva katd @puyag, kal KAvetat alévog, ¢€ 00 Aéyetal kai 0 ailnog (= Et.
Gen. a 121, unde EM 22.36).

2.89 yeAlvn ta TepL TO 0TOUA UEPN TOT TPOOWTTOL — Kal THY KIBapav mtap’ AtoAebow (~ EM 808.21).
2.94 Aéyetan 8¢ oDAa kal Bapnkeg — Kad THY TOAOTV (~ EM 188.38).

2.99 xiov xai {Tig Aéyetar kal yapyapemv napd ¢ Tmokpdatn, mept TOV ywouevov ept adtov fyov
&v 7@ avayapyapiletv. ot 8¢ ota@LARV Ao Tod ouvey®G Kataotalesbal. Klovig 8¢ elpnTat mapd Tyv
YOO TGV VypdV | Ttapd TO kiovog Exew TOmov Kad’ tautnv oboav Emunkn (~ Orio 82.8).

2.130 om6vEuA0g Kal 6povSLA0G. Tapd TO £0@ixBat ap’ GAARA0LG (= Orio 146.28).

2.132 aykriipeg ol &v T® TpayAw TomOL, SU (v dyyeabal supBaivel (= Hsch. a 562; EM 12.20; on this
note see below).

2.134 BpoxBog 0 OAtyov mopa — amd Tod mvopuévou molod fyou €v @ Katanivew (~ Et.Gen. B 277,
unde EM 215.52).

2.137 haia yeip 1y aplotepa o Tod AeAldobat xal kexwpiodat Tv mpdéewv (= EM 558.47).

2.144 iotéov §TL oKUTAALSAG Kal @aAayyag 6VoUAlovaLy ol avatoptkol T T@v SakTOAwWY 60Td (= Gal.
de anatomicis administrationibus libri IX 2.250.7).

2.168 yaotpilw 10 Aapdpyws Stawt®dyat (= EM 222.2).

2.174 téya Siknv tioelag evboePOY VOUOLG. PLGTAPLA VAP TOTG AHVATOLG AEYELS. OBOVHV Glwma Ui
TKPAV Tloelg Siknv.

2.176 6 OpyLg Aéyetat kal piv: €0TL 8¢ SikaTdAnkTov — KOG Aol Aplotopavng, fipldaoat kKapTtiov
TopATETVAUEVOVT (= EM 283.45).

2.183 Alogol ta ioyla ot Attikol — kata v 66TV (= Et.Gen. A 121, unde EM 567.20).

2.185 YN = EM 819.15

2.208 Eykata T vtepar Ao ToD Katéyew TV Tpo@HV* Aéyetal 8& T Artap 0 omAy, O TVELPWY Kal
Th Tepl TOV mvevpova. Evtepov 8¢ ovk Eykatov. To 8¢ Evtepov, olov £Tepov Kal oy Buotov. i apd
70 éVT0G KELGOaL TMV PEA®V. olovel £v80TePE TWva GvTar Ao ToD SU AVTGOV PEWY TA ATTO Tii TPOYTG
TMEPLTTWHATA 1} Tapa T0 évSov eilelobat (~ EM 344.33). £v8wva = EM 339.6. évivolawy = EM 339. 10
2.219 a8V = EM 17.3

3.34 uvnorteia €0Tlv Emayyelia TV UEAOVTWY TPAYUATWY.

3.41 yapaimovg mapd t0 yapat kat to movg. T0 8¢ xapat i mapd T0 x® i mapd T0 XOwv, xBaual kat
amoBoAi) Tod 8 yapai (~ EM 806.21).

3.154 0 & ddeinng adoxwov] mapa 8¢ @ Beoddyw Tpnyopiw dAglnTal Tiig apetig (Greg.Naz. In
laudem Basilii Magni 5.1 Boulenger).

3.154 tpLaccev TO VK&V A0 PETAQOPEG TV TOAAOTOV, €V TAlg TpLol TdAalg TV viknv Kap-
ToLPEVWY" Kal atpiaktog 6 aviatog (an avikntog?) kal aTTNToC. AéyovTal ol maAatoTpikol vt T00
Tpig meoelv (~ EM 765.37). kal dmttpldoat 0 mAnyag tpeig Sobval (= EM 125.4).

3.514 §ioxog = EM 279.19-27

4.35 Swpodokog = EM 293.36

4.48 xouog = EM 527.50-5

4.80 1¢wG = EM 756.3

4.207 ¢pubnpatog] amnod 1ol épeviBw T0 PamTw. yivetal épubpd AmoBoAfi Tod e.
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5.9 dypal dypa onuaivet §0o° AqunTpog iepov, v ONpav. Aéyetat §&¢ mAnbuvvTik@®g Gypat ot ToTOL
(~ EM 13.15).

5.11 {xvog mapa 10 {oyew, 6 EaTL GLVEXELY, OAOV TOV TTOSa § Atd T0D avéyeabal Tiig Yiig (= EM 480.46).
kal {xviov opoiwg o métnua mapa t0 {fw t0 kadnuat (~ EM 480.48).

5.91 BoAeov = EM 204.27

5.131 degikakog 6 anotpenTikog TV KakdVv (~ Et.Gen. a 427; EM 59.37).

5.161 yélolog Aéyetal 6 yéAwtog GELog, yeroldg ¢ 6 yedwtomoldg (= EM 224.45).

5.162 G&log o ol dyw, GEw, GEog. ano g Yopds Ty oTabudv TV lonv pomnv éxovtwy (= EM
115.57).

6.28 40Te10G 6 £k TOD GoTU. KUPIWG 0DV (0 €v) Hotel StatpiBwv: Aéyetat kai 6 v 100G xpnoTov emat-
VoOUEV0g, g O Mwiafig, 0 v 0 mawdiov dotelov. Aéyetal Kal 6 yelwtonoldg (~ EM 158.47).

6.32 COun = EM 412.34

6.36 ¢mioitia Ta eig TPo@NV Kal eig T0 oltelobat (= EM 364.3). otia xai ¢8éopata (= Poll. 6.32).

6.40 Kp&dn = EM 534.40

6.48 canépdal = EM 708.42-7

6.56 kapUkn = EM 492.46-53

6.73 mhakoOvta = EM 647.27-9. dung = EM 83.20

9.25 moAitng] moAlTNG peyaAomoAiTng, O 8¢ HKpdc TOAews UkpomoAitng, 6 véag veamoAitng kat
VEOLKOG Kal VEOKATOLKOG. TASE Ao mOAewg dvouata.

10.1 é€nyetabad] EEnyodpat kat Supyoduat 70 St8okw Kal VTOSEKVUW.

10.1 poALg] pOALG amo Tol poyLg, dmep Amod Tol Uoyou yivetal. fj mapd T0 HOAR. TO 8¢ HOYog TTapd T0
un av v Yoynv yavvicbat iitot yaipe. uoyLg yap Aéyetat i kaxkonddeta.

10.10 &émutAa = EM 363.9

10.19 dnaptia = EM 118.40-3

10.30 Yaxdg kal Yexdg 1y pavig, kat Yekadel, kal Pakalel 1o paivew (~ EM 817.13-4).

10.31 ipwvia mapa 10 {pw To évaréyopat. Todto — avaiéyopal = EM 110.38-40

10.35 1} Tagtewvi Kal eVTEANG KAV Kal oTIBAG kal yauedvia, kpaBpatia tamewd. (= EM 868.28).
10.44 post Adoava G add. ¢’ 00 ot TomToL ¢ [Joni ate mrepdevta Adoeat 8¢ Té Tov PopTov (~ EM
557.30); postea G hunc textum denotavit et in margine scripsit o0k 0Tt kelpevov.

10.45 post auig G add. Ovpodoyov — apyvpodv (= EM 83.33); postea G hunc textum denotavit et in
margine scripsit 008¢ avTo €ott (vt G*) keipevov.

10.48 post Taynviotaig G add. okoAvBpLa ATy TiBeTat avtl Tod VY’ UGV Aeyopévou vTTomodiov.
070 700 IownTol 8¢ VoBpoVIoY. IIAATWY BoTEP TA GKOAVBPLA TRV PEAAGVTWY KaBLlnoeabat vTTo-
OnOVTEG Yalpoual kal YeADOLY eneldav (Swaotv HTITIOV AvaTeTPAUUEVOV. TIVEG 8¢ EML TMV UKPHOV
SLppidwv €Eedétavto v AéLwv (~ EM 718.39-45); postea hunc textum denotavit et in margine
scripsit ovk évL keipevov.

10.57 yaptag] xaptag mapd o X® 0 xwp®d, A’ 00 Kal 0 xapTng yivetat mapaywyov, 6 XwpnTkog
WV TOV £yypagouévwv (~ EM 807.26).

10.61 KAep0Spa = EM 517.44-5

10.66 6AmoG (sic) = EM 623.5-6

10.75 dpuotip = EM 151.3-4 | apuotikog oivoyon (~ EM 151.2-3)

10.88 xvAiyvag = EM 544.38-40

10.99 yUtela mapd o X6 T0 Xwpd, Y0w xOTpa (cf. EM 339.28) | k00pa = EM 543.37

10.103 tySwv = EM 464.49-52

10.114 x6okwov ~ EM 38.41-6
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G is also one of the witnesses that preserve several of the so-called scholia to Pollux:

schol. Poll. 1.27 BunAicacBat] o émbetvat Bupduara.

schol. Poll. 2.45 xal yap 0 £yke@iAw Swpo@opoTol TV TPoENY, T6 6 ATap Tapd To0 AENTOTATOL
év avT® aipatog kat 1) kapdia amd 100 kabapwtdtov T0D €v avTf) TVEVUATOG.

schol. Poll. 2.132 ayktiipeg ol &v T TpayfAw ToTOL, 8 OV dyyeodat cupBaivel (= Hsch. a 562; EM
12.20).

Among these, schol. 2.132 is, according to Bethe, only found in the Aldine edition,
but, as it clearly appears, it is also found in G. In my opinion, this is not a proper
scholium, but one of the marginal notes of G, which later found its way into the
Aldine, as shown by its source, the Etymologicum Magnum: the presence of EM
material does not seem to affect other scholia, but mainly the marginal notes of G.
Another relevant feature of G is the fact that in some places there are variants of
the text or integrations. Here are some examples:

1.25 ¢00fjt] kal moAvTeAET €0OfTL

1.27 oUAac] dAag

1.223 ¢v (MW’ yivetal kepaoPora omépuata Ta Toig Bodv képaoty mpooméan Emuti{u}nrovta. dtav
Kataomnelpntal dvacpa Ty yiv.

1.242 ioya8al ioxada Aentiv

1.247 dopdpaxog] ij ao@apayog

7.116 appatpoyioag] Aéyet Kadag

10.79 xpuoia 0@’ Vmo-] ypaeetal xpuol 8¢ 6@’ VTo-

These marginal notes show that the copyist of G must have used another witness
besides the antigraphon. At some point, he must have realised that he had
inadvertently included some marginal notes in the main text. This is clear from
the notes to Poll. 10.44 and 10.45, where he reported the extraneous parts of the
text and wrote in the margin ovk €ott keluevov and o06¢ avTto vt (which he then
corrected to €otl) keiuevov. These interpolations (fortunately somehow mended)
must already have been introduced, I think, in the antigraphon he was reading. For
this reason, it is likely that notes of this kind were not added directly in G, but were
already present in its model (for which I use the siglum d®). Nevertheless, the copyist
also checked the text against another manuscript, thanks to which he included
several variants and corrected some errors (such as the marginal notes from EM
examined above). This other manuscript also belonged to the d family, although it
may have been closer to C (for example, at 1.27 the reading &iAag is found only in C,
but on no occasion was G’s scribe able to correct d*s errors where C is correct). It
was from this other manuscript that G’s copyist took the scholia and some variant
readings. G’s antigraphon can be dated to the Palaeologan Renaissance, not much
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earlier than G itself; the attempt to improve Pollux’s text by adding material from
other erudite sources could be attributed to the scholarly interests of this period."*

The text of G clearly descends from d? whose errors it shares, but it alters
some passages and, above all, removes almost all the phrases kai Tt 6yota that are
characteristic of the B redaction, apparently without reintegrating the omitted text,
to which the copyist had no access. It must have been a deliberate stylistic choice.

Manuscript G also seems to have had a considerable number of descendants.
At any rate, it is the oldest witness to a particular redaction of the text that can be
found in many later manuscripts. Here is a list of its most characteristic variant
readings, taken from Books 2-10:

2.5 kal ta dpota post lavBpwria om. G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn | 2.7 tox®oa : tokdoat G
AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPs'VpWn || 2.8 kai T dpota post mpwtotokov om. G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPr
VpWn || kat ta é@e€fig om. G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn | 2.12 éxwv om. G AbBrFzNeNpOxPe
PgPrvpWn | 2.15 Svouais : Suou®v G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPs'VpWn | kpovoAnpog : Kpovoxinpog
G*T AbBr*FzNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.26 kail T 6pota post parakpdg om. G BrOxPePgPrVpWn
3.5 00Tw — mavteg om. G* BrOxPePgPrVp | 3.6 mpooywouevov : mpoaotépevov G Bri?OxPePgPrvp |
3.7 6 ante yduog add. G BrOxPePgPrVp

5.9 xal aypevtg om. G BriOxPePgPrVp | kat t@ dpola post cuykuvny£tng om. G BrOxPePgPrvp ||
Kal T@ dpota post avtinalog om. G BrOxPePgPrVp || 5.13 kai ta 6pota post ebOnpog éypa om. G Br
0xPePgPrvp | UAn kal moAvBNnpog : HAN ToAVBNpog G BrOxPePgPrvp || 5.36 kai T GpoLa post mept-
otolyioacBal om. G BrOxPePgPrVp

6.7 maotdda : maotadia G Psd, maotadlov BreOx (maotdag Bre, cf. C) || 6.8 minpdoal : supmAnpdoat
G BrOx || 6.9 eita: eine G BrOx, eipnke Ps

7.7 katd Eevoe@®vta om. GH Br“OxPgPr, habet Br* | 7.8 o0 ante ta 8¢ munpaockopeva add. G OxPg,
avta 8¢ mutpackoéueva Pr || 7.9 éunoAn : éunwinkn G NeNpPgPrPs

8.8 8kaoTn¢ : Sikacbeig G BrOxPg, rectum Pr

9.8-9 oTAn : bis atAn G BrOxPgPr || 9.10 Snuaywyia om. G BrOxPgPr

10.11 67L: 60a G BrOxPs® | 10.13 xataokevaocacbat : kataokevasbat G Brox | évokevaoal : elokev-
@oBatL G BrOxPs* || 10.14 6popot : dunpog G BrOxPs® || 10.17 taiapyols : Tagiépyw G* PgPr || 10.19
aroAoyoto : artoroyolog G* Br*OxPgPrPs || 10.22 OxA€ls : oOyAelv G BrOxPgPr | 10.24 x)elSiov :
KkAeldiw G BrOxPgPr | 10.28 einwpeyv : einowpev G BrOxPgPr || 10.31 dprayng : apmayewv G OxPgPr,
apmatny Br

With the exception of the group AbFzNeNp, which follows G only up to 2.20,"*
BrOxPePgPrVp appear to derive from G in all nine books. Within this chaotic group,
some sets of manuscripts can be isolated: BrOx, PeVp, and PgPr.

Br and Ox share several errors:

13 On this matter, especially for the Palaeologan Age, see Conti Bizzarro (2021); Cavarzeran (2022).
14 Itis group h: see Section 6.2.
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2.19 xviokaoBat BrOx | 2.23 Apyidoyog : dyyiroyog BreOxPgPr || 3.5 toUtwv om. BrOx || 3.7 Avetat :
Slalvetal Brox | 3.8 mpocayaydvteg Bri*MaOx || To0 yevvioavtog : yévvnuovov Bri®, yévog uévov
Ox || 5.10 pev om. Br*0x || 5.12 dmomvel : evamonvel BrOx || Suooopa’ : ebooua BriOx || 5.13 6poiwg
: 0poiwg w¢ BrOx || 5.14 {8atg te kat VAalg : VAalg te kal idilatg Bri?0x || 5.16 yorabnva : yaAabnkd
BroOx || iy 8¢ tijg éAd@ov : 1 8¢ tol éAdgov BrOx || 5.27 evTwkii ante Sixtua add. BrOx || 6.8 cuoaitoug
om. BrOx || 6.9 mpooke@@iatov : mpog 10 ke@dAatov BrOx | 10.15 mAeiotov : mAola BroOx | 10.22
BaAavavonaypat : Baravaypag BrOx || 10.24 év Aiodooikwvt : aioAiotSikwvt Broxre | 10.35 éAepa-
vtivny : dAepavtivav Brox | Pivbwvog : piBwvog Brox

It is likely that Br was copied from Ox, but the relationship between these two man-
uscripts and their connection with Wn is not always straightforward and requires
a deeper and less generic investigation."

The connection between Pe and Vp becomes immediately clear from the fact
that both end at 6.186 ¢mwvikia, and also share a remarkable number of errors:

2.5 anavBpwmneveadal : AavBpwnedesbal PeVp | 2.6 omopd : omopav PeVp | 2.7 aupiiokew :
auprwokewy PeVp | 2.9 ¢pnpwv : Epnpou PeVp || dpepévoy : ae’ ifng PeVp || madldxia : mavaxia
BPeVp | 2.10 xabépmovtt : kabéAkovta PeVp || elta : ta Pe : om. Vp || évaxpog : évayyog PeVp | okAn-
©pOG : oKANPoEPOG PeVp | 2.11 otpatevastpov : katevoluov Pe, koatéapov Vp | 2.12 npecpitepov
: peafutov PeVp | 2.13 Aploto@dvel : aplotovew PeVp || 2.14 ayipatov : aynpaiwov PeVp | tiv
aynpwv apetiv : v aynpw tpoenv PeVp | 2.15 kal paxpoypoviog : xpoviog PeVp | to xelpe : Tv
YElpa PeVp || 2.17 éni 8¢ T6v OnAetiv om. PeVp || 2.18 vedvig : vedvig PeVp || wg: 6 PeVp | olov om.
PeVp || 2.19 puata—mpoelpnuévwy om. PeVp | ént : amo PeVp | 2.20 veaviokeveabal : veaviTeLe-
06at BD AmMaMnPePgPrPsRoVu : aviteveabat Vp || Aptoto@avng : Aplotoupog Pe, Aptatotow Vp |
2.22 ounpuyyes : uiptyyes PeVp || 2.24 tpiyoBpidteg : tpryoppddtal PeVp || & om. PeVp || 2.26 ta ante
i kopLfig add. PeVp | 3.5 6voudalowvto PeVp || apop@dv : ebgop@dv PeVp || ano yévoug \utv om.
PeVp | 3.8 100 yevvijoavtog : ToUg yevijoovtag PeVp || 6 putedoag 6 mowjoag om. PeVp || 5.9 typat
: Gypa PeVp || 5.12 ebaiobnta : aioBnta PeVp || 5.13 dpoiwg : &g PeVp || 5.14 00Tw kadovpevoL om.
Vp || 5.17 AwomnTng : Awomtat PeVp || ixvevtig : ixvevtal PeVp | 5.36 Tag : ToUg PeVp || 6.7 Biacov
om. PeVp | 6.8 kAnBijvat : Btvat PeVp || 6.9 xapeuvn : xaueoviov PeVp || 6.9 pUAAGSES : @u sp. vac. 4
litt. PeVp | 6.10 Umootpwuata om. C L PeVp || kvégada : kvéea PeVp || €v Ayylon : évayydon PeVp |
avemnnipouv post Stéaokel add. PeVp

Nevertheless, there are a few cases where PeVp do not show the errors of G, whether
due to contamination or ingenuity:

5.11 petiéval : petelvat G BreOxPgPrPswWn® | évtetumwpéva : évtunwpéva G BrOxPg, évtu-
nOUata Pr || 5.27 Tf) OnpevTiki] : TOv OnpeuTtik@®v GH BrOxPs® || 5.31 81ttd : 0pBA& G BrOXPs®, rectum
8itté habent autem PePgPrvp

15 See also Sections 6.3, 7.3.1.
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Apart from their common descent from G, Pe and Vp do not show any relevant
conjunctive errors with the other extant manuscripts, except for the following,
which are hardly indicative:

2.9 madaxia : tavakia B Pevp || 2.18 kudpwpévn AbBreOxPePsiVp | 2.25 &vSetov : évSotov EGH
FIFrLuMrOrPa*PeVp

It is also possible to claim that Vp was copied from Pe, since the former has many
errors that are absent in Pe:

2.5 & &v om. PgPrRoVp || 2.7 yéveoig yovi om. Vp || énipopog kal émitokog : énigpopog énitokog G
AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrWn, ¢nigopov énitokog Vp || 2.10 vmqvny : rtévny Vp | elta : ta Pe : om. Vp
| 2.11 éx tijg — RAiag bis Vp || 2.16 TapaAAATTWY : TapayAdTtwy Vp || I6HAE : €6AE Vp | 2.17 don-
AKeoTEPAV : ApenAlotatny Vp || 2.18 émlyauog vedyapog om. Vp || 2.19 kviokeabat : kuvickeasbat
Vp | 2.20 veaviokeveoBal : aviteveabat Vp || 2.24 ebkoopog Vp || ebkdoung Vp || 3.8 mpoayayovteg
: mpodyovteg Vp || 5.9 Aéyolt : Aéyowvt’ Vp | 5.10 Tdg kUvag — énageivat om. Vp || 5.14 (8aig : idvaig
Vp || 5.17 ouvepyol : kuvepyol Vp | 6.8 cuvévtag FS* EFIFrMr Vp

The opposite happens very few times, when the copyist, a rather young Arsenius
Apostolis, probably managed to correct the text:

2.10 yeveldokwv : Yevelaowv Pe || 2.25 petagpévey : opévw Pe || 5.14 ot Aéovteg: oi Aéyovteg Pe || 5.32
1} 8¢ moddaypa totatal dpkuotacia ante 1 8¢ modaypa add. Pe

The palaeographic details also contribute to this reconstruction, since bhoth
manuscripts were copied in Crete at the end of the 15th century. Pe was copied
in the atelier of Michael Apostolis and Vp was copied on the same island by his
son Arsenius; Vp also bears the hand of Emmanuel Zacharides, who worked as a
scribe for Michael. Nevertheless, an intermediary witness must be postulated, since
Vp was copied in Crete at the end of the 15th century by Arsenius Apostolis, but
at that time Pe was in the possession of Francesco Maturanzio, who acquired the
manuscript on the island in 1473."° It is very unlikely that Arsenius could have used
Pe directly in Crete after 1491, but it is possible that he had an apographon of it, and
not a very good one, given the number of trivial errors in Vp.

A final set can be identified in Pg and Pr. They show several separative errors
with respect to the rest of the textual tradition:

2.5 avBpwmikév om. PgPr | 8 &v om. PgPrRoVp | 2.7 6& om. PgPr || 2.8 veoywhevg PgPr || 2.9 mepv-
ooV : epaatvov PgPr | 2.10 Aetoyévelog om. MvPgPr | mapnfnkws : mapapefnkwg PgPr || 8¢ ante

16 See Ferreri (2021, 90).
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6vel om. PgPr || 2.13 ynpatdg éoyatoyipwg om. PgPr || 2.14 tov dynpw : Tovg ayipw PgPr | 2.16
KOUKA : KouLtikd PgPr || 2.18 olov éoyatoyfpwg kal Té dpota om. PgPr || 2.23 Apyitoxog : dyyiAoyog
PgPr | 3.5 6vopdagotto om. PgPr || 3.6 mpoadv : mpootév PgPr || 5.21 Tiig 8¢ Adyxng TO pév : Adyxat
8¢ T Ayxng T@v G Ox, AdyyatL Ta 8¢ Adyxng to pev PgPr || 7.8 aueifew : auopewv Pg, om. Pr || 10.13
aypov : avtov PgPr | 10.14 évokevdoal : évokevdobat PgPr Xa || 10.15 mAeiotov : mAola BrOx, mela
Pg, mielw Pr || 10.34 duoikoArog : apgixuog Pg, auet sp. vac. Pr

Pg and Pr share two large gaps in the text: from 1.137 EuqAnv v to 1.157 aftnroy,
and from 5.149 évelpyaopéva kat Tag petoyag to 6.20 kal vmopaxdley Aéyovat, thus
omitting a relevant section in Books 5 and 6. It is reasonably to assume that these
gaps were already present in a common ancestor of Pg and Pr derived from G, since
each contains errors that are absent in the other:

- Pg:5.19 16¢a — dpkueg om. Pg || otaAideg om. Pg | otaAlwpata om. Pg | 7.6 xelpovpykal :
Xetpovpyal Pg || 7.7 Snuiovpynpua : igpovpynua Pg || 9.6 meinwyey : onelnwpev Pg || 9.7 xtilewv
1 katiew Pg

- Pr:2.117t0v €k — o@pty®v om. Pr || 2.12 vtom6Alog om. MVPr || 2.24 mAéypa : TAevyua Pr | 2.25
neplppéovoay : meppieaoav Pr | 7.8 ov ante ta 8¢ mumpackoueva add. G OxPg, avta 8¢ mutpa-
okopeva Pr || 9.8 é€oploToug Pr || 10.14 eipntal : eipikaot Pr || 10.23 6 te pépog — ¢ pépeL :
76 Te okebog () uépel Pr || 10.28 katabaipewv post kabaipewv add. Pr || 10.32 8&T om. Pr sp. vac.
relicto

5.2 The curious case of manuscript E and group e

Among the manuscripts of the Palaeologan Age, E occupies an important place. It
dates from the beginning of the 14th century, but was unfortunately disregarded by
Bethe. On the contrary, this witness is very interesting and old enough to be worthy
of consideration. The significant feature of this manuscript is that redactions
a and B seem to be somehow mixed, in a manner not dissimilar to that adopted
by the compiler(s) of group x. However, the contamination in E happened at least
more than a century earlier, in a different cultural context, and with a different
result. Thus, E and its apographa are characterised not only by a mixed redaction,
but also by some distinctive variant readings and, above all, by the presence of
some passages (of uncertain origin) which are absent in all the other witnesses.
This occurs in Books 2 (which will be examined in depth in Section 6.5), 3, 6, and 7,
sometimes to a greater extent, sometimes to a lesser one. In Book 1 (see Section 10.1
for more details) E is in line with the other manuscripts of its age, such as B, D, G,
and H, but in this case they do not have the text of redaction 3, as C does, and do
not belong to the d family, to which E belongs almost entirely in the other books of
Pollux, i.e. 4, 5, 8, and 10. The reason for this is unclear, but it is plausible that E’s
scribe had as his source a manuscript — or its antigraphon — in which Books 4, 5,
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8,9, and 10 were either incomplete or missing altogether. It is also possible that a
source for these books was not always available to the copyist. Below, I present the
state of the text in Books 3, 6, and 7, and then in Books 4, 8, and 9, since they are
the only ones to which this study does not devote a chapter. The former three are
contaminated, while the latter belong to family d, even if they still underwent slight
contamination.

First of all, in these books E, along with its direct or indirect apographa (FIFrMr
and LuOr), presents its own variant readings or alternative formulations, which
are absent in the other extant witnesses, with the exception, in several cases, of b.

3.5 8leAely : 81eABety b EFIFrLuMrOr | otwg : oVtwot EFIFrLuMrOr | ovyyévelog ESFIFrLuMrOr
(cf. d : ouvyyevikog EFL (cf. b) | 3.6 mpog aipatog : ¢’ aipatog EFIFrLuMrOr™ || mpo To0twv : po
avt®v b EFIFrMy, sed toUTtwv LuOr || Ava&iwvog : a&iwvog EFIFrLuMrOr | xal IToAvapdtov 6vta om.
EFIFrLuMrOr | 3.7 vouw — Abetat om. b A EFIFrMrOr®, habent LuOr* | cuvamépyetal : mavetal b
EFIFrLuMrOr | 3.8 gépetal : ovopaletat A EFIFrLuMrOr (et gépetat E™FI™) || yewduevog : yewd-
uevog o tik®¢ EFIFrLuMrOr

6.7 ovooitiov : obomiov b A E™FI™ (gUomiov €v 6Aw) || ouunosiav : cupmoctov ESFIFrMr || i
¢pavov om. EFIFrMr || 6.8 ouvovtag FS* EFIFrMr || 6.9 xvé@ada post Anuoc6évng coll. EFI[Fr]Mr ||
kal moAAot om. C L EFIFrLuMrOr | 6.10 émotpwuata post meplotpwuarta add. EFI[Fr]Mr || taumi8eg
om. b A EFIFrMr || évetvaua : kotrala EFIFrLuMrOr

7.6 xelpoteyvikol yelpoteyvikat EFIFrMrOr, yelpoteyvital xelpoteyvikai Lu | 7.7 avtitéyvnotg 8¢ :
1} 8¢ &vt. EFIFrLuMrOr || ToUg uévtol — Aéye : kat pavAovpyovs avSpag AnpocBévng EFIFrLuMrOr ||
teyvaopata EFIFrLuMrOr || 7.8 Ta yap — kouwsia : Toaiog 82 kal Avsiag npatag pév elnov avtovg,
ToUG 8¢ oLV GAAoLg umpdokovtag cuunpatag EFIFrMr (cf. Poll. 7.12) || ta 8¢ mutpaokdueva : & 8¢
nunpdokovo b EFIFrLuMrOr

Another interesting feature of E in Book 3 is the letter to Commodus, omitted by F
and d (except for G), where the copyist wrote a lonely TovAog Kaicapt Koppddw
yaipewv, probably inserted by analogy with the other books:

praef. 3.1 v S: uév AE || 3.2 xéxpnvtat AE: om. S || 3.5 émeAetaunv S A : émeSetaunv E | 3.6 avtl
SE:om. A | éppwoo kUple om. AE

E seems here to be quite close to A’s text, with which it shares two errors, but it also
preserves with S the dvti that A lost. Hence, E must be treated as an independent
witness to the prefatory letter. The variant reading énede€aunv of E in place of
émeAe&auny is also important: it can be attributed to a misreading of the majuscule
script (A A), and thus testifies to the antiquity of E’s source and possibly to an
independent derivation of this source from the archetype, since this error is not
shared by S (family b) and A."” With regard to this source, I have identified a number

17 The same can be said of a marginal note in E at 1.130 oayng] £v 60w &aynv ebpov, where the
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of passages in which E preserves a different text from all the other branches of the
tradition: some of these textual passages seem to be later additions introduced by
the compiler of E, but others cannot be easily disregarded and could be traced back
to the archetype. At any rate, such interpolations are very useful for investigating
how the Onomasticon was transmitted, used, and modified during the Byzantine
Age. In the hope that the complete collation of the entire manuscript that I am
undertaking will reveal more of these additions or alternative redactions in the
near future, I list here some of the most striking from Books 1, 3, and 7, while those
in Book 2 are illustrated in Section 6.5:

1.73 évowntnptov : évSiatn)tiplov E, sed év dAw évowkntiptlov E™

1.79-80 0AAQuUOG — OVOUATWUEY : BAAAPOG 6 TOUG VOUPIOUG TIEPLEX WV, OTKOG YAUOL TEAoLUEVOU Kal
AMADC TO KEAALOV, YOVAUKWVITLS O i DTTOS0YNY YUVAKGV TETAYUEVOG 01KOG, LOTEWV, TAOAACLOUPYLKOG
0(KOG, GLTOTIOLKOG 0IKOC, Kal HOAWY 0poing E

1.81 Attiké¢ post Sujpn add. E

1.132 post 6mAitng v E add. Avdol &eutrtot yevopevol énel Tij kapfiwv 8éq ol ot TovTwv ETapd-
xOnoav xat anéparov Tovg Endyoug, eig 008V MEBnoav T¢ Kpoiow xpelag. (cf. Hdt. 1.80)

1.233 post kekAfjoBat E add. dpuySaiij t0 §6vSpov, auuySdin o kapmog ‘6iSov pactcdat pagiag
auoy8dAag’ (Eup. fr. 271 K.-A) (cf. [Ammon.] Diff. 33)

1.234 post popta (Woptat E) E add. oi Attikol 8¢ v 84v8pov Spiv elmov kal Taoag TG 6Twpag
axpodpua (close to [Hdn.] Philet. 94)

1.248 xapupapitng (lege xapnpapitng, cf. schol. Ar. PL 807f) post 6&ivng add. E

3.8 0 yewduevog : 0 yewauevog montikg E

3.10 post mpoyoviki E add. matp@a &¢ eiol teAevtioavtog 100 matpdg, matpka 8¢ Té kal (HvTog
TATPLKOG OV QIAOG

3.13 xal untpo@ovov post untpoktovov add. E

3.14 post mowoacbat maidag E add. madonoujoacbat Anpocbévng (25.80; 59.93)

3.20 €071 8¢ — Aéyouaty : E0Tt 6¢€ Kupiwg 0 V1O TH THON TPAPELS EKQPWY, YPAOTPEPNC, UAUUOBPETTOG
undev mAéov tig THONG eldwg dANG mtapmav e0OnG E (cf. Ar.Byz. ffr. 238-40 Slater)

3.21 xail okdT0¢ — AaBoboa : xal omovplog dv €yévvnaé Tig Aabwv, 1j teke Aabolboa, Tov 8¢ avTov
Kal okoTIov gimotg av E

3.24 post auowitopeg E add. ot 62 avtol kal mpdyovol Bg amd T00 TPOTEPOL YAUOU YEVVNOEVTES
T® maTpt

3.30 tpookn8elg kab’ HpoSotov : mpooknSels ka® Hpodotov (8.136) kal ITAdtwva (?) E

3.32 post kat vudg E add. montikwtepov

3.35 post €x8ootg E add. kal éxdeSopévn

3.60 SopvEevog — memouéVog : SopvEevog 8¢ 6 o TOAEUOL PIALWOEIC E

3.68 £vBEwe Exely’ EmumOVwe TeTpdobat E

3.93 kat avafarag : kat EmBarag tdv ve®v kal avapatag E

6.126 dxabapTog : dkabaptov wg Anuocbévng (25.63) E

6.173 post ueyaro@pwv E add. ueyard@Bainog peyaronwywv HeyaAdowpog kat T dpota

compiler of the redaction of the manuscript says he found éaynv in another source, which may be
the result of the misreading of sigma and epsilon in a majuscule script.
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7.7 T00G uévToL I akpLBElg texvitag eaviovpyovs katd Aptotoeavny (fr. 912 K.-A.) Aéye : xal gav-
Aovpyovgs GvSpag Anpoabévng (fi: novum?) E

7.8 Th yap — kwpwsdia : Toatog (fr. XLVI Thalheim) 8¢ kai Aveiag (fr. 507 Carey) mpdatag pév elnov
avTovg, ToUG 8¢ oLV GAAOLS TLTpAoKovTag cupnpatag E

7.209 VeavTpla post veavtng add. E

Most of these passages have more or different terms than the other witnesses.
Several of them, 1.81, 3.8, and 3.32, preserve evaluative terminology that is absent
elsewhere. Some of these passages deserve attention:

— 1.73: instead of évowkntnptov, E presents the variant reading évSia{tn)triptov.
Although the verb évtiattdopat is attested with the meaning ‘to dwell in a place’
in Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon (cf. LS] s.v.), all authors approved
by Pollux, to my knowledge évSiaitntiplov never appears in Greek before
Euthymius Zigabenus (see LBG s.v.). The word may be a later interpolation or
the invention of an erudite copyist, a possibility that cannot be ruled out in the
case of this manuscript. Be that as it may, the marginal note in E informs the
reader of the more common oiknTpLov.

— 1.79-80: E introduces explanations for the terms 6dAapog and yuvakwvitig
that are absent in other witnesses. The former is drawn from [Moschop.] Voc.
Att. sv. Béapog 0 ToUG VUUE{OLG TTEPLEXWVY 01KOG YAUOU TEAOLUEVOL. O KOWVOC
Aeyduevog maoTdg. fjTol T0 KeAAlov, Kal ATTIKGOG SwUATLOV, KAl KATAYPNOTIKGG
kottv."® The latter partially derives from [Hdn.] Part. 18.4 yvvakwvitng 0
0{KOG TGV YUVALKDV.

— 1.132: this is one of the most interesting features of E. Usually, as far as I can tell,
E’s interpolations — if they are interpolations — are of a grammatical nature.
This one, on the contrary, narrates what happened to Croesus’ Lydian cavalry
in the battle against Cyrus. One may reasonably wonder whether this is an
addition to the text made by a scholar who wished to explain 0 mdOnua o
A0S0V, or a remnant of a digression made by Pollux himself and omitted by
other witnesses. The case must remain unsolved, but there are no similar
interpolations in E.

— 1.233-4: in all probability this is an insertion from [Ammon.] Diff. 33, with
which E’s text shares the meaning of the two words auvy8aAf] and auvyddan
according to their accent and Eupolis’ fragment. A few lines below, 1.234

18 The Voces Atticorum attributed to Moschopulus are still published only in the Venetian edition
of 1524, which bears the title TGv 6vopdtwy ATTik®dv {uAAoyn €xAeyeloa anod Tig Texvoroylag Thv
Eixévwv 100 @ oatpdtov, fjv £¢¢80T0 6 copwTatog kuplog MavounA 6 Mooy6movAog, Kat o Tiv
BLBALwV T@V ToT®Y, in Dictionarium Graecum cum interpretatione latina omnium quae hactenus
impressa sunt copiosissimum.
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contains a common doctrine on §p¥c and axpoSpua (cf. Phryn. PS 27.5, 36.14): it
could be a genuine observation by Pollux on an Attic usage of these terms, but
it is cannot be ruled out that it is again an interpolation, since it can easily be
found in other lexica or scholarly works.

1.248: although slightly corrupted by an itacistic error, E shows a very rare
term, kapnpapitng, referring to wine. It occurs elsewhere in the scholia vetera
to Ar. PL. 807f (hence Su. a 2518):

&vBoopiov’ “Tod 1840¢ kal TepLoopoL Kal avOnpod’. Tov 8¢ yudaiov otvov kapnBapitny éxeyov.
RVEONBarbAld

avBoopiov: ‘of sweet, fragrant and flowery [wine]’. On the other hand, [Attic speakers] called
the common wine xapnpapitnv (‘causing headache’).

Although it is not impossible that the term xapnpapitng was interpolated by
consulting the scholia to Aristophanes, since it seems entirely fitting the context,
it may instead belong to the original text, for it is a definition of wine employed by
Attic speakers, as the scholia attest. Moreover, if all the manuscripts had been in
agreement here, I suspect that the issue would not have even arisen at all.

3.10: it clarifies that matp@®a (‘from one’s father’) should be used when the
father is alive, matpiké when he is not.

3.20: it contains two other synonyms for pauué0pentog, namely ék@pwv, which
does not seem very appropriate to the context, and ypaotpe@nc, an extremely
refined word attested only in ArByz. fr. 238 Slater (= Nomina Aetatum 280.9
Miller) and Eust. in IL. 3.591.20. The explanation too is lacking in other branches
of the tradition.

3.21: it seems to be a more extended and discursive version of the text of A,
which added the Latinism kat omovptog before ok6tiog. One wonders whether
an Attic rhetorician like Pollux would ever have mentioned such a noun in his
Onomasticon. On the other hand, omovptog, spelled omdplog, in used in Plut.
Mor. 2.288e 81t Tt To0g anatopag ‘omopiovg’ viovg karoGoty, but clearly as a
foreign word."® And Pollux in many cases provides the Latin equivalent for a
Greek term.?® Given this, and the fact that the work is dedicated to a Roman
emperor, one might think that Pollux wished to mention the Latin word in
order to then recommend the correct one (tTov 8¢ aUTOV Kal GKOTIOV €ITTOLG (1v),
but it is more probable, in my opinion, that E expanded a gloss, such as that

19 On the attestation of this loanword in documentary texts, see Dickey (2023, 444).
20 See e.g. 2.166 @aokiav, 8.124 xaykeAMwTAg, 9.79 vodupog, 10.111 patérav.
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found in A, which had entered the text, or alternatively that A shortened a text
close to that presented by E.**

— In3.30, E claims that the word npookndeig is used by both Herodotus and Plato,
but it is only attested in the former. This is most likely an error, since Plato’s
name appears in the text shortly afterwards, and mpookndi|¢ is a poetic term.
It is possible, however, that instead of Plato there was a second name, and
this was corrupted. On the other hand, the quotations from Demosthenes for
noadomoujoacBat in 3.13 and dxaBaptog in 6.126 are consistent.

— In 7.7 E presents a significantly different redaction. It replaces the name of
Aristophanes with that of Demosthenes and replaces Teyvitag @aviovpyolg
with kal paviovpyovg dvspag, while also omitting the imperative Aéye. In such
a case there are two possibilities: either to completely disregard the text of E
as corrupted and relegate it to the apparatus (the substitution of &vépag for
teyvitag may also be a simplification), or to acknowledge the existence of two
redactions. One wonders whether in Pollux, before epitomisation, there were
both quotations — one from Aristophanes and one from Demosthenes — and the
latter only survived in one of the sources of E, where the former eventually fell
out.

- Also interesting, and somewhat worrying in terms of the working method of
E’s compiler, is also the mention of Lysias in 7.8 along with Isaeus. All the other
witnesses state that mpdtng was employed by Isaeus, cuunpdtng by Lysias (see
Poll. 7.12 Avaiag 8¢ ToUToug eV pompdtag, Tovg 8¢ oUV AANOLG TUTPACKOVTAG
ovunpdrag Aéye). However, E also adds the name of Lysias in 7.8, implying that
it was possible to find mpdtng and cuumpdtng in both authors, whereas, as far
as we know, the word is not attested in Lysias. Against the rest of the textual
tradition, it would be very unwise to rely on E, where it has to be recognised
that in this case two Pollux passages were clumsily conflated.

E and its apographa also share conjunctive errors and omissions with d or d? a
clear sign of contamination, as already mentioned:

3.6 TO VOUW TPOCGYLVOUEVOV — LTAPYOV : 0UTW (00 T0 BHI BrFzMaMnPePgPrPsVuVp EFILuMrOr,
00t® Fr, 00 7¢) MVOXWn, 0V Tij NeNp) @UoeL (pUaota Pe) vouw 8¢ mpooywdpevov (mpoatdv EFIFrMr,
npoctéuevov G* Bri?OxPePgPrVp) d EFIFrLuMrOr | 3.7 futv om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | mavoetal :
navetal d EFIFrLuMrOr

6.8 OLacitag om. d? EFIFrMr | i8iwg — wvopagov om. d? EFIFrMr || ouykaAécat om. d EFIFrLuMrOr ||
¢pelg post Stnvov add. d EFIFrLuMrOr || fite mapotuia — kAn6fjvat om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || 6.9 kaAoing

21 It should be added that the excerpta in Mc also preserve the word omovptov in this passage. See
Cavarzeran (2022, 147).
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v post katakeloBat add. d EF1[Fr]LuMrOr || eiot 8 om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || 6.10 wg EbBovAog — atop-
vutat om. d? EFIFrMr | avemAipouv : €éprimhouv A d? EFIFrLuMrOr

7.6 xal pnv — texvev om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | €inot : inolg d? EFIFrLuMrOr || 7.7 Aplotopavng —
kéxpnTat om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | €peig post émupot add. d EFIFrLuMrOr || 7.8 ai pév ék : ék pév
d EFIFrLuMrOr | Toalog — Eevo@®v om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || 7.9 ta dnoknputtépeva — apgiforov
om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | &g — Zevoedv : Zevoe®v einev (§¢n EFIFrLuMrOr) d EFIFrLuMrOr | aro-
KeknpukTat 8¢ : aAAQ (& EFIFr) xal danokeknpuktat épelg d EFIFrLuMrOr | kal petaBépintat om. d
EFIFrLuMrOr | kai éknénpatat om. d EFIFrLuMrOr

Moving on to Books 4, 8, and 9, here is a list of concordances with errors or alterna-
tive formulations occurring in d or d%

4.7 evteyvia - émotiuwy om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || yvwuovikog — evtedég om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | 4.8 kat
nap’ Oppw om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || yvwotik®g — xpetag om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | 4.9 tovtolg 8¢ tava-
vtia : ta 8¢ évavtia tovtolg d EFIFrLuMrOr || okAnpov d? EFIFrLuMrOr | §oknoico@og — AvTip@mv
om. d? EFIFrMr | 4.9-10 kai pévtot — peyaronpéneta om. d EFIFrLuMrOr

8.6 Stkaiwg om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | 8.10 Stkaotiv om. d? EFIFrLuMrOr

9.6 xal moAloT\G Kal kTilwv om. d EFIFrLuMrOr | xal mow@v — pnxavopevog : kal ta dpola d
EFIFrLuMrOr | 9.8 év @ : 010 1@ d EFIFrLuMrOr || mpocopioal : mpoowpicbat d? EFIFrLuMrOr |
9.9 eipnuévn : Stepnuévn d EFIFrLuMrOr | émnpuia : émdnufjoat d%(amodnuijoat Br) EFIFrLuMrOr
| amodnuia om. d EFIFrLuMrOr || 9.10 kat utoddnuog — Snuoxpatikog om. d EFIFrLuMrOr

Nevertheless, these three books also show characteristic variant readings and
textual portions which are absent in the rest of the textual tradition. See for
example TOvV 8¢ Sfjuov kal TOAW €pElg dd ToD mepLéyovtog at 9.8, where E suggests
to the reader that ‘you will also call a population ‘city’, from what contains it*:

8.6 Swatoovvn — Sikatompayia om. d, habent post Stkato86tng EFIFrLuMrOr | 8.7 mapavopia post
@vopia add. EFIFrLuMrOr | 8.8 kata8kalwy : petadkalwyv d?: om. EFIFrMy, habent kata§kalwy
autem LuOr | 8.9 xai ta dpota post anopnoicacbat add. EFIFrLuMrOr

9.6 00 pnv : €0t 8 00 EFIFrLuMrOr || kaitot : kai EFIFrLuMrOr | xataokevalouevog post é€epya-
(6uevog coll. EFIFrLuMrOr | 9.8 évtomog : évtomiog E*FI*FreMr || émiywplog post éyxwprog add.
EFIFrLuMrOr | post €6vn EFIFrLuMrOr add. tov 8¢ 8ijuov kal moAw €peig amo Tod meptéxovtog || 9.9
otAN : VAN EFIFrLuMrOr || 9.10 kai SnuiompdTng : kal Snuokpatng kal dnpoxpatia EFIFrLuMrOr

In the near future, I aim to extend my collations of the textual tradition to include
the other manuscripts of the Palaeologan Age and group x, a lengthy task that I
have yet to undertake. In the meantime, however, I have proceeded to collate the
entire Books 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 of manuscript E using Bethe’s meritorious edition. The
outcome will necessarily be less precise, but still useful. The collations seem to
confirm what has just been said about E’s composite and multifaceted nature. First
of all, E shares alternative formulations, errors, and omissions with both b and BC,
which should represent the d family, but it would not be advisable to use the siglum
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d, since the fact that all the witnesses of the family agree would require one to
collate at least L, on the one hand, and D, G, and H on the other hand (see Chapter
9). Here are the two non-exhaustive lists:

1.44 evéxvurtog om. b C E | 1.46 mpoonoeabat : mpooiesbat F E || 1.74 oiknoewv : katadboewv b
E || 1.168 vmikovoav post mapédooav add. b E || 1.183 kataAsijoat post é€arical add. b E || 1.193
Slapépwv : épwv b E || 1.210 7 o8 A : T m08e b E | cparepwtépay : émopareatépav b E || 1.212
ETEPOIG A 1 €Tépw D E || 1.215 éykabeouévwy A : kabeCopévwv b E || dpeow A: épeowv D E || 1.235 €Tt
s elnelv b E || 1.246 aA@itovpylag : avtovpytag b E || 1.251 cuPoteia (= b) post ouBdota add. E | 2.37
‘Hpd68oTog 8¢ pdokel b E || 2.39 Eykollov : kolAov b E || 2.50 avéyovta : Umepéxovta b E | 2.51 6&vw-
miag : 6&vwmia b E || 2.52 8¢ kal : 8¢ 1L b E || 2.56 cuvBedtpla : cuvBeatpiav b, ouvBetplav E | 2.69
70070 6veldog : TobvelSog b E || 2.69 karoGvtal : kaAeital b E | 2.76 6ouvAiag b E || 2.77 katd tadta
add. éxnvéopev add. b E || 2.92 avtdVv post ékatépwbev add. b E || 2.94 EVpuoiw b E | 2.95 ntapaoyelv
: énloyev b E || 2.95 tpagev 10 : tpagévta b E || 2.150 yepviupata A : xepvippada S, xepvipueda F :
xeplupeba E || 2.168 tpinodog : mupog b E || 2.196 modavuntpov b E || Tov ypapuatéa : Té ypaupata b
E| | 22261 :¢cite bE || 2.236 mepl 6hov : mepi v b E | 3.5 ouyyévelog : guyyevikdg b E || 3.7 ouva-
népyetal : mavetal b E || 3.19 6pacttepov : Babitepov b E || 3.49 dtekvov om. b E || 3.51 £yyxwplog
om. b E | 3.74 patlov : gavAdtepov b E || 6.58 6Tt myvvouvot : émptyvoovot b E || 6.119 komwdng b E
| 6.137 ofetat post copwtépoug add. b E || 7.30 kpokovntikii om. b E || 7.62 ¢Ewtdtw : €Ew b E || 7.72
yuvi| — ageideto habent b E, om. cett. || 7.209 vnoTiy| : viotpk E, votpLrikn b

1.44 GvegaAeuttog om. BCE || 1.99 mpoaoyely : mpooerdelv BCE || 1.110 Babelc om. BCE || 1.105 dxiv-
Suvog dAvmog om. BCE || émutveovong : émAnyovong BCE || 1.116 avagépety : avaxdntewy BE, sed év
\w avapépew E™ || 1.118 é€eppdyn om. BCE || 1.124 mepinAovg om. BCE || 1.138 caydpels : ayapeig
VBCE || 1.153 A€tov : i{8tov BC E || 1.159 dyvpvaotws — oAtywpwg om. BC E || 1.161 Adgpuvav post
ékoldavav add. BC E || 1.174 meptBarécBal : mepfaielv BC E | 1.180 mept oitov — akpdfovtog om.
BC E | 1.190 rjtot Tig €5pag post payews add. BC E || 1.202-3 ¢pywdng — xaAw® om. BC E | 1.204
ameda : Sémeda BC E || 1.205 fpepiCewv : peuetv BC E || téytota : téxtov BC E || 1.209 ¢ Eevopiv
post épeSpevewv add. BC E || 1.213 épéntat : édpyntat BC E || 1.214 étepopikng : émunkng BC E |
1.218 inmog — uétpov om. BC E || 1.219-20 6 pév — {otatat om. BC E || 1.231 avavOég — EnvOnkog
om. BC E || 1.235 Aelov 0paAég om. BC E || 1.247 dogpayig pévtot add. BC E || 1.248 @pTog bis om.
BC E || mavoonpia mog om. BCE || 1.251 xal tpépewv om. BC E || 2.40 énikAnv €xet : émkaAeital BC,
koAgltat E || 2.41 Avtip®v — TeAekAeidng om. BC E | 2.42 ke@dAatov — mpooke@datov om. BCE |
06 'Yrepeidng — mapagpovelv om. BC E | mepikpavov habent BCE : om. M b A || 2.43 inev habent
tantum BC E : om. cett. | 2.45 kateiot : kataAfyet b BC E | 2.46 kal xatd — @drayyog om. BCE ||
2.49 notv — Eevo@®v om. BC E || 2.50 Avmovpévwy — Apenpiag : Aumovpévwy Tattetar mapd 8¢ Toig
KwUkolg BC E || 2.53 iyvn : pivn BCE, sed yvn €v &Alotg E™ || 2.56 damoPAepOijval : avTipAe@Oivat
BC E || 2.71 xoptoet8ng : xapoetdng i xopoeldng BC E || 2.72 mpopdoat post Avyvov add. BCE | 2.74
aiobnotg - elopof} om. BC E | amogpepdpeva : mpoopepoueva BCE || 2.77 mvor : ékmvor) BCE || 2.79
00twdn : 00td BC E || 2.88 meptfoAr) b A E™ (nepifoin €v tAdolg E™) : mpoBoAn BC E | 2.88 mupdg
1 080G BC E : mupdg b A E™ (tupdg €v 6w E™) || 2.91 év ékatépa tf) olayovi om. BC E || 2.102 dva-
otou®oal : aveatopwoe BC E || 2.107 éxatépwbev : ékatépag BC E | 2.110-1 év Tolg — éKALOOOVTAG
om. BCE | 2.122 t® kwuk® om. BCE || 2.132 tettapwy : TeTayuévwv BC E (Tettdpwy év GAAw E™) ||
2.133 mpoorptntat : iptntat BCE || 2.185 ouvantet : ouvijntat BCE || 2.189 tva — puiakpidag om. BC
E | 2.194 niéiv o@®pa : 6AXo odua BC E || 2.206 Aavkaviav : Aevkaviav BCE || kal not - énéeootv om.
BCE | 2.214 and 8¢ xoAfjg — AéyeL om. BCE || 2.215 duo & aipatog — 0Atyaipovg om. BCE || 2.223 xat
AvTie®v x6plov om. BC E || 3.15-6 xai tadta yovedowv om. BC E | 3.17 patav : paupav BCE || 3.18
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kadol — mpomarikiiv om. BC E | xaitot vevoutotat om. BC E || 3.19 ka6’ ‘HoioSov om. BCE || 3.20
nadg om. BC E || Buyatnp moAAfj om. BC E | 3.21 mpoavdacvpua : avacvppa BCE || 3.23 dvopaotéov :
pntéov BCE || 3.25 ot pev 81| — kaAoGvtat om. BC E | 6vopddotto : €in BCE | 3.26 mpoyevvnBévTL €€
¢tépag BCE || 3.45 U’ éviwy — kwukod kal om. BC E || 3.47 6 povwBeilg — yuvakdg om. BCE || 6.131
TWiG : yvwung BC E, Twufjg B || 6.143 d&eota — ywpav om. BC E || 6.145 d8Vvatog dabevig om. BC
E || éhoyia — opkpdng om. BC E || dSuvauia aoBévela om. BC E || 6.146 puaxpordyog — anépavtog
om. BC E || ouppetdg — pAvagog om. BC E || 6.147 pdBiog ebmopog BC E || mukvog — AdBpog om. BC
E | 6.149 dptiemig — vnepanoyp®v om. BC E || nmetypuévog — kekpiuévog om. BCE || 6.157 ouvepyog
- ouvtehi¢ BCE || 6.159 €in — ouvtuyia om. BCE || Ta 8 ¢k — Aéyev om. BCE | 6.194 Ta0TOV — Avel-
niotov om. BC E | 7.11 kai kOkAoL — povontwAiov om. BCE || 7.22 payevg : pattevopevos BCE || 7.25
Téxa kal kpedypav om. BCE || 7.29 katayayelv BCE | upuyua BCE || T@v 86€ véwv — xatayayelv om.
BCE || 7.51 mémAov — o08et om. BCE || 7.55 6 8¢ katdotiktog — {wSiwtdg om. BCE || 7.127 opotoBobat
BCE || 7.150-5 kai 10 mpétypa — Bwpaxo@dpog om. BCE || 7.172 dyyeooeAivwy : éAeiwv BC, éAetoby E
| 7.211 xai BLpAonwANY — ittédag om. BC E (sp. vac. fere dimidii folii relicto)

In addition, E usually shares conjunctive errors, omissions, or alternative formula-
tions with the set b BC, which leads us to think that its source (or more probably, as
we will see, sources) mostly belonged to these two families:

1.40 émpeAnTig b BCE : év 6AAw émueAng (= M A) E™ || 1.41 edmpoaottog om. b BCE || 1.64 énaveAbelv
: vtemaveAdely b C E, avteneAdelv B || 1.91 tupoia om. b BC E || 1.105 mopastéunovtog GLUnponé-
umovtog om. b BC E || 1.114 neprayBévtog om. b BCE || €6et om. b BC E || 1.116 éxBoAr om. b BCE |
¢€aipewv om. b BC E || 1.118 mappey£0ng om. b BC E || 1.121 kovtoig om. b BC E || 1.131 oOtot om. b
BCE || Stavvotev : katavvolev b BCE || 1.140 nepikvnudiolg om. b BCE || 1.147 yevelaotnp : yeveiag
b BCE || 1.148 xatavwtialot b BC E || 1.151 uévov om. b BC E | 1.155 cuvepyot : évepyol b C (om. B),
évepyog E | 1.162 e¢etéyOnoav om. b BCE || 1.172 énifAentov om. b BCE || 1.175 ovotpatital om. b
BCE | 1.178 pAétipog om. b BCE || 1.191 606¢p0v — doépxovg om. b BCE | 1.215 pdAAov : mAéov b E,
niAelov BC | 2.37 pagfig om. b BC E, habet A || 2.45 kdrtelot : kataAyet b BCE || 2.65 €nt T@v 0000~
U@V : év 101G 6¢OaAU0is b BCE || 2.73 60@pavopevov : 66@pwievov b BCE || 2.103 ntveiov b BCEY |
2.85 kueAig om. b BCE | 2.118 9béyEacbal : pB¢yyeabal b BCE | 2.118 tpuyepovg A E™ (tpuyepols
év Aotg E™) : mpaotépoug b BC E || 2.134 00 @uodcbat : 10 @Vonua b BC E || 2.179 dogaAtitng :
dopaitiag b BCE || 2.185 avtn — kotuAndwv om. b BC E | 2.234 xduyelg : ouykduypelg b BCE || 3.14
utootekvia om. b BCE | 3.20 twvi om. b BCE || 3.21 nadAakiSog A : maAraxiig b C E (de B non constat)
| 3.22 i a8eApdBeog om. b BCE || 3.22 ij §¢ untpog — untpaderpog om. b BCE | 3.28 dppévwy Svotv
om.bBCE | 3.53 70 & iepov pétpov A:om. b BCE | 3.50 Twvag A : éAhovg b BCE || 3.73 S8eomdtng post
vewTepog A om. b BCE | 3.94 droBoAn A : mpooBoAr b BCE || 3.102 uvnudouvov om. b BCE || 7.130
08pLagdépoL b BC E || 7.134 oxiadneopot b BCE || 7.136 dAektpuonwAntiptov b BCE || 7.204 pdyvng
: payvnota b BC, uayvnooa E

What is more striking, however, is that in many cases E manages to overcome not
only the omission of the single b or BC, but also — more surprisingly — the conjunc-
tive ones between b and BC. Here are the three corresponding lists:

1.96 domadietg om. b A || 1.102 xataipovot uév om. b A || 1.137 étepootopog om. b || 1.151 dovpBatot
om. b | 1.188 ¢8dpoug om. b | 1.219 UTEP — pOung om. b || 1.222 okapaveic om. b A | 1.227 8¢ €pelg
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om. b | 1.229 ebokia om. b || 1.236 8¢ ¢pelg kal om. b A || 1.238 ikpuadeg votideg et votiog om. b A ||
1.242 oi pévtot — ékGAouv om. b A || 2.213 ta 8¢ — dvopddetal om. b || 2.233 EOTOALG — yuvi om. b A
1.44 éxtptpat om. A BC || 1.94 xail 6 Eevoe®v — wvopacev om. BC || 1.98 0 8¢ €pyov — okApog om.
BC || 1.99 a@’®v — @optiwv om. BC || 1.100 vijvepog vmtivepog om. BC | 1.101 Yrepeidng — elomAouv
om. BC || 1.103 éAA& — mvedpatt om. BC || 1.180 metbrjviog om. A BC | 1.183 tpogat — aéAtvov om. BC
| 1.190 yvnowwtatov — Avmodvta om. BC || 1.191 capkwdelg — fadifet om. BC || 1.199 v koAdThTat
— Beparmevétw om. BC || 1.211-2 6 moumikog — katafAintikdv om. BC || 1.215 ei §¢yxabielg axdvtile
om. BC | 1.217 xal aguBpilwatv €ig avtovg om. BC || 1.226 a6 yap — ovopata om. BC || 1.227 Aenti
— OTOAB0G om. BC || 1.235 prlo@uelv — amotetvat om. BC || 1.241 ei 8¢ — xoTwvddeg om. BC || 1.243
auméroug — otaideg om. BC || 2.36 élagpov — émttétatt om. BC | 2.37-8 kal Aemi80el8elg — avOpw-
nototv om. BC || 2.38 xal Auk6@pwv Tumelg — uéoov om. BC || 2.52 kal ol oTpdPwveg — Kwpwdia om.
BC || 2.94 €l 8¢ 8¢1 - énaywyov om. BC || 2.178 womep — €€ om. BC || 2.180 avyévog — i&0g om. BC
1.124 xatatp®doat post tp@dpav A E : om. b BC || 1.127 obpayo6g A, 6povopwg obpayog E : om. b BC
| 1.128 ta&iapyot post Aoyayol A E : om. b BC || 1.129 épetounkoug mhatsiov A E, om. b BC | 1.131
Kkovto@opol A E : om. b BC || 1.139 @puktoi A E : om. b BC || 1.141 @mAtopévol A E : om. b BC | 1.155
@WOmovol A E : om. b BC | 1.176 dptoteig A E : om. b BC

In the last of these lists, it is possible to notice — although it must be borne in mind
that they are agreements in a correct variant reading, so much less useful for
assessing the textual tradition — that E agrees only with A, retaining words that
are absent in the other witnesses. This does not seem to be entirely coincidental,
considering that in E there are also agreements in error or alternative formulations
with A, albeit to a lesser extent (first list below), and also some between E and the
set b A (second list):

1.120 yaAkd EupoAra : yarkéuopoAa AV E, yadkol éupoAra E™ || 1.210 inmel: inndtn A E || 2.69 (nnotg
8¢ : ol dAotg {wotg A E || 2.79 dxetevpata : oxevpata E, oxfpata A | 2.88 60ev : ag’o0 A E || Tiig
@A0Y0G : To0 Tup6g A E* | 2.103 dppwothpata : vooyuata A E || 2.108 6péyAwocog A, 0uéyAwttog E
:om. cett. || 2.118 Tpuyepovg A E™ (tpuyepotle €v dAAolg EM) : mpaotépoug b BC E | 2.156 vmovpyely
s Umapyew A E || 3.8 pépetat : ovopaletat A E || 3.9 6 éxBpédag om. A E || 3.18 €kyovog : £yyovog A
E | 3.19 éxyovol: £yyovol A E || 6.17 évtpomiag : éktpomiag A E | 6.138 180knkev : ndnkévat A E ||
VouiCeL : Sokel F A, Sokelv E || 7.29 dLAOAALOG : PUAAOG A E || 7.64 ol maAatoi : ol montai A E

1.241 1) 8¢ tepa kaAkoTté@avog post kaAettat habent b A E || 2.87 0mo@BdAutog BC Ex : bio@BaAuia
b A Er | 2.88 mepLfoAn b A E™ (epton €v GArolg E™) : mpoBoAn BC E | mupog : 6€0¢ BC E : mupdg
(=b A) év A\ E™ || 2.92 tévte éxatépwbev om. b A E™ | 2.105 1} yA@TTa post capk®Seg add. b A E
|| 2.148 aptiyelp : avtixelp b A E || 2.156 kakeivoL..joav om. b A E || 3.7 vouw yap — Abetat om. b A
E | 3.9 épelg 8¢ kal om. b A E

We can therefore conclude that the state of the text in E is complicated to say the
least. A closer look should be devoted to its agreements with C and B: I think that
it is likely that the variant readings of B are common to d? but in the absence of a
collation of D, G, and H, it is both more prudent and methodologically correct not to
ascribe them to d2 The agreements in error or alternative formulations between E
and B are very common:



86 —— Anessential overview

1.50 dnoyetpoPiwtot : anelpoplot B E || 1.116 émukivoudg om. B E | 1.147 ta §€naveotnkoTa — KATA
om. BE | 1.151 akatéAAaxtot om. B E || 1.155 avpelat om. BE || 1.185 mplov®Seg om. B E || 1.199 tiv
Te unplav — kévv om. B E | 2.29 9Belpa : 9Bopav B E || 2.32 xovpidag : kovpéag B E | wid : SutAii BE
| 2.62 xevoUv habent tantum B E || 2.80 éviol — kiova om. B E || 2.83 @payijval : éune@paybat BE |
2.85-6 100 8¢ koiAov — ¢ywviokog om. BE || 2.86 10 &8 ¢vtog —Aopov om. B E || 2.88 el pn Tpaytkwre-
pov om. B E | 2.90 npoyeAiSia : mpdyethov B E || 2.91 Statpodot : Sixaovat B E || 2.96 kaAeltat om. B
E | 2.98 vmepdvw : Gvw B E || 2.102 16 avto Kai anootopdtiley add. BE || 2.106 toutiom. BE | 2.134
EMLoQaylg mpooeipntal : émogaytelg Aéyetal B E || 2.145 Um0 talg @aiayéL : U0 Talg oKLTAAloLY €V
A\ E™, U110 Tl oxuTaAiSeg B) || 2.150 dmmoyelpoflitwy 8¢ Eevoe®v : AtoyelpoplwTtog 6 Amo Tdv
YEWPGV (v elrte Eevop@v B E || 2.156 AoyicacBat : dpOuijoal B E || 2.160 Se€itv mépmet Baciievs B E
| 2.184 tnv 8¢ — wvopacev om. BE || 2.189 katd 8¢ — puiaxpig om. BE || uic: pvo®v B E || 2.20 Hpo-
@W0¢ — wvoualev om. B E | 2.203 éupépnxe : oupPéPnke B E || yerrovel : yettvid B E | 2.211 cupia-
kelg : ouumhokiig B E || 2.213 ¢nupavovta : bropavovta B E || 2.222 Tnmokpdtng — cuvabpoiletal om.
B E || 2.225 iatpol — xadoUow om. B E || 2.233 Hpd8oTog — agelelv om. B E || 3.15 pinw : undoAwg
E || 3.21 ®omep al oikiag om. B E || 3.22 fj a8ergijg om. B E || 3.26-7 Gomep ovtog Onoavpod om. B
E | 3.31 LikeA@Tal — 6vouadovoty om. B E || 3.31 ei xal — kaAel om. B E | 3.32 kal mapd — eidioveg
om. BE | 3.33 Toalog — Z6Awv om. B E || fjv 6 — yapet om. B E || 3.36 xal StanapBévia kwiikog om. B
E | 3.41 00 yapoOvtag om. B E || 3.42 6¢ — BonBelv om. B E | 6.149 kpioig — mpooein om. BE | 6.156
Opoepkng — opontépouvg om. B E || 6.163 kat MavattwAia om. B E || 6.165 tpiuitiov : tpiripov BE |
6.174-6 om. B E || 6.179 00AAEELS : sUAMNUYLG B E || 6.187 Aéyotto — capég om. B E || 6.188 i — mountL-
kov om. E || 6.209 ta 8amno — e0tedij om. BE || 7.23 éPnBiat BE || 7.28 €pla — mvapwy om. BE || 7.44
®¢ Zo@oxAii¢ — eipnkev om. BE || 7.51 §okel — mémAw om. B E || 7.54 £€oTe kabnkwv om. BE || péAiota
— xitwvikev om. B E || 7.55 00 mapaivcavteg — opvopagov om. B E || 7.57-61 £tepog — Kwikoi om. B
E | 7.99 tavtng — xifdoveg om. B E || 7.116 mpootebéov — Suvapevog om. B E || 7.116-24 10 8¢ vmep
- nwpwov om. B E || 7.146 komtew : okomnelv B E || 7.155-68 teBwpakiopévog — muptdpata om. BE ||
7.181 omaptivn : omaptiva B E || 1.186-90 motpaivewy — ovopalev om. B E || 1.197 okubpwndrat B E

As expected, though, E does not share all the omissions of B. Here are some exam-
ples:

2.33 avypels — éooat om. B || 2.136 kal payetpov — Staxdpat om. B || 2.139 01t uév — ovyi om. B | i
T8V — dyxaASadyyol om. B || 2.140 70 pev — Bpaybtepov om. B | 60ev xal mixewg om. B || 2.156
Kal 8akTuAog — épydtat om. B || 2.169 kai 6 — oayivn om. B | 2.172 ta Buydtpla — médecov om. B ||
2.177-8 i 70 péoov — avtiotepvov om. B || 2.226 oUykeital — £oTtv om. B

E also shares a far from negligible number of variant readings with the older man-
uscript C:

1.44 avegitnAog : &v Twi avegitutog E™ (= C) || 1.224 yvp@oar : yupedoat CE, sed yvphoat E* || 1.225
¢yelpew : dyeipew CE || 2.75 évepyelv post avtiig add. CE || 2.83 xai émlaBelv T Gra T Talv Xepotv
post & Gra add. CE || 2.98 fikovev : fikovoe CE || 2.179 ¢évo@ovSuAia : 6@ovSVAla C E | 2.224 bmoya-
otplw : émyaotpiw CE | 3.32 eivatepeg : eivatelpeg b A : eivatopeg C E : eivatnpeg B || 6.177 ovaiag
Kiihn : Buaiag C E, Aciag B, aitiag Ald || 6.178 ebpeatg mpay. : aipeotg mpay. CE || 6.189 épwtopavig
om. CE | 7.39 yahaipovmog : xapumnog CE || 7.62 mepinela : méfa CE || 7.88 kapPartivn : kapmativn CE
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The impression that emerges from these data is that E shares many of the errors
and omissions found in the Palaeologan manuscripts of family d. The conjunctive
errors shared with C are much fewer: their existence can be explained either by
contamination or by the fact that the witness of family d from which E drew its
text belonged to a somewhat different branch from d2 It must be said, however,
that in Books 4, 5, and 8-10 the text of E is very close to that of d? so that the latter
hypothesis seems less likely.

The dreaded word — contamination — has just been uttered. When dealing
with manuscript E, it is not just an impression that E is contaminated: E declares it
openly, and with a certain pride, one might say. The compiler of E, who may or may
not have been one of the copyists, wrote many marginal notes in which he recorded
variant readings that he found in other manuscripts: sometimes he even writes
£0pov, in the first person, which testifies to a kind of research on his part. In some
cases he notes that he has come across a variant reading in more than one manu-
script (see e.g. &v dAAoLg in 1.225, 2.53, or 2.86 in the list below, or in 2.110, where he
clearly appears to have consulted three sources at the same time):

1.40 émueAntig b BCE : év dAw émuediig (= M A) E™ || 1.44 aveitAog : €v Tt dvegivtog (= C) E™
| 1.47 ioetSeotépav b A E™ (¢v 6AAw ioetSeatépav EM) : evotdottépav M : eveldeatépav B : om. C :
Stedeatépav E | 1.116 avagépewy : avakontewy B E, sed év A w avapépewy E™ | 1.125 kpovoabat :
avaxpovoasdal E, aAayod kpovoabat E™ || 1.127 aToixog : tolxog (= M A BC) év A\w E™ || 1.130
oyng : &v 6w £aynv edpov E | 1.150 avtutolepionv : £v Ay e0pov avtutdAwy (= BC) E | 1.164
avayayetv : anayayetv E¥ || 1.172 npoxataAaBely : €v GAAw ¢otl kataiaBelv (= b) E™ | 1.175 nelaite-
pol F A E : dAAayoD meCetaipot E™ || 1.184 év dAAw ovpmnepBelval @ otopatt E™ || 1.200 dAiayoT
£0pov’ £veBllétw 8¢ TOV AoV 08® ABDSeL i mavty Tpacyeia E™ | 1.214 oxé8nv : oxédiov B |
1.221 dypotal : apotat BC B || 1.225 mepleAdoadar : meptpracadal év dAAoig E™ || 1.228 dumeropdpa
: aumelo@utd M b A E*! || 1.250 oi®v : mpofatwv M E : oi@v E° || 2.32 SuTAfj B E @ pud cett., cAhayol
WA E™ || 2.43 oywoképarov M b E : éxvoképarov A BC E® || 2.53 Txvn : pivn BC E : {yvn €v dAAolg E™
| 2.86 UmomTepUyLOV E : UT0 T0 MTEpUYyLov (= mss.) dAkayoT E™ || 2.88 mepifoAn b A E™ (meptfoin év
AAotg E™) : mpoBoAn BCE || 2.88 mupog : 6§06 BC E : mupdg (= b A) v éddw E™ || 2.110 6A0@AVKTIG S
E : év (0w @AukTig (= BC) kal €v 6AAw @oAkig (?) E™ || 2.118 mpaotépoug : Tpuyepole €v dAA0LG EM
| 2.128 appnoia : avappnoia aAayod EM || 2.129 dAAayod améeavov kai andéeacty IMAGTwv ebpov
E™ || 2.132 tettdpwy : Tetaypévwy BC E : tettapwy (= b A) €v GAAw E™ || 2.143 010 Taig AAayéL :
070 Talg OKLTAAIGY €V 6AAW EM, UTI0 Talg oKUTAASEG B || 2.178 Tiv 8¢ paywv (= mss.) dAiayod E™ :
AV E || 2.190 &v é\w ebpov 6TL TO pév £umpocBev avTikviuiov, T 8¢ 6miabev eig ubv émnpnuévoy
yaotpokviutov E™ || 3.33 év dAAoLg dmobavovtog 8¢ Tol matpog EKAAEsay avTny Kal meEPKANPITLY
E™ | 3.37 bpevai®oat Bethe : bpéva doat B E : vpevatfjoal év £tépw E™ || 6.22 oivomdTng : oivemng
aAAayod E™ | 6.148 tiv peyarogwviav : Tv moAvewviav E || 7.170 apolpn : dAiayy E™

Additional traces of contamination can be found in several passages where E dis-
plays a text that is the result of the conflation of two different sources:
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1.60 rjpwn : npwn (= b A C) xal ¢apwn (= M B) E || 1.167 katépuoav : katéotpedav (= b) xatépvoav
(=M A) E || 1.192 ¢naw@v 8¢ inmov Bijpa (= BC) kal BAéppa (= b A) elmolg v E || 1.228 dunelopopa
BCE : aumeroputa M b A E*' | 1.251 ovBoteia (= b) post cuBootia (= BC) add. E || 2.48 10 8¢ mpoowmnov
Kal Tpoowmelov O Kal HopUoAVKLOV Post okevoToLov repetit E

Elsewhere in E, where a passage or cluster of words is omitted in BC but is present
in another source, it is inserted in the wrong place, or rather, not in the same place
where it can be found in that source, which may be, for example, b or A, as is mostly
the case in the examples listed below:

1.100 evnpocdppiotog om. BC : E coll. post evAipevog | 1.124 katatpdoat post mp@pav coll. E : om.
b BC || 1.162 ¢ppa&avto om. BC : E post OnAvkag coll. | 1.189 nmov énawvog (?) kKuviinodeg — atepeot
om. BC : post doapkot coll. E || 1.195 ebuyog evkapSLog uetéwpog evBapanig om. BC : post yetpondig
coll. E || 1.221 éAn om. BC : E post vamat coll. | 1.224 dAofjoat Tovg mupovg om. BC : E coll. post Tpuyii-
oat tag aunédoug || 1.238 kpouvvol om. A BC : post §pdcot coll. E || 1.247 kpdppvov — tevtAov om. BC:
E post yoyyvAig coll. || 1.248 yAuk0g om. BC : E post énaywyog coll. || 2.41 IIAatwv — iAtyylaca om. BC
: post kpawtaAdv coll. E || 6.18 post eikoot uétpa E coll. olvog ¢Enynouévog — ekpoenoag (6.17) quae
BC om. | 6.131 ToAVGTPOQOG TV Yvopny om. BC : post mavtoApog avBpwmog coll. E | 6.139 peue-
pluvnkwe om. BC : post mponovioag coll. E | 6.140 moAAGKLg Emavabeacduevos Enavopbwaoduevos
Bacavioag émSlaxpivag om. BC : post ékopbwaag coll. E

When contamination is raging within the tradition of a text, philologists often
resort to postulating the existence of one or more witnesses, now apparently lost,
which contained many variant readings. And here it is! E can be one of them, and
it survives: we do not have to hypothesise anything. If one imagines that E was not
the only one of its kind, with many alternative readings in the margins or between
the lines, but that there were similar manuscripts contemporary with or even older
than E, then the precise delineation the currents of the textual tradition becomes an
impossible and frustrating endeavour.

Finally, like any other manuscript, E has a number of errors or alternative for-
mulations of its own, as has already been assessed:

1.113 ¢v xp® — vadv om. E | 1.127 nepmndg : mounag E | 1.135 £otL — 6wpaxog om. E | 1.136 kai t0
omAov — kovtog om. E | 1.149 domSomnydg : dombomnoldg E* | 1.154 xataotijval : katavtijoat E
| 1.157 ouykpotely om. E | 1.158 dpyot om. E || 1.161 AtBoddpot : AtboSokot E || 1.178 kpupivoug :
VPivoug E | 1.186 medwd : meStava E | 1.194 evmpenng : evmetig E || 1.203 avafaivol : avapaivewv
8€TE | 1.219 nmov 8pdpog : inmédpouog E || 1.245 povov — €Aaiov : kal &’ éAaiov E || 1.249 fyepwv
om. E | petdooag: yeodrag E || 2.31 vmdonepav : Uiievnelpov E || 2.48 mpoownodtTa : Tpocwmig E |
2.63 xai Tookpamng — a8akputoug om. E || 2.159 oxfjua : xpfua E || 2.192 @’ v : 86ev E | 2.197 4@’
f¢: 60ev E | 2.214 Swaomeipetar : avaomnelpat E || 2.215 Tvedpovog veupoviat : Tvedpatog mveuata
E | 2.225 aipa : E@og E || 6.146 pAvpiag eipwv om. E || 6.147 cuykAOIwv om. E | 6.148 Tiv ioy0Ov om.
E | 6.149 Stecutrevpévog, axpiprigom. E || o0 péypt — 6éAywv om. E || 6.150-4 ¢k dSiknuatwv — 0Tt
xpiioBat om. E | 6.159 cuypiotol cupmapokol : cuuPiw tum sp. vac. 7 litt. E || 6.178 vnotiunotg —
mpoTIuuatog om. E || 6.179 aiSog : aomidog E || 6.186 kal ayyéAw bayyehia om. sp. vac. rel. E ||
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6.188 payAdg opy®@v om. E | 6.192 o0 Bapuvouevog om. E | 6.204 e0tuyng om. E || 6.208 ¢nbng :
e0nBeg E || 7.6 yepoteyvikai : yeipoteyvikoi xetpotexvikai E || 7.21 4@’ig : GAQIG E

Unfortunately, Bethe did not study E and consequently did not use this manuscript,

so that it is impossible to know his views on the relationship between E and the rest

of the textual tradition. Bearing in mind that there is not much one can do to safely

navigate such a fierce contamination, three hypotheses concerning the genesis of

E could be considered:

(1) Eis the only extant manuscript of another family.

(2) E preserves a state of the B redaction before the shortening that occurred in the
antigraphon of C and the rest of the d family, or it belongs to another branch of d.

(3) Eisa deliberately contaminated text produced in the Palaeologan Age.

The second scenario is very intriguing, and it cannot be ruled out that one of the
sources of E, which belongs to the d family, was more complete or more correct, at
least in some passages, than C, B, or any other surviving manuscript of d%. However,
the third scenario is the most likely, in my opinion. The compiler of E used a manu-
script belonging to d? as shown by several agreements in error; hence, this manu-
script was very close to those witnesses dating from the 14th century. But this com-
piler also used at least one other manuscript containing redaction a. In some places
he seems to have used two manuscripts, in some only one, in some even three (one
can also suspect that he did not use a whole manuscript, but one or more collec-
tions of excerpts), he mixed them up as his fancy took him, but it is not unrealistic
to think that the redaction a manuscript to which he had access was incomplete (it
should also be noted, as we have done before, that in Books 4, 5, and 8-10 E has a
text which clearly belongs to d?). It is also possible that this source was difficult to
read, as it appears in some places where some spaces are left blank in E. This detail
suggests that in this particular passage only one of E’s source was available:

1.72 ¢nopBpevoacdal sp. vac. rel. 10 lett. || 1.75 dmep — adARV : sp. vac. rel. 25 litt. | 1.76 680G — pep®v
sp. vac. rel. fere 15 litt. | 1.79 i yap — dpkéoel : sp. vac. rel. 5 litt. 0 BapBapikov ofetat AN’ Aploto-
@avng 6 KWUW808L8AokaAog T Toladta TeTdTEPOg avTol sp. vac. rel. 10 litt. koltwv andoalg &ig,
mvehog pia apkéoel | 1.80 kai dleewd sp. vac. rel. 7 litt. | 1.92 mepitdvatov sp. vac. rel. 5 litt. | 1.96
TPOCOETEOV — KEAELOTNV : IPOGBETEOY 8¢ TOUTOLS Kal Tpunp sp. vac. rel. 4 litt. kai keAevotiv E | 1.113
o8&V mpoepaiveto sp. vac. rel. 4 litt. | 1.133 donig — domig sp. vac. rel. 9 litt. || 1.134 moppupav sp.
vac. rel. 8 litt. | étepoprikng méAtn sp. vac. rel. 5 litt. | mtépuyeg sp. vac. rel. 8 litt. | 1.135 ot 8¢ €€ sp.
vac. rel. 7 litt. | 1.137 &ufAny : E[sp. vac. rel. 2 litt.JAnv

Ultimately, it is debatable whether the portions of text which appear only in E are
genuine: they are absent from M, b, and ¢, and it is also not unlikely that in the
early Byzantine age interpolations (mostly of grammatical content) or modifica-
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tions were made to Pollux’s text.”* However, not all of them should hastily be disre-
garded, since they could actually belong to Pollux’s text as it was in Q: manuscript E
dates from the same age as F or B, and it is older than S and A, so it is by no means
impossible that one of its sources still contained some more complete passages of
the epitome of the Onomasticon. Be that as it may, E is very important for the study
of the development of the text of Pollux through the ages, and of how scholars
approached this work, and should not be disregarded even from this point of view.

As can be seen from the collations presented above, several more recent man-
uscripts descend from E.** They are Fl, Fr, Mr (from Poll. 2.7 to the end), Lu, Or
(except for Book 10), Pa (which preserves only Books 1 and 2 up to 2.104), and Pn, an
apographon of Pa. To indicate this group I use e: the need to introduce this siglum
is due to the fact that while Fl, Fr, and Mr are mere apographa, LuOr and PaPn
descend from E, but enriched and modified its text by contaminating it with other
sources.

Fl, Fr, and Mr never have a better text than E. F1 and Fr also share several errors
and omissions:

2.6 yevvijoat om. FIFr || 2.16 poxko®v : pak Gv Fl, pak@®v Fr || 3.8 yovelg : kowelg FIFr || 5.21 petd :
ueod FIFr

Besides, Fr contains errors that F1 does not have, while the reverse is never true:

2.9 ¢pnPuwv : 60\Pwv Fr || 2.11 &wv : dywv ESFIMMr : om. Fr || 2.15 AeAvoBal : kedboBal Mr || 2.21
napnwpiodat : vronapnwpicdat EFIMy, vnomapakopeiabal Fr || 2.23 {x0veg : ioBVeg Fr | 6.9
notikvavov Fr

One can thus confidently assume that Fr was copied from F1, as also this integration
by a second hand in Fl suggests: 6.7 ¢net — aueAntéov om. EF], add. F1%, habent FI?Fr-
LuOr. In this case it seems clear that the copyist of Fr consulted FI after the integra-
tion. Also Lu and Or, or a common antigraphon of theirs, probably used either F1
after the correction, or Fr. The second option seems more likely, if we consider the
following conjunctive errors:

3.8 YoVelg ToKETS : kowoTokelg LuOr (cf. yovels : kowelg FIFr) || 5.16 yadaBnvd : yaiabip Fr LuOr
| index 10.3 Bupwpod : Bnpwdol Fr Lu || index 10.8 koitnv : kwmnv Fr Lu || 10.16 ¢okedaoTal :
¢okevaoat FrLu || 10.26 v : pid Fr, om. Lu

22 For example, the excerpta in Mc and Va: see Cavarzeran (2022).
23 On this matter, see also Sections 6.5, 7.3.1, 8.3.3.
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Unfortunately, there are not enough of them to make solid statements, and the con-
tamination, along with the interventions that the text of Lu and Or underwent,
further complicates the matter. For its part, Mr is isolated. It contains many errors
not found in F, Fr, Lu or Or; so it is independent of E:

2.10 EOTMOALSL : EpuniSn Mr || 2.20 veavievouevol : veavievouevov Mr || 2.24 OnpiSid : Onpladia Mr
| 3.7 mpog amdéeBnTov Mr || 3.9 6 yevvijtwp om. Mr | 5.9 Ofjpai te : yijpal & Mr || 5.18 véog : voog Mr
| 6.9 €@’V : ¢pelg Mr || Uravydviov Mr || 9.7 kai &otv — telyog om. Mr

Concerning both the complicated sets LuOr and especially PaPn, I refer the reader
to the specific chapters on each book, especially on Book 2 (Section 6.5). Here, I will
limit myself to providing a general overview of Lu and Or, based on what can be
deduced from the collation of the books that will not be discussed in detail. The
first characteristic that can be identified is that Lu and Or share several separative
errors or alternative formulations compared to the rest of the textual tradition:

3.7 vouw — Avetat om. b A EFIFrMrOr, habet LuOr® | 3.8 yoveig tokel : kowotokelg LuOr (cf.
YOVETG : kowelg FIFr) | ol BpéYavteg ante et post ol matépeg habent LuOr | Aéyovtal ante 0070
add. C BGHI BrFzZLuMaMnMvNeNpOrOx | yewdpevog : mvauevog C Or® || 4.7 post pntéov LuOr
add. Ukwola éumnelpia (-mup- Or) Téxvn || SLaokets : Staocknotkdg (-okt- Or) okéPig LuOr || Bewpia
— téxvn om. LuOr | 4.9 avayvwoia LuOr | aBeapoctvn : dBecpoctvn C LuOr || Soknotoogia ante
Pevdodotia coll. C LuOr || MAdtwvog om. C LuOr | eikog kat om. C LuOr || 6.7 énel — dpeAntéov om.
EFl, add. FI%, habent FI?FrLuOr | avSp®va : avSpdv C L LuOr | cuunosiav : guunosiavov LuOr ||
6.8 pwAnTepia : poTipla C, patipa LuOr || 6.9 kAwidov LuOr || 6.10 neplotpwpata om. C L
LuOr || ¢mpBorata : émiforat émPorata LuOr | tamdeg : ardmdeg C L Or || proddamideg om. C L
Or || taig &votiow : kal Euotiow CL Or | 7.8 ta yap — kwuwdia : Toalog 8¢ kal ‘Yrepidng (6 add.
0r*) mtpatag (-ng Or*) lmov avtovg, Tovg 8¢ abv dAlolg mumpdokovtag cuunpdrag LuOr || 8.7 (v
post a8ikwg add. GH BrOxPgPrPsrc LuOr | aSwkia : adwkiav égovta GH BrFzNeNpOxPgPrPsP LuOr
| 8.8 katadwalwy : uetadkalwv BGHI BrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPsVuWn : om. EFIFrMr, habent
kata§kalwv LuOr

A common sub-archetype (e?) must therefore be postulated, perhaps copied from
Fr, perhaps from a similar manuscript, since both Lu and Or contain errors not
shared by the other:

- Lu: 6.10 8amideg — Yraodamideg om. Lu || 7.9 drmodédootat Lu
- 0r:6.9 ¢’ OV - kKAwiSeg: Ve’ GV ¢oTiatéov kal VY’ v Or || 9.10 arrodnuntal : VodnunTai Or

The variant readings listed above also highlight several agreements between LuOr
(or only one of them when the other omits the passage) and C. Comparing this infor-
mation with the fact that Lu and Or, along with E, share errors — mostly omissions
- or alternative formulations with d? the most plausible conclusion is that e has
contaminated the text of E with that of C (or an apographon of this ancient manu-
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script): Lu and Or never have a better text than E or C. The more detailed analyses
of Books 1, 2, 5, and 10 lead to the same conclusions. It should also be noted that
on folio 75r of manuscript C, a later hand (probably from the first half of the 15th
century) has used a very dark ink to write kai §éA@axeg in the margin of Poll. 1.251
yaAaOnvol. This annotation is probably derived from the text of E, where it appears
exactly at this point. This suggests that, or one of its copies, was used to annotate C
during the first half of the 15th century, confirming that not only the text of C but
the manuscript itself was in circulation during this period. This provides further
evidence for the use of C by scribes who were copying the text of e’.

To further support the hypothesis, a sign that e used two sources was found in
3.8: ol OpéPavteg ante et post ol matépeg habent LuOr. oi Opépavteg is both before
ol matépeg (as in E) and after it (as in d): it is clearly a duplication due to a careless
conflation of two different texts.

The stemma of this group of manuscripts can therefore be drawn in two ways,
depending on what one assumes to be the relationship between e’ and Fr: namely,
whether the former is an apographon of the latter or whether it derives inde-
pendently from E.




