6 Book 2: Mostly on the human body

Having established some general features of the textual tradition of the Onomasti-
con, we are now ready to discuss some of the individual books, starting with Book
2, which deal with the human ages and the parts of the body. It is transmitted by the
following families and manuscripts:

— redaction a: a (=M), b (=FS), ¢ (= A);

— redaction : d (= CBDGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrRoPsVpVuWn);
— contaminated in various forms: x (XaXbXcXdXgXh), EFIFrMr, LuOr, and PaPn.

The observations in this section apply only to the text of Book 2, unless otherwise
stated.

6.1 Prefatory material

A few words should be said about the prefatory material of this book. Unlike other
books, there is no index. However, various titles are used to refer to the lexicon,
which can give some indication of the relationship between the manuscripts. These
titles correspond quite well with the results of the collations of the text.

a TouAlov IToAvSevkoug Ovopaotikov: BLpAiov f. M A

post epistulam coll. A | TovAiov om. A || Ovopaotikéy om. A

b MoAvSevkoug Ovopaatkdv: BLAiov Sevtepov. b E AbFIFzZMaNeNp

post 1} mAetatn xpfiotg coll. S || 1 ovopaotikog F | BtpAlov om. F

€ &V To0TR 76 BLBALW ai Te avBpwnwv eiotv NAKiaL kal T 6vopaTa, Kal T TPo TiG YEVETEWS Kal T
UETA TV YEVESWY. £TL 8¢ Kal TA AvOpWTwY UEAN Te Kal pépn T T& TPoYavi] Kal Ta EvSov. Kal TV €9’
£KAOTOVL PEPOLG YLYVOUEVWV OVOUATWY N TTAeloTn Xpiiolg. M S EFIFrLuOrPaPn

titulum kepdraia 00 Sevtépov BLPAlov S : apyr) obv Be®d ToD Sevtépov PLpAiov
TToAvSevkoug Or || 1 00v post To0Tw add. PaPn | ai e : adtal PaPn || 2 tijv om. EFIFrLuOr
PaPn | yéveow : yévvnow S | T@v ante avBpwnwv add. EFIFrLuOrPaPn | 3 i mAeiotn
XpfioLg : N xpiiolg n mietotn S EFIFrLuOrPaPn

d dpyn ToD Sevtépou BLPAloL’ el opaTOg AvBpwToL Kal Tiig Ovopastag Thv év avTd eavep®v Kat
apav®v popiwv. C I MnMrMvPaPnPsRoVu

post e coll. I | 1 &pyn oD Sevtépov BipAiov om. MrMvRoVu || BBAlov om. PaPn || tdv :
avt®v Ro | 2-3 xat agav®dv om. MrMvRoVu
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e 70 mapov mpdTov PLPAiov €k Bedv ap&duevov eig Ty yewpylav mavetar 10 6¢ Sevtepov mept

owpatog avBpwmov x BDGI AmBrFIFrLuOr?0xPaPePgVpWn

- elSaupavelkal tiig ovopastag T@v v adT@ eavep®v kal Apavdv popiwv. x BDIAmLuOr?Pa

- e? kal vty TV &v abT®) Gavep®dv Te Kal Apaviv popiwv ovopaciag ShapBavel. G
BrOxPePgVpWn

e: post d coll. Pa || 1 t0 mapov—navetat om. Am || 0 mapov : toutl o FIFrLuOr? Pa :
TOUTL 8¢ 70 X | uév post to! add. D : 8¢ post T0' add. I Br*Wnee | tp@tov BLBAlov : BLfAiov
PQOTOV G BrecOXPePgVpWn™ || €k Be®v om. G* Br*OXWn® | Tijv om. G BrOxPePgVpWn ||
tepav ante yewpyiav add. FIFrLuOr? Pa || 1-2 10 8¢ Sevtepov—-avOpwmov om. FIFr | 10 §¢
Sevtepov : T0 Sevtepov PLPAiov XaXbXg : T0 BLBAlov TodTo Stadaupavel Xh || 2 cwpatog
om. Pa

e’ 1 StadapBavet : Stadaupavov Am : om. Xh | pavep@v xal apavdv om. Xc | BLBAiov B
in fine add.D : &pyn o0 Sevtépov BipAiov in fine add. Lu

e% 1 te kai apaviv om. Pe || ovopactiag : avopadiag Pg | StadapBavery Ox

A peculiar characteristic of the ¢ family is the presence of a short text before the
beginning of the book. This is probably an insertion added in the sub-archetype,
as it is omitted elsewhere. The text presents the names and phases of human age
according to Hippocrates:

ENTA elow RAkial ka® TnnokpdTnv: TpWTN QIO
€v0G €wg énTaetole, HTIg kal matdiov Aéyetat.
Sevtépa ano ¢ €wg 18, {Tig kal malg Aéyetat.
TplTn &no 18 Ewg Ko, [{TLG Kal PeLpaKLov AéyeTal.
TeThpTn Ao Ka €wg xn, §Tig Kal veaviokog
Aéyetal. méumtn Ao kN Ewg Ag, {TLC Kal avip
Aéyetal. €KTn Amo A€ £wg uP, HTLg Kal mTpeavTng
Aéyetal. BSouN o up £wg tol Téoug, [{Tig Kal
YEPOVTIKN AéyeTal. A

Ent@ elow HAiaL ka®’ Tnmokpatny' TPWTN A0
£v0G £0G EnTaeTodg. SeuTépa Ao C Ewg 18. Tpitn
amo 18 €wg Ka. TETAPTN QIO KA £WG KN. TEUTTN
ano xn €wg Ae. Extn Amod Ae €wg pP. EPSOUN
ano pP €wg tod va [va XcXd : pud XaXbXgXh].
1 uév mpwtn madiov, 1 devtépa malg, v TpiTn
UEPAKLOY, 1| TETAPTN veaviokog, 1N TEUTTN
avip, N €xtn yépwv, 1 €BSopog mpeaBuTNg.
x(XaXbXcXdXgXh)

A and x report this text with few differences, but it clearly goes back to ¢, where
this interpolation — which in my opinion, should be included in a new edition of the
book — must have occurred.

Pollux’s letter to Commodus in Book 2 is omitted from families b and d, but trans-
mitted by M, and, again, by Ax. So, it must have survived in a and in c. Here is a
provisional edition:"

1 The collation also includes the witnesses belonging to group x, instead of just M and A (along
with the Aldina), as in Bethe’s edition.
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Praef. 2

Kaioapt Koppddw IMoAvdevkng yaipewv. doa pev mapd tolg v axpipii ewviv €xovot tdv
avOpIOL UEAGV RV eVPETY, TabTa 81} Tap’ EKeivwy EEeW £ueAlov. TTOAAA 8¢ Kal ol TQ) TePUTATW
ouvHOELS VLoV UV, avTol Th TIap’ avT@®V Kal T Tapd TV tatpev ABpoladpevol, Tap’ Gv
Kal HUETG TWVA TOUTWY GLVEAEEQUEY" GV Yap HETH TNV TTElpav 1} yvdOLG, TOUTwV 1 Xpela Tapa
oV melpg yvovtwy avaykata. Eppwaoo.

M Ax(XaXbXcXdXgXh)

initio émotoAn add. XaXg | 1 Kaioapt - xaipew : Koppddw Kaioapt TovAtog IIoAvdevkng
xaipew x || Koupodw om. M || mapa : mept Xb || axpipi : axpoi Xd | 2 avBpwmov :
avBpwnivwy XbXcXdXg : avbpwneiwv Xh | 87 A : 8¢ M XaXbXcXdXg : om. Xh || &Eew
guerov Ax : €Zetval pdiiov M || 3 ouviiBetg : ouvélBwg M || avtol ta : avtol Te M || 7o om.
MA || 4 twa: éotv & M || i) ante yv@olg om. x || yvwoelg Xc*, yvwong Xc || 5 €ppwao om.
XaXbXgXh

Some observations can be made:

what Bethe (1900, 80) attributes to the Aldine edition — these are the readings
Praef. 2.2 avBpwmov : avBpwnivwv and 8N : 8¢ — is already present in the x
group. It follows that there is no need to mention the editio princeps in the
apparatus.

manuscript M, not surprisingly, has a more erroneous text than A and x.

the variant reading 61 at Praef. 2.2 could be a correction by the copyist of A,
since it is incorrect in both M and x. In such a case, one must bear in mind that
the person who copied A was not a random scribe, but a scholar: Isidore of Kyiv.
So if A is correct against the rest of the tradition, or preserves more material
than all the other witnesses, one should carefully consider to assess whether
its readings belong in the tradition or could be corrections or interpolations
made by the humanist scholar. The same can be said of the x group. As I will
demonstrate below (see Section 6.4), it is a contaminated group of manuscripts
transmitting a redaction that has undergone many changes: for example, Praef.
2.3 70% may well be a correction. This highlights two serious problems with the ¢
family: contamination and intervention, which means that its text, a very rich
and apparently good one, must be handled with caution.

6.2 Familiesaand b

M shows individual errors or alternative formulations absent in other witnesses
and, as we will see in Section 6.6, sometimes agrees in error with b, sometimes
with A or d: it is therefore to be considered a member of an independent family, a.
Here is a selection of characteristic errors or readings (I have ignored orthographic
errors) in Book 2:
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2.5 elye : goxe M || avBpwmiov avBpwriokog om. M | &g IMAdtwv post avBpwmiletat coll. M || 6g
Aploto@avng om. M || T0 8¢ évavtiov ante danavbpwmnog habet M || 2.6 dpocal om. M || yevvijoar —
éuBpuov om. M || || eappakov om. M || 2.7 1 yévealg — Eevo@®v om. M | Tok®oa : Tokog M || papua-
KOV — TIKTIKOV om. M || 2.8 dptL — dpTL om. M || 70 8¢ veoylllov — Twvikov om. M || €telov : €TioLov
M || 2.9 eipnkev : eipikel M || Todtov — €pnPov om. M || yeyovwg om. M || €tn om. M || 2.10 OrtavOdV
VaVBGVTLM || v — wpag om. M | mapnvOnkwg — LTEAAATTWY om. M || TWYWVOG LITOTLUTAAUEVOG
om. M | mpogepnig — Sok@v om. M || 6 — Umevavtiog : 6 Yelthoyévelog M || 2.11 vmép TOV — €t om. M
| 2.12 peoiiME — udc om. M || T0 mpoTIudy — MMAGTwvL om. M || 2.13 éoxaToypws : £6XATOV YPWS
M || BaBuyripwg xal om. M || yepouaia : yepovasitv M || ToUg 8¢ yEpovTag — EKAAETEY @ YEPALTEPOUS
EZevo®v KaAel ToUg yépovtag M || IIAdtwv — yepovtodiSackaiov om. M || 2.14 ‘Yrepeidng — ynpo-
Bookela : kal ynpopookov & @v épelg kal ynpopookia M | ‘Yrmepeidng — xpovov : kat ayqpatov
XpOvov katd tov Yrepeldnv M || @ovkvdidng — dpemiv om. M || 2.15 08¢ : 686¢ M || mapdgpopov :
nap’ "EQwpov (nap’ E@opw?) M || axpatels : axpayng M | og Umookalewv post wg voAlgbaivewy
habet M || 2.16 énetal 8¢ : éme 8¢ M | kpovOAnpog : kpdvog Aijpog M | pakko®v : popaivwy add. M
in margine || 2.17 @ pev — TadTA : Ta U€v mpeofuTata oUTw M || 2.18 ApLaTopdvng — axeSOV : aKud-
Covoat dAAat 8¢ xuapifovowy, wg Aploto@dvng M || pelpag pelpaxiokn : pepakiokn i pelpa& M ||
e{lowog pedbon om. M || 2.19 téya 8¢ — xal 1} om. M || 2.20 10 maidelov — MMAGTwvL : Tada M || mapa
Nwoydapel — Eevoe@dvtt om. M || mapd ITAdtwvt om. M || 76 8¢ ToAudv — veavial : TOApaL veavikai:
Aplatoeavng 8¢ a@’ ovALag £pn° veavievwuevol kwal veavictal M || §& Aploto@avng — avépodacbalt,
om. M || 'Yrepeidng — kai 1o om. M || kal av8pk®g —Tookpatng om. M || 2.21 tapoAiodavely — mapa-
@pOVEY om. M || 2.22 ai yap @opat — §e8606woav om. M || 2.24 {x60eg om. M || VoTpLyig | LACTIE
vatpLyion M || 2.25 avagpittovoav om. M | 2.26 TV yaitnv — eaAavtiag om. M

F and S, both independently derived from sub-archetype b,? share several conjunc-
tive errors against the rest of the manuscript tradition:

2.5 dpyetal: dpEetat FS Xb || anavBpwmia post anavBpwnwg coll. FS || 2.6 tosovtovi : tocotov FS ||
2.7 i} TIKTIKOV : TIKTIKOV F 2 TLRTn TGV S || 2.8 mpwtdTokov om. FS || kat’ AploToudyov : katd peoaiy-
wov F : xatapecaiyuov S || ETLév A, £t év M: £t F: étiov S || 2.9 £t Bethe : €@u F, £on S | 2.10 Apt:
épyeL F, €pkel S | mapnPnkwg om. FS || vtevavtiog : bmevavting FS* || 2.12 pesaunoAiog om. FS || 2.13
yepovaia : yepovatlov FS || yepovtodidackatov : yepovtadidaokaiov FS | 2.15 pakpoypoviog : moAv-
XpovLog FS || pakpoypovintepov : pakpoypoviw FS | Aéyotto : mpooAéyolto FS || ka®’ Ymep(e)idny :
KaO’ 6 Yrepetdng FS || 2.16 émetat 8¢ : wg FS || 2.17 kdplov post Aiiv add. FS || év Aigiv : éva&iv F: év
YOVaLEL S | 8¢ katl yvvaikeg a@nALKeS : véat ApnAkes FS || 2.18 €on : elpnke FS | dppeowy : yeynpako-
ow FS || 2.20 &v mpoonkol : avtutpoonkel S*, avtitpoonkol FSPe || €pn : Aéyel FS | 2.21 mpoywpelv :
amoywpe FS || Tv tpiyxa om. FS | mapnwpijodat : amonapnwpiicdat FS || dAAo@povelv om. FS || 2.22
€00’ 0te post yap add. FS || yiverat 8¢ 4’ adt@v 6vopata : kal Té ano tovTtwy 8¢ ovouarta FS || 2.23
ovAoké@atog om. FS || atpaBadrokdpav : otpapparrokduav FS (-A- F) || 2.24 Onpidid tiva owvopeva :
Bnpiov L owvouevov FS || mAéypa tu: L mAéypa FS || 2.25 yaitng : tadvmg F, tiig S || xwv v kdunv
om. FS || 2.26 avagaravtiog : avagavtiag FS

2 For more details, see Chapter 5.
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6.3 Family d

Manuscripts belonging to the d family can easily be identified, as mentioned above,
by the way they rewrite the text. Here are some characteristic errors or features of
the whole d family, i.e. mss. C BDGHI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrRoPsVpVu
Wn, unfortunately H only has the text of Book 2 after 2.65:

2.5 émel — Gpyetac om. d || £peig ovv T0 ovvnBeg initio add. d | 00 — davbpwnedesdal : anavepw-
neveabat 8¢ oUK €pelg d || 2.6 10 8¢ kKunua — tocovtovi om. d || 2.7 wg Aplotopavng om. d || 2.9 €pelg
8¢ xal ante dpTLPackwy d || 70 yap mpwbiPng — uetpaxiov om. d | 2.10 8¢ Aéyetal post mpopepng d
| ©edmounog — 6 Kwukdg om. d || 2.12 00 ka®’ HUAS : ToNTKOV d || 2.13 g OouKLSISNG Kal AVvTLY&V
om. d | 2.15 é¢eotnkwg — VY’ RAiag om. d | 2.17 €peig post kopkov d | 2.18 dAAat 8¢ — F{6n om.
d | 2.19 einwv-tiktovoa om. d || 2.20 tovTOLg GV TPooKoL : €pelg 8¢ d || dkpddew — vealew om. d
| Avciag om. d || 2.21 eita ante mapnBav d || 2.22 ypnotéov — monTkov om d | §e8606woav : Tpo-
ofixouow d | 2.23 &v yap T0ig — Tpiyag : Attikol 82 00A0g Aéyouat Tdg Tpiyag d || oVAGKOUOG — Ta
ovopata om. d | 2.24 tpyideg: Tpiyadeg d | 2.226 wg — AplototéAng om. d || 2.227 Bupol — émbupiag
om. d || 2.230 voug - Bladtepa om. d | 2.231 faptBupog — kal T0 evBuUeloBal : kal Ta €&fig d || 2.232
ovopata — AéyeLom. d || 2.333 6vopdletatl — moAvoapkia : moAvoapkia kai @ dpowa d | 2.236 aicBn-
KOG — aioBavopevov : kat IIAaTtwv Tov aioBavouevov aicdntov (-v C) wvopaoe d

As demonstrated in Chapter 5, manuscript C, the oldest witness to d, has some indi-
vidual errors that are not shared by the rest of the family. Despite its antiquity, the
text as represented in the whole family does not depend on it: it is thus necessary
to use other manuscripts to reconstruct d. A more detailed analysis of the witnesses
of the Palaeologan Age, i.e. B, G, D, H, and I gives the impression that they form a
compact group:

2.6 kOnua? om. BDG AbAmBreFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVu : habent autem I Br*Wn ||
kot appAwdpidiov om. BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | 2.8 veoyywdv :
veoyhég BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePsRoVpVuWn, veoyiletg PgPr | 2.9 k6pog : koOpog
BDGI AbAmBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.10 kabépmovta pro kafépmovtt et €ywv post loGAov
BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | avépmovtt : avépmovta BDGI AbAmBr
FzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn || a@npnkwg om. BDGI AbAmBr*FzMaMnMrMvNeNp
0xPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn : habent Br**Wn| okAn@pog : okAnpog BDGI AbAmBraFzMaMnMrMvNeNp
0xPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn, okAnpo@pog Vp || 2.12 ©g Anpoodévng om. BDG AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNe
NpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn, habet autem I [mg AnpolaBévng || 2.14 ayrpatov : dynpaov BDGI AbAm
BrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn, aynpatov Vp | 2.15 68@ : 008@ BDGI AbAmBrFz
MaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | eig doagetav om. BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNp
OxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | 2.16 napavo®v : napafo@v BDGI AbAmBrFzMaNeNpOxPgPrPsVpWn :
rectum MnMvRoVu | 2.17 kopiSiov : kopdStov BDGI AbAmBreFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRo
VpVuWn : rectum Brr*Wn || 2.18 ypalic om. BDGI AbAmBrFzMaMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPsRoVpVu
Wn, habet Ro post yepattépa
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The same applies to the last sections of Book 2, where I have not yet collated the
recentiores:

2.227 gite — w¢g N Ltod om. C I : ite év kapbia (v k. : éykapdia B) xatd AptototéAnv BGH || 2.231
Kal 6&uBvULa Ta kabdppata : kal 6&vBupia fv (6ELBLULA v : 6&vBuiav G : 6€ubupia 8¢ I) oi @ablot
priTopég aot kaBdpuata BGHI | 2.232 kal €ott T@ pév 60t om. BGHI || 2.333 HpdSotog— Apelely
om. BGHI

Accordingly, it is very likely that all of them, i.e. both the Palaeologan and the recen-
tiores, go back to a single sub-archetype, which we may call d2 It is nonetheless true
that in several cases the more recent manuscripts have a more correct text thanks
to copyists’ ingenuity or by collations with other witnesses, as in the case of Br or
Ro.

Let us now consider whether there are some agreements in error between two
or more of these Palaeologan manuscripts. Here are the results:

2.7 auprdvat : auprdoat BG AbAmBrFzMnMrMvNeNpOxPePgPrPs'RoVpVuWn : rectum DI Ma ||
2.9 mepuowov : mepiovvov BDI AmMaMnMvPsRoVu : meplouvov C : meplowvov PgPr : rectum G
AbBrFzNeNpPeVpWn : mepuotkov OX || 2.10 pev : piy BD AmBr*MaOxPs || 2.12 yépa post mpe-
oPela coll. BG AbAmBrFzNeNpPePgPrOxVpWn || 2.13 npoonxkot : mpoorket BD MaMnMvRoVu :
npocrkotto GI AbBr FzNeNpOxPgPr : rectum BrPPeWnVp | 2.14 Tiv dynipwv apetiv : TV aynpw
apetjv BDI MaMnMvPsRoVu : tiv aynpw Tty G AmBr OxPgPrPs*Wn, tfi¢ ayipw T Ab
FzNeNp : tiv ayfipw tpoenv PeVp | 2.15 pakpopiotog BG™ AmPeVp : om. cett. | kpovoAnpog :
KpovokANpog G*I AbBr*FzNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.16 napavo®v : mtapapo®dv BDGI AbAmBrFz
MaNeNpOxPgPrPsVpWn : rectum MnMvRoVu || 2.20 veaviokeveabat : veavitevesbat BD AmMaMn
PePgPrPsRoVu, veavitteveobal Mv : veavieveoBat GI AbBrFzNeNpOx | 2.26 éikopog : dkoopog DG
AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeOxPePgPrPsRoVpVuWn | xpriowuov : kpiotpov DGI AbBrFzMaMnMvNeNp
OxPgPrPsRoVu, yprotpov autem PeVpWn || 2.235 kat Setpd om. BH

B and G agree in error three times: in 2.7 (against appA@vat found in MbA and C DI
Ma) and in 2.12; in 2.15 both share a variant (B in the text, G in the margins) which
is unattested in the rest of the tradition. D and G agree in error twice, B and D four
times, B and H once, G and I thrice, in one case DGI share the same error against
the correct variant reading in B. A curious error occurs in 2.16: the wrong variant
reading mapapo®v is reported by BDGI and almost the entire d family, but the
group MnMvRoVu has the correct tapavo®v. This is a rare example where a group
of recentiores (which we will discuss in detail later) are better than the Palaeologan
manuscripts. B and H omit the same part of the text once. It should also be added
that D, G, H, and I preserve the epigrams, whereas B does not. It is not possible to
draw definitive conclusions from these data (and the situation is the same in other
books I have collated), except that there is a significant and expected degree of con-
tamination, and that the text of B seems to be closer to that of D than to that of G;
however, the latter has also undergone more interventions, as will be shown below.
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Of these four manuscripts, Bethe used only B in his edition. His choice was
sound, since B, as well as I, is very correct, although it also contains individual
errors unknown to D, G, H, and I:

2.17 v om. B | 2.18 €@n post axpagovoag coll. B || 2.23 tetavobplE : tetavOplE B || 2.226 cuykeltat
uév—kal éotv om. B || 2.227 ovopata : ovouatog B | 2.235 mepideplis : meplogic B

Exactly the same happensin D, G, H, and I:

- D:2.7 énipopog kal £miTokog : émitokog Kat émigopog D Ma || 2.12 yépa : §®pa D Ma || o08eV?
om. D Ma | 2.13 xal yepovtika-IIAdtwvt om. D Ma || yepattépoug : yepwtépouvg D Ma || 2.14
TOV aynpw : T aynpwv C B Am : t@ dynpw G AbBrFzNeNpOxPeVpWn, to0g dyfipw PgPr : T0
aynpw D Ma || 2.17 eVteAéq : dterég D Ma || 2.22 t@v om. D Ma || €Betpat : €Bpat D Ma || 2.25
avaoeovaoelopévny D : avaceouuévny Ma | oUk €o@nkwpévnv-petagpévy om. D Ma | 2.26
@aAavTog : eaAavtig D Ma

- G:2.5xal ta 6pota post eLravBpwmia om. G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPrvpWn | 2.6 8’dv : 8¢ G Ab
BrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn || onéppa : onépuata G AbBrFzNeNpOxPgPrwn | omopd : omopdg G
AbFzNeNp | 2.7 émigopog Kal énitokog : énipopog énitokog G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPgPrwn |
Tok@®oa : Tok®oal G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPrPs*VpWn | 2.8 kat ta dpoLa post mpwtdToKOY om.
G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn | kal té é@egfic om. G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn || 2.9 étt
petpaxiokog : ént G AbBr*FzNeNpOxPgPr || 2.11 otpatevoipoy : kevtevoluov GF*AbFzNeNpOx,
Katevatpov Pe, koatéapov Vp || 2.12 €xwv om. G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPrvpWn || 2.13 8¢ om. G
AbAmBrFzNeNpPePgPrvpWn | kaitadpotapostynpotpé@otom.GAbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn
|| 2.14 v ayqpwv apetiv : TV aynpw TRV G AmBriOxPgPrPsWn || 2.15 Suopais : Suoudmv
G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPs*VpWn | elvat 6@adepous : aoparepos G AbFZNeNpOx | kai T
6uota post dpePaiovg om. G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn | 2.16 kal ta 6pota post LAl om.
G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrVpWn | 2.17 e0teAés : évteég G BrEzNeNpOxWn | 2.18 mpeafitig
post ypaia om. G AbBrFzNeNpOxWn | 2.20 kai ta dpota post avdpeiwg om. G AbBrFzNeNp
OxPgPrVpWn | 2.24 tpiyantov : tpiyamiov G BrOXPgPrPs'Wn || @ : 10 G OxPgPrPs¢! || 2.25 kat
Ta dpota post Babuyaitng om. G BrOxPePgPrVpWn | 2.26 kal ta 6pola post @aiakpog om. G
BrOxPePgPrVpWn

- H:2.232 to0twv : ToUTw H | 2.233 007016 : 00Téolg H | 2.234 éxtdoelg : ékotaoelg A H || ouyka-
umnag : ovykomag H || 2.235 Sua 10 — Sopdig om. H || §€patov mepidépatov : Séputov mepideputov
H

- L:2.8veoyvov:veoyovI | 2.10 nwywviag: nwviag I* | 2.16 tovTolg : avTov I | 2.17 yepattépav :
yepetaipav I

It appears that B is probably the most reliable of these manuscripts and the one
with the best text, but it also has errors when the DGHI are correct. A similar con-
sideration can be applied to I. Although it shares many of the conjunctive errors
with d? it still preserves short portions of text that are omitted in the other manu-
script of this group, as can be seen, for example at 2.6 xOnua® om. BDG etc. : habet
autem I and 2.12 ®¢ AnuooBévng om. BDG etc., habet I [g Anuolobévng. Therefore,
in order to reconstruct the d? sub-archetype, we need the other manuscripts as
well, not just B.
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At least as far as Book 2 is concerned, codex D has an apographon in Ma, as
can be seen from the collations presented above. This is confirmed by the fact that
one of Ma’s scribes, Michael Apostolis, had access to codex D for a time, as can be
inferred from a marginal note in his handwriting on folio 62v.

Four manuscripts belonging to d?form a compact group (h), as is clear from the
index of the whole of Pollux’s work, which they (except Np) place at the beginning,
and from their common errors:

2.5 avbpwnijv : avbpwnivy AbFzNeNp Brwn | 2.8 veoyevég : veoyeviigc AbFzNeNpPs® || 2.9 et
pakia : pepdkiov AbFzNeNpPePsVp || €onfog : ¢iifog AbFzNeNp | 2.10 vmnvitng : £€mnvATng
ADbBr*FzNeNp | év dvBel : evavbet AbFzNeNpPs® | dvSpa : avdpag AbFzNeNp | 2.14 Tiv dyfipwv
apemiv : TG aynpw Tiufic AbFzZNeNp | 2.14 Tiudg : tipiag AbFzNeNp || 2.15 Unogépeabat : LOPEpL-
o6at AbFzNeNp | 2.16 mpeofutepog Kpdvou : mpesfutokpovog AbFzNeNp | pokko®v : mapakodv
AbFzNeNp || iofALE : ofjAE AbFzNeNp | 2.24 Tpiyyokp@Teq AbFzZNeNp

While they follow G up to 2.20, from 2.21 these manuscripts as a whole begin to
agree in error with the codices of the MnMvRoVu group, thus ignoring the errors
of G:

2.21 8\ Aa : dpola AbFzNeNp MnMvRoVu || 2.22 @opat : képat AbFzZNeNp MnMvRoVu | 2.25 petwne :
70110 AbFZNeNp MnMvRoVu | 2.26 év xp® : €xp®d AbFzZNeNp MnMvRoVu

This overlap between the two sets of manuscripts can be explained as a sign of con-
tamination. As for the relationships between the members of this group, I cannot
find any definitive evidence from the errors they share:

2.25 Babuyaitng : kabuyaitng AbFz

2.13 yfpat : ypatt NeNp || 2.26 kepaAnv post v add. NeNp

2.8 mpwtoToKov om. Np || 2.11 €x tfig apdyov om. Np | 2.14 Tiv : eljv Np || 2.15 napagopov : mapd-
@ovov Np

The affinity between Ne and Np is worth noting, with the latter likely descending
from the former. This is not surprising, since both were copied in Southern Italy
during the same period. Fz also dates from this period and was copied by Alexius
Celadenus, Bishop of Molfetta and Gallipoli, and later belonged to him. In contrast,
Ab, written by Demetrius Damilas and owned by Luca Bonfio, does not seem to
have any connection with this region; there is reason to believe that Ab was copied
by Damilas in Rome in the third quarter of the 15th century, a period to which most
of Celadenus’ manuscripts can be traced back.?

3 See Speranzi (2011, 114-5).
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Br, Ox, and Wn also derive from G. As shown above (Section 5.1), they share
conjunctive errors with G. Br probably used Ox or a similar codex as its antigra-
phon:

2.6 Buwotpov : Braciuov G AbBr*FzNeNpOx || 2.9 épnpov om. G AbBr®FzNeNpPeOxPgPrVp | étt
uelpaxiokog : émt G AbBr FzNeNpOxPgPr | 2.13 mpoonket : mpooikolto GI AbBr*FzZNeNpOxPgPr
| 2.14 v aynpwv apetiv : TV aynpw v G AmBreOxPgPrPs*Wn | 2.20 veaviokeveabal : vea-
vieveobat GI AbBreFzNeNpOx | 2.23 ApyiAoxog : dyyiAoxog BrOxPgPr || 2.24 & : 10 G OXPgPrPs® :
[[&]] Br : om. PeVp

As can be seen, Br seems to have used Ox before the correction made in the margins
or supra lineam by a second hand, which probably belongs to Demetrius Chalcon-
dylas, who used another manuscript as a model. For its part, Wn accepted most of
the corrections in Br, since the former ignores the errors of the latter. For example:

2.6 xUnuc® habent Br*Wn | 2.18 oivoudyAn A Br*Wn : oivokayAn cett. || 2.26 aney\wpévog Tag
Tpiyag etiam post yaitnv add. Br*Wn

Nonetheless, Br, Ox, and Wn share errors unknown to the other extant witnesses:

2.6 omopd : omopat BrOxWn | 2.10 xai post {ta add. BrOXWn || {00Aw vEwv : iovAéwv BreOx*Wn
| bmopmAduevog BrOXWn | 2.24 té ante owvopeva add. BrOXWn || 2.26 @aAavbog post @arakpog
add. BrOxPs*Wn

In turn, Br and Wn share errors that Ox does not have:

2.10 &tn ante yeyovag coll. Br'Wn || 2.15 elvat 6paiepovg : ao@arepos G AbFzZNeNpOX : 6@arepolg
BrPgPrVpWn || 2.20 égaArdttewy : égailattecfal Brwn | veaviokeveobal : veaviokebeobat Bree,
veaviokieveohat Wn

Wn adds some individual errors to them, so that one may conclude that it was
copied from Br after the corrections:

2.9 €11 pelpakiopog Wi || 2.10 {0VAW vEwV : lovAéwv Wn || 2.10 amnvOnkwg om. Wn

To sum up, the most likely scenario is that Ox, the oldest of the three witnesses (it
dates from the first half of the 15th century), or a similar manuscript, was used to
copy Br. Then Demetrius Chalcondylas corrected the text in Br by comparing it with
a second manuscript belonging to the d family. Wn copied its text from Br after the
correction, since it ignores most of the errors shared by Br* and Ox, but inherits
some errors made by Br alone.

Another sub-group which can be found in d? is t, as shown by the following
conjunctive errors:
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2.5 avBpwmnoeld®¢ MnMrMvRoVu || 2.8 dptitokov mpwtoToKov : dptiyovov aptitokov mpwtdyo-
VOV TPWTOTOKOV MNMVRoVU || 2.11 péytpov : ubynv MnMvRoVu || €tn om. MnMvRoVu | 2.12 mipe-
oputalg : moAitarg MnMvRoVu || 2.13 Tva om. MnMvRoVu || 2.15 10 ante yijpag add. MnMvRoVu ||
2.16 émetal — 6pota om. MnMvRoVu | 2.18 Gyapog — qv8pwuévn om. MnMvRoVu || 2.20 veavievo-
uevot : veavieveaBat MnMvRoVu | 2.21 dAAa : dpota MnMvRoVu AbFzNeNp || 2.22 @oBat : kopat
MnMvRoVu AbFzNeNp || 2.26 év xp® : éxp®d MnMvRoVu AbFzNeNp

Manuscript Mr belongs to this group only up to 2.7 xai aupAiockew o¢ IIAGTwy, after
which it follows the redaction of E (see Section 6.5). There are very few errors that
are shared by only part of the group, so it seems very difficult to make hypotheses
about the internal relationships between them:

2.6 xufjoat om. MnVu
2.15 mapagopov : mapapwv MnRo | 2.18 dkualovoag : kvafovoag Mn : vealovoag Ro
2.21 t& ano — oynuatiCesdat om. MnMvVu, habet Ro

Each manuscript also has individual errors:

- Mn: 2.11 doTtpatevTov : AoTPauTENTOL Mn || 2.12 peafiALE : pecfAeg Mn || 2.26 Ta om. Mn

- Mv:2.91j6e0¢ om. Mv || 2.10 Aetoyévelog om. MvPgPr || 2.12 UmondAlog om. MvPr || 2.15 ouyke-
¥Vabat : cuyyvobal Mv || 2.26 1j £nl TdY VOTWY om. Mv

- Ro0:2.6 Tpé@ua : Tpd@Lov Ro || 2.10 avapacewv : évaxpog Ro || 2.11 nAwkiag ék Tiig apdyov om.
Ro || 2.18 €pn om. Ro || ypaia om. Ro | 2.19 éni t®v kvovo®v ante yevvicOal add. Ro | 2.24
Tpyiat: Tpyiatg Ro || 2.25 evyaitng : ebyapitng Ro

- Vu: 2.8 duewov - Twvikov bis Vu

Vu seems to be the most correct, but in one case Ro, probably due to contamination,
is able to fill in a lacuna found in other ¢ manuscripts:

2.21 T 4o — oxnuatifesdat om. MnMvVuy, habet Ro

One particular feature of ¢ is that in several cases it retains correct readings even
when other d2 manuscripts are wrong:

2.12 yépa rectum MnMvRoVu : post mpedBela coll. BG AbAmBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrvpWn | 2.16
napavo®v MnMvRoVu : mtapafo®v BDGI AbAmBrFzMaNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn

This may be due either to contamination from outside d? (a very limited and, I
think, unlikely contamination, since t does not seem able to fill any lacuna), or to
the fact that ¢ descends from a lost (and, as usual, contaminated) manuscript of d?,
perhaps dating from the 13th—14th century, in which some errors had been avoided.
This may be possible in view of the extant Palaeologan witnesses, since t shows two
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conjunctive errors with BD or BDI and two with DG or DGI; unfortunately, it never
agrees in error only with B, D or G:

2.9 mepuovov : mepiovvov BDI AmMaMnMvPsRoVu || 2.14 tiv ayfpwv apetiv : THV ayfpw apetiv
BDI MaMnMvPsRoVu || 2.20 veaviokeveaBal : veavitevesbat BD AmMaMnPePgPrPsRovu

2.26 Gxopog : dkoopog DG AbAmBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPePgPrRoVpVuWn | xpriotuov : kpictpov
DGPI AbBrFzMaMnMvNeNpOxPgPrPsRoVu

In any case, it is also possible that most of the errors in the t sub-archetype were
corrected through contamination with other witnesses belonging to d2.

There are two more manuscripts in d? that deserve separate discussion: Ps and Am.

Ps is a very interesting witness. It is quite late — the watermarks date from the
first decades of the 16th century — but it does not seem to be connected with the
Aldine edition, since it preserves only a very correct text of d2 Ps indeed shares all
the errors of d? but has few individual errors or peculiarities:

2.16 paxko®Vv : uaxkp@®v Ps || 2.22 yétpolg : in margine Ps add. toig pétpotg TV otiywv SnAovaTtt

In a few cases it shares conjunctive errors with the set consisting of BDI or BD, and
the ¢ group:

2.9 epuavov : mepicuvov BDI AmMaMnMvPsRoVu || 2.14 Tiv Gyfpwv ApeThv : TNV ay\pw apetnv
BDI MaMnMvPsRoVu | 2.20 veaviokeveaBal : veavitevesbat BD AmMaMnPePgPrPsRoVu, veavit-
tevecbal Mv

A peculiar feature of Ps is the generous insertion of variae lectiones between the
lines, apparently drawn from different sources, all belonging to the d family, mostly
from the G group, but also from h, from BrWn, or even unattested elsewhere:

2.6 Buwotpov : afpwotpov Pst || 2.7 tokdoa : tok@oat G AbBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.8
veoyeveg : veoyeviig AbFzNeNpPs || 2.9 avtinalg : dptimalg Ax B BrPaPnPsWn || 2.10 év Gv0el :
€0avOel AbFzZNeNpPs® || uév : un BD AmBreMaOxPs® || 2.14 Tiv aypwv dpetiv : TV aynpw Tiuiv G
AmBr*0xPgPrPs*Wn | 2.15 Suopais : Suou®v G AbBrFzZNeNpOxPePgPrPs VpWn | 2.18 kudpwpévn
AbBr*0xPePs"Vp | aonpnxula : épnpnkuia AbFzNeNpPs® || 2.19 petpakiov : pepakiov Ps || 2.22
€Akes : Atkeg G BrOXPgPrPs'Wn | 2.23 ApyiAoxog : dpyiropog Ps¥ || 2.24 tpiyantov : tpiyamiov G
BrOxPgPrPsWn | 2.26 paravBog add. BrOxPs'Wn

The position of this manuscript in the tradition is very difficult to assess because
of its correctness and its late age. The conjunctive errors with other manuscripts
suggest that it is a descendant of ¢, or perhaps of its antigraphon, since it does
not share all the errors of this group. However, the copyist of Ps clearly had more
sources available to him, and corrected the text where he deemed it wrong.
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Am is a very elegant and rich parchment manuscript, which preserves a good
text, but always shows d? errors. It also shares conjunctive errors with B alone or
with other manuscripts (such as D or ©):

2.5 avbpwmiov : avBpwmivov B AmPgPr || avbpwmvov : avBpwmiov B AmPgPrRo® || 2.11 tiv : v B
Am || 2.14 Tov aynpw : v aynpwv C B Am

2.9 epuowov : mepiouvov BDI AmMaMnMvPsRoVu || 2.10 pév : pij BD AmBreMaOxPs® | 2.12 yépa
post mpeaPela coll. BG AbAmBrFzNeNpOxPePgPrvpWn | 2.14 Tiv ayipwv Apetnv : v aynpw
UV G AmBr°OxPgPrPs'Wn | 2.15 paxpoBiotog BG™ ¢ AmPeVp : om. cett. || 2.17 napBévog : mopBé-
vov G AbAmFzNeNp | 2.20 veaviokebeobat : veaviteveabat BD AmMaMnPePgPrPsRovVu

It also has individual errors:

2.6 TpoQLUA : TpO@LHOY Am | 2.8 dpTiToKov TPWTITOKOV : APTyovVOV APTITOKOV TPWTOTOKOV Am ||
2.11 dmtopdiyov et apdyov inv. Am | 2.13 yepdvtelat maraloTpat : yepovtela maiaiotpa Am | 2.24
BnpiSia : Onpla eiol Am

In the light of the collations, it is plausible that Am is again a manuscript combining
B and G, or two manuscripts derived from them. This witness appears to be unique
and quite reliable, but it does not seem to have had any descendants, although it
is quite old compared to the other Renaissance manuscripts of the Onomasticon.

Here I attempt to draw a stemma of the d family. It does not take into account
all the contaminations, especially in the oldest branch of the tradition; rather, it is
intended to describe the main relationships between the extant witnesses. Once we
have established the manuscript tradition of the d family, at least for the most part,
and identified its main features, it will be easier to deal with the remaining families
of the Onomasticon.
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Marginalia

6.4 Familyc

Firstly, A and x (in its entirety or only in a part of its manuscripts) agree several
times in error against the other witnesses, or in sharing alternative readings:

2.7 yEVeaLG : yEvwnolg AX || ij TIKTIKOV : fj TIKTIKOG post €mipopog collocatum Ax || fj ante wxuToOKLA
add. Ax | 2.9 avtinag : aptinaig Ax B BrOXPs*Wn || 2.10 mapnpnkwg post mapnvenkwg coll. Ax ||
Gonpog tantum habent Ax || oxAn@pog : okAnpog A XaXcXdXg*Xh d? || év Etpatimtio om. Ax || 2.11
TNV oTpatevotpov NAkiav €xwv habent Ax : deest in cett. | 2.12 6 npecsPoTepog : 6 Kal mpeofiTepov
Ax || 2.13 yepovTelal mTaAaioTpal : yepovTiaia maAaiotpa A, yepovtiaia maiaiotpa x cui XaXbXgXh
add. etiam yepovtelal maAaiotpal : yepdvtelal maAaiotpat X | Avtipavel : Aplotogavel Ax d ||
2.15 08 : 008( Ax d? || 2.16 K68pov MA et Bekker : et mpeaButepog Kpovou (= d) et mpeaBitepog
Ko8pov (=MA) habet x | 2.17 koptkov : kopiklov A, kopiklov kopkov XaXg, kopikiov Xc || 2.18
yepattépa : yepaitepog AXasXbXciXdXg, sed yepattépa XbsXg"Xh | koxwvn : KoxAwvn A, KwyAévn
XaXbXgXh, xwyAwvn XcXd | 2.21 napoitoBavew : napoiioBaivey Ax | 2.23 o0AGOpLE om. Ax d ||
otpaparokopav : atpaforokopav A XbXh, otpapforokouav Xg || 2.24 tpiyoppitig AXcXd
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From this list it seems likely that x had many variant readings infra lineas, pre-
served by some of the extant witnesses of this group. This is not an unexpected fact,
since x seems to have been deliberately contaminated. The conjunctive errors with
d are also interesting, but even more remarkable are those with d? (2.10 ckAn@pog :
okANpog A XaXcXdXg*Xh d 2.15 66¢ : 008 Ax d?): one might well wonder whether
c and d” contaminated each other.

Apparently, A and x are independently derived from c. A proof is that A has
errors that x does not have:

2.5 avBpwniokog avOpwmvov : avOpwk®g A || 2.7 éniteg om. A || 2.9 €tn Bethe : 7L A || 2.13 ¢poTot
post éoyatoynpwg add. A || 2.17 év Ai&iv om. A || 2.18 mpog : €ig A || 2.20 xai 0 TaSapldng —
atwviom. A || 2.24 VoTpxiG: TPLYIG A || 2.236 0UK €v évi 6¢ TOMW om. A

We would expect x to have corrected some of these errors using its antigraphon
from the d family, but this could not be possible in 2.9, 2.17, 2.20, and 2.236, as d lacks
these sections completely; the ¢podaot in 2.13 instead seems to be A’s addition.

Similarly, A does not contain any errors of the x group. Here I only list those
that are characteristic of x, not those that are shared with d:

2.5 émel — dpyetat : T0 Tpo TouToL ToivLy BLBALOV Ao Be®v £x0VTOG THY APV, Ao AvBpLOTIWY dpa
70 Sevtepov tpyetat x || 2.7 aufrdval om. Xa*XbXcXdXgXh | 2.8 veoylAdv : veoyAEs i veoyhalov
XaXbXgXh, veoyirég Xc'Xd, veoylaiov Xc || 2.9 U0 TGV VEWY KWUWS®Y EKANON : W ol véol kwpkol
X || MAdtwv — elpnkev: kal ToAdxia eipnke IAATWY 0 KwUKOG X || Tadeg — moAAdKLa : TaTlSeg yEPOV-
Teg UeLpaxia x | dpte post EpnPov add. XaXbXdXg, ante id add. Xc || 2.10 avto post ipnkev coll. x ||
0 KwUKOG post Oeomopmnog 8¢ coll. x || 2.11 6 yap véa€ — v ein : 0 8¢ VEaE KwUkWTEPOV X || €K Tig
audyov om. x || 2.14 ynpoBookeia : ynpopookuiav elrtev x || 2.19 te kai om. X | 2.23 poyOnpa 82 duow
Ta OvopaTa : duew 8¢ poxbnpa ta dvopata x

As mentioned, x is heavily contaminated by a d manuscript, as these many agree-
ments in error prove:

2.5 ante GvOpwog x d add. £peig 0bv TO 6UVNOES || avBpwTLov et avBpdmvov inv. x B || ig ApioTo-
Oavng : enaotv Aplotoeavng x d? || ov yap kal anavBpwnedesdal : anavBpwnedeodal 8¢ oUK Epelg X
d || 2.6 ¢peig &av initio add. x C BD AmMaMnMvRoPsVu || 2.7 GkuTtokLa : ®kuToklov X d || 2.8 Toalog
— Gpéokel : el kai Toatog eipnkev, ov 8okov x d | 2.9 k6pog : koDpog om. x d? || GptL HBAoKWY —
€N : €pelg 8¢ kal apTL NBAoKwY Kal A’ {Png yeyovws x d || petpdxkiov om. x d || 2.10 KaBépmovTL :
kabépmovta Tov {ovAov Exwv x d? | avépmovtt : avépmovta X d? | 8¢ Aéyetal post mpoepng add.
xd| 211 t®v : v x B Am | 2.12 dnondAlog post mponoAlog add. x d? || o0 ka® HUES : TOUTIKGY
X d | mpoTwdv : Tdv x d || 2.13 ékdheoev : elnev x d | 2.14 yfpatov §6&av : ayfipaov §6Eav
Xa*Xb*Xc*Xd*Xg*Xh d? | Evputidng 8¢ : w¢ kal Evputidng x d || 2.15 paxpoBiotog post pakpopLog
add. x BG™e AmPeVyp | 2.16 TouToLg : avtoig x d || Kodpou MA et Bekker : et mpeapitepog Kpovou
(= d) et mpeaPitepog Kodpov (= M A) habet x || kal ta 6pota post iofALE add. x (ex d) || 2.17 Tavta
om. et kowa post matdaptov add. x d || 70 yap kKopaolov — kopiSiov : T0 8¢ Kopdalov eVTEAES, woTEP
Kal 70 kopiSov x d || kat PpOviyog pev 6 KwUkog : @puvixog 8¢ x d | 2.20 ToUToL — Kal TO : el
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8¢ kal x d || 0 8¢ ToAudv — £¢n : Aploto@avng 8¢ veavievesBat 0 ToAudv Egn x (ex d) || 2.21 eita
ante mapnpav add. x d || kat T GAAa Té ao TiVv elpnpévey ovoudtwy Suvaueva oxnuatifeodal post
napa@povely add. x | 2.22 §e56cbwaoav : mpoonkovat x d || 2.23 &v yap Tolg ATTIKOTG — TaG TPiXag :
AtTikol 8¢ 00A0g Aéyovat T Tpiyag x d

By examining these agreements in error, it becomes clear enough not only that the
model of x was a member of the d family, but also that it belonged to d? and was
arguably not very dissimilar to B.

The definition of the internal relationships of the x group is a tricky question,
since its manuscripts record variae lectiones on many occasions. However, it is
worth examining the question in more depth:

- XaXbXgXh: 2.20 kai ©¢ Toatlog avEpkd xop® : 80ev avdpkd ywpd wg Toalog XaXbXgXh || 2.21
napavoelv : tapavielv XaXbXgXh || 2.21 oxnuatiCeodal : xpnuatiCesbatr XaXbXgXh

- XaXbXec: 2.5 ano Be@®v : ano B0l XaXbXc

- XaXcXd: 2.10 ToUTtw : TouTwy XaXcXd || 2.17 uév post véag add. XaXcXd, sp. vac. 3 litt. rel. Xg ||
2.24 tpyideg : Tpyadeg XaXcXd d

—  XbXgXh: 2.5 tpyetat : dpEetar XbXgXh | 2.13 éyynpdval : €yynpdv XbXgXh | xataynpdvat :
kataynpav XbXgXh | 2.26 paAavtiag : garelg XbXgXh

- XbXh: 2.10 mapnpnkwg post annvinkwg add. XbXh || 2.12 npéoPuv : mpeaPelov XbXh | 2.22
ebopLE : aOpLg XbXh

—  Individual errors: 2.21 yijpag : xpag Xa | 2.23 00A0KEQAAOS : 0VAOKEPaVOG Xa | 2.25 EavBo-
KOung : Eavlnkoung Xc

A close relationship can be seen between the set XaXbXgXh and the set XaXcXd, and
an even closer one between XbXh and XbXgXh.

6.5 The e group

As shown in Section 5.2, E contains a very interesting redaction of the text of the
Onomasticon, a version shared by other more recent manuscripts: FIFrMy, LuOx,
and PaPn. In order to better illustrate the arrangement and contamination of the
text in E, the first sections of Book 2 are provided below. The material found only
in redaction B, i.e. in family d, is in red, the material found only in redaction a is in
blue, and the material found only in other redactions (such as M or A) is in R
while the passages occurring only in E (and FIFrMr, LuOr, PaPn) are in green.

5 énel 8¢ 10 mpdTov PLPAlov amd Bedv Exel TV apyv, Ao avbpwnwv dpa T SevTepov GpyeTaL.
avbpwrog, avbpwmiov, avBpwniokog, avBpwmvov, AvBpwmkOY, avBpwniveg, avBpwToelSEC.
avBpwmela téxvn wg OovkvSisng (2.47.4), avbpwmivn Vo wg ITAdTwy (saepe, e.g. Lg. 691e). avbpw-
nietatr notv Aptatogavng (fr. 38 K-A.). 10 8¢ avBpwmov §épua avbpdmv HpdSoTog (5.25) Kael.
£vioL 6¢ kal eoplvnv: @optvn yap kuplwg o to0 yolpov. mpooikol & &v avBpwnw edvOpwnog,
eLavBpwia, priavBpwnedesbat. anavBpwmnog, anmavbpwrnia, AravdpOTwg oL yap Kal 0 anav-
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Opwmneveabal. gpaael 8¢ T0 PLPAlov Ta avBpwov pépN Kal uéAn kat 67 ékaota TPoopNTEOV. TPOTE-
pov 8¢ tag NAwclag épel. 6 omépua, omopd. omelpal, dpooal, katafarelv 0 onépua, VTodeaabat,
Kufjoat, yevvijoat, Tekelv. Euppuov, kKonua, aveptalov, Tpo@LUoV, Blwatpov. To 8¢ kunua kat Kvog
¢ Aplatopavng (fr. 622 K.-A.)' fjTi¢ kvola’ épavn kbog Togovtovi. 7 AuBAdval, kal apfAwbpisiov
eappakov, kal duBrwaotg kg Avotag (fr. 21a Carey), kai dupAwpa wg Avtie®v (fr. 148 Thalheim), kal
aupAiokev wg MAGtwv (Theaet. 149d). yévvnua, yévvnotg wg IMAGtwv (Smp. 206e). 1) yEveaLg yovi
©¢ Eevo®Vv (Mem. 3.5.10). TOKOG, Kal TIKTEW ETTL yUVALKDY, TO 6& Yevvay Tl TOV avEpGVv. ol LEvToL
axplBeic Tnpodaot To0To S1d TavTog, ol & ToAAoL TV Mo TMY 06’ 6TE GUYXEOLOLY. TA TRV YUVAKHV
8¢ Ouwe eDPNTL WC E7L TO TTOAD £7l TV avdpy, enitek, énipopog. Tok@oa 8¢ elte Kpativog (fr.
497 K.-A.). ATOKLOV QAPUAKOVY, f TIKTIKOV, GKULTOKLA ¢ ApLaTo@avng (Th. 504). 8 Bp£pog veoyeVVES,
aptiTokov, TPWTHTOKOV, VITILOV, APTL A0 YOVIiG, APTL € AUEISpoUiwY. TO 8¢ veoyov® el kal Toalog
(in Aristomachum fr. 2 B.-S.) eipnkev, o0 §okipov. duewov 8 avtod 10 map’ Hpodotw (2.2) vedyovov,
AN Kal To0T0 Twvikov, yphoe 8¢ Veoyvov GUYKOTEY. QUTOETEG, ETELOV, EVIAUOL0V, SIETEC. ETL €V
yéaxty, énpaotiSiov enpdotiov (M A E : om. cett.), dptL amd OnAfg, dptt atd poaotod. 9 madiov,
nadaplov, mtadiokog, maig, koBpog — 0Tl 62 TOUTO TOTIKOV" KaTh 6& ovvOeoy kal melh A0yw
¥proLov — f0eog, obmw TPdaNBog, avtinalg wg ol kwutkot (Com. adesp. fr. 750 K.-A). kai maAldKLa
0¢ MMAATWV 0 KwUkog (fr. 222 K.-A), pelpaxia.

39 70 8¢ xoTAov avToD KopLEN, dTEP €V TOT¢ Op@KOTS PETpoLS (fr. 798 F Bernabé) ueadxpavov ovo-
uddetal, kal mapa 1o depexpatel (fir novum?). kal Uiy kal 0te@avny kaodol 1o uéoov iviov te kal
Bpéyuatog. Bpéya &€ éoTt kal Bpeypdc, T petagl Tig KopLERG Kal ToD HETWTTOV

99 UTU éviwy 8¢ — T kal Ppoyyov: LI éviwv 8¢ kal poyyoc EkANn kal yapyapewv map’ Trmokpitel
(cf. e.g. Morb. 2.10) rtapa 10 £v T Blw Aéyopevov avayapyapilety

102 kai avaotop®oat — Aéyewy : KaAliag 0 kwukog (fr. 24 K-A.)' TpavAn uév éatty, aAN daveatouw-
uévn. xat Hpodotog (immo X. Cyr. 7.5.15) ‘@vectopwaoe’ enot ‘tag tagpovg’. kat 6 IIatwv (Euthd.
276¢) dnootopatifeaBal Tovg maldag Ta uabnpata, youvy anod aTOUaTog AEYELY, TOVTEDTL €€ AyPAOOV
A6yoU” 70 8’0o Kal amootopatifety.

111-4 and 8¢ — SLEWVEL and EWViig ewvnua, Leyanoviy, Aaumpoéewvos, kal wg Anpocbévng
(18.313) AaumpowvATATOE, SLGEWVOG, loXVOPWVOE, TO 8¢ BPacLEWVOG Blalov, Kal YAUKLQwVIiay &v
@aing, oU UV YAUKOQWVOV, MoTep Kal CUUYWVIAY. 6 8§& GOUEWVOG TAVL eDTEAEG. Kal TO Sla@wviav.
0V WV 70 SLapwvov. Baplewvog, yuvakéewvog.

128 piiolg — kal Emippntog : PRoLg Kal andppnalg Kat mpocpnals. kal appnata (Gvappnoia dAAayod
Em) napd Niko@®vtt (fr. *24 K-A.) 1) owmn. Kal tpoopnotg mtap’ Avtioovtt (ft novum?). kat pjuata.
xal piTwp, Kal EVPAUWY, LOKPOPPT WY, Kal appiuwV

155 Ao 8¢ Aykwvwv yaAldykwy Katd AplototéAny (Phgn. 808a) kal Trimokpatny (cf. e.g. Art. 12).
228-31 70 & amovevoijobat — VAL : T0 § darmovevoijoBal avAdTepov. lvoug, ebvola O7ep Ao
OULKPOTEPOL TIPOOMTIOL AEyeTal £i¢ LYNAGTEPOV. £0TL 8 0V Kal €9’ 0L TOYOL AéyeTal EHVOIKEE (-0G
E2), ITAGTwv (Sph. 238c) 8¢ kal adlavonta. £Hvwg, eOVoikde, eLVOIKWTEPWS AnpoaBévne (A E : om.
b BC). amo 8¢ Bupol Bupodobal, Buukog, Bupoetdng, abuuia, abvpdtepoc, aBupoTéPWS we Toaiog
(fr. 142 Tur), Bupocoog, 6EVOLROG, Bapvbupog. évBuuiav (5.16.4) 8¢ xal évBvunow (1.132.6) Bov-
KL8{8NG, (5.32.1) ‘€vbuuLopevol Tag €v Ti) Hdyn ouueopac’. kat évbvuniuata map’ Teokpartet (9.10).
amo 8 émbuplag EmOLPELY, EmBLUNTOV, EmBuppata Tapa HAaTwvL (Lg. 687¢), kal EMOLUYTELS Kl
émBupntne. E

It is thus possible to observe that E mostly uses an a text (see also Section 5.2 for
comparison), but some of its passages follow the text of d for no apparent reason,
perhaps because of a damaged source. An analysis of 2.5-9, the first of the passages
shown above, might shed some light on E. First of all, it is possible to note that
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the manuscript preserves parts of the text that are found only in b, d, and MA,
along with others that are absent in the rest of the tradition. Nevertheless, as stated
above, each of these passages must be carefully examined to ascertain whether it
is genuine or interpolated, although it is not always possible to be certain about it.
In 2.5, in &vioL 8¢ xai opivnv: @opivn yap kupiwg To T0D Yoipov the diction is con-
sistent with that of Pollux, and the observation is consistent with the context, even
when compared with other Atticist sources: Harp. 1t 65 says ano tfi¢ gopivng 81t
yap Kal & avBpwnwv tdacovat THY opivy SfAov motel AvTip®mv év B AAnbelag
(fr. 87 B 33 D.-K.), but also Phot. t 793 = Su. 7t 1342, and Phot. ¢ 272 = Su. ¢ 597 gopivn’
AVTLO®OY @nov' 8TL € avBpwTivou §épuatog EAEyeto 1 @opivn. Pollux mentions
the @opivn — seemingly approving it — in 6.55, but since he is speaking about foods,
he does not linger on the detail that it may also indicate the human skin. Clearly,
it cannot be ruled out that the learned compiler may have drawn this text from
Photius or from the Suda, or perhaps from a lost version of the extended Synagoge,
but I do not think that this is sufficient to doubt the authenticity of this passage
in E. The text is more doubtful in 2.7: xal TikTew &l yuvak®V — w¢ €Ml TO TOAD
émt T@v avSp@v. The different usage of the two verbs is found in several others
sources, i.e. [Ammon.] De impr. 4, Lex. Vind. y 10, Thom.Mag. Ecl. 358.15-7, and Nic.
Greg. Lex. 249.31 Cramer. The second part of this passage recalls, using a different
formulation, what ps.-Ammonius and the Lexicon Vindobonense say about Homer
and Sophocles respectively, applying tiktw to men. Neither the use of tnpofot nor
oLuyxéw seems to be consistent with Pollux, and in this case it is likely to be an
interpolation by the compiler. What is also likely to be an interpolation is ypdage
8¢ veoyvov cuykomév: Pollux never uses the imperative ypdee, and this sentence
gives the impression of a clumsy conflation of the variant readings of BC vedyovov
and veoyvov, as other witnesses correctly preserve. Besides, veoyvdg is Ionic, not
vedyovog, as E ends up erroneously indicating.* Also in 2.9 £ott 82 — me(® Adyw
xpriowov is a later addition: the remark that koGpog is a poetic word is not very
common, but it is possible to find it in the Palaeologan Age’s scholia to Euripides
(see schol. rec. Eur. Hec. 222 [B], 944 [Gr] Dindorf), and the phrase mefog Adyog does
not seem to belong to Pollux at all.

To get a better overview of E, FIFrMry, LuOr, and PaPn, we can try to isolate the
errors they make in agreement with d, or on their own. Sometimes they also agree
with other witnesses, but without consistency. The errors they share with x, on
the other hand, are due to the fact that these errors come from the d family and
therefore have no value. It will be clear that these manuscripts form a single group,
identified here as e:

4 On veoyvdg and vedyovog in Atticist lexicography, see Batisti (2022) in DEA.
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2.5 mpod tovTOU : TMP®TOV EFIFrLuOrPaPn | elye b : £xet A EFIFrLuOrPaPn | ante &GvOpwmog
EFIFrLuOrPaPn x d £peig o0v 10 oUvnoeg | avBpwmikdv ante avOpwivwg coll. EFIFrOrLuPaPn x
d | GG Aptatoedavng : enotv Aptotoeavng EFIFrLuOrPaPn x d | avBpwmijv : avBpdmwv EFIFrLuOr
PaPn || lavOpwnwg om. EFIFrLuOr | moAvavOpwmog — oAtyavOpwnia om. EFIFrLuOr || mévta om.
b EFIFrLuOrPaPn | kat 6mtn — mpoopntéov om. EFIFrLuOrPaPn | 2.6 konua? om. EFIFrLuOrPaPn
d? | 2.7 yovi| post yéveaig coll. EFIFrLuMrOrPa* || o : 8¢ elne EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn x d | 2.8
Toailog — apéokel : el kal Toalog eipnkev, ov (ev- LuOr) §okipov EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn x d || éviav-
olov tantum habent EFIFrMrLuOr | 2.9 x6pog : koOpog EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn x d? | {jfeog : inbeog
E*FI*FrLuMrOrPaPn | xal avtinalg — elpnkev : avtinaig og (oig Fr) ol kwuikoi, kai ToAAdKLa GG
M\ATwv 0 KwUk6g EFIFrLuMrOr | 2.10 mapnvinkwg om. EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d | d4onpnkwg om.
EFIFrMr a? | 8¢ éotw post mpo@epig EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn | 2.11 axudlwv o@pty®@v om. EFIFrMr ||
€K TR G AmoAEUOV — AoTPaTEVTOU : AoAépoL dotpatevtov EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn | 2.12 o0 ka® \udg :
noinTkwtepov EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || té yépa — St86ueva : ta Toig mpeafutalg (-tépotg PaPPn) yépa
S180peva EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || 2.13 éxdeoev : kaAel M EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || 2.14 8¢ xai ynpopo-
oKOV — ynpofookela : 8¢ ynpofookelv kat ynpofookov eipnkev opoiwg kat (kat : & Mr) ynpopo-
okiav EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || ayripatov 86&av : aynpwv 86&av EFIFT, recte autem Mr | kat IIAGTwv —
apeTiv : kal dAAoL ToANoL WG kal EVpuidng v dyqpw apetiv E FIFrLuMrOrPaPn BDI AmPst | 2.15
UaKpoypovLog : pakpoypoviovog EFIFTLuMrOr | év Twuaiw Aéyet om. EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || Aéyotto
—"Ynepeidnv kal : elta EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || ig aoGpetav om. EFIFrMr d? || 2.16 kpovoAnpog : kpo-
vokAnpog EFIFrMrOrPa* G*I AbBr*FzNeNpPePgPrPsVpWn | 2.17 70 yap kopdotov — kopiSlov : 10
8¢ KopaaLov EVTEAEC, TOLNTLKOV VAP MOAVTWE Kal T0 kKopiStov (kopddiov ESFI'FrLuMrOrPare, kopi-
8ov Pn) EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || xal ®puvixog Hév 6 Kwpukog : dpuvixog pévrot EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn
| @epekpatng — yépovta : depekpatng 8¢ kal Kparivog GUONAKESTATNV THY yepatépav eltov
EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn | 2.18 dAAat 8¢ — 1jdn om. EFIFrLuMrOrPa® d | 2.19 ént — yap : éml yap tev
Kkvouo®v EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d (sed yap om. d?) | einwv - tiktovoa om. EFIFrMrLuOrPa* d || yev-
vdoOat om. EFIFrMr, habent LuOrPa | 2.19-20 eig épnfBovg — mapd ITAdtwvt om. EFIFrLuMrOrPa®
d || 2.20 dxpagewv om. EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || 10 8¢ ToAUdv — veavial : ApLoto@avng 8¢ 0 ToAudv
o0TWC £on A’ 00 10 veavievdpevol kai veaviat EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d | évaplOueiofal : émapiOuet-
c0at b EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn | 2.21 eig yfjpag npoxwpel om. EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || moAtodofat om.
EFIFrLuMrOrPa® d || xataynpdoketv — avtol om. EFIFrLuMrOrPa* d || napnwpficbat : bonapnw-
pficbat EFIMr, vmonapakopelofat FrLuOrPa* || 2.22 ypnotéov-noinTikév om. EFIFrLuMrOrPa*
d || 8e8606waoav : 8186600woav EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || yivetal 8¢ qir’ adtdv dvopata : elta peig
EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || 2.23 otpaBoadrokopav : kal otpapfniokouav EFIFrLuMrOr?Pa || 2.24 tpuyi-
8eg : Tpiyadeg EYFI'FrLuMrOrPaPn XaXcXd d || mAéyua tu: mAéypa 10 EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn || eipnkev :
€pn EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn d || 2.26 anegupnuévog : énegupnuévog EFIFrLuMrOrPaPn

The listed agreements in error or alternative formulations show how the e group,
although mostly following redaction a, adopts the text of d on many occasions; they
also show how it preserves individual errors or alternative formulations. In this
respect it is also useful to identify those parts of the text that only E, and conse-
quently group e, bears, passages which, as far as I have been able to ascertain,
are completely ignored by the rest of the textual tradition of Pollux. The list below
includes only the most relevant passages from Book 2, while examples from other
books are given in Section 5.2; in some cases the text seems to follow a different
redaction, in others it adds synonyms, explanations, or even correct author attri-
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butions which are absent from the other witnesses. In 2.110 we can also see that
the scribe of E, or of its antigraphon, collated three manuscripts: one belonging to
b, another to d, and a third to an unknown source, since the variant reading it had
does not appear elsewhere. This confirms that E testifies to a scholarly operation
on Pollux.

2.40 xai To0T0 lvat — TEPNGEV : TOUTESTL TO M KOPPNG Tatew wg AptoTopavng (fir novum)® kai
Anpoacbévng (21.72) SnAodot, kal ‘Ounpog 8¢ avTols SOoKE LapTLPELY eV k6panv NS’ Etépag Sta
Kpotagpoto mépnaev (A 502) E

2.58 kat wg Toatlog ebovvonta : kat ebovvonta Tookpatng (15.172?) kat Toalog (fr. XLVI Thalheim) E
2.61 £TepOQOAAUOG : ETEPOPOAAUOG O TOV ETEPOV TOTY OQBAAUOTY TIEMNPWUEVOG E

2.67 katapvoal : katapdoat, Kupiwg 8¢ toto £mt Bavatov Aéyetat E

2.78 post Avoiag E add. kai Tiveg TV KOUK®Y TO £l KEPSEL EamATAVY QITOUUTTEW EUTOV Kal PUKTN-
piCewv

2.89-90 post xeAbvag E add. 80ev kal xeAuvidng 0 tv xeAdvnv €xewv peydinv

2.98 post Aavkavia E add. 0Tt 6¢ ToTo Mo Tikdv

2.99 O éviwv 8¢ — Te Kal Ppdyyov: VLI éviwv 8¢ kal Bpoyxog kAN Kal yapyapewv mtap’ Tnmo-
Kpatel (saepe) mapa t0 €v @ Biw Aéyouevov dvayapyapilew E

2.109 post ¢v euinuatt E add. kupilwg ént cuvovaiag

2.118 post kataréyew E add. éxiéyewv todto 6¢ i8lwg nl amalthoewg XpnuaTwy TatTeTal, Kat
€KAOYN TO Tpdypa, £mtt 8¢ ToD TO EkkpLrov AauPavewy xpn Aéyewv emaéyety, 66ev kal niektov T0
£KKpLTOV

2.121-2 uooAdyog — Eevo@VTL : aioypoAdyog, SLOAENTOAGYOG Kal SLOAETTOAOYELY, TATEWVOAGYOG,
0lKTPOAGY0G, NEVAGYOG, HeTPLOADYOC Kal HeTEwPOAdyos E

2.124 ante pikporoyelobat E add. kal pipata 8¢ mapanminoing €k tovTwv mapdyetat (po- s.l.)
ukpoAoyfjoat

2.159 au@LS£EL06 : Ap@LEEELog O ap@oTépalg xepotv Evepy®v E

2.166 post StaCwpa E add. 10 6 (Opa SnAol uév avto 1o €pyov, SnAol 8¢ éviote kal TV {wvnv | post
70 pépel E add. {wvn 8¢ Aéyetal €l TdV avSpiv Kal TdV Yuvak@®v, {oviov 8¢ Enl TGOV YUVaK®V
UOVWV

2.170 (omep TO — Aéyovov: TO PEVTOL LTIO TOV OUPOAOV Tl Gy pL TG LTEP Ta aibola TPLYWOEWS
NTP6V T€ Kal HIToYAaTPLOV: “VITOYAGTPLOV YEPOVTOG ApLoTo@avng (V. 195). artd Tod fiTpou kal RTpisia
Te Tepdyn wg ol Kwuwdol E

2.196 dmep — kakel : Aloyvrog 88 meMA)OTpa & viv optéplov® paoct E

2.220 Aéyetal 8¢ — AaAYEV: KaAeltal 8¢ kal omAnviov, kal omAnvidy Aptatogavng (fr. 322 K.-A.) T0 TV
omAfjva dAyelv E

2.229 kal ebvoug Kal eVVOIKOG : eBVOUG, eBvola OTEP ATTO GUIKPOTEPOL TTPOCHTIOL AEYETAL €l¢ LN-
AG6Tepov. £0TL 8 00 Kal £’ 00 TOYoL AéyeTal evvoik®g E

2.236 post oAtrevetal E add. adtat 8¢ kal &ntl Tdv £pywv Aéyovtat olov 0YLg o 0padév, kal yebolg
TO YELOTOV, Kal 66QpNaLg Emt 00 66PPWUEVOU, Kal €l TAV GAAWY Ouoiwv

5 On this new fragment of Aristophanes and the one in Poll. 2.220, see Cavarzeran (forthcoming).
6 The noun 6ptdplov to explain méAAvTpa is probably a later addition to the text of Pollux, see LBG
s.v., perhaps a gloss inserted into the text; 6ptdptov can also be found in EM 672.5 to explain miAog.
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As shown above, LuOrPaPn originate from E. However, unlike FIFr and M, the text
of these manuscripts underwent some modifications and additions, as probably
attested by the second hand in Or (Or?), which integrated the text, or by manuscript
Pa, where the main copyist made corrections and inserted some passages from a
second source (marked Pa* and Pa* respectively). I suppose that LuOr reflect a first
phase of this operation, and PaPn a later one.

First, LuOr, and in one case also Pa®, have errors that the other witnesses lack:

2.5 épel: épelg LuOr | 2.7 kal appArioketa post dupAwpa add. LuOr | g ante Aptotoavng om. LuOr
Pa* || 2.8 veoylAAOV : veoyyuoveg LuOr || ov 8okipov : ev8okipov LuOr | 2.20 post avSpolobat
LuOr add. xat avdpifopevol avdpeiwg kat ta dpota (ex d) || 2.23 iyBveg : toxveg Or || 2.24 kal VoTpl-
xa8eg post tpLyideg add. LuOr

The text of Or is sometimes corrected or integrated by Or2 In these cases, Lu has
correct readings, so one might infer that Lu was copied from Or after this revision,
but there is not enough material to prove this:

2.22 ghykeg Or, EAlyyeg LuOr? | 2.23 otpafaroxduav — poxbnpd 6¢ om. Ox, habent LuOr? | atpapa-
Aokopav : otpappnrokduav LuOriPa

In any case, Lu and Or show a detectable affinity and can be marked together with
the siglum e™. These two manuscripts integrated the text of e using another source,
modifications that in most cases were inherited by PaPn:

2.8 xal ta éekiic om. G AbBrFzNeNpPePgPrVpWn EFIFrMry, habent LuOrPaPn | 2.10 aonpnkwg
om. EFIFrMr d? habent LuOrPaPn | 2.11 t¢v - xataiéyov om. M EFIFrMr, habent LuOrPaPn ||
axpalwv oeptydv om. EFIFrMr, habent LuOrPaPn || 2.12 UromtdéAlog wg AnpocOévng om. a : habent C
LuOrPaPn | 2.19 yevvdcOat om. EFIFrMr, habent LuOrPa | 2.21 ante napnwpficfat LuOrPaPn add.
Kal T0 GAA T ATt TV elpnpévwy OvopaTwy Suvaueva oxnuatifesdal (ex d)

The source of e’ must be sought in a manuscript that is not external to the d family:
an old witness that, as far as 2.12 is concerned, ignores the errors in d% Our suspect
might be C itself, as will be explained below in relation to Book 5 (see Sections 7.3.4,
8.3.5).

The text of Pa* can be found in EFIFrMr and LuOr, but Par¢ expanded the e text
once more, using a manuscript which clearly belongs to the x group (one close to Xa
or just this one), as the following list shows:

2.5 avBpnwgom. EFIFrLuOr, habent ParPn | moAvavOpwmnog—oAtyavOpwmic om. EFIFrLuOrPa,
integrarunt autem Par’Pn || 2.7 atoxlov : e0TOKLOV PaPPn x || 2.8 VEOYLAAQV : VEOYIAES | veoyLAdlov
XaXbXgXh, veoyrég XcXd, veoythaiov Xc, fj veoyllalov Pa integravit in margine, habet Pn || 2.9
avtimaig : aptinaig Ax PaPn B BrPss'Wn | Umd T@v vEwv KwUwS®V EKARON : wg ol kKwukot Pa* d :
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G ol véol kwutkol x PaPPn | MAdTwv — elpnkev : kal mairdkia eipnke MAGTWV 6 KwUkdg x PaPn ||
T8eG — TOAAAKLA : TATSES YEPovTeS petpaxia (-ov XaXbhXgXh) x ParPn || 2.10 okAn@pog : 6KANPOG
A XaXcXdXg*Xh Pa*Pn | avto post eipnkev coll. x PaPn || é€v ZTpatiddTioly om. Ax PaPn || 6 KwUKOG
post Ogdmoprog 8¢ coll. x PaPn || 2.12 xal t0 katd — mpecPutepog om. EFIFrLuMrOy, in margine
add. Pa, habet Pn || 6 mpeafutepog : 0 kal mpecoPitepov Ax PaPn || 2.14 AAéELg om. EFIFrMrLuOr :
add. PaPPn | 2.15 paxpofiotog post pokpopiog add. x BG™8 AmPeVp, post uakpoypoviog ParPn ||
2.16 ¢€eotnkwG — NAkiag om. EFIFrLuMrOrPa® d : habent PaPPn || 2.17 xoptkov : kopiKlov KOpIKOV
XaXg®™ PaPPn | post mapOevikov LuOrPaPn x add. ei xal pn Alav 8okiov || 2.18 éniyapog post ved-
yapog coll. Xa* PaPn | koxwvn : KoyAwvn A, kwyAévn XaXbXgXh ParPn, kwyAwvn XcXd || 2.19 Te kat
om. x PaPn || 2.20 £¢n : elntev x PaPn || 2.21 napoAodavew : tapoAtsBaively Ax PaPn | mapavoely :
napavOelv XaXbXgXh PaPn || 2.22 tpiywpa : Tpyyopata MAx PaPPn || 2.23 otpafarokouav : atpay-
BoAoxopdv XaXbXc PaPPn || 2.25 ueAaykopng : pehavokoung b x PaPn

Pn, for its part, seems to have been copied from Pa after the integrations were made.
This could not have happened already in Pa, since its text ends mutilated at 2.104, so
either Pn was copied before the mutilation, or one must assume the existence of an
intermediary between the two. On the other hand, nothing excludes the possibility
that the opposite may have happened, or that Pn was copied from the manuscript
that Pa used for integrations. In the absence of conclusive evidence,” Pa and Pn
must be described as eZ They also share some errors that no other witness shows:

2.7 qupA®val : auprdoat PaPn | 2.8 ypaee : ypagetat PaPn | 2.12 Snunyépov : Snunyopov PaPn |
2.19 ¢pnPou PaPn || 2.20 xal w¢ Toatlog avEpike xopd : kal Ta duola PaPn || 2.23 TeAAeoiAag PaPn ||
2.23 wvopaocey : eipnkev PaPn

One last observation on e’ and e? is necessary. Lu and Or were copied by the same
scribe, Georgius Trivizias; in Pa the hands of Iohannes Rhosus and Georgius Alex-
androu are present. All of these scribes can be linked in some way to the circle
around Cardinal Bessarion. This attempt to improve the text of E, an interesting
manuscript indeed, could therefore be placed in the scholarly context of the second
half of the 15th century.

Below, a hypothetical stemma illustrating family ¢ and group e.

7 Pn has made two errors of which Pa is unaware of: 2.13 ¢oyatoynpwg : éoyatoynpag Pn and 2.16
KPOVOANPOG : KpovoAnvog P, but they are not enough to make assumptions based on them.
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6.6 The relationship between families in Book 2

To complete this survey of the textual tradition of Book 2 of the Onomasticon, some
attention will now be devoted to the relationship between the four families. As it
turns out, each family has its own peculiarities that make it very different from the
others. Nevertheless, the families also seem to share conjunctive errors or conjunc-
tive features, albeit not many.

Starting with M, it agrees in error with ¢ (Ax or A only):

2.8 Bpépogom. M A || vedyovov : veoyvov A Xa, veoyvov vedyovov XbXcXdXgXh : vedyovov véoyvov
M || éptitoxov : aptitokiov M Ax || 2.22 tpiywpa : Tpyopata M Ax || 2.23 tig post Avoag coll. M A ||
2.24 OnpiSia Twva owvopueva : Onpidov Tt ovouevov M Ax | 2.25 BabBuyaitng om. M A
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with b:

2.7 énitokog om. M b | 2.9 iBdokwv. tooa A : nBdokovtog M b | 2.13 yepovtelal naaioTpat :
yepovtia modaiotpa M b || 2.21 doBevelv : eig aoBévelav M b

and also with d, but mostly for omitted quotations or names of authors and works
(which is a less relevant detail, in my opinion):

2.6 70 8¢ xUnua — Tooovtovi om. M d || 2.13 ©g — Avtip®v om. M d || 2.15 TIAGTwy — Aéyetom. M d |
2.17 mapd — Ai&tv om. M d | foav — a@rikes om. M d

Hence, the a family is closer to b and especially to ¢ than to d. The b family, however,
also shows significant conjunctive errors with d:

2.5 avBpwmik®g om. b d || 2.8 émpdotiov om. b d || 2.13 xal kataynpdvat om. b d | 2.16 Kédpov :
Kpovou b d | 2.25 koptng om. b d || 2.26 paravtiag: 9dAavtog b d (9dAavtig DMa : @ddelg XbXgXh)

Other matches exist, but are very rare:

- DbA:2.10 fpu: épyel F Epxet S : BN A

—  be: 2.20 évapBueioBat : énapBpeicbal b EFIFrMrLuOrPaPn
- bx:2.25 pelaykoung : ueAavokoung b x

- cd: 213 Avtipavel : Aplotoeavel Ax d

- Mbd: 2.18 oivopdyAn : oivoxéyAn M b d

On the basis of this information, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to trace the
relationships that exist between the sub-archetypes of the Onomasticon families,
except on the basis of simple affinity criteria, so that a and ¢, and b and d, respec-
tively, appear to be closer than c and d (if, of course, the x group contaminated with
d is not taken into account in ¢). It is interesting to note the agreement in error
between b and e, which could suggest that the a redaction used by E belonged to
this family, although there is insufficient evidence to support this at present. In con-
clusion, the impression is that a strong contamination had already occurred before
the sub-archetypes a, b, ¢, and d, but it is equally likely that too many witnesses are
missing to understand how this fourfold tradition arose.



