10 The textual tradition of Book 1 of the
Onomasticon, followed by a provisional edition
of the same

Book 1has several features that distinguish it from the other nine. For this reason, it
requires a separate and more detailed discussion. At the end, a provisional edition
of the first 39 sections of this book is provided, in which I have attempted to apply
the criteria and the manuscript selection outlined in the previous discussions, par-
ticularly in Chapter 9. Book 1 is not the only one of which I would like to offer an
edition, but respecting the principle that Pollux himself sets out in his prefatory
letter to Commodus, I too shall begin with the gods.

10.1 Families and groups

Let us begin with the philological questions. The families are still four: a, b, ¢, and d,
to which two groups must be added, x and the ‘new entry’ v.

Family a is represented, as usual, by M alone, a manuscript that suffers from
many omissions but is also capable, as in Poll. 1.24, to offer a text —in this case nouns
related to the gods — which is absent in other witnesses. Here are some separative
errors or alternative formulations of M:

1.21 0Atywpog Be®@v om. M || 6 yap Beoatuyng tpaydy : Beootuyng M | 1.22 ¢vBéwg : Evvouwg M |
1.23 dpyadov : Bedv M | 1.24 8la om. M || 6 xatatpatng — ABnvaiolg om. M || t@ 6pota : toadta M |
1.26 KATAKOAEWY : KOAEWY M | katavTlBoAEly : katavTiBoAgiofal M | doat om. M || 1.27 BunAfoacbat
: 0gov iAdoabalt M || 1.28 ékmtwpata M || dyvlag : dyv M || Gpypata mpoogépev Yatotd om. M ||
GumnVv : ouenRy M || meAdvoug : matavoug M || 1.29 iepomotia om. M || 1.35 iaxyaywyog om. M || 1.37
AnéAwvog AfAta — Exatriola om. M

As expected, the b family consists of F and S, which share separative errors or alter-
native formulations:

praef. 1.5 70 : t® F : t@v S | praef. 1.14 ékaotov : ékaota FS | 1.7 kai i} €l6080¢ : 0¢ kai ai eicoSot
FS || 1.9 elnog Gv : &v ein FS || 1.10 6povg ante iepovg coll. FS || 1.11 évotnoacbat om. FS || 1.16 xata-
oyebijvat om. FS || émBetdoat : émbvoat FS | avapakyevbijvat FS || kakdpwvov : kakdéenuov FS ||
70 8¢ ovopata : 1o 8¢ dvopa FS | 1.17 Betaotikdg om. FS || 1.18 T keypnouwdnuéva — tebeomiopéva
om. FS || 1.19 fjke pavtevpa ¢x 000 om. FS || 1.20 Oetaoud mpookeiyevog om. FS | 1.23 évBaAdtTiol
: évBaAattidiol FS | 1.24 xai vmoyBoviot om. FS || 1.26 Ouvov : Duvoug FS || 1.28 dyuidg : ayyuag F,
ayviag S || 1.28 dpypata : dppata FS || 1.32 kabap®g : (omep kal ol TouTwy évavtiol (évavtiot om. S)
MV Kabap®v FS || aviepot : avipepol F, avijuepol S || 1.33 cryvov om. FS || 1.34 Bgopavia : iepogdvia
FS | mavnyvptotai om. FS || ouvevwyeloBat om. FS || 1.35 iépetat : iepeig FS | buvitpral : bpvntai FS
| 1.38 oxanavéwv : kat mavéwy F : kanavéwv S

3 Open Access. © 2025 with the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111581613-010



154 —— The textual tradition of Book 1 of the Onomasticon

Since F and S each have errors not shared by the other, they must be considered
independent descendants of sub-archetype b:

- F:praef. 1.3 égeiq: €xeL F | praef. 1.7 6vopaotikov : 6vok®g F || 1.6 axpipéatepol : dkpipéote-
pov F || onkov!' om. F || 1.7 kaAoT7o : kKaAgTto F || 1.12 10 8¢ €pyov om. F || 1.26 600¢ GvakaAelv
om. F || 1.33 iyog amonéupacBatl om. F

- S:praef. 1.5 éAdytota : EAdylotov S | 1.32 kaBapuoi post kabaptipla add. S

Problems arise when analysing families ¢ and d and the x group, and some assump-
tions made for other books must be revised. First of all, it should be noted that in
the case of d we have so far pointed to the existence of a family consisting of C, d*,
and d? which preserves a shorter and partially (in some places less, in others more)
rewritten redaction of the Onomasticon, but in the case of Book 1 only manuscript C
seems to meet these requirements. This can be judged on the basis of C’s separative
errors or alternative formulations:

praef. 1.5 napeiyev : mapéoyev C | praef. 1.12 cuAAaBely : tepafetv C || 1.6 xal tépevog om. C || 1.7
pvAuata ante piunpata add. C || 1.8 avantetal : avantoyev C || 1.9 pévrol kal Tt : 8¢ C | elmolg @v :
KaAoTT &v C || 1.10 Aéye : xaeltal C | 1.13 oxAnpov — 10 : oUyi 8¢ C || 1.14 xpnopodotat om. C || 1.15
00706 8¢ : 8¢ Aéyetat C || Gobua: dopa C || 1.19 outédv — Beomiwdog om. C | pavtevpa : pavteiov C ||
1.21 VmepTIn®Vv : UiepBdAAwy C || 1.23 Btov om. C | Beol : Beog 8¢ épel C || Emovpdviot : Emoupaviog
Kal broupaviog C || 1.25 veomAvvel : moAuTeAf| C | mpoatéval : mpoiéval C || 1.26 kabayilew : kabayl-
GCew C | 1.29 yproacBat om. C || €otL 8¢ — tépLa habet C : om. cett. || 1.30 éveloTikel — TaVAyLPLS
1} 00 £t0Ug éveloTiket pév maviyuplg C || 1.34 ta 8¢ pripata : £peig 8¢ C | 1.35 elta ante pdotat add.
C | iépetat om. C

Other manuscripts dating from the Palaeologan Age (B, D, E, G, H, and I), which
usually go back to the sub-archetype d? preserve the same redaction of a, b, and
¢ in the first part of Book 1 (why ‘in the first part’ will be discussed below). This
implies that in the late Byzantine period the longer redaction of Book 1 was more
widely circulated than the other nine books, and was more accessible in its more
complete form. These manuscripts can no longer be considered part of the d family,
since there is no evidence that they and C derive from the same sub-archetype:
in other words, they and C do not share separative errors against the rest of the
textual tradition. Nevertheless, they still form a distinct group, which will be called
v, since it represents the late Byzantine vulgate (v for vulgate) text of Pollux, at least
according to the period, namely the Palaeologan Age, of the surviving manuscripts.
Ilist here some errors or alternative formulations of the v manuscripts:

1.11 ouveig : évBei¢ BDEGI, et fortasse H ante rescripturam | 1.12 éxpwtnptacat om. BDEGHI || 1.13
dyaApatomoukiv om. BDEGHI | 1.21 BAenedaiuwy : PAenodaipwv A XdP BDEGHI | aBéuiotoq Xd*
BDEGHTI || 1.22 eboeBoic : evoefig Xds C BDEGHI || 1.24 @patiog BDEGI, gatiog H || 1.25 dmovipdue-
vov om. F C BDEGHI | 1.27 Boog : Bwpobg BDEGHI || éAAov : ebAGyov BDGH, @Adyou EI | kataomév-
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Sewv om. BDEGHI || émiBaietv : émPdiew B, émBariery DEGHI | Bunijoacbat : OnAnoacbat BDGEHI
| 1.31 iepov : iepelov BDEGHI || 1.34 kpatijpag BDEGHI || 1.39 0pkwuotag om. BDEGHI || évopkwg Tt
: ¢évopk® Tt BDGHI, évopky TLE

Within group v, the level of contamination is high. Witnesses share errors in several
combinations:

—  BDEHI: 1.15 70 8¢ mvedua : 10 nvebua 8¢ BDEHI| 1.23 évaéplot : aéplot BDEHI

- BDHI: 1.12 xataokevafovteg : kataokevdoavtes BDHI || 1.17 mpoayopeboal : mpocayopedoat I

- BDGHI: 1.9 appoétrot @v: fippoaoto tf] Stavoic BDGHI || 1.13 dyaApatonoticv—Ay CALOTOTOUK Y
kai om. BDGHI | 1.26 qoat' : aeloar BDGHI | 1.39 eirnetv : 8el eineiv B, Sieutetv DGHI

—  BEHIL 1.10 yij bis BEHI || 1.23 oi — €myB6viot : kai oi avtol £mtyboviol BEHI

—  BGHI: 1.28 aeloat BG*HI

- BL 1.19 kaAéoolg &v BI

- DEG 1.19 xadoing &v : karéoatg &v DEG

- DEGHI: 1.17 70 ante pavtedoat add. DEGHI || 1.24 npootpoémnatol : tpotponatot DEGH, mpotpd-
nawog I || 1.26 éxatoupav DEGHI | 1.27 éniBaiely : émparewy B, émpaAiely DEGHI

- DEH: 1.31Unébeoav : énébecav DEH

-  DEHI: 1.31 Unébeoav : énéBecav DEHI

—  DGHI: 1.38 o0mtyyog : 6 Umtyyog DG, 6 Umtyyog HI

- DH:1.15 napodAdtTwy : napaiapwv DH

- EGI: 1.6 mpoSopog : mpoSpopog EG*T

—  EH:1.18 AeA@®v : peAdv EH

-~ EI 1.19 ypeiag 1806 EI || 1.29 pocaktéov 8¢ : T npocaktéa 8¢ EI

—  GL praef. 1.19 SnAwBein : Suvnbein GI

—  HI: 1.38 oUmyyog : 6 Umtyyog DG, 6 Umtyyog HI

A significant set is that consisting of BDGHI, whose errors are absent in E, which
is a very accurate witness, probably copied within an erudite circle and based on
more than one antigraphon. In Book 2, as pointed out above, E could resort to a
source that preserved a more complete text. At any rate, B alone is not sufficient to
reconstruct v, since each of the v manuscripts contains errors, omissions, or alter-
native formulations (especially E, the most eccentric one) that are absent in the
other witnesses:

- B:1.10 avtd : avtovg B || 1.24 kai katayBoviot om. B || 1.28 Surnv om. x C B || 1.30 kptog v om.
B | 1.31 ¢néBeoav : anébeoav B | 1.34 AvTio®vTa : AvTIQwv B || ebwyelobat — cuveoTidabat om.
B || 1.39 vcépyntov : Sucayntov B

-~ D:praef. 1.2 Baoieia : Baoéwg D || praef. 1.6 o0v om. D || 1.5 0ufipw : ‘Ounpog D || uéytotov
om. D | 1.11 Aéyoig — éyeipat vewv om. D || 1.15 o0tog 8¢ : obtw 82 D || 1.16 £vBovataoa :
évbetaoal D || éunvevodijvar D | 1.18 Ta pepavtevpéva : a pavtevpata D || 1.18 teBeomiopéva
:Beomiopéva D | 1.19 év e€auéTpw : ave€apétpw D || 1.20 Oco@dig om. D || 1.22 @uhoBéwg om. D
|| 1.23 oi avTol kai émyOoviol — évBaAdttiot om. D || 1.24 Vpéotiog D || €mt ToD — dveiobw om. D
|| poppivag : putpivag D || 1.31 Tfj Ovoia om. D || 1.33 éytov om. MV : dyet D || 1.35 lakyaywyog
— Attik@®v om. D || 1.39 6€ov : Béewv D
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- E:praef. 1.10 tocodtov : péiAdov E || 1.7 6mioB68popog E || 1.8 T0 nlp 0 doPeatov : 10 tofe-
otov mop E | 1.11 kaBiepdoat : kabiepwoasbat E | 1.12 tov vewv : ToU¢ vews E | 1.13 kal
ayaApatovpyiav — OgomonTiknv kal om. E || 1.16 Gomep : 60ev E || 1.19 xpnouooroywi E |
1.22 @00¢wg post Beo@A(G coll. E || 1.24 vndyelol — katayBoviot ante évaalol coll. E || 1.26
KaTavTIBOAEW : elT avTIBoAEv E || 1.27 aipdooew : aipdrtew E | moujoacOat om. E || 1.28 vén
om. E || 1.37 Avékela : avaykela E | 1.38 oOmtyyog : bomyyog E

- G:praef. 1.1-2 xat’ {oov Bacirela Te xal cogia : ktijoal Bacreiav te kat copiav G || 1.34 taig
om. G || 1.37 Avdketa : avaykata G || 1.39 6gov : Bedv G

- H:1.12 vewmololg : vewmolag H || 1.14 mavayels — OAetat om. H || 1.18 mpocayopevaig H || 1.19
npooayopevtki H || 1.38 mpocamntéov : mpooAnmtéov H

- Lpraef. 1.1matp®ov : natp®iov I | cotom. I || praef. 1.2 facrelav I | copiav] || praef. 1.8 puév
o0V om. I || 1.6 TOV T@v Bedv : 70 T®V Bed@v I || ®g ol : kai ot I || 1.13 BgomonTikiv : Tooukiy I
|| 117 xpnothptov : mpnotiplov I || 1.19 6eoB' : Oedv° I || 1.25 ayvicduevov : ayvupapevov I

Nonetheless, Pollux’s manuscript tradition has proven to be deceptive on several
occasions. So the situation in Book 1is a little more complicated than it seems. The
collation of the last four chapters of this book presents a scenario comparable, or
rather identical, to that of Book 2-10. Manuscripts C and BDEGI (H unfortunately
lacks the end and we will have to do without it) share the same gaps and errors, or
alternative formulations. This implies that v has become d%

1.252 &£TAn : ToUTov C BDEGI | €yétAn kakeltat post apdtng add. C BDEGI || é7ov : ofotg C : 0D
BDEGI | ueodpotov : ueadpotov C : ueadPotov kai peadpotov BDEGI | avtov : avto C BDEGI || mept-
ei&watv : mepleidwoty C, mepleAdoy BDEGI || €vSpuov : €uppuov ij évSpuov C BDEGI || 1.253 teo-
o@pwv C BDEGI || €xov : €xwv C B, €xov autem DEGI | Bapata C : kaBapaiat B, kabapaia DEGI || v’
: a@’ C BDEGI || t& avtd olov om. C BDEGI | 1.254 peAioo®v ante ¢opog add. C BDEGI | BAjttew C
DEGI, BAOTTEWY B | avtdv €Bvog C BDEGI || Tov 8¢ peAlrtovpyodvta — ebpopov om. C BDEGI || Tev
peAttt@v om. C BDGL, v peAlso®dv autem servat E (cf. b) | 1.255 om. C BDEGI

According to Bethe’s collation, this change of antigraphon by the compiler(s)
of v/d? probably occurred around 1.63. The reason for this can only be guessed:
it may have been a search for brevity — i.e. a deliberate choice — or the lack or
unavailability of the source previously used. On a different level, I wonder if it
might be possible to attribute the double variant at 1.252 &v8pvov : éuppuov i
év8puov C BDEGI to a witness in d’s branch, in which the erroneous &ufpuvov was
corrected, perhaps above the line, by évépuov, but without deleting the former. A
later scribe would then attempt to reconcile the two variants by inserting an f,
hence this variant reading. A similar case could be 1.252 peadpotov : ueaéfotov C:
ueadBolov kal ueadPolov BDEGL. In this case one may wonder whether d? inserted
the correct uea@polov, albeit clumsily, through contamination with other witnesses,
or whether d contained both readings (perhaps one above the line or in the margin)
but C copied only one, d? both of them. The mention of d2 may seem premature, but
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its existence can be proved by the variant readings shared by BDEGI (together or
only by some of them):

1.252 apoTpov pépn om. DEG || o0 &yetar: 6 §éxetat EI | kad’ 6 : @ EG | iotoBoetg : ioToBod B, ioto-
Boég G || 1.253 auaéng uépn om. DE || 0 Umépunkeg VAoV post KATpaE add. BG et mpopunkeg E0A0V
om. || 6vopddetal : ovopagovtat BDEGI || 1.254 peAttt®v : peAtco®v BDEGI | oippirot : olppra kat
otpuprot BDG, aipprot kat oippra E : olpprotI et oiupra I¥ | ékyova : €yyova BDEGI

As always, each of the d witnesses shows individual errors or alternative formula-
tions:

- C:1.253 vpapuogovtat C

—  B:1.252 to¥ ante {uyod om. B | 1.254 BAfttewy C DEG, pAUTTEWY B

- D:1.252 10 ante peta tov om. D || 1.253 Batpot : Bappoi D | 1.254 dpywv : dywv D

- E:1.252 00 éyetal: 6 8&yetal E1, o0 éxetat B || 1.254 T6v pedirtéyv om. C BDG, T6v peAloo®v E
(ueAloo®v etiam b)

- G:1.253 ebappotovtal G || Cevyral G

- L:1.253 pupdg : pubuogI

One last feature should be noted: manuscript E, while noting in the margin the
more common o0 £yeTal, contains a unique variant reading in 1.252: this is further
evidence that the text of E probably had access to a different source. Through such
a source, E may have integrated t®v peAtoo®v in 1.254, which is omitted throughout
the d family but is present in b as T®v peAtoo@®v and, more correctly, in MA as t®v
UEALTTOV.

Remaining within d? a far from irrelevant element in the textual tradition of
the Onomasticon in the Palaeologan Age is the most probable use of C (or a closely
related manuscript) on the part of G, which — as far as I have been able to assess so
far — is the most reliable of the v group, to correct the text or to insert variant read-
ings in the margins or above the lines. Here are the most striking cases:

1.10 i 6¢ — toU7o : T0 8¢ év avtolg toviov C G | 1.12 épelg 8¢ ante tovg pev add. C G eimolg Gv
omisso (deleto in G) || 1.24 post patplot C G add. ppovplot | 1.25 81 8¢ mpoatéval Tpog Tovg Beolg
: €pelg 8¢ C G | nyvevpévov : yviopévov C G | veomAuvel : moAvteAf] C G™ | 1.26 kaBayilew :
kaBaylalew C G

G also provided the text with the passages that only C preserves:

1.12 davaotijoat 1j habent C G | 1.24 évBa — kateveydij habent C G™ || 1.29 €07t 8¢ — topLa habent
C Gim
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The fact that these parts of the text are found only in C, which has a different redac-
tion, and in the margins of G, led Bethe to think that they were an interpolation and
two scholia, respectively. However, given the content, the antiquity of C (which Bethe
erroneously dated to the 12th century instead of the 10th), and the fact that these
marginalia were inserted in G as later additions, I see no reason not to include them
in the text, enclosed in brackets to indicate that they appear only in the C branch.

With regard to family c, it is possible first of all to assess the separative errors
of the two manuscripts A and V, both of to the same age:

praef. 1.6 y¢ om. AV || praef. 1.9 §OvacBat : Svatat AV || 1.6 kai T0 pév : 1o pév ovv AV | Beparnevo-
uev Tovg Beovg : Bepamevovtal ot Beol AV || 1.7 obTw : TovTWV AV || 1.11 xail vewv épydoacbal post
neplparéadal vewv coll. AV || i8pvoacbat kal othoacbat om. AV || 1.12 ¢pyacia moinoig om. AV | 1.13
Kal BeomonTKAY Kal AyaAdatoupykiv om. AV | mpog Thyv : eig Ty AV || 1.18 Adylov @rijun ék Beod
T eRUN Adylov ¢k Beol AV || kal Stadboal ta pepavtevpéva om. AV || 1.19 Beopavely : Beopavtely AV
| 1.24 ixéotot Tpomatol drtoTpomatol post oAtovyot coll. AV || 1.27 dnobetvat om. AV | 1.34 npiTov
TTV TPWTNV A @ T0 Tp@TOoV V

Each of them is independently descended from the sub-archetype, as they both
exhibit individual errors:

- A:1.10 toigom. A (non habet V) || 1.17 npoeunelv post avapbéyZacBat coll. A || 1.19 6 Beomiwsog
170 Beomuwdov A || 1.28 dpyuata om. A || tpoo@épev? om. A E || 1.31 dovw péyag A || te om. A ||
1.34 einotg & v : €11 & €peig A | 1.37 Movoela : Movoaia A || 1.39 0pkinTOUOLG : OpKLTOUOUG A

- V:1L700k: 000k V || 1.10 Aéye : Aéyetar V || xal @UELuov — aopdAela : i tum sp. vac. fere 24
litterarum V || yf : yAg V || 1.11 vewv? : vaov V || eimoig &v post cuvBeig add. V | 1.14 v Oedv
1 ToUTWY V | pog Toug : gig Toug V || tpoevag V || 1.16 kataoyebijvat : xatacyeadijvat V |
EMiMVwe : Emtovwg V || 1.19 xpnopoddyov — Beomiwdog om. V || 1.21 vmepTip®v : bmepteivwy V
| Setotaipwy : Setodatpoviv V || 1.28 kal kviodv dyvlag om. V || 1.30 Hvew : Bvoew V | 1.33
utaopa pooog om. V || 1.34 puiéoptol — suumavnyvplotal om. V

In the other books analysed so far, it was possible to see that the x group is linked to
A and to the sub-archetype c. In the case of Book 1, however, the group is not equally
consistent. Nevertheless, this group is clearly recognisable from conjunctive errors
or alternative readings of the manuscripts Xa, Xb, Xd, Xe, and Xg (for Xh see Section
10.4 below):

1.13 dyorpatonoukny : dyaipatomontikny XaXbXdXeXg, ayoipatomonkiv Xd* | 1.14 iépelat
post mpoenTdeg coll. XaXbXdXeXg | 1.22 évBéouwg habent XaXbhXdXeXg | doefig post Suvo-
oeBf®g add. XaXbXd™XeXg | 1.24 w¢ (814 €07l : €otl kal (Sla XaXbXdXeXg | 1.26 xatavTiBoAely :
énavtifolely XaXbXdXeXg | mpog — cpattopeva post APavwtév praebent XaXbXd*XeXg | 1.28
meAdvoug : post ate@avoug coll. XaXbXdXg : om. Xe C B || 1.34 ouvevwyelobat post evwyelobat coll.
XaXbXdXeXg || ouveoptalewv post ¢optadewv coll. XaXbXdXeXg || 1.35 duvitplal : DuviTpLaL Hpvn-
Tpi8eg x(XaXbXdXeXg) | koupoTpo@og : KovpoTpoPiiTis Xa, kovpotpoeitig XbXdXeXg | 1.39 0pkd
ante 0pkwtovg add. XaXbXdXeXg B
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In this group I think that two main sets can be recognised. The first consists of the
single manuscript Xd, the second of Xa, Xb, Xe, and Xg, as shown by these conjunc-
tive errors:

-  XaXbXeXg: 1.10 Aéye : Aéyw XaXbXeXg | 1.18 teBeomiopéva : mpotebeoniouéva XaXbXeXg
B || 1.19 Beopavelv : Beopavtely kal (| Xa) Oeopavelv XaXbXeXg | 1.23 O¢lov : ante évBeov
coll. XaXbXeXg | 1.24 ta dpota : Toladta dpota XaXbXeXg || 1.25 mpog Toug Beolg : Tolg Oeolg
XaXbXeXg || 1.30 avanavow : Stavamavow XaXbXeXg || 1.37 AokAnmiela : AokAnmiela kal
AoxAnmia XaXbXeXg

—  Xd: praef. 1.11 ta 6vopata om. Xd | 1.7 70 ante katomy om. Xd | 1.18 td pepavrevpéva :
pbvtevpa Xd : ta pavredpata D || 1.21 ano ante tod npaypatog add. Xd || 1.29 6AoAvyij : 0A0Y{
Xd

But the first set can be examined more closely:

-  XbXeXg: 1.11 kai ¢yelpat vewv om. XbXeXg || ouvBelg : évouvBéa® Xb, évauvBéaely Xe, £v ouv-
Béoel Xg || 1.14 i8iwg 8¢ n : N 8¢ XbXeXg | 1.15 napadrattwy : mapaAaiidv XbXeXg || 1.19 6
Beomws06 : 10 Beomwdog XbXeXg | avelhev 6 Bedg om. XbXeXg D

- XeXg:1.29 iotéov § 8TL - kaAeltal in margine coll. XeXg

- Xb:1.14 ypnopwdot om. Xb || 1.21 xai 6610TnG — BeocéPeta om. Xb || 1.22 evoefods : doePfodc Xb
|| 1.35 iéperar : iépeta Xb || 1.37 “Eppata : épuat Xb

- Xe: praef. 1.8 UnaAAdttew : anaAddttew Xe || 1.22 eboefelv : aoePelv Xe || 1.27 kataomévSewy
om. Xe BDEGH || 1.28 meAdvoug om. Xe C B || 1.31 6po0 : StéAov Xe || Tolvopa : 6mep Xe

- Xa:1.8c¢low: éow Xa | 1.12 éunpfioat om. Xa | 1.14 kowd om. Xa || 1.19 tévw : tonw Xa || 1.20
VoUWV : 6vopdlwv Xa || kadolt &v : xadolto & v Xa | 1.25 mpocoSov : mpdSopov Xa || 1.31
¢pacav : €8paoav Xa

The relationships within the x group can thus be described in this way:

X
Xl
Xa Xg Xd
Xb Xe

Xb and Xe seem to have been copied from Xg or a lost apographon of it, since they
share all the errors of Xg and add several of their own; the conjunctive errors of Xa
and Xg, on the other hand, suggest the existence of a common ancestor, for which I
have used the siglum x*. Xd instead shows a more independent behaviour. However,
the presence of different variant readings within this group is undeniable, as this
curious error shows: 1.12 ouyyéat : ékyéar XbXg (et ouyyéat Xg®) : ékovyyéat Xa. In
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x*there was probably ¢yyéat in the text and cuyyéat above the line, as in Xg, but Xa
misinterpreted what was written and introduced a non-existent ékouyyéat.

10.2 Relationships between families and groups

Once it has been ascertained which are the main, or simply the more evident, sets
that make up the textual tradition of Book 1, what remains to be analysed are the
relationships between them. This is not an easy task, since the contamination is
very heavy and widespread, but some conclusions can nonetheless be drawn.

Starting with the a family (i.e. M), there are several conjunctive errors with
manuscript C:

1.21 70 yap — Blawov om. M C || 1.22 BeooeBely : Beooefeiag M || 1.23 EvaiBéplol : aibéplot M, aibéplog
C || ot avtol kal évBardttiot om. M C || 1.24 @utdAtol, mpotpvyatot om. M C | 1.26 mawdva M C |
1.27 xatd — tov om. M | 1.28 dviipet om. M C | 1.34 mavnyvpigewv — ouvevwyelobat om. M C | 1.35
teleotat om. M C

As stressed before, C and M are both peculiar witnesses, the former containing
quite a different redaction in some passages, the latter suffering from many omis-
sions. However, the errors shown above may not be a mere coincidence, but rather
a reflection of the state of the most widespread text of Pollux around the 10th-11th
centuries.

M has no other significant agreements in error, except those with V (in two
cases also with C), but not with A:

1.32 xaBap®g : Gomep Kal ol Evavtiol TOV kaBap®dv (-d¢ V)MV || 1.33 dyov om. MV | évavtiov om.

MV C | 1.34 xal SnpoBowiat kat mavBowiat om. M AV C || 1.36 omovSal om. M V || 1.37 avbeopdpla
: avBeopo@opla MV || 1.39 opk@oat om. MV

Manuscript C does not show many agreements in error with witnesses other than
M. Somewhat relevant, but not conclusive, are those with b and v:

praef. 1.6 drtaoyoAel : doyoAel b C BDEGI (H non habet) | 1.8 8 iSik®dg om. b C BDEGHI
and with v only, or members of v:

1.7 npootiepat : poiepat C E | 1.8 G8e om. C D || 1.25 anovupapevov om. F C v || 1.28 dumnv om. x C
B | meAdvoug om. Xe C B

In view of this last set of errors, one might be tempted to suppose that C and v
descend from the same source, as in other books, but that only C shortened it.
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However, this cannot be proved on the basis of such errors, which are clearly insuf-
ficient in number and character.

Instead, the analysis of b might provide more circumstantial evidence. The
agreements in error are mostly with v alone, and the same is true for alternative
formulations shared by both groups:

1.11 xabiépwoatg post moinolg (12) coll. b v || 1.23 émovpdaviol : Vovpdviol b v, €moupaviog Kat
vmovpaviog C || 1.34 xal Snudotat om. b v

Other agreements are with both x and v, but they must be considered as being with
v only, since, as I will prove later, x derived them from v (or from a witness of this
family), an assumption valid for the whole of Pollux’s work:

1.8 6vopaleaBat : vopasBat b x v || 1.10 £vtog @v Bethe : £vtog 6v A : £@’doov b x v | 1.11 éykawicat
70 0e® habent b x v || 1.27 avabelval post arrobetvat om. b x v

A highly significant feature is the interpolation in 1.11: the verb éykawi{w was
never used by Atticist writers, but is found in the Septuaginta and in Christian lit-
erature. It is clearly a modification of the text that occurred at some point in the
Byzantine Age, a modification shared by b and v, but ignored by M, C, and AV (as
said, it entered x only through contamination with v). It is therefore necessary to
assume a certain degree of contamination between b and v. Less numerous are the
agreements in error or alternative formulation between b and C or b, C, and v:

praef. 1.6 anacyoAel : doyoAel b C BDEGI (H non habet) || praef. 1.14 €ppwaoo om. b C || 1.8 § iSikig
om. b Cv | 1.13 kat Beomowntixny om. b C

Family b shows some (not particularly striking) agreements in error with V alone or
with other witnesses, but curiously never with AV together:

1.11 xaBooldoat post kabepdoat coll. b V C || 1.19 ypeiag elog b V EI | 1.31 tg mpoBatov : 0 mpo-
Batov b V || 1.32 npociévteg : mpootdviwy b V x

As always, c remains the most problematic family. Agreements in error and alterna-
tive formulations show that A and V, when considered together, are closer to x and
v than to the other families:

praef. 1.6 doyoAel : anacyoAel AV x || 1.11 @ dydApatt om. AV x || 1.24 moAoTyot habent AV x || 1.38
oUmyyog om. AV Xg

praef. 1.9 dv ékaota : ékaota (v AV x BDEGI (H non habet) || 1.16 ToUTtwv Ta Td avdpi cuppaivovta
SOV (TA V) T avdpl oupPavovtwv (cupPaivovta V) AV x v || 1.19 Tvog om. AV x v || 1.33 anotpéda-
abat : amotpipacHat AV XaXd*Xg BDGHI, arol..]dacBat E
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Looking at A and V separately, we find some interesting differences. V shows several
(expected) agreements in error with x and xv:

1.17 810vpapPiddeg V XaXd*Xg* v | 1.21 AeneSaiywv : BAemiSaipwv V XaXd*Xg || 1.34 kpeavopialg
s kpewvopiatg Vx v | 1.35 KoupoTpo@og : KoupoTpopitig V, KoupoTpoeiitig Xa, kovpotpogitic XdXg

But it also shares some conjunctive errors with M where A is correct or has a dif-
ferent variant reading:

1.32 xaBap®s : Hamep xal ot évavtiol TV kabap®v (-¢ V) MV | 1.33 éylov om. M V || 1.36 omovdai
om. MV || 1.37 avBeapopla : avBecspopopla MV || 1.39 opk@oat om. MV

A, for its part, does not seem any closer to M, but shows conjunctive errors or alter-
native formulations with x and v, whereas V is correct or has another reading:

1.13 Beovg: Beov A* x v || 1.25 8€T: 10 A x v | 1.28 puppivag : poppivng A Xa*Xd*Xg B || 1.31 Onpaiolg
fj Totg habent A x BG || 1.32 kaBap®g : (omep kai ta (té om. Xa) Evavtia T@v axabaptwv Ax v || 1.35
vpvTplat : bpuvnTpideg A BEGH, vpvntijpeg bpvntpideg D : vpviTplat buvntpideg x || 1.38 vdal eig
Beovg : ai 8¢ eig Oeolg WSl A x v

In the examined part of Book 1, it was not possible to find any errors shared exclu-
sively by A and x. Moreover, I found only two errors shared by V and x, and they
are not very significant:

1.21 BAenedaipywy : BAeniSaipwv V XaXd*Xg || 1.35 Koupotpd®og : KoupoTpoitig V, KOUPOTPOPHTLG
Xa, xovpotpogitig XdXg

Since the errors shared by V alone and either x or v, as shown above, are negligible,
it is reasonable to hypothesise that A, although originating from the same source
¢, was subsequently contaminated or at least influenced by v (and perhaps even
by x) much more than V, which curiously seems to preserve some variant readings
found in a, which ¢ may have resembled — though this may be too bold a conjecture.
Unfortunately, the limited amount of text preserved by M and V does not allow for
more precise conclusions supported by a larger amount of material.

In any case, contamination seems to have been rampant in this family. The x
group was indeed heavily affected by contamination with other families or sub-
groups, but, again, we would not expect anything different. In the other books I
have examined, this group appears to be the result of a systematic contamination
between c and d2 The same can be said for Book 1, once we replace d? with v (which
is also the common source of the Palaeologan manuscripts). The conjunctive errors
shared with AV have been presented above, here I list those shared with v:
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praef. 1.11 to¥to 10 BAiov : Toutl 0 BLpAlov x BDEGI (H non habet) || 1.7 kaAoito : kadoing x v ||
1.8 : v x v | 1.11 éykaBi8pvoachal post aticacBat add. x v || éykabi8pvoacdat : kab8pvoachat
XV | 1.13 6govg : Beov x v || 1.14 Bunmorog x BDEGI (non habet H) || 1.19 6 6eomiw8og : 10V Beomiwdov
XaXdXg* BDGH (recte EI) || 1.26 mpoxkatap&acbat : katapacbal x v || 1.27 omAdyyvwv anapgacbat
post droBToat coll. x BDEGI (recte H) || amobetval : évamobeivat x v || 1.30 &v kKwAvoL : v TL KwAvot
Xv

As far as can be judged, the contamination between x and v in Book 1 is massive,
more so than in the other books. This is probably due to the fact that in Book 1 the
text of ¢ and that of v were quite similar in length and quality, compared to those
of ¢ and d? in other books, where the d family preserves a shortened redaction of
the Onomasticon.

Some other errors or alternative formulations of x are worth mentioning:

1.7 pypata : ppnta XaXd* B | 1.15 napadAdattwy : maparaA®v XbXeXg B || 1.18 tebeomiopéva :
npotebeomiopéva XaXg B || 1.19 karoing &v : karéoolg &v b XaXg BI sed kaAéoelg tv XdXg | 1.26
KATAVTLBOAEDY : EmavTiBoAely XaXdXg, ém’dvTiBoAelv B || 1.28 émi 70 : éml x B || dumnv om. x C B, habet
Xd™ || dumnv om. x C B, habet Xd™ || puppivag : puppivng A Xa*Xd*Xg B || 1.39 6pkd ante 6pKwToUG
add. x B | ebopkwtov post ebopkov habent x B

From these errors it is possible to deduce that the witnesses of x have certainly
drew material from v, but also, more specifically, that the most influential man-
uscript in this group during this process of contamination was B or a codex very
close to it.

Finally, the textual tradition of Pollux in Book 1is, as might be expected, heavily
contaminated. While any stemma of the Onomasticon can be said to be a little
deceptive, to say the least, this is especially the case with the stemma for Book 1. I
must admit that I am rather doubtful about where to place v, since it has variants
in common with both b and c. As regards this second sub-archetype, it is difficult to
determine whether it has been contaminated by v or vice versa. In any case, there
seems to have been continuous intermingling between A, V, x, and v, to the extent
that, were it not for the connections between v and b, they could all be considered
part of a single family. Essentially, the contamination between b, ¢, and v (but M
does not seem to be immune either) makes it impossible to outline a proper stemma
codicum or one that could be of any use to the reader. Nevertheless, the information
gathered on the manuscript tradition allows us to identify the witnesses on which
the edition of Book 1 should be based:

— family a: M;
— family b: F and S;
— familyc:AandV;
— family d: G;



164 —— The textual tradition of Book 1 of the Onomasticon

— group x: Xa, Xd, and Xg; Xb and Xe should be mentioned only when they provide
a better text than Xg;
— groupv:B,D,E,G,H,and .

10.3 Book 1in the Aldine edition

During the collation of Book 1, I was able to take a closer look at the Aldine edition
of 1502 (see Section 2.5). Bethe (1900, XVI) had already ascertained that the Aldine
was derived from a witness of the x group, but contaminated by a lost manuscript
belonging to b.

The first assumption can easily be proven by these agreements in error or
alternative formulations:

- xv: praef. 1.11 to070 10 BLBAlov : TouTL T0 BLBAlov X v Ald | 1.7 xadolto : kadoing x v Ald || 1.8
1TV x v Ald || 6vopdaZeoBal : vouacBat b x v Ald | 1.11 ¢éykabi§pvoacdat : kabi8pvoachat x
v Ald || éykawioat @ 6e® habent b x v Ald || 1.14 Bunnérog x BDEGI Ald | 1.19 Twvog om. AV x
v Ald || 1.27 amoBetvar : évamobetval x v Ald

- x: 1.13 ayaApatonoukny : dyadpatononTikiy x Ald | 1.18 tebeoniopéva : mpoteBeomiopéva
XaXbXeXg Xh B Ald || 1.19 Beopavely : Beopavtelv kat (1} Xa Ald) Oeopavely XaXg Ald | 1.22
¢vOéouwe habent x Ald || doeBidg post Svooefig add. XaXbXeXg, Xd™ Ald || 1.24 moAwoTyot
habent AV x Ald || 1.34 (xai Xa Ald) 6poomovsot (-ov Xd) post opoomovsety add. XaXdXg* Ald ||
1.39 ev6pKwTOV post elopkov habent x B Ald

The second one, on the other hand, cannot be applied to Book 1, since I could not find
any such agreement in error between the Aldine and b. At the present stage of my
research, I do not rule out the possibility that Bethe’s assumption may still be valid in
other books or even in the remaining part of Book 1, although the latter hypothesis
does not seem very likely. Less relevant agreements in error or alternative formula-
tions can instead be found between the Aldine and v, in its entirety or not. Therefore,
it is not impossible that the Aldine editor(s) also used a v/d? manuscript:

1.10 yij bis Xd BEHI Ald || 1.11 cuvBelg : ¢évBeig BDEGI Ald || 1.27 ¢miBodelv : émBdewv B, EmPariewy
DEGHI Ald || 1.35 xoupotpdpog : kKoupoTpoYos Ti¢ b C BGHI Ald || 1.38 oUmtyyog : 6 Umtyyog DG Ald,
0 Omyyog HI

In any case, the Aldine fails to provide a better text when both x and v/d? are erro-
neous. Some variant readings may reveal something more:

1.19 Beopavely : Oeopavtelv kat (i) Xa Ald) Beopavelv XaXg Ald || 1.24 ta dpota : Toladta duota XaXg
Ald | 1.30 avamavow : Stavanavow XaXg Ald | 1.34 (xal Xa Ald) opdomovSol (-ov Xd) post Opoamov-
Selv add. XaXdXg™ Ald
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Within the x group, the Aldine seems to be closer to the x* branch, and in partic-
ular to manuscript Xa (see 1.19 and 1.34), than to Xd. These clues do not seem to
be definitive in any way, but as chance would have it, Xa was kept in Venice at
the time, in the trunks that contained Bessarion’s library." Although the cardinal’s
books were still stored in these voluminous trunks at the time, one can hypoth-
esise, if only for the sake of economy, that Aldus and his associates managed to
consult a Pollux manuscript that they needed. Nevertheless, it seems to me that
once the manuscripts belonging to the x and v/d? groups have been collated, the
contribution of the Aldine edition to the constitution of the text becomes almost
irrelevant, even although we should carefully consider certain conjectures (admit-
tedly a small number, as far as I have been able to ascertain). In the part of Book
1 taken here as a sample, in 1.32 (npoctovteg Ald, mpootdvteg M : mposoviwv b V
XaXdXg, mpootovtwg A Xd* v), the Aldine corrects the transmitted text, which is also
preserved by M, but with incorrect orthography; M cannot have been the source,
since — as it seems — it was unknown to the editors of the Aldine.

10.4 Later manuscripts descending from v

In Chapter 9, evidence was presented which makes it advisable not to include the
early Renaissance manuscripts into the future edition of the Onomasticon. This also
applies to Book 1, since these manuscripts are derived from the Palaeologan wit-
nesses without improving the text of v, if not by rare conjectures or collation with
other witness of v, and C (I found no clue that any of them had access to a different
branch of tradition). Here are the conjunctive error between these manuscripts
and v:

1.7 xaolto : kadoing x v AbAmCnFIFrFzLuMaMnNeNpOrOxPaPePgPrPsVpVuWn, kaioioig Mr || 1.8
1} : TAV X v AbAmCnFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrNeOrOxPaPePgPrPsVpVuWwn || 1.11 ouveig : évBeig BDEGI, et
fortasse H ante rescripturam, Cn*FIFrLuMnMrOrPaPePgPrPsVpVu sed ouvbei¢ AbAmFzNeNpWn :
€v Beolg Ma : om. Ox || 1.12 akpwtnptéoat om. v AmCnFIFrLuMaMnMrOrOxPaPePgPrPs*VpVu® ||
1.13 dyadpatonoukiv om. v AbAmCnFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrNeNpOrOxPa*PePgPrPsVpVu, habet Wn |
Beovg : Beov A* x v AbAmCnFIFrFzZLuMaMnMrNeNpOrOxPaPePgPrPsVpVuWn | 1.14 IuBia :
[Tubiag V Xd*! DEGHI (fortasse ¢ erasum est in B) AbCnFIFrFzMaMnNeNpOxPgPrPsVu*Wn, ITuBia
autem AmLuOrPaPeVpVur || 1.17 §t6upapfiedeg V XaXd*Xg* v AbAmBrCnFIFrFzLuMaMnMrNe
NpOrOxPePsVpVuy, rectum PgPriwn | 1.21 fAenedaipwy : Aenodaipwv A Xdre v AmBrCnFIFrLuMa
MnMrOrOxPePaPgPrPsVpVu*Wn, non exstat in AbFzNeNp | a6éuiotog Xd v AbAmBrCnFIFrFzLu
MaMnMrNeNpOrOxPgPaPrPsVu, rectum PeVp

1 See Labowsky (1979, 174; 224).
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Furthermore, it is also possible to acknowledge the existence of conjunctive errors
between some representatives of these later witnesses and some sets of v manu-
scripts:

- BDEGI: 1.14 6unnérog x BDEGI AmCnFIFrLuMaMnMrOrPaPePgPrPs*VpVu

- BDHI: 1.12 kataokevd{ovTeg : kataokevdoavteg BDHI MaMnMrPs*Vu

- BDGHI: 1.9 apuotrol &v: fippooto tij Stavoig BDGHI AbAmCnFzMaMnMrNeNpOxPePgPrPs
VpVuWn, Ori™ || 1.13 ayaApatomotiav — dyaipatonoukny kat om. BDGHI AbAmCnFzMaMnMr
NeNpOxPePgPrPsVpVu, sed dyadpatomnoliav kat ayaApatovpyiav add. Ps™

- BEHI: 1.10 yij bis Xd BEHI AmCnFIFrLuMnMrMrOrsPsVu

- DEG: 1.19 xahoing @v : kaAéoalg v DEG AbBrFIFrFzLuMaNeNpOrOxPaWn, kaAéoolg &v Am,
kaAéang &v MnPsVu

- DEGHL 1.12 ouyyéal : ékyéat Xg DEGHI AmFIFrLuMaOrPaPePgPrPsVp, sed ouyyéat Ps™ || 1.17
70 ante pavtedoat add. DEGHI AbCnFIFrFzLuMaMnMrNeNpOrOxPaPgPrPsVuWn

- DH: 1.15 napaAXatTwy : mapaiad®dv Xg B : maparafwv A DH AmCnMaMnMrPePgPrPsVpvu

- EH: 1.18 AeA@®v : peA®v EH FIFT, peAk®dv MnMrVu

Although this situation suggests a heavy and, I fear, rather inextricable contamina-
tion, some of the usual sets we have seen in the previous chapters can be recognised.

From E descend Fl, Fr, Lu, and Or. Sometimes other witnesses share the errors
of E:

1.6 ¢ ol : 6oot E FIFrLuOrPa | 6eod : 100 6eoU E FIFrLuOrPa AbFzNe Ps® || 1.7 6mio668popog E
FIFrOr, sed rectum LuOr*Pa | €8n : €i8n E FIFrLuOr | 1.8 mputaveig E FIFy, sed rectum LuOr || T0
nlp 10 doPeotov : 10 GoBeotov mdp E FIFrLuOrPa AbFzNeNp | 1.11 kabiepdoat : kabepwoasbat E
FIFrLuOrPa | 1.13 xat dyaApatovpyiav — Ogomontikny kat om. E FIFrLuOrPa, kai ayaAUATOTOUKIV
Kal ayaApatovpykiv add. Pai™ et in textu ayaAgatoupyiy in dyaipatovpylav mutavit || 1.15 kat
TapaAAaTTWV €K 00D om. E FIFrLuOrPa*Wn | 1.16 Gonep : 60ev E FIFrLuOrPa

Sometimes Lu and Or correct the text by using C or an apographon:

1.7 yvijuata ante pipjpata add. C LuOrPa || 1.11 @uiotiudtepoy : @uAdtipov C LuOr | 1.11 €pelg post
i8pvoacbal C LuOrPa || 1.15 dobpa : dopa C LuOr

On the other hand, the manuscripts Ab, Fz, Ne, and Np share separative errors
or alternative formulations that identify them as a single group (h) and also bear
witness to some derivation from G or an apographon:

1.7 pppatog AbFzNeNp || 1.8 0 mdp 10 tiofeatov : 10 dofeotov nlp E FIFrLuOrPa AbFzNeNp |
éoyapa — ovoualesbatr om. AbFzNeNp | 1.9-10 einoig &v — aBéatov om. AbFzNeNp | 1.10 €vtog
(v 70ig om. AbFzNeNp OxWn | 1.11 £peig post iSpvoacBat add. C G AbFzNeNp, post oticacBat
Wn || 1.12 dvaotijoat post avaomdoat add. AbFzNeNp Ps™Wn (cf. C G¥) | dxpwtnptacat om. v sed
habent G AbFzNeNp | épelg ante ToUg pev et gimolg &v habent AbFzNeNp | 1.13 Beomowntikny :
Beomouknv D AbFzMaMrNeNp | Swagéoat : Stagéal AbFzNeNp | 1.14 iepovpyol kabaptai pavtelg
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ante iepeig coll. AbFzNeNp | 1.15 kat GoBua — dvepov pavtikév om. AbFzNeNp PgWn || 1.18 xpnopdg
post pavteia habet C G AbFzNeNp Wn | 1.19 T0v 8eomiw8ov : 10 Beamiwsov AbFzNeNp | 1.21 kat
Setoibeog — PAemedaipwv om. AbFzNeNp

Nor are the separative errors of Mn and Vu surprising, since in relation to the other
books it has been shown that they belong to the same group ¢. It is difficult to estab-
lish the exact relationship between the two, also because Vu collated a second man-
uscript, perhaps Xg or a similar witness:

1.6 i onkov : g onkov MnVu | 1.8 t0 dofeotov post avamntetal coll. MnVu || 1.13 BeomouTikny :
Beomouxnv D MnVu || 1.18 AeA@®V : peAk®Y MnVu || Tubedypnotov MnVu

- Mn: 1.19 oxpnuoAoytk Mn
- Vu: 1.8 dxpipéotepov Vu || 1.11 évBeig: év ouvBéoet add. Vus (cf. Xg) | 1.11 xaBlepdoat kabool-
®oat om. Vu* || 1.12 axpwtnplacal Vu™

What also goes back a long way is the connection between Pe and Vp, which is
probably an indirect apographon of the former (see Section 5.1), as these errors or
alternative formulations suggest:

1.50unpw : ‘Opnpog D MaPeVp || 1.6 00D : T®v Be@v Xd¥ G PePgPrVpWn | 1.12 vewg : vaoug C G
PeVpWn || 1.13 Beomotntikny : Beomouknv D PeVp | 1.15 mpocayopevutikiv PeVp || 1.18 tebeomiopéva
: mpotebeomniopéva XaXg B PeVp | 1.19 karoing &v : kadéoolg &v b XaXg® BI PePgVp | 1.19 dvellev 6
0e6g om. Xg D MaPeVp || 1.20 iepovpykdg : iepovpyog PeVp || 1.21 6 yap — Tpaykov : 6 yap Beootu-
YNG Kakov (kakov om. Vp), Tpaykov yap PeVp

Vp contains several errors that are not shared with Pe, since it is clear that it
descends from the latter:

1.8 & i8k®¢g — dvopdlecsbatl om. Vp || 1.11 otioacbat évoricacbat om. Vp

Other interesting cases are represented by By, Wn, and Ps.

Br and Wn are most likely related, as evidenced by these conjunctive errors
(unfortunately, Br is mutilated at the beginning), which are also shared with other
sets of manuscripts and C, as an indication of the ubiquitous contamination:

1.5 0 ante 0g6¢ add. Wn || 1.7 mpoiepat C E Wn | 1.10 £vtog Gv toig om. AbFZNeNpOXWn || 1.11 ¢peig
post otjoacbat add. Wn (cf. C) || 1.12 avaotijoat post avaonéoat add. AbFzZNeNpPs™Wn (cf. C G*) ||
VeW( : vaoug C G PeVpWn || €pelg ante Toug uév et eimoig &v habet AbFzZNeNpWn || 1.15 xal mapai-
Adttwv €k Bgol om. E FIFrLuOrWn | kai doBua — évepov pavtikév om. AbFzNeNpPgWn | 1.18
Xpnouog post pavteia habet C GP* AbBrFzNeNpOxWn || €peig 8¢ ante kai Staddoat add. GPFBrWn ||
1.19 avepBéyEato apétpws om. BrWn || mpooBetéov : mpobetéov Wn || 1.21 miepTLp®V : UTIEPPEAAWY
C Br*“Wn
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In contrast to what was seen in the books examined previously, our elusive Ps in
Book 1 does not provide a very good text, but the copyist tried to correct the errors,
probably by using a second manuscript related to G. In a few cases, the scribe of Ps
seems to have introduced variant readings of his own:

1.5 Satpova péytotov Ps || 1.7 6mioB68op0g : kal katomiaBodopuog Ps | wvopdkaoty : wvouacav Ps
| xupwrata : kKupiwg Ps* || 1.9 00 : pun Ps* || 1.10 avtd : avtod Ps* || 1.11 £pelg post iSpvoacbat add.
Ps* || 1.13 ayaApatomotiav — dyaApatonouknyv kai om. BDGHI CnMnOxPePsVpVu AbFzNeNp, sed
ayaipatomotiav kal dyaipatovpyiav add. Ps™ | 1.15 mpooayopeuTikiv Ps* || 1.17 xpnoTipLov : pn-
otnplov Ps* | mpoSnAdaat bis Ps || aveelv : aveABetv Ps || 1.18 ypnopdg post pavteta add. PsPe (cf. C
G™) || T avelpnuéva — kexpnopwdnuéva om. Ps sed in margine postea add. té avelpnuéva T kexpn-
OUEVA TA KOUWSNUéVa || TO £K — TTUBGXPNOTOV: TO £K LAAAWY TTVBOYPNOTOV OlpaL TO £k AeA@&V Ps |
1.19 7oV Beomiwdov : T0 BeomiwS6v AbFzNeNp Ps¢! || 1.20 6gooef|g — kabilepwpévog om. Ps*

Book 1in Ma was undoubtedly copied from D (see also Section 6.3 on Book 2), with
which it shares relevant separative errors:

1.5'0pnpw :'Opnpog D Ma | péytotov om. D Ma || 1.13 BeontoinTikiv : Beomouxryv D FzZMaNeNp | 1.15
00706 8¢ : 00Tw 8¢ D Ma || 1.16 £vBouatdoal : £vBeldoal D Ma || éunvevodijvat D Ma | 1.18 T pepa-
vtevuéva : Ta pavtevpata D Ma | tebeomiouéva : Beomiopuéva D Ma || 1.19 év EEapétpw : aveEauéTpw
D Ma | 1.20 6go@uinig om. D Ma | 1.22 gthoB¢wg om. D Ma

Ma introduces errors of its own (e.g. 1.12 axpwTNPLACGUOS : dkpwTnpiacua Ma), but
also manages to correct the text of D by collating another manuscript descending
from v: (e.g. 1.11 Aéyolg — éyelpatl vewv om. D Ma, integravit postea Ma'™).

At the end of this discussion, some words must be devoted to Xh. As far as Book
1is concerned, this manuscript succeeds in the difficult task of inheriting both the
errors of group x and those of v. It is primarily based on a manuscript of x*:

1.10 Aéye : Aéyetal V : Aéyw XaXbXeXg Xh || 1.11 ouvBelg : évouvBéa Xb, évauvBéaelv Xe, év ouvBé-
oet Xg Xh || 7@ aydApatt om. AV x Xh Ma* | 1.12 ouyyéat : éxxéat XbXgXh (et ouyyéat Xg¥) DEGHI
| 1.14 xpnouwsdot om. XbXh* || 1.15 mapaAAdttwy : taparaddv XbXeXg Xh B || 1.18 tebeomiopéva
: mpotebeoniopéva XaXbXeXg Xh B | 1.19 katoing Gv : kadéoolg &v b XaXbXeXg Xh BI | avellev
0 Be6¢ om. XbXeXg Xh* D | 1.26 xatavtifoAely : émavtiforelv x Xh || 1.28 puppivag : puppivng A
Xa*XbXd*XeXg Xh B | 1.34 cuvevwyelaobat om. b : post evwyelobat coll. x Xh

But the text is also contaminated with a manuscript descending from v, since since
the members of this group and Xh seem to share the following errors or alternative
formulations:

1.23 ¢movpaviot : biovpaviot b Xh v || évaéptot : déplot Xh BDEHI || 1.24 éotiom. M Xh v || opaTplog
: ppariog Xh BDEGI, @artiog H | 1.25 anovipapevov om. F Xh C v || 1.26 Goal' : deloat Xh BDGHI ||
1.27 Boog : Bwpovg Xh v || 1.35 vpvitplat : buvntpideg A Xh BEGHI | 1.36 katane@nuiopéval : Kata-
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nepelopéval Xh BDEI || 1.37 Avaxeta : avaykela Xh E || 1.38 Attvépong Bethe : Aitépoag Xh DEGHI ||
1.39 6pkwuotag om. Xh v

Besides, Xh display some errors not shared by other witnesses:

1.17 xpficat om. Xh || 1.27 puppivny : pupivov Xh || dvébnpa — avabetvat om. Xh || 1.28 andpypata
npoo@épely om. Xh || 1.29 a@eAR : ao@aiij Xh



