Polybiana
John M. Moore

HE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION aims to amplify and in some respects
to correct, in the light of the evidence obtained from a full
collation, the relationships suggested earlier between the
various primary mss of Polybius, Books I-V; mss eliminated as derived
from extant exemplars by the selective collation are disregarded.!
The second and third sections below will list and attempt to explore
the information which may be derived from the format and structure
of surviving mss.
The following mss will be discussed:

A Vaticanus Gr. 124, X cent. (A.D. 9477)

C Monacensis Gr. 157, XV cent.

D Monacensis Gr. 388, XV cent. (also Excerpta Antiqua from VI-
XVIII)

E Parisinus [BN] Gr. 1648, XV cent.

Z Vaticanus Gr. 1005, XIV/XV cent.

J  Vindobonensis Phil. Gr. 59, XV cent. (contains 1.1.1-70.5; V.94.9-
111.10; rest lost)

F  Vaticanus Urb. Gr. 102, X|/XI cent. (Excerpta Antiqua from
I-XVIII)

G Mediceus Laurentianus Plut. 69.9, XVIcent.(Excerpta Antiquafrom
VI-XVIII)

From the Constantine Excerpts:

M Vaticanus Gr. 73, de Sententiis, X cent.
P Turonensis 980, de Virtutibus et Vitiis, X cent.
X Ambrosianus Gr. N 135 Sup., de Legationibus Gentium, A.0.1574

1 See J. M. Moore, The Manuscript Tradition of Polybius (Cambridge 1965) [hereafter MTP];
for descriptions of the mss involved see MTP 10-20, 56-60, 130-33, 140; the analysis which
the present discussion supplements and corrects is MTP 22-35, 40-45. I am grateful to
Professor D. C. C. Young for detailed discussion of a draft of this paper, and also to Professors
B. M. W. Knox and F. W. Walbank and Mr N. G. Wilson for helpful comments and
criticisms.
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412 POLYBIANA

I
The Tradition of Books IV

The conclusions on Books I-V which were drawn from the selective
collation may be schematically summed up in the following stemma;
there is no attempt here to indicate dates or intermediate hypar-
chetypes, except that each ‘fork’ in the stemma implies the existence
of a common parent for the branches in question.?

ARCHETYPE

HYPARCHETYPE SoURCE OF THE CONSTANTINE EXCERPTS
(Containing I-XVIII at least)

L]

HYPARCHETYPE ‘BYZANTINE TRADITION'
(I-XVIII at least)

A F r M P X

C z J DE

The division of the tradition of Books I-V into branches has been
amply confirmed; from nearly 300 errors noted in A and not found in
the ‘Byzantine Tradition’, the following may be cited:

Omissions Errors
1.38.5 8¢ omitted (before xafomaf) 1II.1.7 Tuyijc A for Puydjc
79.5 Tac omitted 46.9 mav A for mavra
11.35.3 7o omitted (before mAetov) 72.1 mo)éowc A for modeuioic
40.5 €l omitted V.20.3 apmayloac Afor’Apyelac
I11.33.17 € omitted 93.2 rovc A for rodrouc

44.7 mopelaw omitted
IV.16.9 8¢ omitted
V.62.2 r&v omitted

% For more detailed stemmata, see MTP 40, 171.
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In addition, at V.88.5 yap has been omitted by A after ‘Iépwrv and
inserted six lines further down in the ms after 7o uév; this error does
not appear in the ‘Byzantine Tradition’, and probably arose from the
omission of yap in the text of A’s parent, a note in the margin, and a
misinterpretation by A of where it should have been re-inserted.
There are therefore decisive separative errors in A, which dispose of
the theory that the ‘Byzantine Tradition’ may be based on the text of
A3 Such a thesis would have to posit extensive editing in @; while
there has clearly been some editing in the construction of the ‘Byzan-
tine Tradition’, it is only at an elementary level, and there are
numerous uncorrected errors in all manuscripts which are even
more trivial and obvious than any of those cited above.*

That CZDE form a single group was amply demonstrated in the
previous study by their coincidence in common errors not found in A,
to which may be added the following common omission:

1.15.5 7é&v Kapyndoviwv kai Zvpaxociwv om. CZJDE

That J shares this omission confirms the slender evidence linking it to
this group, which emerged from the selective collation. Similarly, the
evidence linking the excerpt ms F to the group may now be reinforced
by a decisive example of a shared omission:

1V.12.11 ént rac — médewc om. FCZDE (J missing)®

Similarly, it has been demonstrated adequately that the text of F is
drawn from a stage in the tradition prior to the common parent of
CZJDE,; a further piece of evidence is:

111.84.14 McopBe AF: Meapka CZ3DE (on Z3 see infra p. 415)

Within the group CZJDE, the positions of J and Z need further
discussion. That J is independent of CDE was adequately demon-
strated and has been amply confirmed; however, a considerable body
of evidence has emerged to show that the text of the section of Book I
surviving in J is linked to the same source as Z:

1.25.2 moAy ACDE: om. Z]

3 Contra A. Diller, CJ 62 (1967) 179.

4 For editing in the "Byzantine Tradition’, see MTP 32ff.

¢ The evidence linking F and the common parent of CZJDE is the more impressive
since F only contains about one-fifth of the text of Books I-V. FCZJDE must be derived
from a single manuscript (®) which was a gemellus of A; this rules out the theory of
F. Lasserre, AntCl 35 (1966) 287, that the excerpts in F were selected at a stage before the
copying of the common parent of ACZJDE.
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342 cwvadadafay AP°DE: om. Z] (covadadaforix AP, covado-
Aaefavrec edd.)

24.12 Kapapwoiwv ACDE: Maxapwaiov Z]

27.13 karo Tovrovc ACDE: kot adrovc Z]

46.5 kara Tov ACDE: ka7’ abrov Z]

There are a considerable number of passages where ZJ have readings
not found in ACDE, the majority of which appear to be errors
rather than corrections; they show that in Book I Z and J are derived
from a common parent. This conclusion was also reached by A. Diaz
Tejera,® but needs reinforcement since the key section of his proof of
the relationship is based on five passages, two of which are classic
omissions ex homoeoteleuto and cannot therefore be used as conjunctive
errors (1.5.5; 20.14), and two of which are omissions of the article—one
(L.46.5) shared by D E—evidence on which I would hesitate to base a
case; the fifth is good evidence, the convincing omission of covedaddéay
at 1.34.2 (not 34.3), for which corrected readings of AD E are cited
above.

The remainder of Diaz Tejera’s argument definitely tends to support
a common parent (e.g. the confusion in ZJ at 1.5.2-3), but he also
relies in part on a number of good readings; they can never be used in
this sort of demonstration, and cannot on the basis of his own stemma?
prove “la conservacién de la tradicién en contraste con la alteracién
de los demds manuscritos”®—his stemma shows conclusively that
they must be conjectural corrections.

Diaz Tejera then lists individual peculiarities of Z and J to demon-
strate that they are gemelli, not derived one from the other. Of the
passages he cites for Z, Borjfncw for Bonbrjcew (1.10.2) is insignificant as
a very frequent type of iotacism; the change of order at 1.24.2 (not 3)
eldov kare kparoc for kara kpdroc efdov was corrected immediately by
the first hand in Z by adding 8 and « over the relevant words, and at
1.28.11 Z reads wdlou &v dmodddewcay with all the other mss. This
leaves only the omission of 76 (or =) at 1.2.1, and of 7w at 1.3.7; it is as
well, therefore, in confirmation to recall the unique reading of Z at

8 A. Diaz Tejera, “Analisis de los manuscritos Polybianos Vaticanus Gr. 1005 y Vindo-
bonensis Gr. 59 y de sus aportaciones al libro I de las Historias,”” Emerita 36 (1968) 121-47
[hereafter, Dfaz TejerA]; for this particular point see 127ff.

7 Diaz Tejera 136.

8 Diaz Tejera 128.
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1.26.12: émrdrrevre Z. for émrdrrovrec, where J has émirayfeica,? and
to add the less probative instance at 1.17.3: vméBadov Z only for
vméafov. J cannot have been derived from Z. Equally, the individual
readings of J quoted by Diaz Tejera demonstrate clearly that Z cannot
have been derived from J; to his list add the most convincing of all,
J’s omission of 3 véc Smofécerc — fedSeic at 1.15.9; this is an omission
ex homoeoteleuto, but is, of course, excellent separative, as opposed to
conjunctive, evidence. (The abbreviation ‘ex hom.” will in future be
used to describe all omissions which may well have been caused by
the similarity of two groups of letters.)

On this evidence, Diaz Tejera proceeds to deny my suggestion that
Z and C were derived from a common parent which was in its turn
derived from the hyparchetype of the ‘Byzantine Tradition’, I". He
is correct for Book I, where it is abundantly clear that ZJ are gemelli
whose parent must be independently derived from I". However, the
evidence which I advanced!® came from I1.92.3 and from Book V.
I had missed the significance of a change of hand in Z, which has also
eluded him. Z is largely copied by one hand (Z!), but a second hand
(Z3) has copied two short passages, 111.66.2-67.8 and II1.80.4-92.8;11
the rest of the manuscript is all in the first hand. The first passage by
Z3 is clearly added in a space left by Z1 since at the end there are nine
lines blank, marked by Z3 with a diagonal line and ‘0d8év Aeime.’. The
second passage, also added in a space left by Z*, appears to fill the
space fairly accurately, though the individual letters of the last half of
the last line are slightly larger than usual, perhaps in order to fill up
the page. However, the end of the passage (I11.92.8), falls in the only
gathering of Z which is of seven folia; all the rest are of eight. There is
nothing to indicate the removal of one folium, but it is plausible to
suggest the possibility that Z2 found the spaceleft by Z! more than the
text demanded and that a leaf left blank after the added text has
been removed. Z3 is a much neater hand than Z*, and looks more like
a XV than a XIV-century hand; it presumably cannot be later because
of the overwhelming evidence that shows that the source of Z from
I11.66.2 to the end of Book V was the same, whichever hand was copying.

Just as ZJ are clearly gemelli in 1.1.1-70.5 (where the preserved
section of J breaks off), and Z shows no significant affinity with C, D

® Cited in another context by Diaz Tejera 129.
10 MTP 26.
11 ] use the siglum Z3 because Z2 must be reserved for the contemporary corrector of Z.



416 POLYBIANA

or Ein.1.1-111.66.1, so in I11.66.2-V.111.10 CZ share a mass of readings,
some of which are errors and some corrections; the presence of
corrections is not surprising, since it has long been known that C has
more readings which are apparently the result of conscious editing
than ADE. The evidence of Z shows that some of these changes were
made in the common parent of CZ, and the presence of corrections
in Z as well as C is to be expected from II1.66.2 onwards in view of the
close link between the two manuscripts there. I cite errors and some
corrections to prove the existence of a common parent of CZ inde-
pendent of ADE, concentrating on the part of Book Il where the
changes of hand take place in order to demonstrate where Z changed
the source of its text, and for the same reason on occasion citing
evidence which is less decisive than is ideally desirable because that is
all that is available in the passage in question.

From II1.66.2-67.8:
66.7 yap add. CZ3 A*, om. ADE

67.4 Tac avraw A: roc avrav DE: rac éavrav CZ3

From II1.67.8-80.3:
68.10 amocracewc ADE: amoxaracrdcewc CZ?
69.7 mepiBatopévwy A mepiBollopévwv D E: wepidafouévwy CZ1
70.4 dAAa — éxetvwv ADE: om. CZ1

From II1.80.4-92.3:
83.6 7&v modeuiwv ADE: roic moreplowc CZ3
84.11 (8loic ADE: oikeiowc CZ3? (an intrusive gloss?)
87.5 émovpety kai Toic: kai in ADE, om. CZ3

After I11.92.3:
102.5 wedalovrac ADE: Aelovrac CZ
107.9 ywpic 7@v coppdxwv ADE: om. CZ

There are many other errors and corrections linking C and Z after
I11.92.3, including those cited in MTP.

In the section in which C and Z derive from a common parent,
each has errors not found in the other or in ADE, proving that neither
is a copy of the other. For Z examples are:

111.84.15 ov Tpdmov om. Z2
85.1 8¢ om. Z3 (after "Awifoac)
IV.71.5 moproprcicv Z for molwopricv (a mistake which recurs in
Z but is absent from ACDE, at IV.80.11)
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V.5.8 cuveBovlevov ACDE; cuvevovdevor Z
V.76.7 opuijc AC; médewc DE; om. Z

For C there are manifold examples; the point may be proved by
referring to the omissions of C not shared by AZDE listed in TABLE
ILvii (p. 439).12

Therefore Z used two sources in copying Books I-V, and in the light
of the evidence cited above much the most plausible suggestion is
that the change of Z’s source occurred at the change of hand at I11.66.2,
since there is no significant evidence linking Z and C before that
point and a profusion thereafter; nothing suggests a different con-
clusion despite the subsequent changes of hand in Z. C and Z are
gemelli from II1.66.2 onwards, and their common parent was in its
turn derived from the common parent of the ‘Byzantine Tradition’.
In view of this, it is not surprising that there is no evidence to connect
J and Z in the fragments of Book V which survive in J (V.94.9-111.10);
here the text of J is clearly derived from I" but shows no affinities with
any particular wms.

Finally, Diaz Tejera suggested that ZJDE were derived from a
common parent which was a gemellus of C.13 In ordinary circumstances
the evidence which he adduces for this common parent would be
clearly decisive, since he demonstrates a significant body of common
error in ZJD E which is not found in C. He goes on, however, to use
the common good readings of A C to justify his analysis further, and
this, for all his protestations that good readings can ‘cast light on the
intricacies’ of the tradition, in fact undermines his position seriously.
It might be possible that he is rightabout the position of C, but there is
so much editing behind C’s text that any form of certainty is out of the
question.* The following statistics may be of interest. In Book I
ZJD E have 32 errors not found in A C; C has 5 readings accepted by
editors which are not found in AZJDE and has 37 readings which
give every appearance of being corrections rather than errors and
which are not found in AZJDE.?® Further analysis is even more

12 Again, many of these omissions are ex hom., but are excellent separative evidence.

13 Dfaz Tejera 134ff.

14 MTP 34f; Diaz Tejera 135fF.

15 All these statistics disregard codicologically insignificant errors such as iotacism. In
classifying readings as corrections rather than mistakes I have erred on the side of caution—
where reasonable doubt existed, I have treated the reading as an error, not a correction.

Naturally, where J is included in a group of sigla in a discussion of an extended area of text,
this should be read as referring only to those portions of the text which survive in J.
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instructive. It is difficult to find definite evidence in the passage
I11.66.2-V.94.9 because the absence of J, combined with the derivation
of CZ from a common parent, makes it difficult to deduce anything
useful along lines parallel to Diaz Tejera’s argument—errors in DE
could as easily have arisen in their immediate common parent as in
the putative parent of ZD E(J). However, in I1.1.1-111.66.1 ZD E have
only 12 errors not found in A C, while C alone contains 19 corrections
which are accepted by editors and another 88 readings which are to be
classed as corrections rather than errors. Finally, in a sample investi-
gation of I11.66.2-118.12, 30 readings were found in C which are not in
AZDE, 12 of which are accepted by editors, and 31 readings in CZ
which are not in ADE, 8 of which are accepted by editors. A similar
picture emerges from the rest of the text.

The scope of the editorial work which lies behind the text of C
emerges from the above analysis. On the whole, the changes are of
word order or the correction of relatively minor slips, though there
are a few passages where a word or two has been added or an obvious
lacuna in the text filled with an obvious supplement.’® The most
common additions are of the article—a point on which the compiler of
C’s text clearly felt strongly. In the light of this evidence, although, as
stated above, Diaz Tejera may be right in suggesting that C’s text is
derived from the ‘Byzantine Tradition’ at a stage anterior to a putative
parent of Z (1.1.1-111.66.1) JDE, it seems more plausible to ascribe to
editorial activity the absence from C of some of the common errors of
ZJDE. It is notoriously difficult to place mss where there is any
significant editing in the course of their production, but the stemma
position of CZJDE as all derived from a single hyparchetype, I, is
supported by solid evidence of shared omissions of such extent that
they are very unlikely to have been cured by conjecture, whereas the
theory that there is a common parent of ZJDE later than the origin
of the C branchis supported by no such evidence. Any conclusion must
remain extremely tentative, but the balance of probability rests with
the position illustrated in the following stemma, which summarises
the whole argument:

18 Dfaz Tejera illustrates the editing of C on pp.135f; the reference to 1.17.7 should read
1.17.6, and for IlL.6.1 read I1.16.1; at I1.31.5 the reading of C is correctly given, but the other
mss read mepi T7ov TpdynAov; they have not got xai Tac xeipac at all, an addition which is
presumably a deliberate correction by the editor whose work lies behind C’s text.
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HypARCHETYPE (1)
(I-XVIII at least)

A HYPARCHETYPE ‘BYZANTINE TRADITION' @
(I-XVIII at least)

/\

F r

AN

C Z (lIL66.2-V:111.10) Z (LL1-lL66.1) ] D E

This diagram must be treated with due caution because of the element
of editing in the ‘Byzantine Tradition’, but represents schematically
the most likely relationships deduced from the available evidence.

There are two minor points which require further comment. First,
while there are numerous errors in D which are not found in E, the
number of errors found in E which are not in D is very small, and
none of them is of overwhelming cogency. To the discussion in MTP
may be added the following from the many omissions of D which are
not found in ACZE(]J).""

1.22.3 pera radra om. D
II.111.1 pdyecfoar — mwpoyeyovéroc om. D
114.1 kara 76 werpi om. D
V.78.5 610 — SuaBacy om. D
99.5-6 émotodvro — peyainy om. D

E has the following omissions and errors not found in ACZD(J):

Omissions Errors

11.54.7 8¢ om. E (yap D) 1.13.4 éyéveroACZJD: éyévovro E
I11.86.9 7e (prius) om. E 46.3 rémov ACZ]JD: rpémov E
IV.32.5 700 om. E 11.69.7 covaraddfacon ACZD: covadaddéar E
1.113.7 émérate ACZD: émarate E
IV.64.9 70610 ACZD: 700 E

17 MTP 28.
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These examples are selected from some 60 passages where readings are
found in E which are not in ACZD(J). In view of the fact that a
certain amount of editing affected the text of D alone (as opposed to
the manifest editing in the common parent of D E),'8 none of these
individual readings of E can singly be taken as proof that D could not
have been derived from E, since each could have been corrected fairly
easily; when they are taken together, however, the best tentative
conclusion is that D and E are gemelli; E manifestly cannot have
been copied from D.1®

The second doubt concerns the opening chapters of Book L. In F
they are preserved by a later hand (F), the first quaternion of F
having apparently been severely damaged.2?® In this passage occur the
following readings:

1.1.3 8¢ée ACDE: 86éw Fr: 86w Z]
1.3 ravrodoyetv ACDE: maAldoyeiv FF ZJ?1
2.7 (in the major lacuna) cvav me ACDE: om. F*Z] (add. Z?)
6.3 covawvérjcewc ACDE: covrafewc FZ]

Fr breaks off at 1.7.11 and F’s next excerpt begins at 1.75.4. These
readings suggest a connection between F and the ZJ sub-branch of the
‘Byzantine Tradition’. However, the omission at 1.2.7 is perhaps not
very significant; where mMss are copying meaningless groups of letters
in a severely damaged piece of text, an omission may well occur
twice independently. The reading 8ééw at 1.1.3 could well occur twice
by independent conjecture or error, and 86¢ou was in the parent of Fr,
whether as the only reading or as a variant; similarly, 1.6.3 is not a
very difficult conjecture or slip. The second variant at I.1.3 is of a
different order; however, the evidence for deriving F from a stage of
the ‘Byzantine Tradition’ prior to the copying of the common parent
of CZJDE is strong, and the most plausible explanation is that this
reading of F*Z]J represents a marginal or interlinear variant which
was in the tradition at an early stage.?? There is also slight evidence

18 MTP 34.

19 P was not all copied by one hand; a second hand took over at V.23.10 (fol. 787, line 2),
and copied the remainder of Book V; the first hand returned at the beginning of Book VI.
As with Z3, the hand appears to be XV century. There is not a shred of evidence to suggest
a different source for the text copied by this hand from that used by the main copyist. This
note corrects the description of D in MTP 16f, 59.

20 MTP 19f.

21 Not maeldoyeiv as Diaz Tejera 133.
1 of. MTP 174f; for a possible alternative source, cf. MTP 20.
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linking F and CZ after the change of source of Z at II1.66.2.23 A
conceivable explanation of these readings could be contamination
between F and two separate branches of the ‘Byzantine Tradition’,
and this must be borne in mind as a remote possibility;?* it is much
more likely that the agreement in these particular readings arose
independently, whether from error or conjecture.

On the basis of the evidence discussed, it becomes clear that, in
addition to AFCDE, used by previous editors, Z and J are important
evidence for the reconstruction of the text. Z is of particular impor-
tance for 1.1.1-1I1.66.1, since it has not apparently here been subjected
to the editing which has affected both C and the common parent of
DE, nor to that shown in J for the short section which survives.2
From II1.66.2 onwards, however, the value of Z is less since it contains
the results of some of the editing which is in evidence throughout C;
nonetheless, it is not as heavily edited as C and contributes a large
number of useful readings.2¢

II
Textual Archaeology, I

Athenaeus preserves three words that have been lost from our
surviving mss of Polybius at IV.20.7 (see TapLe ILi.1), and FCZJDE
have the lacunae at1.2.7-8 and 1.3.3 which are so carefully reproduced

23 MTP 31f.

2¢ Because Z drew its text from two sources, the contamination would have to affect two
branches, which makes the hypothesis all the more unlikely; see the stemma above, p.419.

25 See Diaz Tejera 131.

26 It is a pity that P. Pédech, ed. Polybe, Histoires, Livre I and Livre II (Paris 1969-70), chose
to use J but not Z. For a detailed discussion, see Gnomon (forthcoming).

It may be useful to list the following amplifications or corrections to readings cited by
Diaz Tejera; a number of the discrepancies no doubt arise from his relying on readings
cited by Hultsch and Biittner-Wobst (or assumed from their silence about variants).
Unfortunately, this can be inaccurate or misleading, particularly where they use com-
pendium signs for a group of mss. The readings quoted in the present article are all drawn
from my own collation of microfilm of the various manuscripts.

Diaz Tejera 141: 1.22.4, the mss read mpdppac ADZE®?°: mpdiparc CJEP°. 1.27.9 émécmacro
A2C: dnécmaro AZJDE. 1.33.9, for ypacpoudyove read ypocgopdyouc; C has ypocpoudouc,
which implies a dittography of -udyouvc (lin.) and -udfovc (sup.lin.), not -pdyfovc. 1.45.7,
éBorifovy AZJDE: mopeforiforv A*C only (presumably contaminated into A from C;
MTP 41ff). 1.58.2, Z reads 7ijc pi{nc after correction, apparently from mw pilnv. 1.59.12, Z
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in A.27 It has been plausibly argued not only that A tried to represent
the exemplar he was copying with great care (a supposition which is
amply confirmed by his practice passim) but also that the line length
of A was the line length of the common ancestor of A and the ‘Byzan-
tine Tradition’, ). The further step that this wasthe source from which
all our surviving text of Books I-V is derived seems very probable,
since M after omitting the first lacuna starts a new excerptawkwardly
in the middle of a sentence immediately at the end of it, and contains
a modified version of the second, emended to give some sort of sense—
exactly the behaviour one would expect of the compiler of a set of
excerpts when faced with a defective passage.?8

The tentative suggestion has been made that () was an uncial codex.?

reads dmerélece, not -cev; A has dmerédecaw, in which the e is added by A2, but it is not clear
whether the corrector intended dmerélecer or -Aece.
Diaz Tejera 142: for 1.4.6 read 1.4.11, where Z has éua Aafeivlike AJE (AoBeiv , om. dua CD;
Constantinopolitanus, Top Kapu, 25 (my Z2) has dvadefeiv ). 1.26.7, elxocw Z]JDE: €ixoct AC
only. 1.32.7, mpérepov is in A already; a later hand has added the alternative thus: mpdrepov.
1.39.12, cradiovc ACDEZreJsur-lin.; cradloc Z2°]J" only; this puts Casaubon’s alteration in
a still less favourable light.
Diaz Tejera 143: 1.38.5, Z] have BovAevduevor, as do ACDE; BovAduevor must remain an
unsupported conjecture, however convincing. 1.51.9, émdaivecdaur AC: émgépecfor JDE:
émeaipechu Z; émpépecfou was clearly in the common parent of CZJDE. 1.52.5, cirapriac is
also in E. 1.54.8, undév is the unanimous reading of ACZJDE; the variants cited by Diaz
Tejera are variants of und¢ three words earlier, where, for what it is worth, ACZJ all have
p7 8¢, a very common accentuation of the word, particularly in AZ.
Diaz Tejera 144: 1.58.8, J reads kai padiwc as Z.1.36.1, ] has andvrwy; the “autor desconocido™
of the correction mentioned is presumably Angelus Vergetius, who copied the mMs; MTP
20f, 38. 1.37.4, mAdyov is in Z as well as J.
Diaz Tejera 145-46: 1.50.7, mapayyeidaw ZJDE: mapifyyelde CAP® (probably A?); there is
virtually no doubt that the reading of the first hand in A was wapayyeidas; therefore
mapayyeidar was the reading of the archetype, mapifyyeide is a correction, and mapayyeldac has
no Ms support at all.
Diaz Tejera 146-47:1.63.3, i} petov ACZDE: oV peiw J. The ms authority makes it clear that
J's reading cannot be anything but a conjecture, and the conjecture is not supported by the
second statement of the terms of the treaty at II1.27.2-9, where the period for payment is
given (27.5) as ten years—the halved period correctly restored by Scaliger’s emendation at
1.63.3. The two accounts of the treaty are not totally identical, but to suggest a period of 20
years in the first account and 10 in the second is to introduce an inconsistency of a
totally different order from all the others and is not a tenable emendation, particularly
when such a convincing alternative exists. On the details of the treaty see F. W. Walbank,
A Historical Commentary on Polybius I (Oxford 1957) ad III. 27.

27 See J. Schweighduser, ed. Polybii historiarum quidquid superest V (Leipzig 1792) 124;
F. O. Hultsch, Quaestiones Polybianae 11 (Progr. Dresden 1869) 3; MTP 173f and plates 2-4.

28 See the stemma above, p.412; if AMF are affected, the lacunae must have been in the
common source of all three major branches of the tradition.

29 Most recently by Diaz Tejera 125.
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One can support this, and suggest that A was a direct transliteration
of this uncial codex in the light of the following readings:

II1.61.4 cei A'P°: 8¢t A*® (misreading of 4/4)
111.98.9 wéAeic A'P°: 78.c A®° (A/4)

V.14.12 a\a A®°: gue A (AA/M)

V.67.6 krijceic AlPC kvrjceic A2° (T]Y)

There are numerous errors shared by A and the ‘Byzantine Tradition’
which apparently sprang from incorrect readings of uncial letters, but
this is to be expected in any tradition; the four cases cited, however,
show the scribe of A making a mistake of transliteration, and then
noticing and correcting it.

If A was a direct transliteration of (), what of @, the common
parent of FCZJD E 2° It must have been separately derived from W
since there are errors in A not found in @, and errors in @ not found in
A. Since the whole tradition derived from @ has demonstrably under-
gone some degree of correction, it is only to be expected that some of
the more obvious misreadings of letter forms will have been elimina-
ted from extant mss; the following passages, however, are suggestive:

V.15.3 adbicnc A adbicnc E: adlbeicnc ZCD (a- D); Avbelcnc ed.

The apparent uncial transcription error @ for Yis not in A, though the
iotacism and the other transliteration error of 4 for /4 suggested by
the emendation may have made the change more likely.

IV.78.5 peyadopepecratwy A: peyadompemecrarwv CZDE

By no means a certain example, but if this really is an error rather
than the substitution of a commoner word by @ or I', the mistake may
well have originated from a misreading of IT for M.

On the contrary, there are numerous errors which appear to have

arisen from misreading of early forms of minuscule letters, for
example:

111.61.10 ééprice A: éédpuice ZDE: éédpunce C
111.85.2 MadpBac A: Madpkac CZDE
V.2.6 keyapnorac A: keyapxdrac CZDE

None of the passages cited is included in the selections preserved in
F, and the errors could therefore have arisen in I" or @; it would

30 Only the excerpts from Books I-V in F are considered at this stage.
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therefore be theoretically possible to argue that @ was an uncial ms
derived from (), and that the minuscule errors arose in I', which on
this hypothesis would have been a minuscule copy of a minuscule
transcription intermediate between @ and I'. This is a complex
supposition, and is rendered unlikely by the following evidence. In
the Excerpta Antiqua from Books VI-XVII?! there are naturally a
significant number of errors in all mss which may be ascribed to uncial
mistakes or errors in transliteration from uncial to minuscule, but
there are also the following errors which appear to arise from con-
fusions between minuscule letter forms:32

VIL15.6 advdaxroduevov edd.: advdaxrtov pévov FD G
VIIL5(7).2 éuBeréc Suda and edd.; éuueréc FD G

There are other passages where mistakes may have arisen from mis-
readings of minuscule letters, but they are more dubious. Since the
mistakes quoted were in the common parent of the Excerpta Antiqua,
it appears that in Books VII and VIII this common parent was copied
from a minuscule manuscript. It seems a reasonable hypothesis that
the Excerpta Antiqua were selected from a single set of volumes, and
the evidence of F in Books I-V shows that the excerpts from these
books were taken from @, a copy intermediate between ) and I"; the
Excerpta Antiqua would then have been selected from @ and com-
panion volumes now lost. The stemma position and the evidence
suggesting that @ was a minuscule Ms combine to suggest that the
Excerpta Antiqua were selected in the IX or X century. Excerpts were
very popular at the time, witnessed most dramatically by the 53
titles of the Excerpta Historica made by order of Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitus and usually referred to as the Constantine Excerpts.
If the project resulting in the Excerpta Antiqua was to make a selection
from eighteen or more books of Polybius, and there is evidence that
some of the text was selected from a minuscule exemplar, it is likely
that a complete minuscule transcription (or copy of a transcription)
was used as the source, particularly at a time when so many old

31 Book XVII was probably missing by the X century; see infra. p.432.

32 In this section readings of F are quoted from my own collation, those of the remaining
manuscripts of the Excerpta Antiqua from the apparatus of Hultsch’s edition except where
otherwise stated; the latter readings should therefore be treated with a certain degree of
caution. It may reasonably be hoped that further evidence will emerge from a full collation
of these manuscripts. The agreement of FDG shows the reading of the hyparchetype of
the Excerpta Antiqua; cf. stemma, MTP 171.
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codices were being sought out and transcribed because of the re-
awakened interest in classical authors.33

The evidence of errors, then, which shows decisively that A and @
were gemelli, combined with the signs that A was a direct trans-
literation from (), entails the conclusion that there were two minus-
cule transliterations made from (W in the IX or X century, A of books
I-V, and @ with lost companion volumes containing Books I-XVIII at
least. A transliteration of the whole of the surviving text of Polybius
must remain for the moment strictly unproven, but is likely to have
existed. It is more than probable from evidence preserved on the rare
occasions where two titles overlap that the compilers of the surviving
titles of the Constantine Excerpts all derived their text from the same
branch of the tradition.?* Evidence in Book XIV suggests that their
text was more complete than that used by the Excerpta Antiqua,35
which implies a source different from @ at least in Book XIV, and
probably therefore different throughout. This conclusion is supported
by errors found in ADE and F which are not shared by M or P.36
It is more probable that the compilers of the Constantine Excerpts
(whose surviving titles contain material from all but five of the
original forty books of Polybius) would have used minuscule trans-
literations rather than uncial mss, expecially in view of the suggestion
that the compilers ‘marked up’ a copy of the work to be excerpted
and passed it to the scribes to have the selected sections copied in
accordance with the instructions written in the margins. Accuracy
would be more likely to emerge from using a minuscule ‘master
copy’, and it seems intrinsically more likely that they would have used
such a copy than a probably ancient uncial codex. I have found no
convincing uncial transliteration or minuscule errors in the mistakes
of the Polybian text in the Constantine Excerpts from Books I-V. The
only passage worth citing is:

1V.30.2 cvvemexvpwcor ACZ: cuvemnipwcay all Mss of Excerpta
de Legationibus Romanorum

This appears to be based on a clear example of misreading of early

33 On the whole question of transliteration from uncial to minuscule see A. Dain, Les
Manuscrits 2 (Paris 1964) 126-45.

34 For such evidence as exists of common error in F and the various titles of the Con-
stantine Excerpts, see MTP 172f, and P. Pédech, Polybe XII (Paris 1961) xl f and xlvi n.1.

35 See infra p.433.

36 MTP 22.
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minuscule; all these manuscripts, however, are derived from a copy
made from the lost Ms I @ 4 of the Escorial Library by Darmarius in
the XVI century; his first copy is also lost, and we cannot be sure that
the minuscule error wasin I @ 4,37

Scanty as is our evidence for anything which lies behind A, Fand the
extant manuscripts of the Constantine Excerpts, it is possible to make
a few tentative observations. First, there is no indication in A which
could lead one to suppose that it was the first volume of a set; there is
no note such as réuoc «’, and Ephraim signs the subscription at the end
with every appearance of having completed his task. This implies that
Books I-V comprised the first volume of ) and that any indication
that there were more to come was either missing or omitted by
Ephraim. The existence of further volumes is proved by the existence
of F and its position in the stemma.

F itself is more informative than A. The titles of individual books
usually consist of the following formula with the appropriate numeral
inserted: modvBlov *x 105 4 Adyov;38 moluBiov is omitted for Books III
and VI, the erasure in the title of II is approximately 7 letters long (éx
has normally been restored, butis clearly too short—perhapsicropiav?).
The titles of I and XIII are missing, the former lost with the initial few
folia,3® the latter apparently missing in the exemplar from which F
was copied. The title of XIV, where all excerpts from the book are
copied by F?, is in the margin and abbreviated. In addition to these
titles, there is a large B in the margin in the first hand at the begin-
nings of Books VI, XI, XV and XVI.# The B at VI is followed by an
erasure large enough for an uncial letter, in which the traces of B may
probably be seen; that at XI has a sign after it, *, which may have an
erasure under it; there is certainly an erasure after the B of XV and
XVI, and the second has a bar over it—the normal way F indicated a
numeral; compare the titles for the individual books above.

It is perhaps not implausible to suggest that the B in the margin in

37 MTP 152-61.

38 In the erasure (x+) restore éx; one can only surmise that the éx was erased at some time
with the purpose of representing the text of F as complete.

39 A recent hand in F has added the title mjc moAvBiov émroufjc Adyoc &°¢; there is no
means of knowing now much authority (if any) this title should be allowed.

40 In discussing excerpt Mss “beginning” and “end” should be read as referring to the

beginning and end of the passages selected from a book for inclusion in a particular set of
excerpts.
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F, perhaps short for BiBAlov or BiBAoc, indicates the start of a new
volume in the exemplar from which the text was taken, particularly
in view of the traces of B, which would imply the equivalent of
‘Volume 2’, at the beginning of the excerpts from VI. The normal
Byzantine word for a volume was reiyoc, while BifAiov referred to
the whole work, but it is hard to see any other interpretation for the B.
These possible indications of volumes can hardly apply to Fitself or to
the common parent of the Excerpta Antiqua since the resultant
volumes would be too short. Therefore they were presumably noted
by the common parent from its source, and copied by F. The titles of
Books XV and XVI pose a problem; either one B¥ must be wrong—a
volume consisting of only one book is almost unthinkable—or the
original excerptor switched sources from one exemplar which
started a volume at XV to another which started at XVI. The latter
hypothesis is implausible in that there is nothing to indicate such a
change of source, and it therefore seems likely that the second entry
is an error. It may have arisen because the B¥ was correctly placed at
the beginning of XV, and the scribe copying F or an intermediate
exemplar remembered the entry when he got to the beginning of the
next book and wrongly added it to the regular title, thinking it had
been omitted by mistake in his exemplar. There is a third remote
possibility. There is evidence of damage in the manuscript from which
the Excerpta Antiqua derived their text in XII, XIII and XIV; con-
ceivably, Book XV had become detached from the volume of which it
originally formed a part, and so constituted a separate ‘volume’ at the
time when the Excerpta Antiqua were selected.

Whatever the truth on this detailed point, such signs as there are
suggest that Polybius Books I-XVIII formed four volumes in @ in the
IX or X century; the volumes contained Books I-V, VI-X, XI-XIV and
XV-XVIIL The suggestion that the second pair of volumes only con-
tained four books each, while the first pair contained five each, need
not undermine the hypothesis; even assuming the volumes
to have been of approximately the same physical size, we do
not know the extent of the original text of any of the fragmentary
books, and Polybius would not have been the first writer whose books
became longer as he got further into his subject. It does seem neces-
sary to assume that a volume ended with Book XVIIL. Asin A, so there
is no indication in F or any other surviving ms of the Excerpta Antiqua
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that it is the first volume of a set; one must therefore tentatively con-
clude that the excerpts ceased at the end of XVIIL. No satisfactory
hypothesis has so far been advanced as to why they should have ended
at this point, but consideration of content suggests the following as a
possibility. By the end of XVIII the excerpts had not merely covered
the history to the end of the Second Punic War, but had also dealt
with the conflict with Philip V which was an almost inevitable result of
relations between Rome and Philip during the Second Punic War, and
had brought the narrative down to a suitable climax with the battle of
Cynoscephalae and the Isthmus declaration of 196 B.c. The presence of
some material dealing with other areas would be natural, granted
Polybius’ method of writing history. This does not, of course, rule out
the idea that the compilers may either have projected a second
volume to include the rest of the period covered by Polybius but never
completed it, or conceivably that the selection was made but lost,
though the latter suggestion is inherently much less likely.

Something more may be deduced from information preserved in
the surviving titles of the Constantine Excerpts. Polybius is unusual
amongst the authors included there in that some excerpts are pre-
ceded by the number of the book from which they come, while
occasionally there is a note marking the end of a book. This is not the
normal practice of the copyist of P (to take one example), who only
has books of a work numbered eight times in the excerpts from
Josephus and once in Appian; there is nothing to help the identifica-
tion of the individual books from which extracts come in Thucydides,
an example where the relative brevity of the excerpts might have led
to more precise identification of sources than elsewhere, nor yet in
Dio, where the massive amount of text excerpted might equally have
made the compilers feel that some form of reference would be
useful. On the other hand, the notes of book numbers are scattered
throughout Polybius in P and in both titles of the de Legationibus:
they are missing from M, but the present state of that codex makes
it impossible to draw any sort of conclusion from this. The excerpts
preserved from Polybius under other titles are so brief as to make
their information valueless for the present inquiry.

P marks both the end of Book X and the beginning of XI, the
beginning and end of XX, and the beginnings of XXVII, XXVIII and
XXXI, and the end of the Polybius excerpts (rédoc ijc icropicc molvBiov
peyadomolirov) at the end of XXXIX. Some or all of the extant copies of
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the de Legationibus Romanorum note the following: «’ (XI) wrongly for
we’ at the beginning of XV, the beginning of XXI and XXVII, the end of
XXX (the note standing in fact at the end of XXIX, but no excerpts are
included from XXX), and the beginning of XXXVIIL The manuscript X,
which is Darmarius’ copy of the lost Escorial I @ 4 and the parent of
all other extant copies of the de Legationibus Gentium, marks the
beginning of XXVII (minutely misplaced, though clearly not a
significant error), and the beginning of XXXIII and XXXVI. The only
information in M is in the final subscription to the Polybius section
which states that the scribe has reached the end of Book XXXIX, with
the comment {jrew 7ov M Adyov. Therefore XL may well have been
lost at the time the note was written, though it could merely mean
“Look elsewhere for Book XL.”

Thus there are a surprisingly large number of notes, but at irregular
intervals. A possible explanation is that the book number was only
noted by the excerptor at the beginning or end of a volume of the
text which he was using. If one examines the information listed above
in the light of this hypothesis, the following emerges. The division
suggested above by F at XL is confirmed in P, and that at XV in the de
Leg.Rom., for the number given must surely be emended—it is the
sort of careless mistake widespread in Darmarius’ mss. A division at
XXVII is confirmed by P, X and the de Leg.Rom., the end of XXX is
marked in the de Leg.Rom. at the end of XXIX, but the absence of
excerpts from XXX makes the entry all the more significant; it is a full
line in the text, reading 7édoc 706 A" Addyov, not a brief marginal note
with an obvious emendation available like the note at the beginning
of XV; it is all the more likely that the excerptor took the essence of
the subscription to the volume. P marks the beginning of Book XXXI,
X marks the beginning of XXXIII and XXXV1, and the de Leg.Rom. the
beginning of XXXVIIL In addition, P marks both the beginning and the
end of XX and the beginning of XXVIIL

The firmest indications are thus for breaksat the end of XXVIand the
end of XXX, shown by P, X, the de Leg.Rom., and P and the de Leg.Rom.
respectively. The one which may probably be the least significant is
the numbering of XXXVIII in the de Leg.Rom. since XXXVIII is the only
book represented in this title of the Constantine Excerpts from the
group XXXIV-XL; granted that it was the practice of the excerptor to
mark any book numbers at all, he might number such isolated
excerpts whatever their position had been in the original volumes
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which made up the full text at his disposal.4! It was noted above that a
volume probably ended at the end of XVIII; most or all of XIX was
apparently lost by the X century, and this could explain the number-
ing of XX in P, and of XXI in de Leg.Rom. where no excerpts were
included from XX. One may therefore suggest, so far, a hypothetical
complete text of Polybius I-XXX whose volumes ran originally as
follows: I-V, VI-X, XI-XIV, XV-XVIII, XIX-XXII, XXIII-XXVI, XXVII-
XXX. In this sequence the only break totally without evidence is that
at the end of XXII, but the suggestion that there was one is supported
by the sequence of four-book volumes from XI onwards. It is an
interesting point that two of the three suggested division points in F
are supported here. Further, F was only evidence for the division of @,
whereas the Constantine Excerpts, apparently springing indepen-
dently from W, reflect the volumes of a different complete text: this
supports the idea that @ and the copy used by the Constantine
Excerpts reproduced the volume divisions of (). Corroboration may
perhaps be seen also in A, which gives every appearance of being a
copy of a single volume, which fits with the evidence for the start of a
new volume at VIin F.

After XXX the situation is more difficult; ten books have to be
divided, though XL, which was a summary, may have been short; the
only available evidence is the noting of the beginning of XXXIII and
XXXVI in X. If this were accepted, it would imply one volume of two
books (XXXI, XXXII), one of three (XXXIII-XXXV) and probably one of
five. It is possibly more likely there were two of five each, breaking at
the end of XXXV this would fit the noting of XXXVI, and the noting of
XXXII in X might be accounted for by the fact that there are no
excerpts from XXXIV. However, in the absence of even the tenuous
agreements on which the rest of the hypothesis has been based,
nothing can be suggested with any firmness.

One final point which may be taken in confirmation of parts of the
hypothesis is the resultant physical positions in their volumes of the
books which were probably severely damaged or completely missing
by the X century. Since the excerptors drew nothing from them, the

41 There is nothing to suggest that the de Leg.Rom. were not compiled from a text as
complete as that available to the compilers of the other titles of the Constantine Excerpts.
Indeed, since it is plausible to suppose that the two titles on embassies were compiled at the
same time, the existence of excerpts from Books XXX-XXXIII, XXXV and XXXVI in X

argues that the omission of books in the de Leg.Rom. merely shows that they contained no
material suitable for inclusion in that title.
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suggestion that they were damaged to such an extent that they could
find nothing useful to excerpt is virtually inescapable; except in the
case of XL, it is scarcely credible that the books contained nothing of
interest to any of the preserved titles of the Constantine Excerpts.
The books are XVII, XIX, XXVI, XXXVII and XL; of them XIX, XXVI
and of course XL would have stood at the beginning or end of volumes,
in which position it would have been easier for them to be severely
damaged or lost completely if the binding were in bad condition or
had disintegrated. There is considerable evidence of damage to XIII
and XIV (the second half of a volume), and other indications that the
text of Polybius which reached the X century was in a very poor
state.42

Whatever else emerges from this speculation, it is clear that in later
antiquity the text of Polybius was not copied or bound in units
corresponding to the hexads in which some think he composed his
work.%3

The evidence of damage to the archetype is most clearly seen in
Book XIV. The great majority of the surviving part of this book is
preserved in the Excerpta Antiqua; it is copied by the second hand in F
in a self-contained quaternion, and the text breaks off in the middle
of a sentence at XIV.10.11; D and G break off at the same point. The
Suda preserves another three lines of text not found in FDG
(XIV.10.11-12). At the beginning of the fragment preserved by M
from the opening of XIV (1a.1) there is a marginal note: icréov 67 70
mpooiputov pudvov OSiecader [Sieccibn Bekker] 706 Teccapeckoudexdrov
Adyov- 70 & édeénc évédevmev uéypr A’ pvAdwr. At the end of XIV.12.3, in
an excerpt preserved only in P, there is a note in the margin by the
first hand in P: {ijre évédevmre yap pUAAa un évolc mepi Tod mrolepaiov
éveépero kai mepl dpcwvdne. It is scarcely credible that anything is

43 See infra pp. 431ff. Fragments from the books apparently lost in the X century are
preserved in the indirect tradition; e.g., Athenaeus preserves two quite extensive excerpts
from Book XVII, the first of which is specifically said to come from that book.

43 See H. Nissen, RhM 26 (1871) 280; the theory involves considerable difficulties, not
least over possible changes consequent on the extension of the history beyond Book XXX.
It goes without saying that my proposed physical structure applies only to the one copy of
Polybius which apparently survived until the X century; other copies may have been
differently arranged. However, suggestions such as that made by Lasserre, op.cit. (supra
n.5) 286, that Books XIX-XL composed the second volume of the archetype are physically
out of the question. If the volume had been of the same format as A, and each book of
approximately the same size as I-V, the suggested codex would have consisted of something
over 1300 folia.
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missing at the point where the note is placed in P, and the annotator
presumably refers back to the passage referred to in the last few
words of 12.3: TowodTov olov apriwe Siedndvfapev. Thus it may well be
that the notes in M and P apply to the same piece of damage, despite
the fact that they differ on the number of folia lost, 30 (M) or 48 (P).
That there was damage early in the book accords well with the fact
that at the end of XIII F leaves nearly half of fol. 219" and the whole of
fol. 219" blank; similar gaps are left in D and G, proving that the
damage affected at least the ms from which the Excerpta Antiqua were
selected, @ and its accompanying volumes.4* The evidence of P and
M suggests that the damage already affected the archetype.4®

There is also evidence of major damage to the common parent of
the Excerpta Antiqua in the absence of Book XVII*¢ and in the following
passages. The text breaks off at XII.28.9 at the top of fol. 215" in F, and
the remainder of 215" and the whole of 215V are blank; the passage
continues in M. The excerpts from XIII then begin without a title
(2.2), while M and P both preserve 2.1.47 In the middle of XIIL5.6 F
breaks off at the end of fol. 217F in the course of a sentence, the rest of
which is preserved in M; fol. 2177 is blank. F and P both restart with
XIIL6.1, F at the beginning of fol. 218°. F stops just over half way down
fol. 219" at the end of 7.11, and the remainders of 219* and 219 are
blank; the text continues in P, and, while it is possible that the
compiler of the Excerpta Antiqua did not wish to include the material
which P preserved, it is clear that he realised that something was

44 This also shows that the fact that F2 copied the excerpts from Book XIV in Fin a self-
contained quaternion does not mean that the damage occurred in the immediate parent of
F.

45 No evidence is available on this point from either title of the de Legationibus; X begins
in Book XVIII, and it is clear that the first part of Escorial I 4 was lost by the XVI century;
the de Leg.Rom. contain nothing from Book XIV. In any case, the compiler of a set of
excerpts is unlikely to include mutilated text if he can avoid it, and even less likely to draw
attention to mutilation unless he is forced to do so. P clearly had to: the decline of Ptolemy
IV Philopator was so obviously germane to the de Virtutibus et Vitiis that a reader was bound
to wish to know why only a summary was included, not the main description. P has a
similar note of damage to his exemplar at XVIL17.7, though the extent is not stated.

48 It would be very surprising if the Excerpta Antiqua had deliberately included nothing
from Book XVII; it would be the only book not used from the sequence I-XVIII, and the
material it apparently contained does not suggest any reason for its omission. The suggestion
that the book had been badly damaged or lost by the X century is supported by the
absence of any material drawn from it in the surviving titles of the Constantine Excerpts.

47 F preserves part of XIIL.1a.1, but this excerpt is one of the short “pithy” quotations
included in F in the margin alongside the main text; the compiler may have deliberately
included only the one sentence.
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missing. All the above blank spaces appear also in D and G (though
the amount of space left blank varies), except that there is no space in
G at XIL.28.9.

The evidence of damage to the common source of both sets of
excerpts is overwhelming. The evidence of the passage preserved in
the Suda after F breaks off in mid-sentence at XIV.10.11 init. is vital.
It has been demonstrated by de Boor that the Suda drew its text of
Polybius from the Constantine Excerpts,4® from which it follows not
only that this passage was included in one of the lost titles of those
excerpts but also that the compiler of the excerpts had access to a
copy of Book XIV which was not so severely damaged as that used for
the Excerpta Antiqua. It seems unlikely that the compiler of the latter
excerpts would have broken off in the middle of a sentence unless the
rest was missing, and one is led to surmise that the surviving page of
the common source was at this point so severely damaged that a
portion was lost between the copying of the parent of the Constantine
Excerpts and the parent of the Excerpta Antiqua.

Apart from this evidence, there are a number of places where Books
I-V, the Excerpta Antiqua or the Constantine Excerpts leave blank
spaces in the text they copy, indicating damage on a smaller scale to
the exemplar which they were copying which had either destroyed
the text or made it illegible; the evidence is set out in TABLE I.

TABLE I

BraNK SPACES LEFT BY SCRIBES IN EXTANT MANUSCRIPTS

Text Ms Gap[Damage|
Reference (approx. number of letter spaces Affected Illegibility
indicated by figures in parentheses) ’ Deduced in
1.2.7-8  Seven lines variously affected in ACZJDEF ®
13.3 A in both places, presumably ACZJDEF(M?) W

one cause; v. MTP 172ff
152 Tovry (4 A) yfi mpdTov éme (7 A)
1@V éktoc Témwv (3 A) “Iradiac
TavTy yep Ti (6 Z) yij mpdrov AZ W
éméPfrycav (12 Z) 7év éxroc rémwy

(10 Z) mic *Iradioc

48 C, de Boor, BZ 21 (1912) 381ff, 23 (1914-19) 1ff.
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TABLE I—continued
Text Mss Gap[Damage/
Reference ~ (approx. mo. of letter spaces Affected Illegibility
indicated by figures in parentheses) Deduced in
1.83.1 coppaxidwy molewv éAmidac om.
A Z (no gap A; one page blank
Z) AZ W
11.8.11 épe (3/4 A;6/7 DE; 9 Z) xai (om. AZDE W
F, de Leg.Rom.)
11.48.3 det (5AE;8D;10Z)5mt AZDE W
[1.101.2  wept Tov "AwiBav DE; pro quo ? space in
Kapymdoviove CZ; om. A (space A W, alterna-
14) tive marg-
inalia in (),
QorI’
IM1.101.2  axpwpeiwr om. A (space 8) A 0]
11.101.10 mpdfecv punre v (2/3 A) Aeiow
(umréadd. At or A%in marg.) A W
I11.107.10  mpoxetpo (3) A (mpoyepodice To 3¢
crpatémedov corr. CZ)® A (V)
IV.45.2 7 elci(v) om. A (space 5) A WP
IV.81.7 Twowy kol (6 AZDE) mrwy AZDE (6V)
V.14.12  mpoywpovvrewy (1 line = ca. 20 A;
20 E) (¢fvpodvrec pév add. A*E
in space) AE we
V.15.6 amnpMdrrero (11 A; 12 E) xtac
(@mMdTTeTo  THc  Kakouvylac
CZD A‘Er) AE we
V.15.8 ovy olov (13/14 A; 3 Z; 11 D;
8 E) éuérpmcov AZDE W
V.50.6 tudriov (8 A) A we

& If the supplement in CZ is correct, it is noteworthy that the length is 26 letters, which could
be 1 line+ 3 letters in A, and A’s 3-letter space is at the end of a line. One may logically
suspect that the three spaces at 1I1.101.2 and 10, and also the three at V.14.12-15.8, have linked
mechanical causes, but the disposition of the lines on the pages of A does not suggest a deduction
similar to that which can be made for 1.2.7-8+41.3.3.

b Either () was legible when @ was copied, but not for A, or ¥ corrected.

¢ CZD adopt a supplement from I" which may also have been in ¢ and perhaps (.
9 Something must be missing here, but only A actually has a space.



JOHN M. MOORE 435

TABLE I—continued

Text Mss Gap[Damage/
Reference  (approx. number of letter spaces Affected Illegibility
indicated by figures in parentheses) Deduced in

It is only to be expected that examples of actual gaps left in the text at the time of
selection will be rare in excerpt mss since the compiler would have avoided defective
text as far as possible and also have made obvious corrections; nonetheless, the
following spaces left in excerpt texts must be presumed to go back to the common
parent of the Excerpta Antiqua and the source of M respectively:

XVIIL18.7 ket ravrac (13F; 7 D; 6 G) égovrec  FDG®)

AapBavovrar (9 FD; 4 G) otk Hyparch.
XVIII.20.5 *Eperpiov mHc ¢ (10 F; 6 D; 5 G) FDG of Exc.
¢ 6 8¢ PlAumrmoc Antiqua

XVIIL.26.8 Taic pév (17 F; 14 D; 7 G) &mecre FDG
XXIV.12(14).1 moweiv (36 M) 6 Puromoiunv—rol-

P

(XXV.9a.1) pé& (24 M) kaepotc Me )
Source of
XXIV.13(15).2 tedéwc (10 M) wév émrarTwcw } Constant-
(8 M) kai Tovrwy M ine Ex-
XXXVI9.5  ¢dckovrec od Tiic (11 M) 7odc v cerpts
(XXXVIL1.5)  mpoaipecw M

® Readings of FD G my own from microfilm; those of M taken from Excerpta Historica . . .
1V, Excerpta de Sententiis, ed. U. P. Boissevain (Berlin, 1906).

From these pieces of evidence a picture emerges. The text of
Polybius appears to have survived into the IX or X century fairly
complete apart from the probable loss of most or all of five books
available in antiquity. It is more than probable that only one copy
survived, since wherever we can check any two of the three main
sources of our text against each other there is every indication that
they had a single ultimate source, and from 1.2.7-8 and 1.3.3 it appears
to have been the uncial codex from which A was a direct transliteration.
There is ample evidence of damage or illegibility, which argues that
the codex was not produced after the end of the Iconoclast controversy
in the revival of Hellenism; this would hardly have left time for the
volumes to become as decrepit as the evidence suggests they were.
We are therefore led to infer that this one vehicle for the survival of
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Polybius was probably copied some time between the II century,
the earliest plausible date at which at one may posit the use of the codex
rather than the papyrus roll as the format, and the VII century, when
the Byzantine ‘Dark Age’ began. If it was a single set and not a col-
lection of volumes which originally were part of a number of complete
copies of the Histories, it is probable that it was all copied in two fairly
narrow columns to a page,*® and that it was supplied with a small
number of explanatory marginalia. Some of the surviving notes can
now be shown to have been in () ; some are glosses and variants, while
others are explanations of geographical details, including in some
cases notes of the later names of the places mentioned in the text;
unfortunately it has not as yet proved possible to use these geographi-
cal notes to date the addition of the scholia to the text. On the other
hand, the theory that the selection now known as the Excerpta
Antiqua was of very early date—the extreme proposal known to me
is that of Isaac Casaubon, which ascribed their selection to Brutus
during the campaign leading up to Pharsalus®®*—must be dismissed;
they were selected from a transliteration of the surviving uncial text
in the IX or X century.

I11
Textual Archaeology, 11

The length of passages omitted in the surviving mss of Polybius can
provide further information on the transmission of the text. The
following analysis concentrates almost exclusively on Books I-V; the
omissions are listed in TaBLE II. My basic hypothesis is that omissions
of more than the odd word or two are more likely to occur by the
omission of complete lines or groups of lines than at random, and that,
while omissions arising from the similarity of groups of letters (ex
hom.) may occur at any time because a scribe’s eye jumps from one
group to the succeeding one, it is intrinsically more likely that this
should occur where the words are close to each other on the page. If
the proximity is horizontal, the omission will be short; if vertical, it
will consist of one or more lines of the exemplar which is being copied.

4 Although A almost certainly reproduces the line length and for the most part the
actual line division of ), the disposition of the lines on the page must be slightly different;
see MTP 172.

80 Cf. Plut. Brutus 4.3-4.
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Further, the omission of passages of significant length not ex hom. is
more likely to occur because a scribe has omitted a complete line of
the exemplar which he was copying than for any other reason.’!
Omissions of less than 16 letters (that is, those below the minimum
line length of A, which s the shortest of Polybius) of any extant ms have
not been included in the tables: there were very few examples which
were not omissions of single words, and none suggested anything but
pure chance or ‘horizontal’” homoeotes as the cause. All other omissions
in Books I-V have been listed, together with some other instructive
passages in the notes to the tables. It would be remarkable if every
instance could be explained on the hypothesis that the omitted text
represented a complete line or lines of the exemplar that was being
copied; the interest centres on what proportion of the total will fit a
series of plausible hypotheses.52

For purposes of comparison, the line lengths of the extant mss dis-
cussed are as follows:

A, normally 19-21, rarely 18-22, very occasionally 17, 23 or 24
F, normally 37-39, normal outside range 35-42

P, normally 45-49, normal outside range 42-51

C, normally 68-78

D, normally 80-90

E, normally 95-105

Z, normally 39-51

J, normally 46-54

In general, the earlier a manuscript, the narrower the range of
variation in number of letters to a line; with CDE in particular,
their date and the tendency to use suspensions and ligatures lead to
wider divergences.

The line length of () seems to have been the same as that of A from
the omissions at 1.2.7-8 and 3.3. The omission whose text is preserved

51 For three examples, see MTP 29. It is perhaps worth noting that a typist copying a
draft of this paper made four omissions; three were ex hom., two of one line and one of
three lines length in the draft, and all three beginning and ending in the middle of a line;
the fourth omission was not ex hom. but was a complete line. The only other omissions in
typing were of single, short words.

52 This method was applied in extenso by A. C. Clark, The Descent of Manuscripts (Oxford
1918), amongst others. It cannot be a substitute for many other techniques in discussing
mss but is not an invalid aid when used with proper caution and a due realisation that
statistics are not always what they seem to be. For a hostile discussion of the subject, see
E. T. Merrill’s review of Clark’s book in CJ 14 (1918-19) 395-400.
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TABLE 1I

OMISSIONS OF TEXT BY MANUSCRIPTS

ex  Text pre-

Number Reference Text omitted hom.  served in Length®
i Text omitted by
1 IV20.7 7w povcky mapadaBeiv no Athen. 14.22 21
2 1429 kaTéBadov Todc 8é Aolmovc no A2C 22
3 1.485 Suacadevorcnc Tac Pdceic no ArC 22
ii Text omitted by FCZDE
1 IV.12.11 émi Tac — mdAewc no A 24
iii Text omitted by CZDE
1 IL15.5. 7&v Kapynboviwy kai Zvpoxo-
clwv (also omitted by J) no A 27
2 11653 *Ayelwy — Tprarociovc yes A 56
3 I1.29.6 éxarépwy — 1oT€ Kl TOIC yes A, de Leg. Rom. 39
4 IV.40.6 «kara — xpovw (yop om. W), add.
Bekker) yes AF 36
5 V452 ko 7év — oppaic no A 38
6 V.86.6 Tav 8¢ mapa — améfavov yes AF 117
iv Text omitted® by F
1 IL115.2 wpo[c — mpocmemTwrdTac]® no ACZDE 31
2 V.104.3 édav Te ‘Pwpaior Kapyndoviwv yes ACZJDE 23
v Text omitted by Z]
1 L55 1) kol vi) dio apdicfnrovuérme  yes ACDE 23
Text omitted by CZ
2 L7044 aMa — éxeivwr no ADE 34

& The column headed ‘ex hom.” indicates whether the omission is likely to have arisen
because of the similarity of the beginning or end of the omitted passage to the end or
beginning of the surrounding text. Lengths are given in numbers of letters in the text as
printed. All omissions were also analysed in terms of the length of the text as written in the
mss which preserve it (listed in col. 5), but since throughout this analysis what matters is the
proportion of one omission to another, and the analysis where the text survives produced
virtually the same relative lengths, nothing was to be gained by listing the lengths in a par-
ticular exemplar or exemplars; in fact, that could be misleading if a heavily abbreviated
ms had been used. The length stated must not be taken as absolute; generally, there is more
abbreviation in CZDE than in F, and very little in A.

b Note also: V.65.4 ¢ddayyoc <elc Sicuvplove > F; eic Sicpvplovc is repeated from below, the
interval being 64 letters.

° The omirtted portion marked by brackets.
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TABLE II—continued

ex  Text pre-

Number Reference Text omitted hom.  served in Length
Text omitted by Z (added by Z*' in margin)
3 MI.117.6 "IBmpec 8¢ — Sarociovc yes ACDE 64
vi Text omitted? by J
1 L159 1) Tac vmofécerc — Pevdeic yes ACZDE 34

vii Text omitted® by C
1 L119.5-20.4 karodafouevor— yewpilewra yes AZJDE 2059

2 I41.1 ¢ éml — KekpaTYKITOC no AZJDE 53
3 11205 nrmfévrec 8 — mpoc ‘Pw-

poiove yes AZDE 115
4 II1.55.9 die 70 — Y€ELUDVOC no AZDE 49
5 111.103.8 GAAwy — cradiovc no? AZDE 32
6 Iv.47.7 mapoxadodvrec — Ilpovclov  yes AZDE 55
7 1v.78.7 7éct — mpocPaivew yes AZDE 24
8 V.62.3 év olc — Terpripouc no AZDE 28
9 V.82.7-8  éréraxto — mpoécyce (added

by C! in margin) no AZDE 132

viii Text omitted® by DE
1 I.50.2 7oV 8¢ — odcac no? ACZ] 46
2 1.60.4 TOV mepi — émivolay yes? ACZ] 44
3 1154 é£éBncav — modewc yes ACZ 54
4 11.17.10 érL 8¢ — kel yes ACZ 51
5 11.48.4-5  olrwec — MeyadomoAiraic yes ACZ 101
6 11.49.10 opoiwc — Vmodeifeww no? ACZ 51
7 11.56.10 Adyovc — Pmokepévoic yes ACZ 43
8 II.11.8 pév &v 7L — mcTedew no ACZ 55
9 IIL22.11 *Avrierdv — Tappoxwirdv  yes  ACZ, de 398
Leg. Rom.

4 Note also: 1.34.7, after wavraydfev, mwé v@v inméwv — Tovrovc (1.34.6) repeated in J;
passage length 34, interval 227 letters. 1.56.9, after moAeuiovc a garbled version of 1.56.6 is
inserted; length of passage 47, interval 293 letters.

® Note also: 1.72.3, od Totc mpdwc — xpapévovc twice in C; length of repeat 42. V.65.6,
mAffoc omitted after imméwv, 76 mAjfoc added after dvrac; interval between 47. V.50.9,
$idovc <Tod Bacidéwce> &ua rov C; the addition apparently comes from the line above;
interval 39.

f Note also: V.66.5, amohimdw 8¢ ¢vdaxac repeated from above after Zedevkeiar; interval
length 120.

#,Length adjusted to take account of errors in all mss.
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TABLE I—continued

ex Text pre-

Number Reference Text omitted hom.  served in Length
10 IIL.24.16 *Apdedrac — Tappokwirac  no ACZ 38
11 1I1.30.1-2  mpdrepov — 0y yes ACZ 230
12 1I1.33.15-16 Aepynyrodv — mevmjkovra yes ACZ 157¢
13 II1.39.6 émi puév — TpicytAlovc yes ACZz 54
14 1I1.48.6 o0d¢€ dic — mdAan no ACZ 41
15 11.102.11 ot 8¢ — BappadediTepoy yes ACZ 32
16 1v.23.1 Tabra 8¢ — Plhvrmov yes ACZ 92
17 1IvV.23.8 émBefAijclon — Aoaxedaypo- yes ACZ, de 92

viovc Leg. Rom.
18 1V.30.3 70 8¢ — meipav no ACZ 46
19 IV.44.6 &v Te yop — méAewc yes ACZ 118
20 Iv.52.7 70D moAépov — karadndbévra yes  ACZ 338
21 1V.56.4 & xal — émavihirfov no ACZ 42
22 1V.61.5-6 mepl 76 — *AuBpoariov yes ACZ 81
23 V.21.7-8  moré 8¢ — Siapopaic no ACZ 80
24 V.50.5 otk fv — elkawy no ACZ 39
25 V.111.10  Bpayée — BufAw yes ACZ) 39
ix Text omitted® by D

1 IIL111.1 payecfor — mpoyeyovdroc no ACZE 87

2 V.657-8  adr@v 8¢ — TpicytAiove yes ACZE 90

3 V.785 30 — SuaPocw yes ACZE 94

4 V.99.5-6  émowivro — peydiny yes ACZE 95

x Text omitted! by E

1 IV.52.3-4  IToleporAijy (sicy—Buvlevriovc yes ~ ACZD 121
(omission added by E! in
the margin)

2 174.13-14 émbécewc — Smevavriowv 56
compressed, apparently
added by E! in a space
originally left blank

& Length adjusted to take account of errors in all mss.

h Note also: V.86.2, 7é@v 8¢ mAeictwv — memornpévwv added after “Pagiow in D; the addition
(length 35) comes from V.86.3, interval 94 below. V.90.1, mepamdycia 8¢ rodroc (length 19)
added after *OMdumeyov; repeated from above, interval 98.

! There is only one omission of significant size peculiar to E, but on a number of occasions
text has been added in a space or erasure, and there are two repetitions.
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TABLE I—continued

441

Number Reference

Text omitted

ex
hom.

Text pre-
served in

Length

3 III.37.7-8

4 1I1.93.5

5 II1.99.7

6 III.115.2-3

7 1V.26.3

8 V.37.3

[7Tap7;KOUClx —_— (;AOCX)EPG’CTGPOV
passage in brackets E!®°
in erasure

vmepBodny — crévwy 8 EIP°
in erasure; more than
usual abbreviation

kol peyodofvyiov — Bapirnra
copied twice

cpa 8¢ — kivdvvoc copied twice

€l v Myew — ér E®° in
erasure; written large to
fill the space; space ca. 52.

86 — "Apxldapov E™° in
erasure

51

62

52

154

45

81
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only by Athenaeus (TasLe ILi) is confirmatory evidence, and it is of
interest that the omission occurs only one letter from the end of aline
in A. Since A and @ are independently derived from @, it is possible
either that both here independently omitted a line of @ or that the
line was already omitted in W ; on the generally accepted hypothesis
that omissions which are not ex hom. are unlikely to occur twice, the
latter is the more plausible suggestion, and entails the further tenta-
tive hypothesis that the parent of ), which may be called the arche-
type, had the same line length as (0 and A. This is not a difficult
hypothesis, since something close to the line length of A and the
formart of two columns to a page are normal for uncial codices. The
omission at IV.12.11 by FCZDE (TasLe ILii.1) is confirmatory
evidence for the line length of W, since it implies an omission of a line
of W by the scribe of @. The omission by CZJD E (F missing) (TABLE
ILiii.1) is dubious; it may be that, with an abbreviation for «ai, it
could have been a line of 25 letters, and even shorter with suspensions
for -wv, but one cannot be sure; the omission must have occurred at
the latest in the copying of I" from @, and since the length is very
close to that of W but not to that which will be suggested below for @,
it is more likely to go back to the copying of @ from (.

In the light of this, one must look more carefully at TasLe ILi.2 and
3; both these passages have been condemned as spurious. The first,
however, is added in the margin by A2, the hand which apparently
went through A correcting Ephraim’s copy against (), as well as
adding a few easy corrections of his own.?® Text which is found in C
and A? was presumably in the margin of ), and omitted by the other
mss. The hand of the second passage is more difficult to determine
since the phrase is inserted in a narrow space between the lines; it is
normally ascribed to the hand of A* (and would hence be an example
of contamination from C to Ar),% but may in fact have been added by
Az Tt is remarkable that both passages are the same length, and that
this is the line length of A and . From this it does not necessarily
follow that they are not spurious additions to the text, perhaps added
at a very early date, but it is surprising that the putative corrector
twice matched the line length so accurately.

53 The readings of A2 were very fully analysed by Th. Biittner-Wobst, ed. Polybii Historiae
(BT, Leipzig 1882-89) Lvi ff and ILix ff; ¢f. MTP 40f. A? wasnot in the habit of adding
significant phrases when emending, as opposed to correcting copying mistakes or omissions.

8¢ MTP 41ff.
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Two further passages need notice at this point. TasLE ILiv.2 is an
omission strongly ex hom., omitted only in F. It will be shown below
that the line length of ® was almost certainly 31+, and so one cannot
posit the omission of a line of @ as the cause; it is possible that @
omitted a line of W ex hom., and then added the omitted text in the
margin, I" restored the text to the right position (hence its inclusion in
CZJDE), but the compiler of the Excerpta Antiqua or F did not, and
also omitted it in the margin. Secondly, there is the omission of aA\\&
cvecylew péMov by FCZ at V.11.5, which is 19 letters, and exactly one
line long, though not a complete line, in A. This has normally been
taken as a case of coincidental omission in two manuscripts, F and the
common parent of CZ, since it is hardly possible to support a com-
mon origin for FCZ independent of the source of JD E. This explana-
tion may well be right, but it is within the bounds of possibility that
we have here an example similar to TasLe ILiv.2, and that only the
common parent of DE restored the marginal text to its proper
position. This would entail the supposition that these three words
were in the margin in @ and I". Conceivably the omission at II1.107.10
should also be considered here, but it is very doubtful evidence; see
supra p.434, TasLE I with note a.

The evidence supporting the thesis that A reproduces the line
length of ) is widespread in the tradition and cogent.

Turning to a later stage of the tradition, TasLE ILiv.1 is very impor-
tant because it is not an omission ex hom., and is all the more significant
since it starts in the middle of a word; it looks like the omission of a
line of @ by the compiler of the Excerpta Antiqua, or of a line of the
hyparchetype of the excerpts by F. Further evidence comes from
TasLe ILiii.3, 4, 5 and 6 (reading 6 as 3x39); example 5 is not an
omission ex hom., and was presumably therefore omitted in the
common parent of CZDE, and the other omissions would have
occurred there if they did not happen more than once independently.
The presence of the text of omissions 4 and 6 in F shows its presence
in @. The repetition cited in note b to TasLE ILiv is also relevant here;
it presumably occurred because ¢ddayyoc eic Sicuvpiovc is the correct
text at the second point; if the line length of @ were about 32, the two
oceurrences of ¢ddayyoc would have been directly above each other,
two lines apart, which would greatly facilitate the error. Thus we
arrive at a hypothetical line length of 31-39 for @.

Confirmation of the line length may be seen in the following
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passages from the Excerpta Antiqua:%% (1) VIL12(11).5 7ob mémov —
kpareiv om. FD; length 31 letters. (2) At VI1.23.11 4 has been omitted
by all manuscriptsafter mpérepov, and wrongly added after avayadacfy-
vou. The interval is 35 letters, and it looks as if 7 slipped down one line.

The omission in TaBLE ILiii.2 is a very strong case of homoeotes
(tprakociovc precedes the passage omitted). This may be the sole
reason for the omission, which could also easily have occurred on a
number of occasions independently. If the mss had the letter " for the
numeral, however, the length of the omission becomes 46 letters, and
could therefore be a case of the omission of two lines of W by ®.
Letters for numerals are not found in A, which perhaps makes it less
likely that they were used in (; but it is not impossible that they
were, and were eliminated in A in the course of transliteration. For
what the evidence is worth, a number of Polybian Mss, including P
and those of the de Legationibus, use letters for numerals from time to
time. The length of the omission cannot in any event be connected
with the suggested line length of @.

Turning to TasLE ILv and vi, we can rule out immediately v.1. It is
an extreme case of homoeotes, and its length is only reconcilable with
W and A; the established stemma, however, rules out any direct
connection between ZJ and either manuscript. The omission of 34
letters not ex hom. by the common parent of CZ (v.2) looks important,
and fits remarkably well with the evidence from J, which is inde-
pendently descended from I'; J has an omission of 34 (vi.1), and the
repeated passage at 1.34.7 (vi, note d) is also of 34 letters; the interval
between the two occurrences of this passage is too long to be useful
evidence, but is not inconsistent with a line length in the thirties—it
would probably imply an interval of seven lines. The second inter-
polation in J is included in the table for completeness, but is not
usable evidence since the text is garbled, and the interval too long to
be useful. This leaves v.3, where the first hand in Z has copied an
omitted passage in the margin; at this point Z is clearly derived from
I" via an intermediate exemplar which was the common parent of Z

55 The argument assumes that the format of ¢ remained standard throughout, as is
likely if it were produced as a single copy of the books in question. The readings of D given
here have all been checked on microfilm; in fact, Hultsch says that the omissions are
shared by all the manuscripts of the Excerpta Antiqua, though this is in a sense immaterial
in the present discussion, since the stemma shows that an omission in FD must spring
from an omission in either the hyparchetype of the Excerpta Antiqua or an intermediate copy
made before the tradition split into its surviving branches.
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and C. It may be that Z made a slip and corrected it, or that about 32
or 64 was the line length of the common parent of CZ. On the other
hand, Z appears to be careful to preserve the marginalia in the
exemplar he is copying, and at one point preserves three consecutive
marginal glosses with different symbols to mark their proper place in
the text; they are now on different pages, but the distinction of
symbol argues that they were all originally on facing pages at least, if
not on the same page. If Z was as meticulous as this, it is possible to
suggest cautiously that this omission, which fits so well as two lines of
I', was perhaps a mistake made by the common parent of CZ and
rectified in the margin, and that C restored the passage to the main
body of the text while Z copied it where he found it. So one may
reach the preliminary conclusion that the line length of I" was in the
region of 32-34 letters.

Leaving aside C for the moment, DE furnish by far the fullest
body of evidence (TasLE ILviii). Where so many passages are omitted,
the possibility of the same error being made independently more than
once must always be borne in mind, but a significant number are not
omissions ex hom. Those marked ‘?" are cases where the similarity of
letter groups is only a matter of a couple of letters or so, and where
suspensions might well have virtually eliminated it.

The first of two startling groups of omissions in DE is the sequence
16, 17 and 18 in TasLE II.viii, where two omissions of 92 are followed
by one (which is not ex hom.) of 46; this suggests a line length of 46+ .
In fact, if one takes a range of length of 44-55, which is wide but not
unreasonable in view both of the increasing use of suspension as
minuscule developed and of the fact that omissions ex hom. can easily
arise if the similar letter groups fall approximately one line apart
(absolute precision is not essential), half of all the examples in TasLg
ILviii fall in the range. They are: 1-6 (taking 5 as two lines), 8, 13,
16-18, and the doubtful cases 11 and 12, which must surely be a
multiple of lines but are both ex hom. and long enough to fit many
possible patterns; in addition, 7 is only one letter away from fitting.
Of these examples, two are definitely not ex hom. and two more
probably not. On the other hand, almost equally striking is the
sequence of 21-25, of which 23 and 24 are not ex hom.; they suggest a
line length of 40+ . A bracket of 38-42 includes examples 9, 10, 14, 19
(3 x 40), 21-25 (22 and 23 = 2x40), and 7 is only one outside this group
also. Of these passages, five are not ex hom. Since the body of both
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groups falls towards the middle of the length bracket, it seems
difficult to reconcile the evidence and suggest that a single line
length lies behind these omissions; it seems more likely that we are
dealing with two lost exemplars, one with an approximate line length
of 44-55, the other of 38-42. The omissions found in DE would then
have been made in the course of copying from these two exemplars.

It was argued above on the basis of the evidence of CZ and J that
the possible line length of I" was 32-34 letters. This fits remarkably
with the two passages of D E not so far discussed (TaBLE IL.viii.15 and
20), both, granted, omissions ex hom., but of 32 and 33 letters respec-
tively.

Since the common parent of DE (4) apparently contained a large
number of mistakes of omission, it would be surprising, though
possible, to suggest that the line of descent was of three stages: I"to a
Ms with a line length of 38-42 letters, and from there to 8 with a line
length of 44-55, which would account for the common omissions of
DE (i.e. those which were in their common parent 4). It is surely
more plausible to suggest that the line length of I was of the range
32-42, and thus account for the omissions in C, Z and J, and the
group of shorter omissions in DE, in addition to TasLe IL.viii.15 and
20, by one hypothesis; 8§ would then have made the omissions of 38—42
(better supported by examples which are not ex hom.) in copying I",
and 4 those of 44-55, the line length of 6.

The position of Z after IIL.62.2 proves conclusively the existence of
an intermediate stage between I" and C; the omissions of C (TABLE
IL.vii) are of widely varying lengths and provide little useful informa-
tion. Example 1 must presumably be of one or two pages since it is an
omission ex hom. of considerable size,’® but the evidence of all the
other passages is inconclusive because there is such a degree of editing
behind the present state of the text of C that any omission may have
been deliberate; the passage at V.65.6 (TasLE ILvii, note e) is a good
case, where the change may have been a slip, but is more likely to have
been a deliberate correction.5? For what it is worth, the repetition of

56 For a paralle! omission of one page see MTP 62.

57 Similarly, because of the degree of editing involved in making a set of excerpts, and the
demonstrable fact that the excerptors were willing to modify what Polybius wrote, the mss
of the Constantine Excerpts have not been included in this analysis; all their omissions of
more than an odd word in the first five books appear to be complete sense units, and could
well have been left out deliberately; therefore, however well they fit any theory, they

cannot be used as evidence.
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1.72.3 suggests a line length of 42+, which is close to Taste I.vii.4 (not
an omission ex hom.); possibly the common parent of CZ had a line
length in the region of 42-49.

The omissions of D fall within the range 87-95, and the repetitions
are at intervals of 94 and 98 letters (TasLE ILix); this suggests a com-
mon line length behind them. The evidence for E (Tarre ILx) is
different. There is only one omission, and E added the omitted text
in the margin. The other passages all consist of instances where E
has a number of words copied by the first hand in an erasure,
or has copied a section twice. The lengths of the passages in question
fall all but one in the range 51-62; it is possible that E omitted a
line when copying, realised his mistake, and corrected by erasing the
section he had copied too soon and adding the omitted passage in
the erasure, rather than following the more normal practice of adding
the omitted text in the margin. The length of the text in the erasure is,
then, not so much an indication of the length of the omitted passage
as of the interval before the scribe realised his mistake. Since the
lengths tally so well with those of the repeated passages (which are
presumably one and three lines respectively), it looks as if he realised
his mistake after copying the succeeding line. The point is equally
valid if he had in fact copied the preceding line twice and realised
his mistake. The one erasure which does not fit the suggested
pattern (TaBLE IL.x.8) would then be accounted for by the hypothesis
that he did not realise his mistake after one line but at the end of the
phrase, and the actual omission (TasLk IL.x.1) would be of two lines.

The discrepancy in length between the omissions of D and the
evidence of E means that they cannot both reflect the line length of 4;
further, the figures are such that one cannot posit one line for E and
two lines on every occasion for D—in any case, it would be implausible
to suggest that every one of D’s omissions involved two lines of his
exemplar’s text. There must, then, be an intermediate copy on at
least one of the two branches. E’s text, while clearly showing that it is
part of the ‘Byzantine Tradition’, is surprisingly often in agreement
with A, showing the transmission of genuine tradition from @ via @
and I', while D is frequently on its own with some strange readings
and mistakes. One may therefore suggest that is is more likely that
the intermediate exemplar ({) was between 4 and D. Thus the line
length of 4 would have been in the range 51-62, and the intermediate
copy ¢ would have had a line length of 87-98.
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Iam well aware that I have wrung a great deal out of the available
evidence, and that a lot of what has been deduced must be very
tentative. The evidence is there, however, and the coincidences of
lengths of omissions are often too close and too striking to be put
down solely to chance. The hypotheses offered do in fact account for
the evidence except in the case of C, where one can very rarely be sure
that one is dealing with mistakes, not deliberate corrections; leaving
aside the examples from C, only two passages out of 63 have to be
ascribed to pure chance rather than the hypothetical line lengths
suggested. If the argument is accepted, it has made it possible to
suggest something about a manuscript earlier than &, and to add
precision to our knowledge of the descent of the ‘Byzantine Tradition’;
in particular, one would have expected evidence to emerge if there
had been significantly more exemplars intermediate between I" and
the extant manuscripts. 4—>{—D is a clear case where the evidence of
line lengths requires an intermediate exemplar which was not
necessarily implied by the other evidence, and I'--8—>4 is another.
Analysis of omission lengths cannot supplant standard methods of
reconstructing lines of descent, but, after a stemma has already been
constructed, it may be able to suggest something about the number
of lost exemplars which lie behind our text, at least in some areas of
the tradition. The knowledge of this line length may be an aid to
detecting corruption, and even more to discovering solutions and
justifying them. The line length of (0 will have a particular bearing on
suggested restorations of passages where there are clearly lacunae in
all surviving manuscripts which are not actually shown as gaps in the
text as copied; it will in no way dictate what is restored, but will be a
factor in weighing the plausibility of one restoration against another.58
It is possible that there are other traditions where such analysis could
provide even more interesting results.

In summary, the results demonstrated by this entire study may be
illustrated in the following stemma:

38 Hultsch applied the method extensively; see for example, NJbb 13 (1867) 292f; op.cit.
(supra n.27) IL6f.



JOHN M. MOORE 449
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