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In an earlier article I attempted to show that two of the oldest manu-
scripts of the Hellenica, representative of two different families in the
tradition, are of equal value in the establishment of a text of the history.
I now turn to a group of codices which is important in its near
relationship to P and in its position as a productive source of other
Hellenica manuscripts:

Matritensis 4561 (T) is a paper codex of 289 folios in the Biblioteca
Nacional, Madrid. The volume is a composite of three different
manuscripts, a Vita of Thucydides according to Marcellinus in
the hand of Constantine Lascaris (d. 1s501), Thucydides’ history
in a fifteenth century hand and the Hellenica (f. 202-289), dated
1427 A.D.

Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 317 (L) is a paper codex of 319 folios,
containing Thucydides’ history (f. 1-239)2 followed by the
Hellenica (f. 240-319). Both histories are abbreviated, the
former breaking off at 8.8.108 and the latter at 7.1.21. Contrary
to the estimate of Devreesse,® L dates to the late fourteenth or

early fifteenth century.

ISee D. F. Jackson, BASP 6 (1969) 45-52. Papyrus evidence is presented to show
that Parisinus gr. 1738 (B) and Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 140 (P) are equally well supported
by ancient testimony and must therefore be given equal attention by future editors. In
the past codex B has consistently been used as the basis for printed texts.

2 See D. F. Jackson, CJ 65 (1969) 11-13 for more on the history of L.

3 In the article listed in note 2 conclusive proof is provided that British Museum add.
ms. s110 (H) is a copy of L. Marcel Richard in his Inventaire des manuscrits grecs du
British Museum (Paris 1952) on page 3 dates H to the fifteenth century. Devreesse in
Bibliothéque Nationale. Département des Manuscrits. Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. II.
Le fonds Coislin (Paris 1945) on page 306 has suggested a late fifteenth century date for L.



176 DONALD F. JACKSON [1975

Parisinus gr. 1642 (D) is a paper codex of I+ 281 folios, containing
Xenophon’s Hellenica (f. 2-61), Memorabilia, Agesilaus, and Hieron.
Works of various other authors follow. One scribe wrote all,
except for a brief interruption at folios 223 through 227. The
codex dates to the early fifteenth century.

Marcianus gr. 368(V) is a paper codex of 184 folios, containing
Xenophon’s Hellenica (f. 1-77), Agesilaus, Memorabilia and the
rest of the opuscula, lacking only the Hieron. One scribe wrote
the Hellenica and Agesilaus; several others wrote the rest. The
codex dates to the late fourteenth or early fifteenth century.

Codex L was first used in a critical edition by J.-B. Gail.# It was
the last of six Paris manuscripts he employed and it was therefore
designated F. Dindorfs altered its designation. He introduced
Leiden Perizonianus F6 as F and called the Paris manuscript L, which it
has remained. Sauppe,b Keller,” Hude,® and Hatzfeld? all included L
in their critical apparatuses. Marchant!? alone among modern editors
ignored it, preferring H, unaware that it is a copy of L.

Codex D was among the Paris codices introduced by Gail. All
subsequent editors used both D and V in their editions. Manuscript
T has not been used as yet in any critical editions, being brought to
light only recently.!

Manuscripts LDV have traditionally been placed in the category of
“older and better” codices, along with BP and Ambrosianus A4 inf.
(M). The manuscripts of this group contain large lacunae at 5.1.5-6
and s.1.7-8, as well as scattered fenestrae at §.1.10 and §.I.13-14.
The missing text has been supplemented from later witnesses which
have gained stature from having an integral fifth book and have been

The hand of L is plain and hard to date, but that of H is florid and free and seems to me
to date to the mid-fifteenth century. Its model therefore should be considered a con-
temporary of TDV.

4J.-B. Gail, Oeuvres de Xénophon (Paris 1795-1822) in 14 volumes.

5 L. Dindorf, Xenophontis historia graeca (London 1836).

6 G. Sauppe, Xenophontis opera (Leipzig 1865—66) in § volumes.

7 O. Keller, Xenophontis historia graeca (Leipzig 1890).

8 C. Hude, Xenophontis historia graeca (Leipzig 1930).

9 J. Hatzfeld, Xénophon, Helléniques (Paris 1936) in 2 volumes.

10 E. C. Marchant, Xenophontis opera omnia (Oxford 1900-20) in § volumes.

11 See F. Gomez del Rio, “Manoscritos de Jenofonte en bibliotecas espafiolas,”
Emerita 26 (1958) 319—54.
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cited often in other places. It will be shown that most of these later
witnesses derive from T and need no longer be taken into considera-
tion.

The lacunae and fenestrae of the older codices give us an idea of the
format of the lost archetype of the tradition. The loss of text prob-
ably resulted from physical damage, perhaps by water, to the recto
and verso of one folio, with lesser damage to the following recto and
verso. The codex itself carried twenty-seven lines to a page and about
thirty letters to a line. Subsequent offspring of the archetype left
blanks in the usually vain hope of later supplementation. Codex H
is the only manuscript extant which originally had blanks and was able
to fill them in later. Codex T is the oldest extant manuscript to con-
tain a complete text for Book Five.

Where the supplementary material came from is uncertain. The
most likely assumption is that a copy of the archetype was made
before it was damaged and then came into the hands of fourteenth
century scholars who used it to fill out the text of H and provide a
complete model for T. The rest of our older witnesses thus derive
from hyparchetypes copied from the damaged archetype and appar-
ently never came into contact with manuscripts carrying the complete
text, until entering modern collections.

Although LDV have been recognized as belonging to the older and
better group of codices, because of old and faulty collations it has
not been pointed out that they and, as we shall see, T all derive from
a common source. This source was apparently written in a script
which copyists had difficulty deciphering. This is exemplified by the
following list. 'We see that in case of difficulty L usually left blanks.
Codex V has frequent interpolations in these places. Codex D has
a few interpolations, but is often correct in these places. Codex T is
most free from error and blanks: 12

1.6.4 [éviédvtwv]L  [fvniév]twv TT  fwévrwv V

3.2.29 [Sufjrev] L Suifyev V Siagijxev D
3.4.14 [maArd] L TadTa V

12 Brackets indicate a fenestra. The reading within the brackets is the correct one.
Any of the four manuscripts omitted from any particular entry should be understood
to carry the correct reading in that place.
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3.4.17

3.4.20

3.4.21
3.4.21

3.5:4
4.8.10

§.I.I1
5.1.14
5.1.14
5.1.16
§.1.17

5.1.17
5.1.21
5.1.2§
5.1.33
5.2.3

$.2.13
§.2.1§
$.2.20

5.2.24

$.2.29
$.2.29
5-3.5

5-4.14
6.5.27

6.5.41
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4 \ 4

[of lwypddor mdvres] L oi okmvomowol wdvres V
ol {wypadoivres mdvres D

~ ~ ~ ~ 4
[mpoeimev adrois] L mpooelmev adrois T — mapiy-

ki -~ 3\ \ \ / 4
yedev avtois D émi Tov Zapdiavdv 7dmov léva
eyev V
k] \ 4 k] \ k1 ~ /’

[adrov wdAw] L adrov D adTols mpoomoiovpevos

W adrov V

mpoleimev €00Us] L mpdrepov émnyyeldato V mpdre-
pov e08vs D

[avrepuBaAdvres| L éuBaldvres V

Ilodd[velpos L Ilo[8dve|uos T  Ilpofevos V Ios-
opipos D

[Tpilmvpyia L rerpamvpyia V

[mAetora mopilew]| L mAeiorov mopilew T

[008év] L  Smws ody V

[vwmovauev] L Evvevmoiduev V. fwwdamvduer D
[lore ... 7] L  loTe kal dpédewav ikavijy V' lore

671 peyaroppoovny Te D

[rapéxerar] L peyiorny mapéyer V
[avadovuévovs| L éxédever V

[Nikddoxov] L Nuwkddoxos T Ni[xdloxov] V
[e00Us] L SwaBijva V' éfiévar D

[tod 6uov] L 700 moAéumov V

A
[cal ITéNav]L  kai Zéav D
[rpéaBeis] L moMdods Svras V' wdoov re D
[uvplovs| L ovppdyovs V' AxavBiovs D
[ddrrw éxovra] L éxovra Towdmy V  éfarperdv
éxovra D
[Oeopo]dopialew L éudopidlew V
[kal pyeitai] L kai épyovtar V' kal lerar D
[kai pn amévor] L kal py [dv]évar T kal pa)
adiévar V
[avakaiov] TLV ~ *Opyopévov $md wélns éx- D
[karéBawov] L émoAéuowv V'  émédpapov D
éx [fecwv] Twos L ék Twos T  éx mapd Twos V
ék Beod Twos D
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As well as shedding light on the common source of TLDV, the pre-
ceding list also shows that each of the four manuscripts is independent
of the others. None could be the model for any of the others. A
reconstruction of the lost source from these extant offspring shows that
it agreed most closely with the fourteenth century codex in Milan,
Ambrosianus A 4 inf. (M):

1.1.23 dmoplopes BP  amopéopues MTLDV
1.1.27 elpnuévor BP  mpnuévor MTLDV

1.6.24 eloPidlovres BP  elaBifdlovres MTLDV
1.7.22 mpodd BP  mwpodiddd MTLDV

3.3.II dAdous Tovs hab. BP  om. MTLDV
3.5.15 uév hab. BP  om. MTLDV

5.2.36 TadTra hab. BP om. MTLDV

5.4.25 7® 2dodpia hab. BP  om. MTLDV
5.4.31 ovkodv hab. BP  om. MTLDV

6.1.3 7fs mpoaddov hab. BP  om. MTLDV
6.2.22 Tois peév melouévois B (-ow)P  om. MTLDV

Codex M cannot, however, be identical with the source of TLDV:

1.5.3 dmokdpew M kataképew BPTLDV

3.2.12 elvax M d¢eivar BPTLDV

4.2.8 kai "Opovrmos om. M hab. BPTLDV

4.2.16 kal Zikvwviwy . . . xthot om. M hab. BPTLDV
4.5.17 émdvras om. M hab. BPTLDV

7.2.17 ™ miorw om. M hab. PTDV13

7.2.22 TOVs O¢ dupdvras . .. mowovuévovs om. M hab. PTDV

Since M also shares none of the fenestra-linked errors of TLDV listed
above, we may be sure that it derives from a different exemplar from
theirs.

I choose to designate the lost source of TLDV by the Greek letter
7, because T seems to represent its text best of the offspring. This is
true not only in the areas already listed, but in those places where all
the manuscripts have some reading T correctly agrees now with one
and again with another. Some examples follow:

13 Codex B, like L, lacks the final passages of Book Seven through a loss of final folios.
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2.3.51 avjoopev TD  vijoopev L Eeviooper V

3.3.1 Paoirelas TL  Paoidelas 6te ofl pév D om. V

3.3.4 7oTpirov T  Aynoddovl  énémrdaD  tovTOU V

3.4.1 katamleovoas TL  ovMeyopévas &s V  karayou-
évas D

3.4.3 éMawv Obcar T  dwelwv 6Oioar L Ovodoar V
SwamAeodoar D

bl
3.4.21 katéotnoev TD  karémecev L amémeumev V
3.5.7 éyévero adtrd T  éxékdewoto adtd L é0vero V

éfero adrd D
5.1.25 xpfofar T kapmotoflar L owbéofar D moueto-
Oar V
6.2.3 ApBpaxias TD  AuPpavidos L  AuBpaxitidos V
6.3.4 76m Aoy TL  HAfov 718 V' HAfov D
6.526 e u) T'D 666 L  kalV
6.5.27 émi 7ds TD  elstds L  «kal els V
7.4.23 ot T  olye D  éxeice V'  om. H4
7.4.31 dpywv otpatédas TD  dpyworpardédas H  dpyior-
pdryyos V
The older manuscripts of the Hellenica can be graphically presented
in the following manner to show that once the text editor gets past B
and P there is little to be gained from the other witnesses. They are
farther removed from the hyparchetypes of each family than BP and
are therefore more subject to error and interpolation. An obvious
exception should be noted in the area of the lacunae in Book Five where
codex T provides best evidence.

Archetype
Hyparchetype B Hyparchetype 7
B P M T
~7 \\
*
T/ T/ D VvV
H

14 The apograph is used here to represent the abbreviated source.
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Codex T, in addition to being the oldest dated manuscript of the
Hellenica, is noteworthy also as the most copied text of the history.
In fact, the whole “poorer family” derives from the Madrid codex.
The remainder of this article will deal with proof of this assertion.

Two manuscripts which have been ignored by most editors are
closely related to T

Marcianus gr. 365 (g) is a paper codex of III+ 310 folios in the
Biblioteca Marciana, Venice. It contains the histories of Herod-
otus, Thucydides and Xenophon (f. 250"-300%). A crypto-
graphic subscription in a transposition cipher’s on folio 300"
attests that the codex was completed on May 30, 1436. Codex g
has not been collated previously or given a letter designation.

Marcianus gr. 364 (b) is a parchment codex of 381 folios, also in
Venice. It contains the same three histories as g. A final sub-
scription states that the codex was written for Cardinal Bessarion
(d. 1472) by Joannes Plousiadenos in 1469 A.p. The Hellenica of b
was designated G by Gail who was followed in this by Dindorf
and Sauppe. To give the manuscript a more meaningful siglum,
I designate it b for Bessarion, in lower case to indicate that it is a
secondary codex.

Codex g is a direct copy of T. In addition to perpetuating all the
significant errors of T, g presents explicit evidence of its source. The
scribe of T ended folio 246™ with the first three letters of the word
kwduvos and failed to finish the noun on 246”. Instead he wrote the
following verb ein. Ing we read kwely. At 3.2.13 the scribe of T,
in a characteristic manner, wrote odv with a lunar sigma and an upsilon
which is little more than a wavy horizontal line. The scribe of g took
the word to be év.16 At 1.7.27 the scribe of ¢ wrote Jorepov fuapry-
kéras, then deleted the second of the two words.  This is an incipient
line omission, the text between Jorepov and fjuapryrdras of the same

paragraph equalling one full line in T. The scribe of ¢ dropped down

15 The subscription and resolution read:

T 13
+ ertedwvéfaratvipipraokviTsudTapwo. év érel s @ udd N 18 +
+erelwlév kata Ty Tplakovris Tod patov. év Ere . . .
16 J. de Iriarte in the catalogue of Greek manuscripts in Madrid of 1769 committed
the same error as the scribe of g. In the transcription of the final subscription of T he
wrote évreleoryj for ovvreleats.
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two lines in his model after writing Jorepov and then discovered his
error.

Codex b is in turn a direct copy of g. The following list of common
errors shows that b is derived from g:17

1.1.22 oTpatyyd]|  aTparyydv gb

1.1.32 dppooris]  dpuoabisg  dppoobeis b
1.1.35 Ayis . . . karabéovra om. glb*  add. g5b°
1.2.10 émel]  émeudri gb

1.4.21 Aevkodopidov]  Aevkodopibov gb

1.5.21 wév om. gb

1.6.16 ouvelgémlevaev]  ouvémlevoev gb

1.6.36 els om. gb

1.7.19 Gota] doa gb

The proof that the derivation is direct lies in the fact that the last of
four correctors in codex g (my g3) is identical with the main scribe
of codex b, Joannes Plousiadenos. While writing b, Plousiadenos
corrected g against another Hellenica codex which also was before him.
This codex was:

Laurentianus 69.15 (m), a paper codex of 72 folios in the Biblioteca
Medicea Laurenziana, Florence. It contains only the Hellenica.
A subscription on folio 697 attests that the codex was completed
on April 25, 1455. One hand executed the whole text.’® Din-
dorf introduced m as N and was followed in this designation by
Sauppe. E. L. de Stefani’® gave it the more meaningful siglum
m which is used here.

Just as some omissions in g were supplemented by Plousiadenos from
m, so too some omissions in m are supplemented from ¢ by the same
scribe. Although ¢ was the primary model for b, it is clear that
Plousiadenos was at times looking at m while writing b:

17 These two codices have been collated only through Book One. A further study
will be helpful in fully explaining the intricate relationship of gbm, concerning which
see below.

18 The hand which wrote the text of m is quite similar to that of codex fbelow. The
latter is signed by Demetrius Trivolis who may be the scribe of m as well.

19 E. L. de Stefani, “I codici fiorentini delle Elleniche di Senofonte,” SIFC 3 (1895)
364—68.
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1.2.5 mwefovbm  {wdv g rell.

1.4.15 dmé g vmd bm rell.

1.4.15 kol ¢ map’ bm rell.

1.4.16 7@V OéeL bm™ 1oV Sei (poPw supra) mt TV 8¢ g rell.

Such borrowing from manuscripts within a collection is neither sur-
prising nor unusual. In fact, an earlier corrector of g(g4) had noted
the omission at 7.1.8 of 7a 8¢ 87 T@v Aakedaipoviwy émoréfacbe.
Since codex V' was also in Bessarion’s collection at this time and free
of the error, he used V' as a supplementary text. Unfortunately,
through a similarity of sound, V! had changed émoréfacbe to
emorépactar and, to justify the infinitive, had added xp7. The
omission, which originated in T (or its model), is found in the incorrect
form in the margin of g in the hand of g4, in the body of the text b,
and in the margin of m in the hand of Plousiadenos.

To carry farther the matter of marginalia, I might note here some
other supplements in m which have been accepted by editors as para-
dosis, while being only scribal interpolations. At 4.1.30 we read:

ws 8 tikovoev adrTod, omovdas AaPow kal Sefwov mapfy dywv Tov

Dapvdfalov els ovykeipevov ywpiov, [évfa 8y Aynoilaos] kai oi mepi

ad7ov . . . dvéuevov.

The bracketed words appear in no manuscript older than m. A
reader of m in 1455 or 1456 realized that avrdv is neither Pharnabazus
nor Apollophanes, but certainly Agesilaus. To render the meaning
more intelligible, he added the bracketed words in the margin.20

This reading then crept into the text of most later manuscripts as a
remedy for a clearly corrupt passage.
A different, but contemporary, hand noted a similar loss:

4.8.23-24 0 8¢ Televrias émedn) deuxero els T Zdpov, mpoodaBaw
éxetlev vads émdevoey els Kvidov, [6 8 "ExSukos] oikaSe. adrds & &me
els v “Pddov . . .

Once again the bracketed words are found in no manuscript earlier
than m. Cnidus is not home for Teleutias. There is clearly a loss

20 Since codex f, which was copied from m in 1456, contains the addition in the text,
the corrector of m must have entered the marginal note within a year of the completion
of m.
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of text before oikade. Teleutias was commissioned to send Ecdicus
home, so the answer is inevitable. This interpolation too has found
its way into all the later manuscripts and has been universally accepted
by modern editors. Another interpolation, replacement of adros &8 by
o 8¢ Televrias, also occurs in the margin of m, but it has not enjoyed
acceptability comparable to that of the other two.

Codex m itself served as model for two extant Hellenica manuscripts,
one of which has often been used by text editors, while the other has
remained relatively unknown.

Leidensis Perizonianus F 6 (f) is a paper codex of 294 folios in the
University Library, Leiden. It is a composite of four originally
separate parts. The third part, folios 86-173, contains the Hellen-
ica. As noted above, Demetrius Trivolis signed the work with
the date 1456 A.D. Codex f was first collated by Valknaer in 1774
and later by Dindorf and Keller. De Stefani has shown from
omissions supplemented by the first hand which correspond to full
lines in m that F (now given a lower case letter) is a direct copy of m.
Hatzfeld alone of modern editors did not use f in representing
readings of the “poorer family.”

Neapolitanus 22.1 (n) is a paper codex of I+477+1 folios in the
Biblioteca dei Girolamini, Naples. It is a composite of numerous
works, apparently all dating to the fifteenth century. The
Hellenica occupies folios 7°-80" and was written by Joannes
Doceianos.2!  Codex n is not well known and no editor has
collated it for his own purposes.22 Hude and Marchant do
employ occasional readings of n.

Since de Stefani has already conclusively shown the position of f
in the Hellenica stemma, further testimony here would be superfluous.
Codex n has not been so securely placed. Jorio does conclude that n
is closest to f of the manuscripts known to him. If he had had m
readings at his disposal, it would have been clear to him that the
Florence manuscript shares an equally close relationship:

21 Autograph works in n by the Patriarch Gennadius and Antonius Pyropulus, as well
as that of Doceianos, point to Constantinople as the location for the writing of the
manuscript.

22 G. Jorio, Codici ignorati nelle biblioteche di Napoli (Leipzig 1892), fasc. I, has provided
the only collation of # (his X, followed by Marchant; changed to N by Hude).
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1.1.31 BovAevew] PBovdevew kar PovAedwv m  BovAevwy f
BovAevew n

1.2.5 fwdv] weldv mfn

1.4.11 Ildpov]  Zdpov mfn

1.4.13 dmedoynifn]  dmnyyéddn mfn

1.7.12 émBadav]  émBovAiy mfn

1.7.32 mapeokevdoavro]  mapexeledoavro mfn

2.4.22 kal éxbiorov om. mfn

3.5.7 éyévero om. mfn

5.3.23 omeloacgfai]  omelocavres mfn

5.4.38 dmeoTavpopuévov]  dmeorparevuévoy mfn

Codex n cannot be the source of m or f:

I1.1.29 oudoavres|  Sudoavresn
1.3.12 Gpkov]  Spupov n

1.5.3 wdvra om. n

1.7.6 aitidoacfa]  aimidobar n
1.7.24 avaitiot] évavrioL n

2.3.2 Paidplas . . . ’Ovopardijs om. n

In addition, mf have inherited a mystifying subscription to Book One
from T:

A7’ eddiopldtov mdvv éyw *OABios per’ Apioreidov Abrjvmaw.
Since the subscription is not found in #, the Neapolitan codex cannot
be placed between T and mf in the stemma. Neither can 7 be derived

from f:

1.3.4 GSoov] dow f

1.7.35 €ls]  mpds f

2.3.33 Omdyopev]  dmdyouev f
2.4.10 pdvov om. f

2.4.20 ovoTparidral]  oTpaTidTas f
2.4.22 avlpdmois]  Ovmrois f

2.4.43 7 pijv om. f

3.1.18 dxfOouévov]  dpyouévouv f
3.2.23 éx]  kaif

3.2.28 elvar om. f
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We can therefore safely assume that n is a gemellus of f, both deriving
from m as a common parent.

It remains now to place the mfn group in its proper relation to
codex T. This placement is complicated by the relationship of mfn
to a large group of Italian Renaissance codices, the z group. Both
mfn and the z manuscripts share several significant conjunctive errors:

2.1.5 ouveveykeiv| ouveloeveykely mfnz

2.1.7 T modéuw om. mfnz

2.1.28 TexUOpia]  xeldpia m2fnz

2.3.23 mapayyeldavres]|  mapdyyeldav Tois mfnz
2.3.35 djmovom. mfz  Tobn

2.4.3 Tas épddovs|  avrois Tas épddovs mfnz
3.4.5 oloiuny] olet m?f1()z  olol m! ol fZin ras.
4.1.26 émel . . . Zmbpiddrns om. mfnz

4.3.3 mpldrov] 7O mfnz

The mfn conjunctive errors listed above are not found in the z group,
a fact that rules out derivation of z from m. I therefore introduce a
lost codex (y) between T and mz for which there is some significance.
Trivolis,?3 the scribe of f (and probably m), during 1455-56 was copying
in the learned group assembled at the Morea by Georgius Gemistus
Pletho. This scholar’s works are in fact generously interspersed
throughout the manuscripts of the y and z groups. One of these
works is a history of Greek affairs after Mantinea. It is certainly no
coincidence that he began where Xenophon left off. We may safely
assume that he had a copy of the Hellenica at his disposal and, since m
was not written until three years after his death in 1452, codex y
seems a likely candidate for a position in the library of this well-known
Platonist.24

A stemma of the manuscripts deriving from T will then look like
this: 25

23 See A. Oleroff, “Demetrius Trivolis, copiste et bibliophile,” Scriptorium 4 (1950)
260-63 and Plates 20-21.

24 Some may object that T could be Pletho’s codex. ~ Since the existence of y is assured,
however, and since a student of his used it in writing m, it is more likely to have been his.
Codex y may well have perished in the flames kindled by Pletho’s opponents along with
his other books or may have been lost in the seizure of Mistra in 1460.

25 Arrows designate textual influence without the existence of complete derivation.
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o \
b<———m/ \

2y

Future editors of the Hellenica will satisfy their obligation of using the
best available manuscripts of the history, and no others, if they base
their work upon Parisinus gr. 1738 (B), Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 140 (P),
Ambrosianus A4 inf. (M) and Matritensis 4561 (T). Codex M may be
employed essentially as a check on P and codex T as a supplement for
deperdita of BPM. The new critical apparatus will be significant for
brevity gained with no loss of integrity.
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