


Estudios bizantinos 8 (2020) 83-148

Revista de la Sociedad Espaiiola de Bizantinistica
ISSN: 2014-9999. DOI: 10.1344/EBizantinos2020.8.3
License: Creative Commons

THE TEXTUAL TRADITION OF NICOMACHUS’ INTRODUCTIO
ARITHMETICA AND OF THE COMMENTARIES THEREON:
A THEMATIC CROSS-SECTION

FABI1IO ACERBI

CNRS, UMR8167 Orient et Méditerranée, équipe “Monde Byzantin”
52 Rue du Cardinal Lemoine, Paris (France)
fabacerbi@gmail.com

Abstract

The entire textual tradition of Nicomachus’ Introductio arithmetica and of the commentaries and scholia
thereon is investigated by using a single, unusually cryptic sentence in Nicomachus’ text as case-study.
The relations between the “Recensions” of Ammonius’ lecture notes are also clearly established. Finally,
the way an entire exegetical tradition has dealt with such a cryptic sentence is discussed.
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Resumen

El presente articulo ofrece un estudio completo de la tradicion textual de la Introductio arithmetica de
Nicomaco, incluidos los comentarios y escolios a la obra, a partir del estudio de caso de una sola frase,
inusualmente criptica, del texto de Nicomaco. Asimismo, se delimitan con claridad las relaciones entre
las diferentes “recensiones” de las notas de lectura de Amonio. Para finalizar, se analiza la forma en que
la tradicion exegética ha lidiado con esta criptica sentencia.
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THE TEXTUAL TRADITION OF NICOMACHUS’
INTRODUCTIO ARITHMETICA AND OF THE
COMMENTARIES THEREON: A THEMATIC CROSS-SECTION

FAB10 ACERBI*

1. Introduction

Nicomachus’ Introductio arithmetica (henceforth Ar.) and its commentators are a mare
magnum no one has seriously studied in a complete and thorough way. As we shall brief-
ly see in Section 4, major philological problems —without doubt the most intricate philo-
logical problems that affect the entire Greek technical corpus— make such an undertaking
extremely difficult. I shall be no exception; I shall take instead an unprecedented route:
I will present a thematic cross-section of the entire manuscript and exegetical record by
using a single sentence in Nicomachus’ text as case-study. Of course, this sentence cannot
be a chance one. I have selected an unusually cryptic statement if gauged to Nicomachus’
writing standards —so unusually cryptic and unsyntactical as to quite certainly be a gloss
that has crept into the text at a deep pre-traditional stage. This happened in fact before
the renowned Neoplatonic philosopher Ammonius (early 6th century) held a course on
Ar. whose lecture notes make, in the form of a number of “Recensions’, the bulk of the
exegetical record on Nicomachus’ treatise. An interesting fact is that a paraphrasis of the
test-sentence crept in its turn, as an adjunct (henceforth “Adjunct”) to the very last sen-
tence of Book I, into the text transmitted by a fair majority of the available manuscripts.

Thus, the present study has two philological aims and a related historical aim:

«  toinvestigate in depth but locally the entire manuscript tradition of Ar.;
o  to state clearly what are the relations between the “Recensions” of Ammonius’ lec-
ture notes (henceforth “Rec.);

" Reproductions of, and information on, most of the manuscripts I shall mention can be
found by searching the standard database https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr by means of the Diktyon
number I have indicated either in the list of Nicomachean manuscripts set out in the Appendix
or, for those manuscripts that are not included in the list, in the main text and in the footnotes.
I thank Sofia di Mambro, Paolo Fait, Luca Farina, Diether Roderich Reinsch, Stefano Serventi,
Claudia Sojer, and Francesco Valerio for the logistic support, Ciro Giacomelli, Anna Gioffreda,
Inmaculada Pérez Martin, and David Speranzi for the paleographic expertises, Bernard Vitrac
for a critical reading of a draft of this paper.
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«  to present a specimen of the contortions an exegetical tradition undergoes as a re-
action to a cryptic text.

I shall set out the philological and exegetical record in Section 5. Before doing this,
Section 2 presents the (non-trivial) mathematical background, Section 3 my test-sen-
tence, Section 4 the philological context. On the basis of the documents set out in Section
5, Section 6 will offer a series of philological remarks; in particular, I shall outline a broad
picture of the textual tradition of Ar. in form of clusters of related manuscripts. It is also
to be noted that, if the test-sentence I have selected really is an interpolation, and since
it is witnessed to by all manuscripts, the tradition of Ar. is rooted in an archetype. I shall
also show that the so-called Rec. II of Ammonius’ lecture notes is a Byzantine recen-
sion of Rec. I, and that Rec. IV is an independently conceived Byzantine commentary.'
Section 7 will summarize the main points of the interpretive proposals of our test-sen-
tence set forth in the scholarly tradition of commentaries and scholia on Ar. Finally,
Section 8 will show to what extent the three aims listed above have been attained. The
Appendix presents my database, including the list of the manuscripts I could not check.”

The documentary record is huge: I have collated about 100 manuscripts. Since this is
not a critical edition, all variant readings must be made available to the reader, even those
readings contained in manuscripts that, already at this stage of the research, are patently
doomed to be discarded as apographs of extant models. For this reason, I have decided to
present the variant readings in a variety of ways, none of which resorts to a canonical criti-
cal apparatus; in particular, I make systematic use of paratextual elements such as italics or
underlining, and, most importantly, of colour markings. This entails that the present paper
makes better sense if published online. Readers may well be disconcerted by my layout
choices; I urge them to consider what a traditional critical apparatus would have looked like.

I decided to keep myself “blind” to any feature of the manuscripts I have seen that
figures in portions of Ar. other than the very end of Book I, where the test-sentence lies.’
Since my aim was not to prepare a critical edition of Ar., I had to set a range of relevant
information I allowed myself availing of I set the strictest one.

! For the meaning of “Byzantine recension”, and for a survey of them, see E Acerbi,
“Byzantine Recensions of Greek Mathematical and Astronomical Texts: A Survey”, Estudios bi-
zantinos 4 (2016), 133-213.

? The overall numbers are: 83 witnesses of Ar. that include the test-sentence; 20 that do not
or that I could not check (9 items in the latter category); 19 witnesses of Rec. IV, 2 of which also
contain Ar.

* I will thus disregard the results in F. Acerbi, “Eliminazioni diagrammatiche”, Scripta 13
(2020), 9-37, in which a wide-ranging campaign of eliminations is carried out by means of spe-
cial methods. It goes without saying that the two approaches corroborate each other.
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2. Mathematical Background

A fragment from Archytas is the first document that attests for investigations into nu-
merical means:*

There are three means in music: one is the arithmetic, the second geometric and the
third subcontrary, which they call “harmonic” The mean is arithmetic, whenever three
terms are in proportion by exceeding one another in the following way: by that which the
first exceeds the second, by this the second exceeds the third. And in this proportion, it
turns out that the interval of the greater terms is smaller and that of the smaller greater. The
mean is geometric, whenever they [scil. the terms] are such that as the first is to the second
so the second is to the third. Of these «terms> the greater and the lesser make an equal in-
terval. The mean is subcontrary, which we call harmonic, whenever they are such that, by
which part of itself the first term exceeds the second, by this part of the third the middle
exceeds the third. It turns out that, in this proportion, the interval of the greater terms is

greater and that of the lesser is less.

Thanks to a clever definition not coinciding with Archytas,” mathematicians pos-
terior to him carried out a complete classification of the means, listing eleven of them.
The process of classification took a long while; the details of its development vary from
source to source: these are Nicomachus, Ar. I1.21-29; Iamblichus, in Ar. I11.36-71 Vinel;®
Theon of Smyrna, Expositio, 106-111 and 113-119 Hiller;” Pappus, Coll. 111.44-57, who
mentions “Nicomachus the Pythagorean” To all these sources as well as to Archytas, a
mean is a triad of numbers or “terms” (c,b,a), with a > b > ¢ and such that b is univocally
determined by a and ¢; by metonymy, the middle term b usually receives the same de-
nomination of “mean”?

* Porphyry, in Harm. 1.5, 93.5-17 Diiring = fr. 47 B 2 DK; English translation by C. A.
Huffman, Archytas of Tarentum: Pythagorean, Philosopher and Mathematician King, Cambridge
2005. The “interval” between the terms is their ratio; exactly this terminological point is dis-
cussed by Porphyry in the excursus in which he quotes Archytas and other authorities. This
denomination remained standard in harmonic theory.

> Since Archytas’ harmonic mean only refers to the notion of “part” (= a divisor), it does
not coincide with the item of the classification that bears the same name (this fact escaped
Pappus, who identifies the two means in Coll. I11.30): they do coincide only if the available ratios
are epimoric.

¢ Jamblique, In Nichomachi Arithmeticam, ed. N. Vinel, Pisa - Roma 2014.

7 Theonis Smyrnaei Expositio rerum ad legendum Platonem utilium, ed. E. Hiller, Lipsiae 1878.

¥ Greek technical jargon calls the triad peodtng and the middle term péoog. The ultimate
source of all modern accounts of the classification is P. Tannery, “Carithmétique des grecs dans
Pappus”, Mémoires de la Société des sciences physiques et naturelles de Bordeaux 3 (1880), 351-
371, reprinted in Id., Mémoires Scientifiques, I, Toulouse — Paris 1912, 80-105: 90-98.
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The means are classified as follows. Take the three differences of the terms, a - b, b - ¢,
a - ¢, which authors qualified by Pappus as “recent” (Coll. I11.46) called “first”, “second”, and
“third excess”. A mean is determined by identifying the ratio of any two of the three excess-
es and the ratio of two of the three terms, possibly taking the same term twice. Let us see
how only 11 combinations result. Since a ratio can always be taken to be greater-to-lesser
without loss of generality, there are only three possible ratios between the excesses, namely,
(a-b):(b-c),(a-c):(a-b),and (a - c): (b - c). Now, the ratio (a - b) : (b - ¢) can be
greater than, equal to, or lesser than 1. If the first alternative applies, the ratio can only be
the sameasa: b, b:c ora:c butitis easy to see that the first two cases are equivalent. If
the second alternative applies, the ratio (a - b) : (b - ¢) can only be identical toa:a=b:b
= c: c¢. If the third alternative applies, the ratio (a — ¢) : (b - ¢) can indeed be the same as any
ofc:b,b:a,orc:a. This gives 2 + 1 + 3 = 6 means associated to the first ratio of the excess-
es. Next, the ratio (a — ¢) : (a — b) can only be greater than 1: therefore, it can only be the
sameasa:b, b:c,ora:c, and all three cases may obtain. This gives three additional means.
Finally, the ratio (a - ¢) : (b - ¢) can only be greater than 1, too: therefore, again, it can only
be the sameasa:b,b:c,ora:c, butin thiscase (a-c):(b-c):a:bisidle since it entails
a = b. This gives two additional means. Thus, there are 6 + 3 + 2 = 11 means.

The means are eleven but Nicomachus and Pappus only list ten of them. Fortunately,
the two lists do not match: each of the two authors describes a mean that is missing in
the other. The reason of the omission must lie in the fact that Nicomachus and Pappus
relied on different Neo-Pythagorean sources, each of which closed the list as soon as a
“holy” decad was completed. Nicomachus can be taken to imply this when he writes
“after which the moderns discover four other «means> as well, making up the number
ten, which, according to the Pythagorean view, is the most perfect possible” (Ar. 11.22.1).
Following Pappus’ order and including the mean he does not list, the eleven means are
defined as follows:

arithmetic (a-b):(b-¢c):a:a
geometric (a-b):(b-¢c):a:b
harmonic (a-b):(b-¢c)za:c
fourth or subcontrary to the harmonic | (a-b):(b-¢):c:a
fifth or subcontrary to the geometric (a-b):(b-¢c)=c:b
sixth (a-b):(b-¢c)=b:a
seventh (a-¢):(a-b)=b:c
eighth (a-¢):(a-b):a:b
ninth (a-¢):(a-b)za:c
tenth (a-¢):(b-¢)=b:c
eleventh (a-¢):(b-¢)za:c
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Pappus, Coll. I11.47-57, also describes a method for generating all means by starting
from the sole “minimal” geometric mean (1,1,1). The method is also described by Theon
of Smyrna, Expositio, 106-111 Hiller, who draws it from Adrastus, who in his turn used
Eratosthenes as his source, by Nicomachus, Ar. 1.23.6-11.2.2, by Ilamblichus, in Nic. I11.39-
45, 112.33-114.29 Vinel, and by Proclus, in Ti. II, 18-20 Diehl. Yet, in these authors the
method is used to show how to generate successive geometric means by starting again
from the minimal geometric mean (1,1,1). As a matter of fact, in these authors the meth-
od is not used to generate the means, but to generate species-wise the ratios of the five
basic species (but the two notions are strictly related, as we shall see presently).

The method described by Pappus works as follows. Given a geometric mean (c,b,a)
with ¢ < b < g, one can always take “linear combinations” of the terms ¢, b, and a to get
three new terms C, B, and A. It happens that appropriate linear combinations do give rise
to all means. For instance, a new geometric mean is found if weset C=¢,B=c+ b, A =
¢ + 2b + a. Pappus’ exposition has some gaps, but they can easily be filled; the following
table provides a synopsis of the transformations required to generate the indicated mean
by taking the associated linear combination of the terms of an assigned geometric mean.

arithmetic |C=c+b,B=c+2b+a,A=c+3b+2a
geometric |C=c¢,B=c+b,A=c+2b+a
harmonic |C=c+b,B=c+2b,A=c+3b+2a
fourth C=c+b,B=c+2b+2a,A=c+3b+2a
fifth C=c+bB=c+2b+a,A=c+3b+a
sixth C=b+a-¢,B=c+2b+a,A=2c+3b+a
seventh C=¢B=b+a,A=c+b+a

eighth C=c+2b,B=c+2b+a,A=c+3b+2a
ninth C=c+b,B=c+b+a,A=c+2b+a
tenth C=¢B=c+bA=c+b+a

eleventh C=b+a,B=2b+a,A=c+2b+a

The reader is urged to keep in mind the second transformation in the list, which is,
as said, the only one used by all other sources mentioned above.

To understand how this specific transformation was used to generate all ratios, as
Nicomachus does, recall that the standard classification of greater-to-lesser ratios lists
five of them, as we learn from instance in Nicomachus, Ar. 1.17.8-23.3. These are, if re-
duced to lowest terms and where 1, m, and k are integer numbers:

«  multiple ratios, of the form 7/, = n;
superparticular ratios, of the form "*'/ =1+ 7V;
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o  multiple-superparticular ratios, of the form k + /s with k > 1;
superpartient ratios, of the form "*™/ =1+"/,with 1 <m < n;
«  multiple-superpartient ratios, of the form k + "/, with k> 1 and 1 <m < n.

It is clear that this partition of greater-to-lesser ratios is exclusive and exhaustive, for
any such ratio can be written as k + ", withk>1and 0 <m < n.

Now, any geometric mean in lowest terms can be written (b*ab,a?) for suitable in-
tegers a and b, with a > b, prime to each other.” This amounts to saying that there is a
ratio in lowest terms associated to any geometric mean in lowest terms: if the mean is
(b*,ab,a?), the ratio is .10 which can be read off within the mean as the two ratios ab/b?
and a?/ab; neither of these ratios, however, can be in lowest terms unless b = 1.

With this background material, let us now see what Nicomachus does at Ar. 1.23.6-
I1.2.2. As said, he presents a two-arm recursive prescription (rpootaypa) for finding the
geometric means associated to all kinds of ratios, by starting from the minimal geomet-
ric mean of “equality” (1,1,1), which corresponds to the ratio (1,1)." The prescription
maps a mean (z,),x), whose terms are called in increasing order “first”, “second”, and
“third”, into the mean (z,z + y,z + 2y + x) or, by taking the original terms in reverse order
(&dvaotpagévtwv) (x,y,2), into the mean (x,x + y,x + 2y + z). Here is Nicomachus’ text
(IA 1.23.8): mpdTOV MpTW {00V TOLToAL, SeVTEPOV O TIPpWTW dpla Kol devTépw, Tpitov 8¢
TpwTw kai duol devtépolg dpa kal Tpitw “make the first equal to the second, the second
to the first together with the second, the third to the first and two seconds together with
the third”"?

Since, as we have just seen, any geometric mean can be written (b%ab,a*), the pre-
scription can be finally formulated as follows (I skip some parentheses from now on),
where b? = “first term”, ab = “second term”, a?> = “third term”:

b*ab,a? > b1Lb* + ab,b* + 2ab + a*> = b*,(b + a)b,(b + a)?
b*ab,a* *> a*,a® + ab,a* + 2ab + b* = a>,(a + b)a,(a + b)?

? This is proved in Elem. VIII.11.

19 This ratio will also be written (a,b).

! The philosophical gist of the procedure lies in the fact that all ratios —that is, the entire
unordered world of inequality- is thereby reduced to the unifying principle of equality. In the
initial sections of Book II, Nicomachus applies the inverse prescription, thereby getting from
any ratio to the ratio of equality. Note that Nicomachus always uses npootdypata in the plural,
apparently taking each of the clauses in the “prescription” as a separate item. I shall stick to the
singular to simplify matters.

'2 The absence of the article in the Greek text is a way to formulate the prescription in full
generality.
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The inverse transformation *- amounts to compounding inversion of extremes and
first-arm prescription, as follows:

b*ab,a? © a*,ab,b> > a*,a*> + ab,a® + 2ab + b* = a*,(a + b)a,(a + b)?

Therefore, on account of the above one-to-one map between means in lowest terms
and ratios in lowest terms, the same two-arm prescription applied to ratios reads:

(a,b) > (b + a,b), that is, ¥, > (““)/b =1+
(a,b) *> (a + b,a), that is, ¥, > (“”’)/a =1+ ”/a

For example, take the mean (1,1,1) and apply the prescription once; both arms give
the same result: (1,1,1) > (1,1 + 1,1 + 2 + 1) = (1,2,4), which is the double ratio. Let us
iterate the prescription by applying it to the double ratio itself:

(1,2,4) > (1,1 +2,1 + 4+ 4) = (1,3,9)
(1,2,4) © (4,2,1) > (4,4 + 2,4 + 4 + 1) = (4,6,9)
The former is the triple ratio, the latter is the sesquialter, or hemiolic, ratio

Thus, the “direct” (6pO@g) arm sends ratios of kind X into ratios of kind multiple-X
because at every step it adds one unit to the original ratio, eventually keeping the result-
ing ratios within such a multiple-X kind; the “inverse” arm of the prescription sends
ratios of kind X into ratios of a different kind because at every step it adds one unit to
the inverse of the original ratio, eventually transforming it into a superpartient or mul-
tiple-superpartient ratio. All and only the five kinds of ratios are generated through this
procedure, as can be seen from a rough flow chart that summarizes the entire process.

(,1) > (2,1 > > (n,1) n multiple
I I
(3,2) (n+ L,n)
! I | 1+7, I
(5,2) (5,3) (2n+1,n)  superparticular (2n+ 1,n+1)
2+ L+7, .
multiple-
superparticular superpartient
l I l I
(3n+ 1,n) (Bn+12n+1) (3n+2,n+l) (Bn+2,2n+1)
n (n+1)
3+1/n 2+1/(2n+1) 2+/(n+1) 1+ 1/(2n+1)
multiple- multiple- multiple-  superpartient
superparticular superpartient superpartient
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Let us note, finally, that, in its domain of application, the “direct” arm sends a ratio
into a greater ratio (this is obvious, since it simply adds 1 to the original ratio), whereas
the “inverse” arm may send a ratio either into a greater or into a smaller ratio (just check
in the flow chart above).

3. A Concise Statement by Nicomachus: in Fact, a Gloss

Let us have a close look at the prescription:

b ab,a* > b2,b? + ab,b? + 2ab + a* = b*,(b + a)b,(b + a)?
b*ab,a* *> a*,a®> + ab,a* + 2ab + b*> = a*,(a + b)a,(a + b)?

It is evident that the extremes of all the involved means are square numbers, that the
largest terms of the two means in the right-hand side are the same and a square, namely,
(b + a)* = (a + b)? and that the largest term of the original mean becomes the smallest
term of the mean that results from the inverse transformation. Moreover, if we write the
inverse transformation in terms of the direct transformation as done above, namely

b*ab,a? © a*,ab,b> > a*,a*> + ab,a® + 2ab + b* = a*,(a + b)a,(a + b)?
and we skip the inversion step <, thus:
a’,ab,b* > a*,a* + ab,a® + 2ab + b* = a*,(a + b)a,(a + b)?

we see that in both arms of the prescription the smallest term in the mean remains
the same under the transformation: in the direct arm, it is b?, in the inverse arm, it is a>.

Nicomachus also seems to have noticed some of these properties, for at Ar. 1.23.15
—in the middle of a series of examples— he drops in the following remark:"* ént mac®v
8¢ t@v StalevxBelo@v kai 4@’ 71§ ApeoTepaL, O eV E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG O aDTOG HEVEL,
0 8¢ mp@TOG €ig TOV éNdTToVva peTaPaivel, Tavtwg 8¢ ol dkpot tetpaywvol “In the case
of all these <relations> that are <thus> differentiated, and of the one from which both <of
the differentiated ones are derived», the last square remains the same; the first «term> is
transformed into the smallest, and invariably the extremes are squares”.

The problem with this statement is that it is too concise, fairly ambiguous and under-
determined by the context (there is no mention of £€oyatog term in what precedes,'* nor of
StalevyOeioat relations; the qualifiers “first” and “smallest” do not belong to homogeneous
descriptive levels; the sense in which “the first «term» is transformed into the smallest” is
hardly clear, and can only apply to one of the two arms of the prescription, not to both; the
statement “the last square remains the same” can instead be taken to apply to both arms,

1 This remark makes the entire section Ar. 1.23.15 in Hoche’s edition.
'* The adjective will only occur at Ar. I1.2.2 in the present context.

[91]



The textual tradition of Nicomachus’ Introductio arithmetica

as seen above, or —-more straightforwardly- to the direct arm only), and so badly formu-
lated (the same set of objects is first qualified by mac@v and then by dugotepar) as to be
unsyntactical (the presence of a@’ g is jarring). An exegetical problem resulted, which
was “solved” in manyfold ways by the commentators of Ar. and that even interfered with
the treatise’s text in most manuscripts. I have written “solved” between quotation marks
because some of the “solutions” set forth by the commentators are weird or irremediably
wrong. Even D’Ooge has a partly incorrect translation, since he writes “the last term is al-
ways the same and a square’, which is definitely not what the Greek text says.

As a partial excuse for the performances of the commentators, let me state clearly
that I think that this sentence —despite being witnessed to by the entire manuscript tra-
dition- is a gloss. First and foremost, this is a question of style: there is not one single
passage in the entire Ar. that is so clumsily written and so cryptic, and which disrupts
the line of argument in so offensive a way. I also surmise that the origin of the gloss lies
in a remark by Iamblichus, where he is just commenting on what Nicomachus does: émt
8¢ mao@v TV TAacoopévwy oxéoewy Kal 4@’ @V ai TAAOELG, ot dkpol TETpdywvol Yivo-
vtai, says lamblichus.”” And what he says is crystal-clear, and perfectly syntactical Greek.
Someone after him thought it better to buttress Nicomachus’ text —possibly only in the
margin of his own manuscript exemplar of Ar.— with an enriched version of lamblichus’
statement. The final outcome of this brilliant idea we read in our manuscripts.

4. Philological Context

The task of editing the Introductio arithmetica is made particularly difficult by the fact
that it was, after its composition in the 2nd century, the most widely used textbook of
number theory for more than one millennium. For this reason, it was frequently copied:
we know about 100 manuscript witnesses of it, of which nearly 90 contain the complete
work and the rest fragments or excerpta.'® Not only this: there is not the slightest doubt -
as we shall see ad abundantiam- that the text has undergone modifications, and that wild
contamination has occurred since the earliest witnesses we have access to; we have all
reasons to think that this also occurred at a pre-traditional stage. Anyway, the only edi-

5 At in Nic. I11.68, 120.9-10 Vinel. I add that, had Iamblichus read section 1.23.15 in his
Nicomachus, he would hardly have omitted elaborating on all claims contained in the sentence.

' A fairly complete list of manuscripts is in W. Haase, Untersuchungen zu Nikomachos von
Gerasa, Dissertation, Eberhard-Karls-Universitét Tiibingen 1982, 319-398. The database pinakes
lists 107 items, but with some misattributions; see also M. L. D’Ooge - E E. Robbins - L. Ch.
Karpinski (transl. comm.), Nicomachus of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic, Ann Arbor 1926,
146-166, for a list of manuscripts and some, very partial and preliminary, investigations into a
part of the manuscript tradition. My list is found in the Appendix.
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tion of Ar. is Richard Hoche’s,"” who used a random and quite limited sample of manu-
scripts, namely, those readily available to him because they were kept in nearby German
libraries. Hoche took the one carried by Gott. philol. 66 as his text of reference, relying
on a wrong dating of the manuscript to 10th century.'®

The standard view of the exegetical record on Ar. is that one ancient commentary
proved so successful that we have four different versions of it, referred to as Recensions
[-IV.” Detail is as follows. The Neo-Platonic philosopher Ammonius held a course on Ar.°
whose lecture notes were published by his pupils. The edited notes have the form of a run-
ning commentary organized in “lemmas’, which clarify single statements in the text.! As a
matter of fact, the comments on the technical portions of Ar. frequently feature lists of nu-
merical examples (ratios, figured numbers, means, etc.), exactly as Ar. does. This happens in
general in mathematical and astronomical commentaries of Late Antiquity, which mainly
comprise explanations of the technologia, examples, scholarly and antiquarian digressions.*

Every Recension is divided in two Books, as Ar. is. Rec. I, which both the manu-
scripts and modern scholarship assign to John Philoponus, was edited in the 1860s by
Hoche in a series of three Schulprogramme.”

7 Nicomachi Geraseni pythagorei Introductionis arithmeticae libri I, Lipsiae 1866.

'8 It was in fact penned only in the late 13th century, all the while using an imitative script:
G. De Gregorio — G. Prato, “Scrittura arcaizzante in codici profani e sacri della prima eta pa-
leologa’, Rémische Historische Mitteilungen 45 (2003), 59-101; and, most recently, F. Acerbi - A.
Gioftreda, “Manoscritti scientifici della prima eta paleologa in scrittura arcaizzante’, Scripta 12
(2019), 9-52: 26 and 36 for the dating to late 13th century.

! P. Tannery, “Rapport sur une mission en Italie du 24 Janvier au 24 Février 1886, Archives et
Missions scientifiques et littéraires, 3° série 13 (1888),409-455, reprinted in Id., Mémoires Scientifiques,
11, Toulouse — Paris 1912, 269-331: 302-310. See also L. G. Westerink, “Deux commentaires sur
Nicomaque: Asclépius et Jean Philopon’, REG 82 (1968), 526-535; and L. Taran, Asclepius of Tralles,
Commentary to Nicomachus’ Introduction to Arithmetic, Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society 59.4, Philadelphia 1969, 5-20, in particular as to the relations between Rec. I and Rec. III.

20 For a first orientation on Ammonius’ school and on the main characters mentioned below,
see the entries in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, 7 vol., Paris 1994-2018.

21 On the structure of the Neoplatonic commentaries, see the synthesis by Ph. Hoffmann,
“What was Commentary in Late Antiquity? The Example of the Neoplatonic Commentators”,
in M. L. Gill - P. Pellegrin (eds.), A Companion to Ancient Philosophy, Malden (Mass.) 2006,
597-622. On the way these lecture notes were published, see the seminal M. Richard, “ATIO
®QONHYX”, Byzantion 20 (1950), 191-222.

** For the exegetical practices of Eutocius, one of Ammonius’ pupils, see most recently
E Acerbi, “Commentari, scolii e annotazioni marginali ai trattati matematici greci’, S&»T 10
(2012), 135-216. with bibliography.

» Foraspecimen novae editionis criticae, unfortunately notachieved, see Haase, Untersuchungen
(cit. n. 16), 401-447.
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Hoche himself, when editing Rec. I, listed the differences between Rec. I and Rec. II
for the first book of Ar. in the preface of his 1865 Schulprogramm;* in doing so, he relied
on exactly one manuscript, namely, Zeitz, Stiftsbibliothek 67. Hoche never published a
similar list for the scholia to the second book. Almost a century later, A. Delatte edited
the Rec. II scholia for Book II, using Vat. gr. 1411 and Athens, EBE 1238, as witnesses.”
All witnesses of Rec. I anchor the scholia on the text by means of numerals; this graphic
convention, despite being found in Hoche’s edition, is only adopted by a small number
of witnesses of Rec. I. In the manuscripts, Rec. II is duly ascribed to Philoponus. More
on Rec. IT in Section 6 below.

Rec. III is available in a critical edition.*® Manuscripts and scholars concur in as-
cribing it to Asclepius of Tralles, a pupil of Ammonius and possibly a schoolmate of
Philoponus.

As we shall see in Section 6, Rec. IV is not a recension of Ammonius’ lecture
notes”® but an independent commentary, to be assigned with certainty to the Byzantine
period because of its prolixity and of its paraphrastic structure, to such an extent that
large portions of it offer a self-contained argument.

The pattern of association of Ar. with its several commentaries is quite complex:
there are about 40 manuscripts in which one of the Recensions is copied as a self-con-
tained text (either following or preceding the Nicomachean treatise, or even in absence
of it), about 20 manuscripts in which the Recension lies in the margins. About 40 manu-
scripts carry Ar. with or without fully-fledged commentaries in form of scholia; many of
these have scholia unrelated to any of the Recensions.

2 Twdvvov ypappatikod Ale§avdpéwg (tod Dhomdvov) i 10 mpdToV TG Nikopdyov
aplBunTikig eioaywyig, ed. R. Hoche, 2 fasc., Gymnasium zu Wesel 1864-65, 11-xv. This edition
is totally unreliable, as we shall see.

> A. Delatte, Anecdota Atheniensia et alia. Tome II. Textes grecs relatifs a I'histoire des sci-
ences, Liege — Paris 1939, 129-187.

26 Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), who based himself on Ambros. B 77 sup., ff. 102r-149v, and
Monac. gr. 431, ff. 98r-114v (ca. 1330; Diktyon 44879), a copy of which is Par. gr. 2376, ff. 1r-56r.
The “Notes to the Text” in Taran’s edition, 73-81, give a fairly clear idea of aims, methods and
philosophical stand of Rec. I and III.

%7 See the discussion of the entire textual tradition in F. Acerbi, “La tradition manuscrite de
la « Recension IV » du commentaire a I'Introductio arithmetica de Nicomaque”, submitted. This
tradition is split into two branches, whose ancestors are extant manuscripts.

8 The same assessment is in Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), 20. As a matter of fact, it is
enough to read Rec. IV to grasp the difference from the other Recensions. Ammonius is never
referred to in Rec. I'V.
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5. Texts

The first text I present below is of course Nicomachus, Ar. 1.23.15, in all manuscripts I
was able to check and that do contain the end of Book I (82 items). I shall partition the
textual record into five groups, according to distinctive variant readings.

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)

6)
7)
8)

9)
10)
11)

12)

13)

14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

The exegetical record comprises the following items:

Ammonius’ lecture notes, Rec. I (Philoponus) in a limited set of manuscripts.
Ammonius’ lecture notes, Rec. II (anonymous), in the text of most of the extant
manuscripts.

Ammonius’ lecture notes, Rec. III (Asclepius), in Taran’s edition.

The anonymous Byzantine commentary called “Recension IV”, in my own critical text.”
The Adjunct to the text of the Introductio arithmetica in the same manuscripts as
those used for Ar. 1.23.15 (this is subsection 5.1), and a scholium thereon (subsec-
tion 5.2). I shall partition the textual record of the Adjunct into six groups, accord-
ing to distinctive variant readings.

The scholia in Matrit. 4678 and other manuscripts (with glosses).

Glosses and scholia in Monac. gr. 482 and Laur. Plut. 28.35.

Four scholia in Ambros. G 62 sup. and other manuscripts; the scholia are ascribed
to Michael of Ephesus, to an anonymous from the town of Avppéxtov (present-day
Durrés), to Eustratius of Nicaea, and to a judge Nicholas Dishypatos, respectively.
Four scholia in Vat. gr. 256 and other manuscripts.

Glosses and scholia by Isaak Argyros in Norimb. Cent. V app. 36.%°

A scholium eventually included in some Rec. I manuscripts and ascribed in most of
them to some Theodoros/Demetrios Protocensor.”

Glosses, and scholia to the Adjunct, in Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88, Vat. gr. 2387, and
related manuscripts.

Dishypatos’ and the anonymous from Dirrachios’ (sic) scholia in Vat. gr. 198 and in
a copy of it.

Glosses and scholia in Marc. gr. Z. 320 and related manuscripts.

Glosses and a scholium to the Adjunct by a later hand in Par. gr. 2373.

Glosses and scholia in Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c and related manuscripts.
Glosses and scholia in Marc. gr. Z. 316 and 319.

Glosses and a scholium in Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30.

2 Acerbi, “La tradition” (cit. n. 27).
% First edited, with some misreadings, in C. F. A. Nobbe, Codicum Quelferbytani et Norimberg-

ensis scholia graeca ad librum 1. Isagoges Nicomacheae nunc primum edita, Lipsiae 1862, 18.

3! Tt is partly edited by Hoche, Twavvov (cit. n. 24), x1v-xv, who calls the author Theodoros.
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In my editions, I regularize punctuation and accents, and neglect variants of spelling
such as movable ny, ~o0- vs. —11-, geminate or simple ny, etc. Numerals are transcribed
without apex, ordinals carry the termination at the exponent. I frequently omit the an-
choring lemma of the scholia; otherwise, it is within angular brackets <**>. Each textual
unit comprises the list of the manuscripts used, the text itself, and the critical apparatus,
which is always negative. The variant readings recorded within the text are keyed to the
witnesses by means of the number that characterizes the latter’s shelfmark. The infra-
linear glosses are inserted in the text, within braces. Other conventions are explained in
due course. A complete list of the manuscripts employed, with additional information on
each of them, is set out in the Appendix.

NICOMACHUS, AR. [.23.15, IN THE MANUSCRIPTS

The textual record is partitioned into five groups, according to distinctive variant read-
ings; these are marked in red; the first text has no such marking. Singular readings are
recorded in the apparatus; manuscripts marked by the same colour share interesting sin-
gular readings.

A

Ambros. G 62 sup., f. 43r; Ambros. P 121 sup., f. 130v; Bucur., BAR gr. 620, pp. 220-221; Gott.
philol. 66, ff. 138v-139r; Guelf. 36 Gud. gr., f. 17r-v; Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 89, p. 75; Laur.
Conv. Soppr. 30, f. 42v; Laur. Plut. 28.35, f. 31r; Laur. Plut. 58.29, f. 152v; Leiden, BRU, Voss. gr.
Qe 23, 1. 29v-30r; Marc. gr. Z. 309, f. 193r; Marc. gr. Z. 316, f. 60v; Marc. gr. Z. 318, f. 20v; Marc.
gr. Z. 320, f. 52r-v; Marc. gr. Z. 333, f. 61r; Marc. gr. Z. 514, f. 24v; Marc. gr. Z. 592, f. 36v; Matrit.
4678, t. 25v; Monac. gr. 482, f. 132v; Mutin. a.T.8.14, f. 27r-v; Mutin. a.U.9.7, f. 38r; Neapol.
II1.C.1, f. 19v-20r; Norimb. Cent. V app. 36, f. 18r; Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71, f. 278r-v; Oxon.
Bodl. Laud. gr. 44, p. 89; Par. Coislin 174, f. 58r; Par. gr. 2107, f. 84v; Par. gr. 2374, . 21r-v; Par. gr.
2376, f. 78r; Par. gr. 2450, f. 111r; Par. gr. 2479, f. 91v; Par. gr. 2480, pp. 339-340; Par. gr. 2531, f.
80r-v; Par. suppl. gr. 450, ff. 34v-35r; Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C, f. 53v; Scorial. £.I1.15, f. 171r-v;
Scorial. Y.III.12, f. 20v; Scorial. X.1.9, ff. 46v-47r; Vat. Barb. gr. 273, f. 122r; Vat. gr. 186, f. 243r;
Vat. gr. 195, f. 42v; Vat. gr. 198, f. 19r; Vat. gr. 1026, f. 63v; Vindob. phil. gr. 62, f. 24r; Vindob.
phil. gr. 220, f. 61r-v

¢mi mao@v 8¢ v SalevxBelo@v kal 4@’ NG AuedTepat, O pev €0XaTOG TETPAYWVOG O
avTOG pével, 6 8¢ TpDTOG €ig TOV EAdtTova petaPaivel, TaAvTwg 8¢ ol dkpol TETpAywVvoL.

Ambros. P 121 sup.: dxpwg scr. sed —ot s.I. m.1 | Bucur., BAR gr. 620: duotepa teTpdywvog 6
avtog pével | Gott. philol. 66: dueotepa | Laur. Plut. 58.29: mavtwg] s.l. yp. mévteg | Leiden, BRU,
Voss. gr. Q° 23: dugotépwv [Marc. gr. Z. 309: dugotepot | Marc. gr. Z. 514: TeTpdywvog £0XaTwg
pévet (marg. yp. @oavtwg) | Neapol. III.C.1: —yov- (pr.) | Par. gr. 2374: SialevxOeio@v oxéoewy
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| Par. gr. 2480: au@otepa | Par. gr. 2531: dpgotépwv | Scorial. Y.IIL12: mdvtwv | T | om. mavtwg
8¢ ol dxpot Tetpaywvot | Vat. gr. 1026: £oxatog aptOpog teTpdywvog

B

Ambros. I 8 sup,, f. 33v; Athens, EBE 1115, p. 58; Leiden, BRU, Periz. Qe 39, f. 23r; Marc. gr. Z.
317, 1. 23r; Marc. gr. Z. 319, f. 38v; Marc. gr. Z. 330, ff. 301v-302r; Marc. gr. Z. 595, £. 32r; Neapol.
II1.C.6, f. 31v; Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20, f. 16v; Par. gr. 2372, f. 25v; Par. gr. 2373, f. 17r; Par.
gr. 2762, ff. 40v-41r; Vat. gr. 196, ff. 14v-15r; Vat. gr. 256, f. 316r; Vat. gr. 1040, f. 20r; Vat. Ottob.
gr. 310, f. 142r

¢ni maoc®v 8¢ TV StalevyOeto®@v kai d¢’ NG dupoTepaL, O pev E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG WOAV-
TwG pével, 6 8¢ TPDTOG €lg TOV EAatTova petafaivel, TAvTwg 8¢ ol dkpol TETpaywvoL.

Ambros. I 8 sup.: @oavtwg] 6 avtog s.l. | Athens, EBE 1115 & Vat. gr. 256: @oadtwg] yp. kai 6
avTog s.l. | Marc. gr. Z. 319: mavteg | Marc. gr. Z. 317: StakexBeiowv kai StalevyBeiodv | Marc.
gr. Z. 595 & Par. gr. 2762: StakexBeiowv sed —Lev-s.l. | 6 (pr.)] i | Par. gr. 2372: dpgotepa

C

Bonon BU 2263, f. 16r-v; Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88, ff. 23v-24r; Mutin. a.W.3.1, f. 18r; Vat. gr.
2387, 1. 48v

¢mi mao@v 8¢ TV StalevyBelo®@v kai 4’ G Apeotepal, O UEv €oxatog TeTpdywvog {om. 6
avTOG} pével, 0 8¢ TP@TOG €ig TOV ENdTTOVA peTaPaivel, TAVTWG 8¢ ol dAKpOoL TETPAYWVOL.

Mutin. a.W.3.1: petafBaivery

D

Ambros. B 77 sup., f. 57v; Berol. Phillipps 1549, f. 84r; Bucur., BAR gr. 520, p. 118; Cizensis 67,
f. 51v; Erlangen, UL A.8, f. 38v; Leiden, BRU, BPG 74G, f. 24v; Monac. gr. 76, f. 247v; Oxon.
Lincoln gr. 33, . 109v; Par. gr. 2063, f. 33r; Par. gr. 2377, f. 84r; Vat. gr. 197, f. 15v; Vat. gr. 1411,
f. 76r

¢mi mao@v 8¢ TV dalevxBelo®v kal 4@’ NG AupdTepat, O pév E€0XaToG TETPAYWVOG O
avTOG pével, O O TP@TOG €ig TOV ENdTToVa peTaPaivel, TavTteg O ol dkpol TETpAywVoL.

Monac. gr. 76: tetpaywvot] —og | Par. gr. 2063: & oi | Par. gr. 2377: dueodtepat] —wv sl | mévteg]
~w- s.l. | Berol. Phillipps 1549 & Par. gr. 2377:
| Erlangen, UL A.8: om. tOv
E

; Oxon. New Coll. 299, f. 55v; Par. gr. 2481, f. 18v;
; ; Vat. gr. 1051, f. 20v

[97]



The textual tradition of Nicomachus’ Introductio arithmetica

¢mi mao®v 8¢ TV SalevxBelo@v kai a4’ fG duPdTEpaL, O pEV €0XATOG TETPAYWVOG WV
avTOG pével, 6 0& TpDTOG €ig TOV EAaTTova petafaivel, TaAvTwg 8¢ ol dkpol TETpAywVoL.

| Par. gr. 2483: |
Vat. gr. 1051: €oxatog s.l. |

Glosses to Ar. 1.23.15

Vat. gr. 195, f. 42v

¢mi mao@v 8¢ TV dalevxBelo®v kal 4@’ NG dupdTepat, O pev E€0XaToG TETPAYWVOG O
avTOG péVel, 6 0¢ Tp@TOG {AOYog dnAovoTL d 1 6 O} eig TOV ENdtTova {** émitpitog ** 6 1**
énitpirog} petaPaivel, mavtwg ¢ ol dkpol TETpdywvoL.

COMMENTARIES

C.1. Recension I

In Hoche’s edition, this is sect. I.png, but the numbering has almost no manuscript au-
thority. Singular readings are recorded within the text; recurrent clusters of witnesses are
identified by the same colour. A detailed comparison of Texts C.1-4 will be carried out in
Section 6.2. The first three manuscripts contain only Rec. I.

Ambros. I 83 inf,, f. 89r-v (m. rec.); Angel. gr. 1, f. 33r-v; BNCE Fondo Naz. (olim Magliab.)
I1.II1.37, f. 46r-v; Bucur., BAR gr. 620, pp. 220-222; Gott. philol. 66, ff. 138v-139v; Hamburg,
S-UB, philol. 89, pp. 368-370; Laur. Plut. 28.35, f. 29r; Marc. gr. Z. 333, f. 61v; Monac. gr. 76, ft.
158v-159r; Monac. gr. 482, ff. 218v-219r; Mutin. . T.8.14, f. 27v; Mutin. a.U.9.7, f. 38r-v; Par.
Coislin 174, f. 102v; Par. gr. 2480, pp. 339-341; Par. gr. 2483, pp. 145-146; Par. gr. 2531, f. 79v;
Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C, ft. 53v-54r; Scorial. PI1.3, ff. 431v-432r, 432v-433r; Vat. gr. 198, f. 191

p1c. SalevyBeioai eiol oxéoelg al te {Te om. 28.35 482} kat’ dpOov émlevyvipuevat
{éme- 620} kai ai katd dvaotpo@nv ovpnmAekopevart Stéfevktat yap tod 6pBod 1o dve-
OTPApHEVOV {dva— 76} EKAOTNG HEV 0DV OXE0EWS Of dKpol TAVTWG eiol TeTpdywvol {T.
€. 28.35 482 : tetaypévol sed corr. m.1 1 : émretpdywvot 2531}, 8t fjv aitiav époduev
{&. a. 89 2483 PII1.3 198} AN’ {oki 83} 6 pev €oxarog 6 avtog pével {wg avtog P.IL.3},
@noiv- ov mpoetot yap {yap om. PIL.3} €@’ {eig 620} €tepov | petobpevog {petlovpevog
PIL.3} fj ab&apevog {-ope— 83 37}, éoxarog dv- 0 8¢ MPWTOG €k TAG AVAOTPOPRG TTPOG
TOV ENATTOVA TIPOELOL PHEX PL HoVAdoG, émel {7l 83} kai {adel add. 2531} ano {tfi¢s.l. 37}
Hovadog {¢net — povadog om. 76} fip&arto. tovto 6¢ Sijhov £k te Twv {t®v om. P.I1.3}
TPOEIANQUIOV OXéoewV KAK {Kkal €k 83 37 89 2483 198 : kal 333 : k&v 76} TOV {Kal
avt@v PIL3} AéyeaBatr peAovo®@v. mavtwg {mdvtwv 89 2483 198} 8¢, gnoiv {gnolv
om. 2483 quod lemma fecit}, ol dkpot Tetpaywvol {maviwg — tetpdywvol om. P.IL.3
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sed perperam incl. 6a} émi puev {akt@v add. P.IL.3} fjuoliowv, Tod § katl ¢ {0ig 2531} kal
0 {100 8 1f 1583 37}, 0 0 kail 6 {6 om. 83 37 333 2483 P.I1.3} 0- €mi §¢ TV émtpitwy, TOD
0 kat (fp kat g, 6 0 xal 6 1 {tod 6 1 1g, 6 0 kal 1¢ 333 : kal 0 1¢ s.l. m. rec. a.T.8.14: 06 6
Kal 1§ 83 620 37}, kal émi mAvTwV OUoiwg: kal ToDTo eDAOYWG {aAdyw 2483 : dvaloywg
P.II.3}- ¢6eixOn yap mapd 1@ yewuétpn 611 €av Tpeig dplbpol EAdxiotol {EAattov 2531}
@0t TPOG AAANAOVG TOV adTOV AOYOV EXOVTEG, Of dKpOL ATV TETPAYWVOL gioLy. émel
oV €Ml T@V NuoAiov 6 § kal 0 ¢ kai 6 {6 om. 333} B é\dxioTot Tpodg dAARAovG eiot {e.
7. &. 620} kal TOv avToV Exovat Aoyov {A. €. 28.35 482}, 81d ToDTO 0Ol dKpol TOVTWV Te-
Tpaywvoi giowv. AAN” Towg glmot Tig &v- {011 ye add. 333 : s.l. m. rec. o.'T.8.14} o¥k eiotv
g\aytotot {ovtot add. 333 : s.l. m. rec. o. T.8.14}- 000¢ yap eiot mvuOuéveg T@OV NUIOAiWV-
1800 yap, 6 y {tpitog 2483 PIL.3} 10D P NUOALOG EoTLv. TPOG O Aéyopev dtL 6o pev
¢@ekiig €oxartot ool ebpiokovtal, ¢ T P kai T {to om. 333} vy, Tpelc 8¢ €pe&ng
{€oxator — é@e&ic om. a.U.9.7 2483 P.IL.3} é\dttoveg Tod § kai {Tod add. 28.35} ¢ kal
ToD {Tod om. 1 620 89 76 174 2483 P.I1.3 198} 0 {to0 & ¢ 6 333} ovdémote. WOAVTWG
{6¢ add. 28.35 482} kal dVo pév émrpitovg, TOV y kal TOV O, edpelv €0TL, Tpeig 8¢ Ee-
€f¢ bokatw Tod O kai Tod {tod om. 83 37} 1ff kal Tod 1§ AdVvatov. kai éml TOV AWV
WOAOTWG EIKOTWG 0V oLTOL 0V {oVTOoL Kai 89 198 : 0V om. 76 174 333 : ov del. m. rec.
. T.8.14} To0G AKPOVG TETPAYWVOVG EXOVTLY.

Marc. gr. Z. 333: ¢k TV émipepdv kat e00elov AneOéviwy yevvvtat ol ToAamhaotemipepeig,
avteoTpappeévws 8¢ ol £Tepoyeveis Emiepeis, fiyouv £Tepoetdeis: TO yap Emdiepeg Kal TO Emi-
TpIHepEG Kal TO EmditpiTov kal T émumevtaéPdopov Opoyeviy pév elotv wg mavta Emuept, ETe-
poeldi) 8¢- Etepov yap €0TL TO Emdipepeg ToD EmTpiuepode, Kal TODTO TOD EMITETPAEPODG extr.
e Rec. IV add. in fine

C.2. Recension 11

The text displays substantial variants Hoche did not record; they are shared by all wit-
nesses unless otherwise stated. Singular readings are recorded within the text; recurrent
clusters of witnesses are identified by the same colour.

Berol. Phillipps 1549, ff. 84v-88r; Cizensis 67, ff. 35v-36r; Oxon. Lincoln gr. 33, f. 110r; Par. gr.
2377, 1. 87v-88r; Scorial. Y.I.12, f. 45r-v; Vat. gr. 1411, f. 60r

<p>v(. StalevyBeioal oxéoelg eioiv al Te kat OpBOTNTA TOV TPOTEPWYV EKKELLEVWY &TTO-
yevvopeval kai ai {ai om. 67} katd dvaoctpo@rv- SiéCevktat yap tod dpbod TO dve-
OTPAUUEVOV- €¢ £KAOTNG OVV QNOL OXE0EWG Ol dKkpot TAVTwG {—eG 1549 2377} eiol te-
Tpdywvol, 8L fv aitiav épodpev- AN’ O uev €oxatog, ToLTéoTLY O LITOAOYOG €V Tdoalg
Taig ¢kBéoeot Taig Te kat dpOOTNTA EKKEILEVALS TATG TE KAT AVTIOTPOPTY, TETPAYWVOG
OV 0 aOTOG HEVEL, TOVTEOTLY DTTOAOYOG. 0loV €V NuLohiw oxéoel OpODG Exkeluévn {—pevol
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67} Roav 6 § ¢ 0, kal Tavtwg KTIOAOYOG v €V TovTOLG O § (ToDTOV Yap Pnotv Eéoxatov)-
AvTIoTpa@EVTEG {—0TpépovTeg 33} & foav oUTwg B ¢ §, kal éAw 6 6, &l kai VoTepog Té-
TakTaL, AAAA TAALY DTTOAOYOG €0TL TPOG TOV G- O &€ TPDTOG, Tyovv {fjtot 33} 6 péylotog
TpOAoYoG, el amd tovTov dpyotto dnAadn {dnlovott 33} 1 TG &G oxéoews mpdPa-
olg, DTOAOYOG YiveTal €v €keivn. olov éotw 1) pnbeioa NUIOALOG OXEOIG AVTETTPAUUEVT,
fiyovv {oiov 33} 0 ¢ &- €k TavTng yivetal dAAn oxéols O e ke. avepov oDV OTL €V pev
ékeivolg poAoyog fv 0 0 kai péylotog {-ov 1549 2377 Y.1.12 1411}, év §¢ tovToLg Kal
VONOYOG Kal ENAYLoTOG. TIAVTEG 8¢, PNOLy, ol dKpoL TETpAYwVOL: ETTL HEV Yap TOV THLO-
Aiwv, ToD d kai ¢kat 6 {0 6 ¢ 0 33}, 6 8 kai 6 6 TeTpdywvol {-0g 67} €mi 8¢ T@V EmTpitwy,
oD 0 kal 1 kai ¢ {0 (p 15 33}, 6 6 xal 6 {6 om. 1549 2377} 1, kai €mi TOV AAAWV OpOiwG:
Kal ToDTOo €ikOTwG: €8eixOn yap mapda T@ yewpétpn 6t v Tpeig dptOpol EAdxioTol wot
TOV TOV aOTOV AOYoV €XOVTWV avToiG, ol dkpol adT@V TeTpdywvol eiowv. £mel oV émi
TOV NuoAiov 6 §, 6 ¢ kai 6 0 {6 ¢ O 33} é\dxioTol elol TPdG AAARAOVG TOV TOV ADTOV
Aoyov €xovTwv adToig (000¢ Ydp 0TIV eVpelv PO adT@V NuLoAiovg Tpels €pe&nc), Sta
ToDTO oi dKpoL AVTOV TeTpAywVol giot. AAN’ Towg elmot Tig &v Tov 6 kal ¢ kai 0 {6 ¢ 6 33}
p eivat édaxiotoug év nuioliw Aoyw- o0d¢ ydp eiot mubuéveg T@V foAiwv- 0 P yap kai
0 y eiol muBpéveg Tod Nutoliov. pog & Aéyopev 6t o pev épelig Moo Eéoxatot kai
muBuéveg eiotv O P kai 6 {0 om. 33} vy, Tpeig 6¢ @eliig ENdtToveg ToD § kai ¢ kai B {8 ¢
0 33} ovk eioiv. oadTwG 8¢ Kai dvo pev EmTpitovg EAayioTovg €0TIv eVpelv TOV y Kal
Tov §, Tpeig 8¢ eNdooovag {éhayioTovg 67 : —tTovog 1549 2377} t@v 0 kal 1ff kai 1§ {0
1G 33} 008ap®G. Kal &Ml TOV AWV OOAVTWE: EIKOTWG 0DV OVTOL TOVG AKPOVG TETPAYW-
voug €xovotv.

C.3. Recension II1

Taran’s edition.

pv{. oi yap dxpot Tavtwg TeTpdywvol ebpednoovtal, wg émt puev TdVv foAiov tod 6
Kal Tod ¢ kai 10D 0, 6 § xai 6 0- émt 8¢ T@OV Emtpitwy ToD O Kal ToD (P Kat ToD 15, 6 O Kal
0 1G- Kal &Ml mavtwv TOV eld@V TeTpaywvol elotv ol dkpot, kai ToDTo eDAGYwWG, €meldn)
SédeikTat ypappk®dg ot €av Tpeig dptBpot EAdyioTol @ot pog dAARAoVG TOV avTOV
Aoyov €xovTeg, ol dkpot adTdOV TETpdywvol eioty. émel 0DV kal €l TOV fpoAivy O § kal
0 ¢ kai 6 0 éAdxioTol eiot, S TodTO Oi dkpol TeTpaywvol glotyv. AAN’ Towg eimot TG 6TL
“ovk elolv éNdyloTol, 000¢ yap mubuéveg eiot TV NUoAiwv- idov yap 6 y ToD P foAL-
0¢.” @apev 1L dvo pev dplbuol fnuioAot EAdxiotol ebpiokovtat, wg 6 B kal 6 y, Tpeig 8¢
OVKETL- OVK &V Yap DokATw ToD § kai Tod ¢ kal Tod O Tpeig fLoAiovg eVpnG. WOAVTWG
8¢ kal Ovo pev Emtpitovg evpiokelg, TOV y kal 1OV §- Tpeig 8¢ bokdtw Tod O Kai ToD 1
Kal ToD 1§ 0VK &v eVpoLg. Kal €Ml TEAVTWV TOV AAA WYV Opoiwg, DOTE elKOTWE TOVG AKPOLG
TETPAYWVOVG £XOVOLV.
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C.4. Recension IV

My own critical text. B and E are the sigla I have assigned to the two branches of the man-
uscript tradition, and coincide with extant manuscripts. It turns out that E is a recension
of B.*> Segments of text drawn from Ar. are in red; variant readings are in blue.

emi mdong T@v StalevxBelo®v fjtot émi aong {€mi mdong — €mi mdong] ante Tdv sp. 4 litt.
B : sp. 14-18 litt. fjtot E} Tiig 0p0Oig kol dvreotpappévng Afyews — StéCevytat yap i kat’
evBelav Kal Katd AvVTIOTPOPNY AQYIS — A’ NG TG 0pBTig Kal dvTeaTpappévng Afyews
AppoTtepal yevvavTal ai oxéoels. el pev kat evbeiav Aneoi, yevvarat 1} toAamAaotent-
HOPLOG OXEOLG- €l 8¢ AVTEOTPANUEVWSG, T) ETTLHEPNG. O PEV E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG, fTOL O &-
goxatog O¢ 0Tt 10TL, £l AvTIoTpEPelg Kal AaPng Tov O mpdTtov, Eoxatog kataAumavetal
0 8. &mi ToD NuLohiov, oiov &l einw ioov mpwtw B¢0Bat kai ékOrjow ToOV B, eita ioov MpwTE
Kal OevTépw Kal ékOnow Tov {Tov om. E} e, €éoxatog katekeipOn {-Ane- B} 6 6 tetpa-
YwVoG. 00TOG 00V O adTOG pével, Kal oD yivetat 6 § dpxn kai kopvPr ENATTOVOG TIVOG
4ptOBpod fj Tod EmiTpiTov fj TOD EMTETAPTOV, AAN O AVTOG péVeL Kai oV peTaPaivel Amd ToD
fHLoAiov eig Etepov EAatTova. 6 8¢ O TeTpdywvog bV Kal adTOG TPAOTOG 88 AVTECTPALLE-
vwg petaPaivel gig TOV EAdTTova (fTol TOV Emitpitov)- yiveTal yap Kopu@r Kal apxn Tod
grmutpitov 0 P 1g, 6 8¢ émitpirog EAattwy éotl {EAatTtov B} ToD fjpoliov: mav yap péyebog
el Svo peiCova téuvetar ta fpion: Tépveton 8¢ eig ENdttova, ei Stapedi eig Tpia pépn. kol
TAALY 6 0 €v 1@ émtpitw E0XaTog WV AVTECTPAUHEVWG OV peTaPaivel el ENaTTova dANG
HEvel 0 avToG. ‘O 8¢ 1§ TETPAYyWw VoG TPDTOG WV KAT AVTIOTPOPNY — €l Yap AVTIOTPEYELG
Kal einng loov mpwtw B¢oBat kai ékBnoelg TOV G, E0TIV O 1§ AVTECTPAUUEVWS TTPDTOG —
0 8¢ 0 €oxatog. 0 ovv g petaPaivel gig {kai B} Tov éNdtTova Tod €mitetdpTov Kai dpxn
yivetat adTtod. 1§ K ke. O §¢ Emtétaptog ENATTWY €0Tl TOD €mtpitov kad’ Ov TpoOMOV Kal
0 &miTpLTog ToD foAiov. 00ToG 8¢ 6 AdyoG Kal 1] HeTAPaoLg TOD TPWTOL KAT AVTLOTPO-
@MV €ig TOV EAGTTOVA Tl HOVWYV TOV Empopiwv o@lel. mavteg 6¢ oi {oi om. B} dkpot. §
G 0 kai 0 8 kai 6 0 tetpaywvor B 1 16 kal 6 0 kai 0 1 TeTpaywvoL- O t ke kai 0 § Kal O
KE TETPAYWVOL, KAl ATADG TAVTEG ol dkpol TeTpdywvol- §&detkTal yap év yewUeTpia OTL
otav Tpeig apBpot tonv dvaloyiav Exwot mpdg dAARAovg {dAAnAa B} (oiov & ¢ 6- 6v yap
Aoyov €xel O ¢ Tpog TOV O, TodTOV EXeL O O mPOG TOV §), TOLTWV Ol dKpot elol TETPAywWVOL.

C.5.1 The Adjunct to the text of the Introductio arithmetica in some manuscripts

Same conventions as for Ar. 1.23.15 above.

A

Ambros. B 77 sup., f. 58r; Ambros. G 62 sup., f. 43r-v; Bucur., BAR gr. 620, pp. 224-225; Gott.
philol. 66, f. 141r in Rec. I, f. 141r-v (m. rec. keipevov); Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30, f. 43r; Laur. Plut.

32 These statements are proved in Acerbi, “La tradition” (cit. n. 27).
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28.35, f. 31v; Laur. Plut. 58.29, f. 153r; Marc. gr. Z. 317, f. 23v; Marc. gr. Z. 316, f. 61r-v; Marc.
gr. 7. 318, f. 21r; Marc. gr. Z. 319, f. 39r; Marc. gr. Z. 320, f. 52v; Marc. gr. Z. 330, f. 302r; Marc.
gr. Z. 333, f. 61v; Marc. gr. Z. 514, f. 24v; Marc. gr. Z. 595, f. 32v; Monac. gr. 482, f. 133r; Mutin.
a.U.9.7, f. 38v (marg.); Neapol. II1.C.6, f. 32r; Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71, f. 278v; Oxon. Bodl.
Laud. gr. 44, p. 90; Par. Coislin 174, f. 102v (marg. Rec. I); Par. gr. 2373, {. 17r; Par. gr. 2376, f.
78v; Par. gr. 2762, f. 41r-v; Par. gr. 2480, pp. 343-345, 346 (in Rec. I); Par. gr. 2531, f. 80v (marg.);
Par. suppl. gr. 450, f. 35r; Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C, f. 55r marg. Rec. I; Scorial. £.11.15, f. 171v;
Scorial. X.1.9, f. 47rv; Vat. gr. 1026, ff. 63v—-65r (m. rec.); Vat. gr. 1040, f. 20v; Vat. gr. 1051, f. 20v
(m. rec.); Vat. Ottob. gr. 310, f. 142r; Vindob. phil. gr. 62, f. 24r

Tl TaAo@V PEVTOL TOV EkKelLEVWY EkBEcewV TAVTWG of dKkpol TETpdywvol gloty, ot O¢ ué-
0O0L €K TV TAEVPOV ADTOV €T ANAA QLG YEVOHEVWY, Kal O PHEV TPDTOG TG ATTOYEVVWONG
elg TOV éNatTova TAG yvopévng petafaivel, v dppotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioalg 6 €oxa-
TG Kal pei(wv TeTpaywvog O avtog 0TLy.

Ambros. B 77 sup. yevopévng | yevvn6- | Ambros. G 62 sup.: marg. péxpt TovTov €0pioKeTAL TO
np@dToV PLPAiov 10 § &ANo meptrtodVv | nadAiAwg | om. 6 (ult.) | Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30: om. 6
avtog | Laur. Plut. 28.35: pév 10i¢ | énaAMjlwg | om. 6 (ult.) | Marc. gr. Z. 316 & Scorial. X.1.9:
yevvopuévng petapaivel | Marc. gr. Z. 317: om. ékkelpévov | Marc. gr. Z. 318: om. 6 adtog | Mare.
gr. Z. 319: Aeyopévwv | Marc. gr. Z. 320: aAMAag | kai {6 s.l. m. rec.} peifwv | ex 6 avtog fecit
woavtwg m. rec. | Marc. gr. Z. 333: dnoyevvopévng petafaivel | Monac. gr. 482: émaAAnAwg]
yp- € AR aug marg. m. rec. | om. 6 (ult.) | Mutin. a.U.9.7: GAAAA(comp. legi nequit) | dpgo-
t¢p(comp. legi nequit) | Neapol. IIL.C.6: om. ¢ottv | Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71: pév thyv | —yev-
ubique | om. 6 (ult.) | Oxon. Bodl. Laud. gr. 44: ¢maA\nAwg | om. 6 (ult.) | Par. gr. 2376: om. O
avtog | Par. gr. 2762: adtod | Par. gr. 2531: aAMAwG | dpgotépoig | Par. suppl. gr. 450: émaAAnAwg
| om. 6 (ult.) | Scorial. £.I1.15: puév thv | Aeyopévwv | —yev— ubique | yevopévng | om. 6 (ult.) |
Vat. gr. 1026: om. 6 (ult.) | Vindob. phil. gr. 62: dAAAag

B

Ambros. I 8 sup., f. 34r; [Athens, EBE 1115, p. 59]; Bonon BU 2263, f. 16v; Hamburg, S-UB,
philol. 88, f. 24r; Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c, f. 87v; Leiden, BRU, Periz. Q° 39, f. 23v; Mutin.
a.W.3.1, f. 18r; Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20, f. 171; Par. gr. 2372, ff. 25v-26r; Par. gr. 2479, f. 92v
(m. rec. keipevov); Par. gr. 2483, p. 153; Scorial. PI1.3, . 436r; Vat. gr. 195, £. 43r; Vat. gr. 256, {.
316v; Vat. gr. 2387, f. 48v

Tl TAO@V PEVTOL TOV EKkKelLEVwY EkBEoewv TTAvTeG ot dkpol TeTpdywvol eloy, ol O¢ pé-
0O0L €K TOV TAEVPDV aOTAV €T AAANAALG YEVOUEV@Y, Kal O UEV TPDTOG THG ATTOYEVVWOT|G
elg TOV éAdTTOova TG ylvouévng petaPaivel, v dugotépalg 8¢ taig yevvnOeioaig 6 €oxa-
T0G Kai Hel{wV TETPAYwWwVOG O avTOG EOTLY.
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Athens, EBE 1115: deficit usque ad petafaivet | dupotépeg (male legit comp. Vat. gr. 256) |
Leiden, BRU, Periz. Q° 39: om. év | Par. gr. 2372: dnoyevvwoelg | Par. gr. 2479: om. tig (pr.) |
Scorial. PIL.3: &ntd yevvéong | yevopénvg

Vat. gr. 196, . 15r

Tl TAo@V PEVTOL TOV EKKelPEVY {om. €kOEoewv] MavTwg ot dkpol TeTpdywvol giowy, ol
0¢ péool €k T@V TAELPDOV ADTOV €T AAANAALG YEVOUEVWY, KAl O HEV TIPOTOG TOD Ao Ye-
Vwoewg elg TOV EAdtTova TG yivouévng petaBaivel, €v dpgotépalg 8¢ taig yevvndeioalg
0 €oxatog Kai peilwv TeETpaywvog O adTOG 0TLY.

ex ékkepévov fecit ékBéoewv m. rec.

D

Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 89, p. 368 (marg.); Par. gr. 2374, f. 21v; Scorial. Y.III.12, f. 21r; Vat. gr.
198, f. 19r (marg. keyed to the first word of Ar. 1.23.15)

¢ml Tao@V {om. PEVTOL} TAV EKKEWPEVWY OYECEWV TIAVTWG HEV Ol dkpol TETpdywvol &i-
oy, oi 6¢ HEooL €K TOV TAEVPDV AVTOV € AANAAQLG UNKLVOELTDY, Kal O HEV TTPOTOG THG
dmoyevvwong eig TOvV éNdTTova TiG Yvopévng petafaivel, €v dpeotépalg 8¢ Talg yevvn-
Beioaig 6 Eoxatog kal O peilwv TeETPAywvog 6 avTOG E0TLV.

Par. gr. 2374: ¢kBéoewv | mévteg | Scorial. Y.IIL12: [[¢An¢Onoav]] ante ¢ dAARAaug | des. unkuvopévwv

E

Berol. Phillipps 1549, f. 84v; Bucur., BAR gr. 520, p. 118; Erlangen, UL A8, ff. 38v-39r; Cizensis 67,
f. 51v; Monac. gr. 76, f. 248r; Oxon. Lincoln gr. 33, f. 110r; Par. gr. 2377, . 84v; Vat. gr. 1411, f. 76v

ML TAO@V PEVTOL TOV EKKEILEVWY BEoewV TAVTWS ol dkpol TeTpdywvol eioty, ol 8¢ péoot
gK TOV MAEVP@V aOTOV € AAANAAG YIVOLEVWY, Kal O PEV TPDTOG TG AOYEVVWOTG £ig
TOV EAATToVa TRG YIVOpEVNG peTaPaivet, v apgpotépalg 8¢ Talg yevvnbeioalg 6 €éoxatog
Kai Hel{wv TETPAYWwVOG WoaUTWG £0TLY.

Bucur., BAR gr. 520: yevvnOnoa | Cizensis 67: ¢é\dxiotov | Erlangen, UL A.8: yevopévng | Par.
gr. 2377: yevouévng
F

Ambros. P 121 sup., f. 130v; Guelf. 36 Gud. gr., f. 17v; Leiden, BRU, BPG 74G, f. 25r; Marc. gr. Z.
309, f. 193v; Marc. gr. Z. 592, £. 37r; Neapol. [I1.C.1, f. 20v; Norimb. Cent. V app. 36, . 18v; Par.
Coislin 174, f. 58v; Par. gr. 2107, f. 85r; Par. gr. 2450, f. 111v; Vat. Barb. gr. 273, f. 122v; Vindob.
phil. gr. 220, f. 62r
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Tl TaAo@V PEVTOL TOV EKKelLEVWY EkBEcewV TAVTWG Ol dKpol TETpdywVol gloty, ot O¢ é-
00L €K TV TAEVPOV adTOV €T AAANAAG YEVOUEVWY, Kal O HEV TTIPOTOG TG ATTOYEVVWOTG
elg TOV éNdTTova ThG yvopévng petafaivel, v dppotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioalg 6 €oxa-
TOG Kai peifwv TeTpdywvol @oavtwg eiotv.

Ambros. P 121 sup.: kai 6 peilwv | tetpdywvog oadtwg {6 adtog sl m. rec.} éotiv | Leiden, BRU,
BPG 74G: tetpdywvog woadtwg éotiv | Marc. gr. Z. 592: 1@v nap’ avtdv | Neapol. IIL.C.1: —yev-
ubique | kai [[00]] peilwv | tetpdywvog woadtwe éotiv | Norimb. Cent. V app. 36: om. mavtwg |
kal O pellwv | Par. Coislin 174: om. kai (sec.) | tetpdywvog woadtwg éotiv | Par. gr. 2107: A (ev)
p(@v) | totum locum fenestrat | Par. gr. 2450: tetpaywvog woadtwg oti | Vat. Barb. gr. 273: te-

Tpdywvog woavtwg éoti | Vindob. phil. gr. 220: kai 00 peilwv | tetpaywvog doavtwg otiv

Glosses to the Adjunct

Guelf. 36 Gud. gr.

{marg. uéxpt TovTov edpioketal TO TPO@TOV PLPAiov TO § GANO TEpITTOV} €L TACDV LEVTOL TV
ékkelneévwv ékBéoewv TavTwg ot dkpol TeTpdywvol eloty, ol 8¢ péoot ék TV mA(ev)p(@v)
{marg. mAevp@v} adT®V €M’ AAAAAOG {s.l. —wV} yevopévwy, kal 6 pev mpdTOG TG Amoyev-
Vwong elg Tov éNdtTova TAG ytvopévng petaPaivel, £v dpgpotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioalg o
£€oxatog Kal peiwv TeTpaywvol {s.l. -¢} woavtwg eioiv {marg. adTOG €0Tiv}.

C.5.2 The scholium to the Adjunct in Recension II manuscripts

Berol. Phillipps 1549, f. 88r-v; Cizensis 67, f. 36r; Monac. gr. 76, f. 160r-v; Oxon. Lincoln gr. 33,
f. 110v; Par. gr. 2377, . 88r-v; Vat. gr. 1411, f. 60r

<p>vO {om. 76}. <mavtwg ol dkpoL> TOLG PEV EKPOLG TACDV TAV TOLOVTWV OXECEWV
TETpAyWVOLG {—0¢ sed —ovg s.l. 1549} Epnoev eival, kai nueig eimopev deikvuabat TodTO
avaykaiwg Kal Tapd IO YEWUETPT). TOVG O& HETOVG oLV €K TOV TAEVPDV TOV AKPWV Te-
Tpaywvwy yiveaOat, tovtéott mtoANamAaotalopévng {ohv- 33} tiig {Tfig om. 1549 2377}
ToD €vOG TAEVPAG €L TNV TOD £Tépov. delkvual yap Kal Ttepl TovTov 6 {0 om. 76} yewé-
TpnG 8Tt SV0 petadd teTpaywvwy dpBudv {&. t. 33} eig dvdloyov {~o¢ 67} éumintel, kai
00TOG UTIO TOV MAEVPOV TOV TETpAYW VWY TTOAamAactalopévwy T dAARAag yivetat.

C.6. The scholia in Matrit. 4678, f. 25v; cf. Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c, f. 87v [a], Laur.
Conv. Soppr. 30, ff. 42v-43r [a], Marc. gr. Z. 309, f. 194r [ab], Oxon. Bodl. Holkham
71, . 278r [a], Par. gr. 2483, p. 149 [a], Scorial. P.I1.3, f. 432r-v [a], Vat. gr. 1026, ff.
63v-64r [ab]

a. €9’ v ¢§€0eTo oxéoewv €v Toig odeiypaoty, £av Tafwpev TPOTOV TNV oAy, gita
TV énitprtov kai €&RG TOV Emtétaptoy, evproopev {—oatp— 30} 6Tt O pev TG fHoAiag
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TMPOTOG TETPAYWVOG £’ £aVTOD pEVEL O O¢ E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG HeTaPaivwy el TOV Emi-
TpLToV EAATTOVA VT TOD fULOAIOL TIPOTOG AdTOD yiveTal Kal TaA adTOG UEV O TPDTOG
ToD £miTpiTov OV peTépeTaL €iG TOV émTéTapToV, {usque huc legi nequit 71} 6 6¢ €oxa-
T0G TOD EmTpiTOL HETEPXOUEVOG TTPDTOG YiveTal TOD émiteTdpTov EAdTTOVOG {—0V 4678}
dvtog To émtpitov.

Kharkow, UL, 269-p: lemma éni nao@v 8¢ t@v StalevxBeiodv | Par. gr. 2483: lemma £mi ma-
o®v 8¢ t@v SalevxBelodv | marg. onueiwoov &t Eévov | marg. ovk ot Tod PLhomovVoL m.
rec. | Kharkow, UL, 269-p & Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30 & Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71 & Par. gr. 2483
& Scorial. PIL.3: uioAiog masc. ubique | om. tnv (sec.) | ¢’ éavtov (éavtod 30) | éAdtTw | om.

netepyopevog | Marc. gr. Z. 309: éNdttw | om. 6 p@Ttog | Vat. gr. 1026: om. 6 (ter.)

b. <navtwg 6¢ ol dkpot TETPAYWVOL> OV TTAVTEG TOV EXOVTWYV OOIWG TAG OXEOELS, AAAG
TOV ékkelpévov évradba. 10 pévrol “tovg mpwtovg pn petapaivery Tovg 8¢ Eoydtovg
petaBaivery eig Tovg EAdTTOVAG” Kol €Ml TOV Hi} EXOVTWY TOVG <EKPOVG> TETPAYWVOLG
ovpPaivel. £€eBéueba cagpnveiag xapty Drodeiypata mt StaypappdTwy Kal TOV EXOVTwY
TOUG KPOLG TETPAYWVOUG KAl TV [T EXOVTWYV. 0loV TOV [EV EXOVTV TadTa: *** T@v 8¢
U1 €XOVTwWV TdAy Tadta: 0, 1B, . m), k8, AP. AB, [vI{u}, v. <v>, [oB]{E}, of.

Marc. gr. Z. 309: navtov giol Tdv | éktiBéueda 8¢ | £t Staypappatwy | 1ade 8 ¢ 6, 0 1f 15, *1¢* k
ke | A\B v, vEopf| Vat. gr. 1026: mavtwv 8¢ T@v | ¢EeTieBepeda | Tade dein des.

Glosses to the Adjunct

Marec. gr. Z. 309, f. 193r

¢ni maocwv 6¢ t@v SalevyBeto@v {s.l. fiyovv Tig povadog kal dvadoct kai d¢’ A
Appotepat, 6 pev Eoxatog TETpAywvog {s.l. 6 8} 0 avTog pével, 6 8¢ Mp@TOG {s.l. TeTpa-
YWVOG TIPOTOG 1) HoVAc) eig OV éAattova {s.l. Tov 0 10Tt T0D ¢ 0bTOG O O HELOAIOG}
petapaivel, TavTwg 8¢ ol dkpoL TETPAYwWVOL.

Vat. gr. 1026, . 63v
¢mi mao®@v 8¢ T@v StalevxBetodv {s.l. v povdda kai Svdda kai TpLada kai teTpada Tag
gk TOV Y povadwv yevvnoeio[ag ... ] Tfig avTiotpo@iic adtdv [...]} kal &g’ G dueodtepar,
0 pev Eoxatog TeTpaywvog {s.l. oiov 6 8} 0 avTog pévet, 6 8¢ MPWTOG €ig TOV EAdTTOVa
{s.L. Tov 6- obTtOG Yap NELOALOG, 6 8’ MoAlog Aoyog elattwv} petaBaivel, mavtwg 8¢ ol
AKpoL TETPAYWVOL.

C.7. Glosses and scholia in Monac. gr. 482, f. 132v-133r, and Laur. Plut. 28.35, f.
31r-v [only the glosses]

Signs anchor the scholia on the underlined syntagms. The quotation of Ar. 1.23.15 is in
red. Cf. Texts C.8a and C.9a for the readings in blue.
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Ar.1.23.15

¢mi mao®v ¢ TV StalevyBelo@v {s.l. dvaloyi@v} kai ag’ fig {s.l. dvaloyiag} dpgotepa,
O pev Eoxatog {s.l. 6 éAattwv fyovv oi dvo dkpot} TETPAYWVOG 6 avTOG PéEVEL, O O TPDTOG
{s.L. ffyovv peilov} eig tov éNdttova petafaivel, mavtwg {s.l. fyovv ¢€ dvdaykng} 6¢ oi
dxpot tetpdywvot {s.]. signum quadratum}.

a. StalevyBeioag Aéyet v povada kai Svada kai TeTpdda TAG €k TOV TPLOV povadwy
yevvnOeioag katda 10 mpdotaypa T0 Aéyov “mpdTtov mpwtw ioov moinoov’, kai maA Tag
yevvnOeioag am’ adt@v Tig Te povadog kal TpLddog {lege dvadoc) kal TeTPAdOG, AITIVEG
elot pia, TPElG, 0, kal Tag €k TG AVTIOTPOPRG adTOV TOV §, B, a, aiTivég €iot §, ¢, 0. émi
Tao@V 00V ToUTWV TOV StaledEewv kai 4@’ g TpwTng StaledEews, TOVTETTL TOV TPLOV
HOVASwY, O pev Eoxatog TeTpaywvog (olov 6 §) 6 avTog pével, O 8¢ TpdTOG (fiToL 1) HOVAG:
Kal yap adtn mavrta duvapet) eig tov EAdttova petaPaivel, ftol oV - 6 yap 6 foALog,
0 8¢ Moo Aoyog EAattwy Tod Sumhaciov, WoTep Kal O EMTPLTog ToD EAATTOVOG,.

b. £8eixOn mapd 1@ yewpétpn 611 Eav Tpeig dplOpol EAdyloTol WOt TPOG AAANAOVG TOV
avTOV AOYOV €XOVTEG, Ol dKpOL AVTOV TETPAYWVOL €ioL.

Adjunct

Tl TAo@V HEVTOL TOV EKKELHEVWY EKOEoEWV TTAVTWG ol dkpol TeTpdywvol gioty, ol &¢
HEOOL €K TOV TTAELPDV ADTOV {s.]l. T@V TeTpaywvwv} €’ AR WG Yevopévmy, Kal O pHev
np®dTog {s.L. peilwv dpoc} TG dmoyevvwong {s.l. é&kBéoewg} eig TOV ENatTova TG yivope-
vng petaPaivet, év dupotépalg 8¢ taig yevvneioalg 6 Eoxatog {s.l. éAattwv} kal peifwv
TETPAYWVOG AVTOG £0°TLV.

C.8. Four scholia in Ambros. G 62 sup., f. 65v-66v [abcd], Marc. gr. Z. 309, ff.
193v-194r [ab], Marc. gr. Z. 316, {. 61r-v [c], Marc. gr. Z. 318, ff. 20v-21r [abc], Marc.
gr. Z. 319, ff. 39r-40r [bc], Marc. gr. Z. 333, {. 61r [a{part.}c], Mutin. a.T.8.14, . 27v
[m. rec.; a{part.}c], Scorial. X.1.9, ff. 46v-47r [c]

In items a. and d., the quotation of Ar. 1.23.15 is in red. Cf. Texts C.7a and C.9a for the
first reading in blue in item a. In item d., integrations in lacuna, some of which exem-
pli gratia, are enclosed in braces. Because of its length, I have introduced paragraphs in
item d.

a. tit. {tod} ptAoo0@ov’E@eciov ox0AL0V gig TO pnTOV TO *** 62 : T0D @Lhocogov Egeciov
oxOAlov 318

StalevyOeioag Aéyet T povada kai Svada kai TeTpada TAG €k TOV TPLOV HOVASWYV YeV-
vnBeioag katd tO MpooTAyUa TO Aéyov “MpdTOV TMPWTw {00V ToiNooV’, Kal TAALY TAG
yevvnOeioag & avtig TG Lovadog katl duadog kal TeTpddog, aitivég eiotv ay 0, kai Tag
¢€ Avaotpo @il avtdv TG 8 B a, aitivég eiot § ¢ O {kai tag — 6 ¢ 0 om. 62 318}. émtl tac@v
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ovV TovTwV TOV Staleviewy kal ag’ g Tpwtng dtaledfews, TOLVTEOTL TV TPLOV HOVA-
Swv, 0 pev éoyatog TeTpdywvog (oiov 6 §) 6 avTog pévet, 6 8¢ TP@TOG (fjTot 1} HoVAG: Kol
yap avtn mavta duvapet) eig Tov EAdttova petafaivel, fjtot tov 6 6 yap 0 uiokog, 6 &
MHLOAL0G AOY0g EAaTTwV ToD Stmhaciov, domep kal 6 {0 om. 318} émitpirog ToD fLLoAiov.

Marc. gr. Z. 309: om. tit. | mowfjoat | &1 adT@OV TiG TE povadog |

b. tit. eig T0 adTO KpeitTwV €EMYNOLG 309 : £ig TO adTO TOD Avppayiov 318 : aydAov ToD
Avppayiov 319

Epnoev avotépw OtL Anednoovtal {-oetat 309 319} Nuiv “dnavta ta TG AVIoOTNTOG
€idn” €k TVOV TPOOTAYHATWY. EMAYEL TOIVLY TTapakolovOnud Tt {-pata 309} T@v Sa-
Cevyvupévov Kai amoyevvwpévwv vmod {anod 309 319} tivog oxéoews 0pBg {wg 0pbig
319} keévng fj AvTIoTPOPWG, Kai enoty 6t “émi macwv Td@v StalevxBelowv kai &g’ fiG”
oxéoewg dnetehéoOnoav ai StalevyBeioat 6 pev Eoxatog aptOpOg TOV AMOYeVVWUEVWY
¢k TG Mp@TNG {ékeivng add. 309 319} oxéoewg TeTpAywvog Kal {Te Kkal 6 319} avtog
evpednoetal, 0 8¢ mpdTOG AptBpoG A’ 11 {oxéoewg add. 309} ai StalevyOeioatl ENdTTwWY
evpioketat év i} €§ adTiig {-00 309} dalevyOeion. kal mpokeioBw HUIV oxéolg Epnut-
ovg {1 dumhaotepnpiovg 309 : fuohiog m. rec. 318 : 1) NuioAtog 319} 0 ¢ 8. moincov odv
TPOTOV MPWTW {00V, SeVTEPOV MPWTW 00V Kal SevTépw dpa {mpwTw dpa kal devTépw
309 : mpwTw dpa kal devtépw loov 319}, kal Tpitov MPpwTw dpa kat Suol devTépolg {dpa
add. 319} kal tpitw {kai tpitw kai 8ig T@ Sevtépw 309} yivovtat odv O te ke. dvtioTpeyov
{otpéyov 319} odv {odv om. 309} adbig THv Mpw TNV €keivny oxéotv {£. T. 1. 0. 309} kai
yeviioovtat TéAtv § L ke. dpa 0OV 6Tt TV pev {pev om. 319} SalevyBetodv kai dmoyev-
vnOelo®v {-€ig 309} anod TG MpWTNG ékeivng oXEoewg ol dkpol kal Eoyatol TETpAywvol
T¢ eiot kal ol {T¢ elot kai oi om. 309} avToi, 6 8¢ MpdTOG &ptBuOG {dptBrog om. 309} TG
dmoyevvwong eig Tov éAdooova {EAdtTw 309} petaPaivet, kdv Te €€ evBeiag kv Te AvTL-
0TpOPWG dmoyevvnon {-ng 62 318 : yevv— 319}, olov 6 0 ¢ § yevvioag tov 0 oV L€ kai
TOV K€ ENATTWV £€0TlY a0T@V {a. €. 319}. opoiwg 8¢ {8¢ om. 309} k&v AvTioTpaPEin, EAdo-
owv evpednoetat kai {kai om. 309} 6 TP@TOG AVTOV- £l Yap Orjoopev & ¢ O kal mouoopev
KATA T& ipooTdypata, evpednoetal kai avdig 6 TpdTOG TAG AmMoyevvwong {Tdv drmoyev-
VOVTOV 319} EAATTWV TOV ATTOYEVVOUEVWY.

c. tit. ei¢ 10 avto ¢§fynoig Evotpatiov tod Nikaiag 62 : Ebotpatiov tod Nukaiog 316 X.1.9
: €lg 70 avT0 Evotpatiov Tod Nikaiag é§nynotg 318 : €i¢ 10 adtod tod Nikaiag Evotpatiov
319

4@’ NG dpgotepat Aéyorto &v 1y €€ Eautiig {adTig 316 : abt@vy 319} €xovoa dbo dmotelov-
Hévag T® 0pO DG Te keloOau kat {t® add. 316 319 X.1.9} &vaotpépe-
o0at, SteCevypévar 8¢ ai yevvaopevat €€ adtic: olov 1) a f § dumhacia odoa oxéoig kai €k
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TPWTNG yeyovuia Tig {Tfl¢ om. 316 319 X.1.9} icdtnTog, 0pOdG Uev kelwévn Ty a {T@v
np@Tov 319} y O tpimhaciova {-oiav 316 319 X.1.9} oxéotv anekvnoev dvaotpageioa d¢
v 8 ¢ 0 ohiav. ékeivn pév odv &@’ g aueotepat, adtat 8¢ {8¢ om. 319} ai StalevyOei-
oat “SralevyBeioar” 8¢ {ovoua lac. 62}(ovtat wg {£§ add. 316 319 X.1.9} évavtiwv yvo-

neval Oéoewv- évavtiov yap 6p001NG TE Kal dvtioTpo@n {dva- 316 319
X.1.9}, kal Tt évavtia Siéotnke Kkai StéCevktal- dpkel yap
TOOOUTOV €T T® TTAPOVTL . ovpPaivet ovv

T {Tig X.1.9} 4@’ G dppotepar {-tepa 319}, omotav {-te 319} yevvwoa Ane{01, tov lac.
62} pév €oxatov dpov v Td® adt® Aoyw tnpovuevov {tup— X.1.9} Exerv, TOV 8¢ MpOTOV
elg TOV peT’ avTOV droPaivovTa, €ite O EAATTWV TIPDOTOG E0TLY 0pODG KelEVNG AT, €iTe
0 peilwv mpdTOg TOV Spwv 6 § ENATTWV E0XATOG AVAOTPEPOUEVNG THG OXETEWG. TO 8¢
avTo ToDTO Kal {kal om. 316 319 X.1.9} taig SteCevypévaig ovpPaivel, ONOTAV OG YEVVQD-
oat AngOeiev étépag {—aig 319}, “eig OV éAatTtova” odv @not “petaaivety TOV TpOTOV
6pov” 1oV DotepoyevéaTtepov Opov {Adyov 316 319 X.1.9} dvopdlwv “éAdtTova’, oiov
TOV NULOALOV TOV TPIMAGGLOV- 0DTOL Ydp VoTepoyevéaTepol ToD Sumhaciov dmedeixOn-
oav. iowg 8¢ {8 &v 316 319 X.1.9} Praiwg do&et {-1 316 319 X.1.9}
“ENattov” kaheloBal TO Dotepov, kaitot “peilwv” &v pdAlov dikaiwg ovopacdnoetat {o.
0.316 319 X.1.9} 6 tpimAdotog 10D dimAaciov. AL okOTEL TOG AEYOpEV- O TPDTOG TWV
Spwv Tf) DOTEPOYEVETTEPQ OlKELOVUEVOG OXETEL DTTOAOYOG €V aTH

yivetal, €0 0 peilwv €0’ 0 é\aTTwV £in. 1§ o0V €k Tpo-
Aoyov {-Anwvewg 319} hdAoyog yivetat, i O peilwv év Tij TpoTépa €in kai olTwg &ig TO
ENatTov petaPéPnkey, fj kai 6 ENATTWV TAG TPOTEPAG DTIAPXWV OXETEWG DTTOAOYOG HEV
Kal év ékeivn {-w : —o1g X.1.9} éoti, peiovog 6¢ apBuod év Tij pet’ éxeivny
{~wv X.1.9} oxéoel yeyevvnpuévog DTIOA0Y0G, kai obTwg €xet {ioxet 316 319 X.1.9} 10 EXat-
Tov- 8 Te yap & {tétaptog X.1.9} — mpoAoyog v év Tf) dvreotpappévn dimhaoia {-® —w
~w 316 319 X.1.9}, dte Tod dvo vepéxwv Simhaciwy {lege dvo} {
: Oapywv Stmhdotwg 316 319 X.1.9} — év i} {1® 316 319 X.1.9} fjoAiw DTTOAOYOG yiveTal
VPNULOALOG TOD ¢ dmokabloTapevog, fj Te povag — BTIOAoyog ovoa VrodimAacia — VTo-
TpumAacia {-0¢ —06 316 X.1.9 : —t* —t* 319} év 1} {t® 316 319 X.1.9} pet” adtov yivetay,
®o0’ éxatépwBev ouvijktal TO EXatTov.

d. &ig 70 avT0 NikoAdov kpitod T0d AloLTATOV

elmwv 6 Nikopaxog “and tiig iod0TnTog MPWTNG oiov UNTPOG Tvog Kal Pilng yevvaobal
T molkiAa €idn TG dviootTnTog” Kal mapadols kavova TOVTOV TTONTIKOV TOV AéyovTa
“np@Ttov Mpwtw ooV moinoov, devTepov MPpWTW dpa Kal SevTépw, TPiTOV 00V TPWTW
kai Tpitw kal dvot devtépols’, €660eTo mapadetypatik®g Tpeig povadag, Kai Katd TOv
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napadoBévta kavova €degev ¢§ avt@v yevvaoBal mpwtov OV a f § Sumhaciova Ao-
yov- eita ék TovTov 0pOdG PEV Kepévov — domep Kal dve@in — OV a y 6 tpumhaciova,
aveoTpappévwg 8¢ Angbévtog (fyovv 6 B a) anoteleioBat Tov & ¢ O NHuoAoV, ovg Ao-
youg kai g oxéoelg OteCevypévoug Kael, katd TO ol SokoDV SLd TO ETEPOYEVEG: 1) UEV
yap TPAACtog OO TV MoAvmAaociav avdyetat 1) 8¢ HHOALOG €Ml THV EmPOpLOY, T 8¢
gtepoyevn StéCevktan mavta katl dnnAlotpiwvtat AAAAwY ékatépav {oxéowv} TobTwy
O T@v SteCevypévwv dpBovpévwg te Kai dvaotpepopévwg £8idade yiveabat yevvntiknyv
etépwv dieCevypévwy ox{éoewy, olov v uev} ay 0 tpimhaciav év pev 1@ o0pO®g keioBat
— domep Kai dve@in — eivat yevvnTikiy thig a § 1§ tetpanhaciag, {¢€v 8¢ 1@ dveotpapyé-
vwg} keloBal 6 y a dnmoyevvav v 0 (B 1 énitpirov oxéotv- Ty 8¢ § ¢ O foAiay &v pév
Tf] kat 0p{00v Oéoet droyevvav} v & t ke dimAaote@rpiovy €v 8¢ Tf} dveoTpappévn T
0 ¢ 6 dmotehelv TV {0 e ke Emdipepti fi} Emditpirov oxéouv.

TavTn ovv TR neBOdw xpnoduevog 6 Nikdpaxog eig mapdotaoty Tig mpox{wproewg
**1 i dviodtnTog Kai deiag mapaderypatikdg — émi TAG €V NoAiow Aoyw @ & ¢ 6 oxé-
oewg TQ yevvw{péve ano tod} dumhaciov tod § P a — ovviotacBat €k TadTNG &TO pev
ToD éAatTovog Opov Tod O — OTe Kal OpOdg {keltan} — TOV {0 t k}e dimhaotepripovy, €k
8¢ toD peilovog dpov tod O — Gte kai dvéotpantat — yevvdoDat tov 0 te ke Emdipepn i
gmdiTpiTov, T0 avTod 8¢ yiveobal kai émi Tfig v EmTpite Kol EMTETAPTW AOYyWw OXE0EWS,
gmdyet KaBoMK®G 6L €l Tao@v T@V StalevxBelo@v [Gte SnAovoTt kal adTat MG yevvd-
oat A\neBeiev tépag dpBovpeva marg. sup. m. rec.] (dte Snhovott kai adtatl wg yevvdoat
AneBeiev £tépag dpOovueval fj dvaotpepopeval) kal €l TG OXE0EWS EKeivnG A’ NG Op-
Odg 1} dveotpappévwg éxovong Tiktovrat adtat ai SteCevypévar, 6 pev éoxartog (tetpd)
ywvog (fiyovv 6 éAdoowv 8pog) 6 avTog Heével kal v Talg AmoyevvwIEvalg adTdV oyé-
oeotv (ffyovv éNaTTwV Kal DTTOAOYOG), TOTE 8¢ €v T® dpODG dnAovoTt keloBat EkaoTnV
aOTOV- év pévtol T@ dveatpdpOat TavTag 0 TP@TOG 6pog (fyouv O peilwv) eig TOV EAdT-
Tova petafaivel év Taig ¢§ adT@V Amoyevvopévalg oxéoeot, Kal avTi TPoAOYyoL yiveTtal
VTOAOYOG, KAV ApeTAPANTOG I} Kot 6 adTOG Kabo TeTpAywWVOG,.

olov £é0tw w¢ év mapadeiypatt i) Ano TAHG TPWTNG I0OTNTOG TOV TPLOV HOVASWV 1G
&mo untpog TIvog Kai pilng dnotehecbeioa a P 6 oxéotg Sumhaoia, katd TOV mapa{do}Oé-
vta apd Tod NiKopdyov kavova ToV AéyovTta “mpdTov mpwtw ooV moinoov, devtepov
TPWTW Kal devTépw Apa, kai Tpitov {oov MpwTw Kal TpiTw kai dvol devtépolg”. domep
ovV €mi TavTNG OpODG eV Kelpévng — oUTWG WG Ave@ldn — O E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG AVTHG
(fyovv 1 povag- avtn yap mavta duvapet) 6 adtodg pévet (fyovv EAacowv kal UtoAoyog
Kai €v Tf} €€ avTi¢ {dnotledeaBeion katd TpimAdciov Aoyov oxéoel Tij a y 0) dveotpap-
Hévwg 8¢ AngBeiong tig avtig Sumhaoiag, TovtéoTt 8 B a, 0 MP@TOG TALTNG (Fyouv O ei-
(wv) 6§, k&v 0 adTOG pHévn kabo TeTpdywvog, dAN aD eig TOV ENdocova petaPaivel dpov
Kai avTi TpoAdyov yivetar btoAoyog €v T1) €€ avTig drotexBeion nuiolivw oxéoet T 8 ¢ 6.
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TOV a0 TOV O TpOTIOV Kai €@ ékatépav TV StalevyBelo®v, dtav kai adtat SnlovoTtt
AM@Odo ETépwvy yevvnTikai €v Tfj kat’ 0pOov 1 kat’ dvaotpoeny Béoet, TO adTod ovve-
vexOnoetat. oiov émi Tiig év TpumAaciw Aoyw oxéoews Tig a y 6, 0pBdg uev obtw Kepé-
VNG WG &vepin O £oxatog TETpAYywVoG avTi (flyouv 6 éAdoowv 6pog) 1) HOVAG O avTOG
Hével kal év TRy €€ avTiig dnotexBeion tetpamhacio Tf a § 1g, TOLTETTY EAATTWV TE Kal
VMOAOYOG: AvTIoTpOPwG 8¢ Angbeiong Tig adTig TpimAaciov oxéoews, TovtéoTt {0 y} a,
0 MPOTOG TAVTNG TETPAYWwVOG (fiyouv O peilwv 8pog) 0 O eig TOv éNdtTtova petaPaivel
6pov kai AvTi TPoAdYov yivetat UTOA0YOG €V T) €€ avTiig dnmotehovuévn Emtpitw oxéoel
T 0 B 1g. woadTwg Kal €mi TG £tépag T@V StalevyBetodv TAg & ¢ O NuoAiov oxéoewg
6 €oxatog teTpdywvog: avtiig Of Tig fuoAiov oxéoews (fyovv 6 ENdTTwV 6pog) 6 O 6
avTog pével (flyovv ATtV kai DTTOAoYoG) Kal &v Tfj ¢§ avTiig dmoteleabeion katd Ot-
nAaole@nioAtov Aoyov oxéoet Tf} 8 t ke (0pBDG SnAovoTt Kelpévng — oVTwG WG dvepon
— ano Tig €v dimhaciovt Aoyw dveoTpappévng oxéoews TG O P a), dveotpappévng O¢
An@Oeiong tiig adTAG foliov, TovTéoTt 6 ¢ §, 6 TPWTOG TAvTNG (fiyouv O peilwv Epog) O
0, el kai 6 avTOG pével kKaBo TeTpdywvog, AAN’ oDV gig TOV EAdTTova peTaPaivel Gpov kal
&vti mpohdyov yivetal boAoyog év Tij €§ avtig dnotexOeion émdiuepel (fiyovv Sioemt-
Tpitw) oxéoel ) O L€ Kke.

Ay katd Sevtépay, wg obTw @dvat, dmodiaipecty ¢kdotng TV delevypévy,
6tav OnAovott kai adtal AngO@aoy £tépwv yevvntai &v 1@ 0pB©g keioBat 1 dveotpa-
@Oat, T0 avTO ovuProetat. xapy 8¢ cagnveiag v okélog mpokeiocBw pia T@v dSnhwbet-
o®v SteCevypévov- €o0tw 8¢ TodTo Adyov Xdptv TG doemitpitov oxéoews. texOnoetal
00V 470 TavTNG 0pODOG LEV KeLEVNG AT TOD EAATTOVOG Opov 1) SimhactemditpLtog, dve-
otpappévng 6¢ €k tod peilovog 1) Tploeminepntog wg ék TAG 0 te ke i} 0 kS & 1j ke p &J.
Kal ¢m TOV AAA WV OoadTwg oxéoewy 1] adTH avioeTal Tpoodog, &V pev Tij kat opOov
oxéoel Tf] ye{vvnrikij Tod} éoxdtov TeTpaywvov (fyovv 1od EAdTTovog pov TavTng Tiig
Kat 0pOov oxéoews) Tod avTod pEVOVTOG (fiyovv EAdaTTovog {Kkai btoAdyov} puAatTo-
HEVOV) Kal €V Tf} €§ avTiG AmoyevvwUEVT OXEOEL, €V OE Tf] KAT AVAOTPOPNV OXEOEL Ti
{yevvntikij} o0 peifovog 6pov kai TpoAdyov TavTng TG AVESTPAUEVNG OXECEWG [ETA-
Baivovtog év T7] €§ adTig {dnoTexBeion eig TOV} EAdtTova Gpov Kai TTOAOYOV.

o0 AéAn0e &8¢ pe wg 6 dploToTeAkwTaTog Avppaxiov dAAwG {Epunvedel TO PNTOV,}
WG 0 goxatog kal tedevtaiog dpOuog T@v SteCevypévov ([fitot s.l] T@OV €k ThHG avTiig
Kal Ldg oxéoewg amo{yevvwpévwy) oxéoewv} ebpebnoetal, wg amd tica PSR ay 0 f
0 ¢ 6. AAA& TOOTOV TOV AOYOV G KEKOUWEVHEVOV [EV EMav®, el 8¢ onfuaivel v da-
volav} ToD Kelpévov, ouviSely ovk €xw- 1) yap dv, el kKatd ToDTOV TOV voiv ¢§eAn@on 1¢
Nikopdxw T0 PnToV, 0Ok &V einev “6 HEv £0XaTOG TETPAYWVOG O AVTOG UAVel, AN &vTi
ToD “pével” eimev [[tov]] “evpeBnoetar”
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Glosses in Marc. gr. Z. 318

Ar.1.23.15

¢ni mao@v {s.l. oxéoewv dnlovott Empep@v kai moAamhaotempopiwv} 8¢ T@v dalev-
xOewowv {s.l. Twv mpohexBeicdv oxéoewv} kai 4@’ 116 {s.l. oxéoews dnAovott Th¢ émpopi-
ov} apedtepat, O pev £0XaTog TETPAYwWwVOG 6 avToG pével, 6 8¢ mp@Tog {s.l. Aoyog} €ig TOV
é\dttova petafaivel, mavtwg 8¢ ol dkpot TeTpdywvoL.

Adjunct

¢l TAO@V PEVTOL TOV EKKelLEVWY EkBEcewV TAVTWG ol dKkpol TETpdywVol gloy, ot ¢ ué-
00l €K T@V TAEVPOV DTV £ AAANAALG YEVOUEV@Y, Kal O eV TpDTOG {s.l. TovTéoTIv O
YEVVOV abTOV Aatotod yeVVwpEVoy EAATTWV YiveTal TQ TOoQ® m. rec.} TG Amoyevvw-
ong &l Tov éAdtTova TG yvopévng petaPaivel, €v apgotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnbeioalg 6
goxartog kol peillwv teTpdywvog €0ty

C.9. Four scholia in Vat. gr. 256, f. 316r-v [abcd], Ambros. I 8 sup., ff. 33r-34r [abcd],
and Athens, EBE 1115, pp. 58-59 [abcd], Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20, ff. 16v-17r
[bd], Par. gr. 2479, f. 92r (m. rec.) [bd], Vat. gr. 186, f. 243r [a]

In Ambros. I 8 sup. and Vat. gr. 256, the scholia are anchored on the indicated words; in
Vat. gr. 186, the reference sign is located at the beginning of Ar. 1.23.15; anchoring and
reference signs in Athens, EBE 1115 are the same as those of Vat. gr. 256. The quotation
of Ar.1.23.15 is in red. Cf. Texts C.7a and C.8a for the reading in blue in Text a.

a.’Egeaiov gthooogov oxoAov

<mac®@v.> StalevxOeioag Aéyet v povdda kai Sudda kai TeTpdda TG €k TOV TPLOV HO-
vadwv yevvnbeioag katd tO MpdoTAyHa TO Aéyov “Tp@dTOV MPWTW ooV Toinoov’, kal
TaAy Tag yevvneioag an’ adt@v TG T povadog kal Suddog Kal TeTpddog, aiTivég €iot
uia, Tpeis, 0, kal TG €k TG AvTIoTPoPi aT@V TAG & P o, aiTivég eiot 6 ¢ 0. el mao®v
oVV ToVTWV TOV Staleviewy kal ag’ NG Tpwtng Staleviewd, TOVTETTL TOV TPLOV HoVAdwY,
0 pev éoxarog teTpdywvog (oiov 6 §) 6 adToG pével, O 8¢ TPp@TOG (fjTol 1) HoVAgG: Kal yap
abtn mavta duvdyet) eig Tov EAdTTova petapaivet, fTol TOV 0- 0 yap 0 foAlog, 6 8¢ nut-
OA0G Adyog éAdttwy Tod Suthaciov, domep kal O EMiTpiTog TOD foAiov.

Ambros. I 8 sup.: om tit. | -mep kai — fjpoliov legi nequit | Athens, EBE 1115: Sudda kai tptdda
| Vat. gr. 186: om tit. | #vvea | 6 p B | TovtéoTiv 6 § | €ig TOV ENdTTW peTaPaiver

b. <SalevyBeio@v.> SralevyOeioag Aéyet Tag a@’ {£¢’ 1115} 6TovODV TOV EMipopiwy Oxé-
oelg yevvnBeioag {-noag 1115}. olov ano 1 {tod 1115} nuoliov tod § {tod add. 1115}
G 0 0pBDG pev keévng éyéveto T@V TOANAmMAAGLETIHOpiwY O SIMAACLEPHULOVG O & L Ke,
avteoTpappéveg {-wv 1115 : comp. 256} 8¢ €yéveto T@v {def. 1115} émpepdv 6 émditpt-
706 0 0 L€ Ke. TO pev ovv “SralevyOeioal” eipntat ept TV §00 oXEoEWY TOV & TODSE TOD
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\ €y

émpopiov, oiov i TOxoL TOD foAiov yevopévwy. T0 8¢ “a@’ NG dpdTtepal” ept avTig TAG
{tiig om. 20 2479} émpopiov &g’ NG ai StalevyOeioat yeyovaot. enot odv &tt év {év om.
2479} apgotépaig Taig StalevyOeioaug ig €0t kal 0 avtog {0 add. 20 2479} Eoxatog {Te kal
add. 20 2479} tetpdywvog, @omep v T Stoemtpitw T1) O e ke kal Tf) Suthaotepnuioet T S t
Ke {1e 20 2479} €lg €0y 8pog €oxatog {£. 6. 20 2479} 0 ke- 6 8¢ TAG AMOYEVVNOAOTG TAVTAG
TAG OXE0ELG HUOAOG {TjtoAiov 20 2479} p@TOG TETPAywvog (fiyouy O peilwv avtig o O-
ToDTOV Ydp dvwtépw Tp@TOV £BNKeV O NiKOHaX0G), 00TOG Yoty {seq. peilwv @v hic hab.
20 2479} év 1@ Moliw T® J ¢ 6 peilwv OV frtwv yivetat €v @ doemtpitw T O e ke- €v
TaOTn Yop T oxéoet kai {kal om. 20 2479} 6 0 frtwv yivetat &v {6¢ add. 20 2479} Tf fu-
oMw peifwv OV {yivetar 20 2479}, kai émti TOV Aotm@v 0¢ oxéoewv e0PROELG TO AVANOYOV.

Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20 & Par. gr. 2479: dgotodv | yevvnOeicag oxéoels | dvteotpappévov
| @ & xai 0 2479 | add. in fine e Rec. I StalevxBeioan 8¢ eiol oxéoeig ai te kat 6pHoOV Emlevyvo-
Hevat kai ail katd dvaotpo@nv ovpnmiekopevat- Siéfevktat yap tod 6pBod T dveoTpapévov

C. <TeTpdywvoL> £8eix0n mapd T® yewpétpn Ot v Tpelg dplBpol EAdyLoTol DOt TPOG
AAAAAOVG TOV aOTOV AOYOV EXOVTEG, Ol AKPOL AVTOV TETPAYWVOL loLV.
Ambros I 8 sup.: a tineis voratus

To the Adjunct

d. <péooL> ol péool enot ToV Exkelpévwy EkBEoewy Ek TOV TAELPOY ADTOV TOV AKkpwV Yi-
vovtal €0 AAAAA AL Yevopévwy. oiov i TV foliwy ToD 8 ¢ 0 6 ¢ pécog dv ék TV TTAgv-
POV TOV dxpwv yivovtal, TouTéoTt ToD § kal Tod B- mAevpa yap oD & 1} dvdg, kai TAevpa
10D 0 1) TpLag, aitiveg & dAAARAaLg yrvopevat molodot TOV HEcov TV G- OiG Yap Y, 6. Kai €l
TOV AWV Opoiwg ebproelg TadTa. TAevpd ToD ke Ta €, ToD Tta Té 6 €k TV TAELP DOV TOV
Svo tod ma kai Tod ke (Aéyw ¢ ToD € kal {tod add. 1115} 6- Tadta yap ai mhevpai) yivetan 6
HEGOG O He TV TAeVP@V ETU AAAAA QLG YEVOHEVWY- TTEVTAKLG Yap O, pe. Tty TAevpd ToD ke
Ta €, ToD O¢ pog T 18- TeooaplokadEKATOV yap ToD pog Ta 1O Tecoaplokatdékatov yap 15,
POG. 1} TAEVPA 0DV TOD Ke (Td € Aéyw ON) Kai 1) TAevpd ToD po¢ (A€yw 81y Tt 18) ovveABovTta
TPOG AAANAa drrotehodot TOV 0- TEVTAKIG Yap Ta 1O yivovTal o.

Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20 & Par. gr. 2479: 100 §, T00 ¢ kai ToD 0, kai {kai om. 20} 6 ¢ | yivetat
| Tov g om. 20 | &0 dAARAaig | des. ebpnoeig {Tadta 20}

C.10. Isaak Argyros’ glosses and scholium in Norimb. Cent. V. App. 36, f. 18r

A sign anchors the scholium on the underlined word; the infralinear glosses are also
transcribed.

Ar.1.23.15
¢mi mao@v 8¢ v StalevyBeto@v {s.l. fyouv T@V &mod pdg Tvog oxéoews dnoyevvndet-
oV} kat 4@’ 1iG dupodtepat {s.l. fiyovv dvo}, 6 uev €oxarog {s.1. fiyovv 6 HmdAoyog Tiig
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Amoyevv@ong} TETpAYywvog 6 avTog {s.l. fiyovv doloyoc} pévet {s.l. fjyovv v i wd on-
Aovott}, 0 8¢ mpdTOoG {s.l. ffyovv 6 mpdAoyogc} eig TOV EAdtTova {s.l. ffyouv OV btoAoyov
TAG £Tépag}) petaPaivel, mavtwg ¢ ol dkpol TETpAywvoL.

StalevyBeioag gnot tag amo HdG TIvog oxéoewg amoyevvnBeioag éTépag p oxéoelg TV Te
Snhovott kat’ 6pBotnTa Kai TV kot AvTIoTpoPny, al kal SteCevyvuvtat TavTws AN -
Awv, OTLT uev kat 0pBoTNTa TOD AdTOD Yévoug €0l Tf) dmoyevvorn 1 8¢ kat &vTioTpo-
QNV £TEPOL YEVOUG. Kal gnoty 0Tt 6 pev €0Xatog TG Amoyevvong, fjtot 6 HTIOAOYOG,
TETPAYWVOG DV O adTOG SLlapével, TOVTETTLY DTTOAOYOG €0TL Kai év Tf) €€ avThg droyevvn-
Oeion kat’ 6pBoTNTA, 6 88 TIPDTOG, fHyoLV O TPOAOYOG, THG ATOYEVVDONG &ML TOV ENATTO-
va (fiyovv tov bdAoyov) TG Kat’ AvTioTpoPnv dnoyevvdong Stafdtvet. oiov émi vmo-
deiyparog €otw oxéotg dimhaoia 1j a B 6, kal yryvéoOw Sid TOV TPOOTAYUATWY KATA PEV
opfotnta étépa oxéolg tpimhacia i ay 0, katda 8¢ dvtiotpoenyv foAia 1) 8 ¢ 6. 6pa dti
Hovag LTTOAoYOG ovoa év Tf) StmAaocia VOAOYOG €0t kai &v Tij TpimAaciq kat dpBoTnTA
amoyevvnbeion, 6 8¢ & mpoAoyog v €v €keivy DTOAOYOG Yéyovev €v T fuoAiq- Kat’
AVTIOTPOPTV Yap. O Tt 8¢ oLy, WG ol dkpol TOV ToLVTWV OXECEWV TETPAYWVOL EloLY,
oVK &l Tao@V Qaivetat cupPaivov, AAN €t povwy T@V A’ {00TNTOG, TTIG £0TLY €V HoVA-
ow fj TETpaoty fj AANOLG TLOL TETPayWVOLG 0VoLy dptBoic: ai yap ano dvadwv i tptadwv
1} @ANov TIvOG pn) TeTpaywvov aptBpod ovk £XoVot TOVG AKPOLG TETPAYWVOVG. Ol0V E0TW
B B Br mavTwg Katd T& TpooTdypata yeviioovtat fj Te B 8 1), kai €k TavTng fj TE B ¢ 1 Kal
1 N P N, AN 00) EEovat TOVG dKpovg TETPAYDVOUG. aiTiov § 8Tt ai 4o povadwy eaxt-
otai €ioL TOV TOV adTOV AOYyoV £XOVTwV avTais, Kal dédelkTat T® oTolelwTH OTL €4V WOl
TpeiG aplOpol EAAXLOTOL TV TOV ADTOV AOYOV EXOVTWYV ADTOIG, Ol AKpOL TETPAYWVOL €loLV.

C.11. Theodoros/Demetrios Protocensor’s scholium

The distinctive differences between the two versions of the scholium are in red; note,
however, the variant reading shared by the family of Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C and
Version b. In Version b, the manuscripts marked in blue only contain Rec. I.

a

Bucur., BAR gr. 620, p. 224; Gott. philol. 66, f. 141r; Laur. Plut. 28.35, ff. 29v-30r; Monac. gr. 482,
f. 220r; Par. gr. 2480, pp. 345-346; Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C, f. 55r

oxOAov {oxd" 620 66 482 24C} Oe0dwPOoL TPWTOKEVOWPOG

goxatov évtadOa TeTpAywvov TOV adTOV HEVOovTa TOV DTOAoyov Aéyel {A&Y 66 2480 24C
: —w 28.35 482} avtog yap v maoalg Taig ox€oeaty DTTOAOYOG UéVeL, £v Te {oUTe 620 66
2480} 10 0pOf €xO¢oet kal TH} €€ AvTioTpoPTig, olov Xaptv cagnveiag év Tfj 0pOf ékOéoel
gyevvrOn ano t@v €€ dvtiotpoiic Sumhaciwv (fiyovy tod § kai Tod P kai Tod a) 6 Te § kai
0 ¢ kal 6 O NuOALoL. avTioTpeyov TovTOLG, Kai EécovTal O ¢ {kal add. 620 66 2480 24C} 4.
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100V €v taig dvoi Tavtalg ékBéoeot (T OpOT enut kai TR €€ AvTioTpo@Piig) 6 § DtOAOYOG
evploketat 6 8¢ B mpoOAoyog: NuUIOALOG Yap avTod Tod ¢ éoTwy. &v 8¢ Tfj yevvnOeion amo
TG €§ {£€ om. 620 66 2480} &vtioTpo@Piig NoAiov ékBéoewg 6 mpoloyog (fjyovv 6 0),
007G {06 0Ty 620 66 2480 24C}, wg {wg om. 28.35} eimoyey, fiOAL0G 0Tl {€0Tl om. 620
66 2480 24C} 10D g, bOAoyoG ebpiokeTal év EMmipepel oXEoeL {O)el 66} TOD Le. 0lOV Ti PNt
foav £k {&v 620 66 2480 24C} T1j €€ dvtioTpo@Rg Nuoliov ékbéoew {nuio* ékb/ 24C} O
G & €k TovTWV {—Tov 620 66 2480 : Tov" 24C} gyevvnOnoav O te ke. évtadBa 6 v €xeivolg
0 uoAiog v tod ¢ Kal peilwv wg TpoAoyog {-ot 620 66 : tpoloY 24C} gig v oD {TOD
om. 28.35} ¢oxatov td&Lv petaPaivel, kai yivetal HIOAOY0G DIemuepnG TOD L. Kai TOUTO
AKpLPDG OKOTOV &Ml TAo@V TV oxéoewv oUTwG ebproelg {evproelg om. 2480},

Par. gr. 2480: perperam add. in fine éml Taoc®v pévtol TOV ékkelévwy EkOEoewv TAvVTwG ot dkpot
TeTpaywvoi eioty, oi 8¢ Héool k TOV TAEVPOV ADTOV €M AAARAALG YEVOUEVWY, Kal O HEV TTPDTOG
TAG Amoyevvwong &ig TOV EAdtTova TAG YIvouEVnG petapaivet, v apgpotépalg 8¢ Talg yevvnOei-
oalg 6 €0xatog Kai peifwv TeETpaywvog 6 avtdg £0TLv

b
Ambros. 183 inf., f. 89r (m. rec.); Angel. gr. 1, . 33r; BNCE Fondo Naz. (olim Magliab.) I1.II1.37,
ff. 45v-46r; ; Monac. gr. 76, f. 158v; ; Mutin. a.U.9.7,

f. 38r; Par. Coislin 174, f. 102r-v; Par. gr. 2531, f. 79v; Vat. gr. 2262, f. 74r-v

oxoAov {oxo* 1 a.U.9.7 174 2531 : oxoMa 37 83} Anuntpiov mpwrtokévowpog {-cop— 83
: =vT10— 2531} {ei¢ T adtd solum 333 : tit. om. 76 a.T.8.14 2262}
goxatov évtadba TeTpdywvov TOV adTOV pévovta TOV DTOAOYOV Aéyel adTOG Yap €v
ndoalg Taig oxéoeowv [[Tov 37]] bmoAoyog {—-ov 2531 : —o dein ras. 37} pével, €v te T
0pOf ékOéoet kai T €€ dvTioTpoPiis {dva—- 76 174}, olov xdptv oagnveiag v i 0pbi
¢kBeoel £yevvnOn ano T@v ¢§ dvtiotpoeng Simhaciwv {tod ¢. &. Simhaciov 76} (fiyouvv
ToD § kai oD P kai Tod a) 6 Te {te om. 333 : T in ras. m. rec. a.T.8.14} S kal 6 ¢ kal 6 0
ool {-og 1 2262}. dvtiotpeyov TovTOVG {-01G 2531}, Kal Eécovtat O ¢ kal
{kal om. 76 174} 8. idoV év taig Svot Tavtalg ékBéoeot (1) OpOT enut kai Tfj €€ dvtiotpo-
¢Rg) O d bmohoyog evpiokeTal 6 8¢ O mporoyog {-
ov 2531} AuoALog yap adtod tod ¢ ¢oTiv. év 8¢ Tf) yevvnOeion ano TG ¢§ dvtiotpo@iig
fuohiov {ex —w 37} ékBéoewg 6 mpoAoyog (fjyovv
{fwg 2531} 6 0), 66 0Ty, WG lmMopeV, NULOALOG TOD G, DTTOAOYOG eVpioKeTAL €V ETIEPET
oxéoel ToD Le. olOV Ti enut foav év i {Tfj om. 76} ¢§ avtiotpo@ng Nuolivw ékBéoet O ¢
- éx TovTOV gyevvnonoav 0 e xe. évtadBa 6 &v €keivolg
0 nuoAtog dv Tod ¢ kai peilwv wg TPOAoyog eig TV Tod éoxdtov Ty petaPaivet, kai
yivetal bmoloyog memipepn)g ToD Le. kKai TODTO AKpLPDG OKOTIOV €Ml TACOV TOV OXE0E-
wv oUTwG {-wv 83} ebpnoelg.
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C.12. Glosses, and scholia to the Adjunct, in Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88, ff. 23v-24r,
and Vat. gr. 2387, f. 48v; cf. Marc. gr. Z. 317, f. 23r-v, Marc. gr. Z. 595, {. 32r-v, Par. gr.
2762, f. 40v

A sign in the Hamburg manuscript anchors each scholium on the underlined word;
the infralinear glosses in Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88 and in Marc. gr. Z. 317 are also
transcribed.

Ar.1.23.15

i mao@v 8¢ T@v StalevxBelo@v {StahexBelo®v kai StalevyBetodv 317 : Tod TpimAaciov
Kai ToD €mipopiov Kal Tig ox€oews avTig TG Sumhaciov marg. 317} kai ¢’ NG dueoTe-
pat, O LEV E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG PEVEL, O 8& TIPDTOG €ig TOV EAdTTova {s.l. katd TNV oXéotv-
TO Yap TpOTEPOV LTIOKELTAL T)HLOAIOV, TO devTepOV EmitpiTov 88} petaPaivel, mavtwg 8¢
oi dikpol TeTpdywVvoL.

Adjunct

Tl TAo@V PEVTOL TOV EKKelUEVWY EkBEoewv AV TEG Ot dKkpol TeTpdywvol eloy, ol O¢ pe-
00l €K TV TAEVPDV adT@V €’ AAANALS YeVOpEVWY, Kal O LEv Tp@TOG {marg. fiyouv O

peiCwv 8pog 317} g dmoyevvwong ig Tov éAdtTova {s.l. katd v oxéorv 88} A yivo-
névng {marg. fyovv tiig €€ avaotpo@fic ywvopévng 317} petafaivel, €v dppotépaig ¢
Taig yevvnOeioalg 0 €oxatog kai peilwv TeTpdywvog 6 avTdg E0TLV.

a. ovoTolyia TpwTN €07l TO @, TO {Td 317} B, TO 8- abTn ydp dmoyevvad TV LTOKATW
avTiG, WG Kal ai Aoumal Tag VMOKATW AdT@V. O YOOV TTPOTOG THG AOYEVVWONG TAVTNG
ovotolyiag petapaivel gig TOv ENdcoova Tiig yivopévng (fjtot ig Tov 0)- wg Eoxatog yap
Aéyetar {Ae¥ 88} {0 add. 317} éAdoowv. kai €t T@V AAAwV 0VTWG OpoiwS.

Marc. gr. Z. 595 & Par. gr. 2762: a  § | bnoyevvd | g 6 oxatog (cum 317)

b. olov 0 § kai 6 0 elol TeTpdywvot. TAevpd yodv Ttod {t@v 2387} § eioi tad B, Tod {T@V
2387} 6t 0 mAevpa ta Y, dteva (fyovy @ P kal y) pxdévta £yévovto ¢ 8ig yap Tpig, 6,
60TIG Kal 00TOG TETPAYwWwVOG €0TLV AN AvicOTAEVpOG 8L TO TRV piav TAevpay Sla@e-
pev TG £Tépag povddt. woadtwg 6 0 kai O 1§ elol TeTpdywvol. TAevpd Yodv ToD O eiol
T Yy, T0oD 08 1§ T O, dtiva (fyouv Ta Tpia kai Ta TEooapa) HLYEVTA EMOINoay TOV HECOV
avtdV, fjtot TOV - Tpig Yap §, B, 60TIS Kai 00TOG TETPAYWVOG Aéyel AAN" &vioOTAEL-
pOG SLa TO TNV piav mAevpav Drepéxetv TG ETépag povadt. kai éml maocdv obTtw yivetal,
[youv €k TV TAEVpOV TOV KpwV yivovTat ol péoot.

Marec. gr. Z. 317 & Marc. gr. Z. 595 & Par. gr. 2762: om. 8¢ (pr.) | obtwg (00tog 317) | des. tetpd-

ywvog é0Tiv
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C.13. Dishypatos’ and the one from Dirrachios’ (sic) scholia in Vat. gr. 198, f. 19r, and
Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 89, pp. 368-369

a. €ig To0T0 0 pgv Atovmatog Niknrag Aéyet 61t StalevyBeioag Aéyet 6 Nikodpayog v te §
0pONG kai TV €€ dvteotpappévng yevvndeioag amo Tig Wag Kal TpdTng oXE0ews. AEYeL
YOOV &1t O pev €oxatog olovel HTIOAOYOG O Kol APXIKWTEPOG O avTOG pével €v Tij €€ dpOng
dnoyevvnOeion oxéoel, 6 8¢ TPWTOG €ig TOV EAdooova petaPaivel, Snhadn év tf €€ dve-
OTpapEVNG dmokunBeion oxéoel yivetal yap 6 mpoloyog OAoyog. oiov €oTiv a f § Ot-
TAaola oxéolg. €k TavTng 0pbifg pev yevvatal f) a y 0 tpurAacia oxéots, AVTESTPAUUEVNG
8¢ 1 8 ¢ O NoAiog oxéaic. dpa odv ToV év Tf) dimhacia oxéoet éoxatov (oiovel TOV a) Ot
v 1] oxéoel Tf) éxovon avTov — SnAadh T TpuTAaciq- v yap Tf folia ovk €0TtL — pével
6 avTtdG, dnhadr) voAoyog. dpa kal TOV TP@TOV €V Tfj TolawTy oxéoet Tf) Simhaciq (olovel
Tov §) 611 év T} oxéoel Tf) Exovon avTov (fiyovy TOV 6) — dnhadr i fuoAia- &v yap i Tpt-
TAaoiQ OVK E0TLY — OVKETL U€VeL O adTOG- €keloe Yap &v T Sumhaoia oxéoet TpoAoyog fv-
évtadBa O¢ &v T1) folia gig TOV EAdooova petaPaivet, oiovel 6 TPOAoyog Eyéveto DTTONO-
Y06, €éoxatov kal éAdooova Aéywv TOV boAoyov TpdTOV 8¢ TOV TPOAOYOV.

b. 6 8¢ Appayiov enoilv w¢g okomnoov tag Stelevypévag oxéoelg amod Thg o, olov Amod
dimhaciov a B & dpOfig pev pimhaciov a y 6 dvteotpappévng 8¢ fpoAiav 8 ¢ 6. 6 €oxa-
TOG ToivLV Kal €mi Tf) Tputhaocia kal €l Tf (oAlg O adTOG pével (fiyovv 6 0), 6 ¢ €v Td
TpumAaciw a’ (fyovv 6 a) kai &v Tfj fjlioAia TpdToG (fyovv 6 6) €ig TOV ENdxioTOV peTa-
Baivel, fyovv év 1) dimhaoia v 6 a vodimAdotog évradBa 8¢ yéyove brotpimAdotog, 86
gottv éoxatog Tod rodimhaciov. kai aALv 6 § €keloe pev €v T Stmhaoia v TPOAoyog
Kal peifwv T@V AWV aptBpdg, évtadBa 6¢ v Tij NuoAia kai VTOA0YoG Kal EAAXLOTOG
aptOpog- Elaxtotog yap 6 6 tod ¢ 1) Tod 6.

C.14. Glosses and a scholium in Marc. gr. Z. 320, f. 52r-v (Gregoras’ hand), Par. gr.
2450, f. 111r, Vindob. phil. gr. 220, ff. 61r-62r, Neapol. III.C.1, f. 20v, Vat. Barb. gr.
273, f. 122r-v [a]

A sign anchors the scholium on the underlined word in Par. gr. 2450 and Vat. Barb. gr.
273; the infralinear glosses of these two manuscripts and of Vindob. phil. gr. 220 are also
transcribed; Neapol. III.C.1 does not have infralinear glosses; all glosses and scholia stem
from Marc. gr. Z. 320, which only anchors the first scholium; the sign is also found in the
accompanying table (f. 51v), followed by éni taoc@v 8¢ Twv SalevyBetodv. Quotations of
Ar.1.23.15 are in red.

Ar.1.23.15
¢mit mao@v 6¢ T@v StalevxBelo@v {s.l. T@v mpolexBeiodv oxéoewv 220 : émpopinv kat
gmpep®v 2450 273 : 1@V mpohexOnodv oxéoewv 220} kal a¢’ NG {s.l. Tiig moAvmAaciov
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2450 273 : non habent 320 220} augotepal, 6 uev Eoyarog tetpdywvog {s.l. 6 dkpog éka-
Tepog 320 2450 273 : 6 dkpog 220} 6 avtog pévet {s.l. dpetafarog péver 320 2450 273 :
dpetdPatog 220}, 6 8¢ mpwtog {s.L. fiyouv 6 peilwv Adyog 320 2450 273 : non habet 220}
elg Tov éAdttova {s.1. fiyouv Tov €mudplov kai TOV émipepi}- TtV yap o0ToG TOD MoANa-
mAaciov 320 2450 220 : — gmpepfi- fyovv *tpitov* 273} petaPaivet, mdviwg 8¢ ot dkpot
TETPAYWVOL.

a. maoat ai StalevyOeloal oxéoelg elotv ai émpuoptot kal Emipepeis- 1 8¢ ag’ fg {Stag’ 1g
[IL.C.1} dupotepat Eotv 1) TOANATAGOL0G, 4G Taoag G Opag ¢£eBeueba {¢v Td dplotd
uépet 320 II1.C.1 220}, {inc. alia m. 320} @v dvTeg oi dkpol TETpAywVOL. O HEV 0DV {00V
om. IIL.C.1 220} €oxatog tetpaywvog (fitot {fjyovv II1.C.1 220} ékdTtepog TOV dKkpwy)
0 avtog pével [[s.]. 320]] kal o0 petaPaivet ¢k {£x s.l. 2450} ToD eivat TETpAyWVOG. O
8¢ mp@Tog ftot 6 peilwv [[s.]. 320]] €ig Tov éAdooova petaPaivet [[s.]. 320]], fjrol &mo
100 ToANamAaciov €idovg €ig TO EmpdpLov, kai &nod Tod Emipopiov avbdig eig TO Emipepés:
E\attov yap tod pév modamhaciov o Emipoptov, Tod 8¢ émpopiov To Emipepés. kal £ERG
8¢ ékaotn oxéotg OpOdG pev kepévn yevva {yevvartar II1.C.1 220} érepov €idog eAdtTo-
VoG Oxé0ewg, dvaotpepopévn 8¢ {8¢ om. 273} notel Etepov €idog oxéoews ENATTOVOG Kati
avTiig obong, MoTe €k dG oxéoews StalevyvuvTat SVo oXETELG.

b. (marg. inf. 320 : m. rec. marg. sup. 2450 : post a II1.C.1 220) yp. o p&v €oxatoL TeTpa-
ywvol ol adTol LEVOLOL, TOVTEOTL Katd TNV motdtnta {tocotnta II1.C.1} 10D TeTpaywvt-
OpoD, Kal 00 KATA TV TOCOTNTA TOV €V a0TOIG LOVAdWV.

Adjunct

€Tl TAO@V HEVTOL TOV EKKEIPEVWOY €KOEoEWV TTAVTWG Ol dKpol TETpAywVoL €loLy, ol O¢
HETOL €K TOV TAELPOV aOTAV {s.l. TOV dxpwv 320 2450 273 : fiyovv T@V dkpwv 220} ém
dAAMAag yevopévwy {s.l. mohvmAactalopévwy, oiov y €, te 320 2450 273 220}, kol 6 pev
np®dToG {s.l. 0 peifwv 320 2450 273 220} tiig dnoyevvwong {s.l. Tfi¢ moAamhaoiag 320
2450 273 : molv- 220} &ig 1OV éNdtTova TAG yvopévng {s.l. fiyovv tig émpopiov kai £Efig
TG émpepoDg 320 2450 273 220} petaPaivel, &v appotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioalg 6 €oxa-
tog Kai {s.1. 6 320 : 00 220 : [[00]] III.C.1} peilwv TeTpdywvog woadTwg {ex 0 avtog fecit
m. rec. 320} éoTi.

C.15. Glosses and a scholium to the Adjunct by a later hand in Par. gr. 2373, f. 17r

A sign anchors the scholium on the underlined word; the infralinear glosses are also
transcribed.

Adjunct
EMLTTAO@V LEVTOL TOV EKKelLEVWY EkBETEwV TAVTWG Ol dKpoL TETpAywVOL eloLy, oi € péoot
{s.L. elolv} ék T@V MAevp@V adT@V €T AANAAaLG Yevopévwy {s.l. mtoAamhactacBeio®v},
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Kal O p&v mp@tog {s.. katd v B¢otv} TG dnoyevvaong eig TOv éNdtTova {s.]. katd TV
noodtnTa} TAG yIvopévng petaPaivel, €v apgpotépalg 0¢ taig yevvnOeioalg 6 €éoxatog kal
ueilwv TeTpdywvog 6 adTdg E0TLv.

olov Adyov xaptv €v dpiBpoig Aoyov €xovotv fiutoAtov oi § ¢ 0. molamhaotdoag yap tiyv
mAevpav Tod 0, {TI§ 0Tl TAVTWG S0, HeTd TR TAevpdg ToD 0, fTI§ €0TL Y, O OELG TOV
G, 0G €0TL Eoog: Sig yap Tpels, €€, kal €mi mac®v TV EAwV ékBécewv OoaUTWG TOLOV
AnTaoTov VPTOELg

C.16. Glosses and scholia in Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c, ff. 87v-88r, and in Par. gr.
2483, pp. 149, 152-153; cf. Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30, f. 43r [a], Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71,
f. 278r [a], Scorial. P.I1.3, ff. 433v-434r, 436v-437r [ab]

A sign in 2483 anchors the scholium on the underlined word; the infralinear glosses are
also transcribed. Quotations of Ar. 1.23.15 are in red.

Ar.1.23.15

£mi mao@v 8¢ T@v dtalevyxBeiowv {s.l. fiyovv 1@V dvteoTpappévwvy kal d¢’ g dupdTepat
{s.l. ai dvreotpappéval kai at 6pOdG}, 6 pEV E0XATOG TETPAYWVOG WV ADTOG MEVEL, O 88
TPOTOG €l TOV EAatTova petaPaivel, TAvTwg 6¢ ol dkpoL TETpAywVoL.

C.1 {2483 P.II.3 only}

C.6a + a. <ndvtwg 8¢ ol dkpol TeTpdywvoL> olov wg €mi mapadeiyparog {—att 30}
fuoAiov {-Awot 30 : o 71} ékxeiocBwoav 6pot § ¢ 0, kat €7 émitpitol O 1f g, elta
gmTéTapToL (G K {K s.l. 2483 : om. 269-p} ke, kal péxpt {00 s.l. m. rec. 2483 : in textu
PIL.3} BovAel. €xelg odv €v Tf) NUoAiw ox€oeL TPOTOV TETPAywvoV TOV §, 66 {0¢ s.l. m.
rec. 2483} oVOkETL €V TQ émutpitw {mepttp— 30 71} avioetal, GAN €@’ €avTod pével TOV
8¢ 0 €éoxatov adTod TeETpAywVoV dvta dyel TPOTOV €V TO EMITPiTw. Opoiwg 8¢ Kal éav
TOV TPOTOV TETPAYywVOoV TAG {TOV 71} émitpitov oxéoewg PovAnOijg év {¢ml 30} @ €mt-
TeTdpTw Bewpioat {—ei- 30 71}, ovk dyet {(0e. 30 : €ldng 71} {, AAN” €v 1@ émiteTapTw.
PIL.3 : marg. m. rec. 2483 : om. 269-p} éav 8¢ TOV EAATTOVA TOV LG, TPDTOG 0VTOG €V T
EMITETAPTW OXEoEL QavnoeTal oot {0. ¢. 30 71}, 6¢ éAdttwv éotl {kal 2483 P.IL.3} tod
émtpitov.

To the Adjunct

b. énl mac®v pévrtol TOV ékkelpévwy ékBéoewv, TOLTEOTL Kal TOV OpODG Kal avte-
OTPAUUEVWG KelpEVaV- EkBeTéov yap dvaloyiav kai 0pO@®S kal dvteoTpappévwe, & ¢ 6
Kal AvteoTpapévwg 0 ¢ 8. gnotv odv 611 {61 2483} ol dkpot adT@V TeTpdywvoi eloty-
6 te yap O xai B tetpdywvor kai 6 O kai 6 8. oi 8¢ péoot adT@V, TovtéoTiy oi £§, ék TV
TEANVPDOV ADTOV TOV TETPAYDVWVY EYEVOVTO- ToD pev yap 6 mhevpd B, Tod 6¢ 6, tpia, €€
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@V §V0 Kal TPLOV £YEVETO O G Pédog, TAeVp®V GvTwV ToD § kai 6 T@v dvo dkpwv Tetpa-
yovwv. ey @6 €€ AAANG apxiig N kewévn dvaloyia dvteotpappévwg 1 0 ¢ & yevvd
v 0 e ke. 6 TP@TOG 0DV Pnot TG dmoyevvwong {-éoewg PIL.3} oxéoews petaPaivet
elg TOV éNaTToVva, fiyouv 6 0 yivetat ATtV peilwv @V €Ml TG TPWOTNG. £V AUPOTEPALG
0¢ {ehattwv — év bis PIL.3} taig yevvnOeioalg dvaoyiatg, dSnhovott €k te Tiig 0pO D¢
KELWEVNG Kad pr), TOLTEOTL TAG & L Ke, O e ke, Dapyel 6 avTOg Kai €l Kal £oxatog kai
peilwv, fiyovv 6 ke- kat Eoxatog yap Katd Ty {Trv om. 269-p} Ta&v v dpotépalg kai
peilwv vmdpxet T moodTNTL {0 avTOG Kal eig OnAadr) add. PIL.3 : m. rec. 2483}.

Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c & Par. gr. 2483: sicut novum scholium rursus dvaloyiaig — mooo-
T vmapxet (tf} O L ke | Odpyet O Eoxatog Kai peilwv | katd Ty Ta&y kal €v | om. Tfj T0COTNTL)

sed erasit m. rec. 2483 et post moooTnTt add. 6 adTOG Kai €lg SnAadn

C. T pév Aéyetat kai 0Ty, g 6 dAvBpwmog: ta 8¢ olite Aéyetat obte éoTiv, olov T un-
Sapf undapdg- ta 8¢ Eott pev od Aéyetal 8¢, wg ta €v Tf) Apin Onpia- T 8¢ Aéyetan pev
ovk £€0TL O¢, WG €l TIG lmoL TO TeTpdywvoVv {Tpeywvov 269-p} fj TO Tpiywvov loov Td KO-
KAW KATA TRV Xwpnoty, kal dAla TotadTa.

C.17. Glosses and scholia in Marc. gr. Z. 316, ff. 60v-61v, Scorial. X.1.9, ff. 46v-47r,
47v-48r, Marc. gr. Z. 319, f. 40r [b]

A sign anchors the scholium on the underlined word; the infralinear glosses are also
transcribed.

Ar.1.23.15
¢mi mao@v 0¢ Twv StalevyBelo®v kai 4@’ g ApoTepal, O pév EoXaTog TETPAYWVOG {s.1.

fiyovv mpoloyog 316} 6 adTOg pével, 6 8¢ TPDTOG €ig TOV EAdTTOVA peTafaivel, TAVIWG
0¢ ol dkpol TeTpdywvoL.

Marc. gr. Z. 316, f. 60v, Scorial. X.1.9, . 47r, margin in both manuscripts

a. Kal yap amodédeiktat ypapukdg 6Tt ¢av Tpelg aplBpol Elaxtotot @ot Tpog AANAAOLVG
TOV aOTOV AOyoVv €XOVTEG, ol dKpol adTOV TETPAYWVOL €l0L KATA TO TOPLOHA TOD SeVTE-
pov Bewpnuatog Tod n° tod EvkAeidov.

margin in Marc. gr. Z. 316, f. 61r, main text, lesser size script in Scorial. X.1.9, ff. 46v-47r
C.8c

Adjunct

€Tl TAO@V UEVTOL TOV EKKELPEVOY €KOEoEWV TAVTWG Ol dKpoL TETpAywVol €loLy, ol O¢
HéooL €k TOV MAELPDV ATV {s.]. TOV dkpwv} €m” AAANAaLg yevouévwy {s.l. fjtot mpog
dANAag ToAvAaotacBelo®v}, kal O pev mpdTog {s.l. kata v B¢otv} Tiig dmoyevvwong
{s.l. Tfig Sumhaoiag @épe eimely évreoTpappévng i kal 0pO®G kelpévng : —w — X.1.9} eig
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TOV ENatTova TAG Yevvwuévng {s.l. oxéoewg olov TAg uoliov} petaPaivel, év dpgoté-
paig 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioaig 0 €oxartog {s.l. Tf) Béoet} kai peilwv teTpaywvog {s.l. Td Aoyw,
TPOAOYOG WV} 6 avTog {s.L. fiyovv mpoloyog} Eotiv.

after the end of Book I, lesser size script in Marc. gr. Z. 316, f. 61v; main text, lesser size script in
Scorial. X.1.9, ff. 47v-48r; main text, after Texts C.8bc in Marc. gr. Z. 319, f. 40r

b. mapadetypatiotéov émt T@V SumAaciwv @G ol pEooL yevvdvTal €K TOV TAEVPDY TOV
dkpwv Tpog AAARAaG ToAvTAaolacOelodv. Eotwoav yap a B 8. 6 yodv péoog (fiyouv 6 )
yevvatat €k TV TAevp@V TOV dkpwv (ftot Tod a kai Tod B {8 319}) mpog AAAAAag ToAv-
nAaolacBelo®v- TAevpd yap TG eV povadog 1 povdg, tiig 6¢ tetpadog {8 316} 1) dvdg
{tetpag 319}. modvmhaotaoBelo@v yodv tovtwyv {todamhaotacbeioag yodv tavtag 319}
pOG AAANAag yevvataw 6 pécog dmag yap ta dvo, dvo. kai ém T@V Aom@V OoadTWCG.
Opa 0¢ kai €mi etépwv ékBéoewv {—ewg 319} 1O Aeydpevov.

C.18. Glosses and a scholium in Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30, ff. 42v-43r, and Oxon. Bodl.
Holkham 71, f. 278r-v [only the scholia]

Ar.1.23.15

¢mi tao@®v 8¢ TV StalevyBetodv {s.l. émpopiwv kal Empep@dv} kai d¢’ g dupotepar {s.l.
TG moAvmAaciov}, O pev Eoxatog {s.l. dkpog} TeTpdywvog 6 avTog pével, 6 6¢ TpdTOG {s.1.
peiCwv Aoyoc} eig Tov éAdtTova {s.l. \oyov} petaPaivet, mavtwg 8¢ ot dkpot TeTpdywvoL.

C.6a + C.16a

0 pK¢ €xeL TOV Ta Kai EavTtod Evvatov, f{Tot pe. 6 6¢ pog €XeL TOV pKG. TEVTAKIG 8¢ 18, 0. Ao
d¢ Tod éAdTTOVOG Ke O pog SumhactemiteTpaneputol- 6 yap o Tov ke €xet dig kal Téooapa
avTOD TEUTTA, Kol O pOg TOV 0 8iG kail § adToD MEUTTA- TAVTAKIG Yap O 18, 0- Kal Tecoa-
paki {TeTpaxkig 71} 18, v, wg Sig T 0 Kal VG, pog. ioTtéov OTL €av Tpeig dptBpol EAdxioTol
@0t {wg ol 71} mpog AANRAOVG TOV adTOV AOyoV EXOVTEG, TAVTWS Ol dKPOL AVTAV TETPA-
ywvoi gioty, éAdxtoTtot 8¢ ovToL ol ipokeipevot AéyovTat: S1oTL SV0 UEV eVPROELG DTTOKATW
avT@V TLBpEVaG, Tpelg 68 o.

Adjunct

ETTL TAO@V HEVTOL TV EKKelLEVWY EkBEoewV TAVTWG Of dKkpol TETpAywVol eioLy, ol O¢ é-
0O0L €K TOV TAEVPOV DTV €T AAANAALG YEVOUEV@Y, Kal O UEV TIPDOTOG THG ATTOYEVVWOT|G
{s.l. Tfig moAvmhaciov} eig Tov éAdtTova {s.l. A\oyov} Tiig yivouévng petaPaive, {add. kai}
&v augotépalg {s.. émpopiorg kai émpepéot} 8¢ taig yevvnOeioaig 6 €oxarog kai peilwv
TETPAYWVOG €0TLV.
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6. Philological Remarks
6.1. Nicomachus’ Introductio arithmetica

In the previous Section I have collected the textual data related to two sentences of
Ar.: section 1.23.15 and an adjunct that is attached to the end of Book I in most manu-
scripts and that Hoche prints in his apparatus. The Adjunct is nothing but a paraphra-
sis, in reverse order, of Ar. 1.23.15. The following table compares Version A of 1.23.15
and Version C.5.1.A of the Adjunct, the latter suitably reassembled (the numbers re-
store the order).

Ar.1.23.15 Adjunct
¢t mao@v 8¢ v StalevyBelo®v L TAO@V HEVTOL TOV EKKELPEVWY EKOETEWV
Kai 4@’ fg aupotepat, év dugotépaig ¢ Taig yevvnOeioaig 4

0 pev £0Xatog TETPAywvog 6 adTOG [ével, O £oXatog Kai peilwy TeTpdywvog O avtog 0Ty

Kal O pév mpdTOG TG AMOYEVVWONG €l TOV EAATTOVA

0 8¢ Mp@TOG €ig TOV EAatTova petaPaiver, . \ .
TG ytvopévng petafaivet,

TAVTWG ol dkpol TeETpdywvoi eloty, ol 8¢ péoot €k TV

navtwg 8¢ ol dkpol TeTpdywvol e > Ay .
° P pay TINEVPOV AVTOV €T AANAAALG YEVOUEVWY,

As said, Ar. 1.23.15 is unanimously witnessed to, whereas fifteen manuscripts out
of eighty-four do not have the Adjunct. Among them, we find the two earliest witnesses
of Ar.: Matrit. 4678 and Par. gr. 2479. In the latter, the Adjunct is added by a hand of end
13th - beginning 14th century (see Section 6.3 below). These facts appear to exclude
the possibility that the Adjunct is part of the original Ar., even if a wild plot featuring a
wholesale and very early omission of the Adjunct in the exemplars read by Iamblichus
and Ammonius (who do not read it at the end of their Ar.)* and its surfacing again
in late 13th-century copies cannot be ruled out as utterly unreal. In this scenario, Ar.
1.23.15 is a clumsy attempt at restoring, in the wrong place, the original, and much
clearer, final sentence. The Adjunct is in fact the clearest yet concise interpretation of
1.23.15 in the entire exegetical record;* its real nature of adjunct is made plain by the
second clause in sentence (2) above, a well-known property that, however, has no bear-
ing on the context of 1.23.15.

3 Maybe I should be less categorical: after all, our Text C.3 is the last scholium of Rec. II1,
and the scholium before it comments on Ar. 1.23.11. Thus, nothing can be said about the posi-
tion of the clause explained in Text C.3. Note, moreover, that C.3 only comments on one of the
three claims in 1.23.15. On these grounds, the reader is urged to conceive a scenario even wilder
than the one I have just sketched.

* See Section 7 below. There remains just one designation quirk in the Adjunct.
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From the philological point of view, Ar. 1.23.15 and the Adjunct raise important
methodological problems. First and foremost, if 1.23.15 is an interpolation, then the
manuscript tradition of Ar. admits of an archetype, defined (as it should) by the set of
non-original readings shared by the entire tradition: this set may well be a singleton.”
Of course, the existence of an archetype presupposes adherence to the genealogical
paradigm; if contamination takes place, this cannot be taken for granted. Well, the
Adjunct shows what “contamination” might have meant in our case. For in Vat. gr.
2297 + Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C, an important witness of the late 13th century,’ the
Adjunct lies in the margin of Rec. I, which in its turn lies in the margins of Ar.; in its
apograph Gott. philol. 66, the Adjunct is relocated at the end of Book I of Rec. I, but a
later hand copies it again, preceded by keipevov, in a blank space in the same page and
in the subsequent, blank, page. Well, in Par. gr. 2480, a slavish copy of the Gottingensis,
we read the Adjunct both at the end of Rec. I and at the end of Ar., whereas in anoth-
er conformal copy of it, namely, Bucur., BAR gr. 620, the Adjunct can only be read as
a last sentence of Ar.*”” On the other hand, in manuscripts such as Par. gr. 2107, the
Adjunct is marked for deletion by a later hand, and might well have been deleted in
later copies.

The bottom line of all of this is that the Adjunct may have (or actually has) entered
or left the text of Ar. by contamination with the exegetical apparatus and by collation
initiatives of copyists or scholars. Of course, the same might well have happened in the
case of Ar. 1.23.15: imagine two, or even more, “real” but lost witnesses that served as
roots of the tradition, and such that only some of them have 1.23.15 in the text, whereas
the others either have it in the margin or do not have it at all, but in all of their copies
1.23.15 has been included in Ar., possibly by contamination with the exegetic appara-
tus or with the exemplars that do have 1.23.15. Yet, if this might have occurred, then
it might also have not. And if we want to keep within the stemmatic paradigm, these

% On the meaning of “archetype” and “contamination’, see, most recently, the excellent
discussion in P. Trovato, Everything You Always Wanted to Know about Lachmann’s Method.
A Non-Standard Handbook of Genealogical Textual Criticism in the Age of Post-Structuralism,
Cladistics, and Copy-Text, Storie e linguaggi 7, Padova 20177, sect. 3, passim, with bibliography;
and also Ph. Roelli (ed.), Handbook of Stemmatology. History, Methodology, Digital Approaches,
Berlin 2020, sects. 2 and 4.1.

% See C. Sojer, “Un codice dimenticato di Nicomaco di Gerasa, riscritto su testi innografi-
ci e sul Commento a Giovanni di Cirillo di Alessandria’, Néa Pwun 8 (2011), 199-217; and
C. Hofstetter, “Un nouveau témoin complet de I'Introduction arithmétique de Nicomaque de
Gerasa’, Néax Paoun 15 (2018), 177-192, on this manuscript.

*7 For these manuscripts, check 1.23.15, Version A, and Texts C.1, C.5.1A and C.11a, and
cf. Section 6.3 below.
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possible-world scenarios are excluded by definition: if there is an innovation shared by
the entire tradition, then the stemma has one single root, called “archetype” All of this
shows, a fact that is frequently forgotten, that stemmatics is a formal method grounded
on a strict principle of parsimony.”® Since any kind of innovation can be supposed to be
transmitted by contamination in a suitably wild scenario, the alternative to stemmatics
is in fact no method at all —even in the case of Ar., whose varia lectio displays a massive
contamination even at pre-traditional stages. The fact that some wild scenarios actually
occurred does not mean that any wild scenario has: counterexamples are a warning,
not a proof.

Both Ar.1.23.15 and the Adjunct display several distinctive variant readings, which
realize a partition of the textual tradition of Ar.; some of these subsets of manuscript
witnesses are very small (see Versions CE of 1.23.15 and C.5.1D of the Adjunct), some
obviously characterize the revised text of Ar. attached to Rec. II (Version D, with some
manuscripts entering the group by polygenesis, and C.5.1E). Some of the variants are
or include sheer mistakes (Versions BCE and C.5.1CDF); some offer a very bewilder-
ing text (C.5.1D); some are inherited and some have an obvious polygenetic nature. But
many of the variant readings perfectly fit the syntactical and mathematical context: this
shows how difficult is to apply the genealogical method in the topmost portion of the
stemma of Ar. The most important such variant (D and C.5.1B) has ndvteg instead of
nmavTwg in both 1.23.15 and the Adjunct, a reading that is also witnessed to in one of the
running commentaries on Ar. To them we now turn our attention.

6.2. The “Recensions” of Ammonius’ lecture notes

I first set out our extracts of the four “Recensions” in three comparative tables; these
are Texts C.1 to C.4 above. The first two tables account for the evolution Rec. III > Rec.
I > Rec. II; the third table compares Rec. I and Rec. IV (in this case, similar yet differ-
ently formulated argumental items are in red, an important variant reading is in blue).
Colour markings highlight the changes from Rec. III to Rec. I (modified items: orange;
items absent in the other Recension: blue) and from Rec. I to Rec. II (different items:
green; an important variant reading is in blue). Textual units corresponding to each
other are located in facing cells. Take in due account the fact that the text of Rec. I and
IT is not a critical text.

* Thus, the archetype is a formal object, which need not coincide with a manuscript. But
if it did, such a manuscript must be non-extant.
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Rec. 111, sect. L.pv{

Rec. I, sect. I.pmig

SalevxBeioai eior oxéoelg al te kat  OpOoOV
¢mlevyvdpevar  kal o  Katd  &AvaoTPOPNY
ovpmAekopevar  Siélevktar yap Tod O0pBHod  TO
AVESTPAPUEVOY- EKAGTNG HEV 0DV OXECEWS Of dipol
TAVTWG eiol TeTpdywvot, Ot fjv aitiav époduev-

AN O pev Eoxatog 6 avTOg UEVEL, QNOLV- 0D TIPOELTL
yap €@’ Etepov i petodpevog ij ad&dpevog, Eoxatog dv-
0 8¢ MPMTOG €K TG AVATTPOPiIG TTPOG TOV EAdTTOVA
TPOELOL pHéXpL HOVASOG, Emtel Kai dmd povadog fip&arto.
TodTo 8¢ OfAov €k Te TOV TPOEIANPUIDV OXETEWV
KAk TOV AéyeoBat peAlovo@v.

ol yap &xpot Tavtwe TETpaywvol ebpednoovtal, wg
i UEV T@V fuoliowy tod § kal Tod ¢ kai tod 0, 6 §
Kal 6 0- émti 8¢ T@v émtpitwv Tod O kai Tod 1f kai ToD
(G, 0 0 kal O 1 Kal €Ml MAVTWVY TOV eidDV TETPAYWVOL

elotv ol dxpot, kai TodTo LAOYWG,

navtwg O¢, @noty, ol dkpol tetpdywvor éml pEv
foAiwy, Tod § kai ¢ kai 0, 6 6 kai 6 6- émi 8¢ TV
émutpitwy, To0 0 kal 1f kal g, 6 0 kai O 1g, kal €mi
TAVTWV OHOIWG: Kal ToDTO DAOYWG:

emeldn SedelkTal YPopk®dG OTL €av Tpeig dptopiol
gNdytoTol @Ot TpOG dAANAOVG TOV adTOV AdyoVv
€XovTeG, ol dkpol adT@V TETPAywvoi eioLy. €mel 0DV
Kal €l T@v fuoliov 6 8 kal 6 ¢ kai 6 B éhdxiotol
elot, 61 ToDTO ol dKpol TETpdywvoi eioty.

£0etyOn yap mopd T@ yewpeTpn OTL EQv Tpel dptBpLol
éNdytotor @Ot TpOG AAARAovG TOV avTOV Adyov
€xovTeg, ol dkpot aT@V TeTpdywvol giowy. £mel oDV
¢l T@V fioAiwv 0 8 kai O ¢ kai 6 0 é\dxioTol TpoOG
AN ovG glol kal TOV avTOV Exovat Aoyov, Std ToDTOo
ol dkpol TOVTWV TETPAYwWVOL elaLv.

AN Towg eimot Tig 6TL ovK elotv éAdyloTol, ovdE
yap mubpéveg eiol T@V foAiwv- idob yap, 6 y tod
B NoALog.

AN Towg elmot Tig dv- ovk eiotv €AdxloTol OVOE
yap siot mubpéveg T@V foAiwy- idod ydp, 6 y tod
fHOALOG EOTLV.

eapev 81t §vo pev dpbupot nuoliol éldyloTol
ebpiokovtal, ©G 0 B kal O y, TpeiG 08 OVKETL: OVK
av yap vmokdtw tod § kai tod ¢ kai Tod O Tpelg
fLoAlovg ebpng. woabTwg 8¢ kai dVo pev Enttpitovg
ebplokelg, TOV y kol 1OV O Tpeig 6¢ vokatw Tob O
Kai oD 1B kal ToD 1§ ovK v elpolg.

P0G O Aéyopev &t §0o pv égekiig oyatol NoAtol
evpiokovtal, wg Tt P kal Ta vy, Tpelg O E@ekiig
gAatToveg ToD & Kai ¢ kai Tod B ovdEToTE. WOAVTWG
Kai 6vo pev €mitpitovg, TOV y kai Tov §, evpelv €07,
Tpelg 8¢ ek dmokatw oD B kai T 1P kai ToD 1g
advvatov.

Kal €7l mavtwv Tdv AWV opoiwg, hote elkoTwg
TOVG AKPOVG TETPAYWVOVG EXOVOLV.

kal €m TOV AAN\wv voadtwe: eikdTwg 0DV oDTOL OV
TOVG AKPOVG TETPAYWDVOLG EXOVOLY.
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Rec. ], sect. I.pmig

Rec. 11, sect. L.<p>v(

StalevyOeioai ciot oxéoeg of T katr OpOoOV
¢mlevyvopeval  kal  al  katd  AvaoTPOPnV
ovpmAekopevar SiECevktar yap Tod OpBod T
AVETTPAPUEVOV- EKAOTNG [EV 0DV OXETEWS Ol dKpoL
VTG eiol TeTpdywvol, OU fv aitiav époduev-

SalevyOeioat oyéoelg ciolv al te kat opHotnta
TOV TPOTEPWV EKKEIPEVWY ATTOYEVVWHEVAL Kal ai
Katd dvaotpo@nv- Siélevktar yap tod Opbod TO
AveoTpapUEVOV- £’ EKAOTNG 0DV QoL OXE0EWS Ol
dkpol mévtwg eiot Tetpdywvol, 8t fjv aitiav époduev-

AAN O pev €oxatog O avTOg pével, @NOiv- oD
npdeloL yap ¢¢ Etepov 1j pelobpevog 1 ad&dpevog,
goxatog Ov- O 8¢ mMPOTOG €K TAG AvVAOTPOYTiG
TPOG TOV €AATTOVA TIPOELOL UEXPL HOVADOG, Emel
Kal amd povadog fp&ato. todto ¢ SiAov €k Te
TOV TPOEIANQUIOV OxéoewV KAk TOV AéyeoBau
peAAoVO@V.

AN O pgv E0Xatog, TOLTECTLY O DTTOAOYOG €V TTAoaLG
Taig ¢kBéoeol Taig e kat OpBoOTNTA EKKEUEVALG
TG Te KAT AVTIOTPOQTV, TETPAYWVOG OV O adTOg
HéVvel, TOLTETTLY DTTOAOYOG. olov €V MuIoAiw oxéoel
0pOdG ékketpévn foav 6 & ¢ 0, kal TavTwg HIOAOYOG
nv év tovtolg 6 § (todtov yap ¢nowv &oxatov)-
avtiotpagévteg § foav obtwg O ¢ §, kai TéAy 6 §,
el kai Votepog tétaktal, AAAA ALY DTTOAOYOG €0TL
TPOG TOV ¢+ 0 O MPWTOG, {youV O LEYLOTOG TTPOAOYOG,
el and tovTov dpyotto dnhadn N Tig £&fg oxéoewg
npodPacts, VOAOYOG yivetar v ékeivn. olov €0Tw )
pnoeioa NUIOALOG 0XE0LG AvTeaTpappévn, fyovv 6 g
- &k TavTng yivetar &ANN 0X€016 O e Ke. pavepdV oDV
6L év pev ékeivorlg Tpohoyog fv 6 B kal péyiotog, &v
d¢ TovTOoLG Kal VTTOAOYOG Kal ENAXLOTOG.

naviwg 8¢, @noiv, ol dkpol TeTpdywvol émi pEv
ftoAiwv, ToD § kai ¢ kai 6, 0 & kai 6 - émt 8¢ T@OV
gmutpitwy, Tod O xai (f kai 1, 0 O kat 0 1g, kal éml
TEVTWV OHOlwG: Kal ToDTO eDAOYWG:

navteg O0¢, QN oLy, ol dkpol TeTpdywvol: i pev yap
TOV oAy, Tod § kal gkai 6, 6 S kai 6 O tetpaywvor-
i 0¢ TV émutpitwy, Tod 0 kal 1P kai g, 0 0 kal 0 g,
Kai €t TV AWV Opoiwg: Kal TOVTO EIKOTWG:

£0eixOn yap mapd 1@ yewpétpn 6Tt éav Tpeig dptOpiol
g\axotol @Ol TpoOg GAANAOVG TOV avTOV Adyov
€xovTeg, ol dkpol avT@V TeTpAywVoL eioLy. émel 0DV
Tl TOV foAiwv 0 § kal 6 ¢ kal 6 6 éAdyloTol TPOG
AAAAAOVG £l0l Kal TOV adTOV EXOVGL AGYOV, OLd TODTO
ol dkpol TOLTWV TETPAYWVOL eloLv.

£0eixOn yap mapd 1@ yewpétpn 0Tt Eav Tpeig dpOpiol
ENAXLOTOL DOL TOV TOV aOTOV AOYOV EXOVTWYV aDTOIG,
ol dkpot adT@V TeETPAywVOL eiowy. €mel OOV Emi TOV
fohiov 6 8, 6 g xal 6 6 ENaxioToi eiot Tpog dAAAAOVG
TOV TOV adTOV AOyov £xovtwv avtoig (ovde ydp
£0TLY €VPETV PO adTOV TUtoAiovg Tpeig €gekig), S
To0T0 oi dkpol adTOV TETpAywVOL glot.

AAN Towg eimot Tig &v- ovk eiolv éldyiotol ovdE
yap eiot muBpéveg T@v fuoAiwy- idod ydp, 6 y tod B
NHLOALOG €OTLY.

AN Towg elmot TG &v tov O kol ¢ kal O un elva
éhaylotoug év Nuodiw Aoyw- 008 yap eiot mubuéveg
TOV foAiwv- 0 B yap kal O y eiol mubuéveg tod
fptoAiov.

1pdG & Aéyopev &t dvo pev égekii Eoxatot fioiot
ebplokovtal, @ T P kai t& vy, Tpeig 8¢ é@ekiig
g\dTToveg Tob & Kai ¢ kal ToD B 008EmoTE. WOAVTWG
Kai §0o pev Emtpitovg, TOV y kal TOV §, edpelv €01,
Tpeig 8¢ ¢@edijg vokdtw ToD O kai ToD (P Kai ToD 1§
advvatov.

mpoG & Aéyopev 6t §vo pev ége€ig oot Eoyatol
kol mubuéveg eiotv 0 P kol 0 y, TpeiG 8¢ é@edig
g\dtToveg Tob O kal ¢ xai 0 ovk slolv. woavTtwg &¢
Kai 6vo pév €mitpitouvg éhayiotovg €0Tv ebpelv TOV
y kai Tov §, Tpeig 8¢ eAdooovag TV O kal (B kai 1g
o0 au®s.

Kal €m TV AWV GoadTwG: eikOTWS OVV 0DTOL OV
TOVG dKPOVG TETPAYWVOLG EXOVOTLY.

Kal &ml TOV AWV ©oaVTWG: EiKOTWS 0DV 0VTOL TOVG
AKpovg TETPAYyWVOLG EYoValy.
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Rec. ], sect. I.pmig

Rec. IV

StalevyOeioai eiot oxéoeg af te katr OopBov
¢mlevyvopevar  kai  al  Katd  AvaoTpo@nv
ovpmhekdpevar  SiéCevktar yap Ttod opBod TO
dveoTpappévov- EKAOTNG HEV 0DV OXE0EWS Of dKpoL
TAVTWG eiol Tetpaywvot, U fijv aitiav épodyev-

¢ni mdong t@v StalevyBelo®v TiTol €ml maong Tig
OpOfig kal dvteoTpappévng Mvews — Siéevytat yap
1 kat €00elav kai Katd AvTIoTPOPNV AqYIE — 4@’ 1ig
TAG OpOfg Kal dvteoTpappevng AYews apeotepal
yevvovtal ai oxéoelc. el pev kat evBeiav Aneoi,
yevvatar 1] moAlamAactempoplog oxéolg el O¢
AVTEOTPAPUEVWG, T) ETILLEPT|G.

AN O pév €oxatog 6 adTog Hével, Pnoiv- ov TpoELaL
Yap £’ ETepov T petodpevog fj avfapevog, £oxatog dv-
0 8¢ TPOTOG €K TG AVAoTPOPHiG TIPOG TOV EAGTTOVA
TPOELOL LEXPL HOVASOG, émel kal Ao povadog fip&ato.
To0T0 8¢ dfjhoV £k TE TV TPOEIANPULDY TXECEWV KAK
T@V AéyeoBou peAlovodv.

O p&v €oxatog TeTpaywvog, fitot O §- Eoxatog 8¢ ot
S107L, i dvTioTpé@elg kai AdPng tov 0 mp@Tov, éoxatog
KataApdvetat 6 8. émi oD fpoAiov, olov &l ginw ioov
npwtw B¢oBat kai ékOnow TOV 6, elta ioov mpwTw Kai
devtépw Kkai ékONow ToVv L, Eoyatog kateleipdn 0 &
TETPAYWVOG. OVTOG 0DV 6 abTOG UEVeL, Kai oD yivetat
0 O apyn kal kopvPr) EAGTTOVOG TIvog dplOpod §j Tod
EmTpiTov 1) T EMmTeTAPTOV, AAN O AVTOG LEVEL Kail 0D
petaBaivetdmo tod utoliov eigétepovéldrtova. 6 8¢ 0
TETPAYWVOG DV Kal adTOG TIPDTOG 08 AVTETTPAUUEVWG
petafaiver eig TOv €AdtTova (fitot TOV EmitpLTov)-
yivetat yap kopun kai apxr) tod mtpitov 0 (B 1g, 6 ¢
EMITPLTOC EAATTWYV €0TL TOD TLtoAiov- Tta yap pHéyeBog
elg 8vo peifova tépvetan o Hpion: Téuvetar O¢ eig
ENatTova, ei StatpedT eig tpia Lépn. kol TaAw 6 0 €v 1@
EmITpitw £€0XATOG OV AVTECTPAHEVWS 0V petafaivel
el ENATToVa AAAA pével O avToG. O OF 1§ TETPAYWVOG
TPAOTOG WV KAT AVTIOTPOPNV — €l Yap AVTIOTPEYELG
Kai einng ioov mpwtw BecBat kal éxOroelg TOV 1g, EoTLY
0 1g AvTEoTPauUEVWG TIP@TOG — O 8¢ O Eoyatog. 6 ovV
g petafaivel €ig TOV ENATTOVA TOD £MITETAPTOV Kai
apyxn yivetat avtod. 1§ k Ke. 0 8¢ EmTETAPTOG ENATTWV
¢0Tl ToD émitpitov kad OV TPOMOV Kal O EmiTPLTOg
10D fjpoAiov. ovtog 8¢ 6 Adyog Kai 1) peTdPaots Tod
TPWTOL KAT AVTIOTPOPTV €iG TOV EAGTTOVA €M OVWV
T@OV Empopiwv odeL.

naviwg 8¢, enoiv, ol dxpol TeTpdywvor £€ml pev
ftoAiowv, Tod & kai ¢ kai 6, 6 8 kal 6 0- émi 8¢ TV
gmutpitwy, Tod O kal (f kal 1, 6 6 kai O 1g, kal émi
TEAVTWY OHolwG: Kal ToDTO EDAOYWG:

névteg 8¢ ol dipot. § ¢ 6- kai 6 & kai 6 O teTpaywvor- 6
1P 1g- kai O O kai 0 1§ TeTpaywvor § Lke: kai 0 & kal 6 ke
TeTpdywvol, kal AmA®dG TEVTeG Ol dKPOL TETPAYWVOL-

€0eixOn yap mapd @ yewpETpn OTL Qv Tpeig dplOpol
gNdxtotol @ot TpOG dAANAovg TOV avtov Adyov
€XovTeG, ol dkpol avT@V TETpAywVvol giotv. émel odV
¢ml TOV Nohioy 6 § kai 6 ¢ kai 6 0 éAdyloTol TPOG
aAAnloug giol kai TOV avTov €xovat Aoyov, i TodTo
ol dKkpoL TOVTWV TETPAYWVOL lOLV.

AAN fowg €imot Tig &v- ok eiolv éAdxioTolr ovdE
yap eiot muBpéveg T@V fuoliwv- i8od yap, 0 y tod
B MIOALOG EoTuv.

7pOG & Aéyopev Tt Svo pev égekiis Eoxatot fjutdAtot
gvpiokovtal, ¢ & B kai ta y, Tpeig 6¢ €gekig
g\dtToveg Tob § Kai ¢ Kai ToD 0 ovdEMOTE. WoAVTWG
Kat SVo pEV EMTPITOVG, TOV Y Kal TOV §, eVpely €0,
Tpeig 8¢ égelijg mokatw tod O kai Tod 1P kal ToD 1§
adbvvatov.

Kail &ml TOV IAM WV ©oadTwd: eikdTwg oDV ovTOL 0D
TOVG KPOVG TETPAYWDVOLG EXOVOLY.

Oédewktar yap év yewpetpia 8Tt dtav Tpelg apduol
fonv avaloyiav €xwot mpog dAAnAovg (olov & ¢ 6- 6v
yap Aoyov €xet O ¢ Tpog TOV §, TobToV el 6 O TPOg
TOV §), TOVTWV ol dKpol eiol TETpAywVOL.
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The first two tables display a typical pattern for the evolution Rec. III > Rec. I > Rec. II:
local rewritings and growth by inflation. That this was the case in the transition from
Rec. III to Rec. I has already been shown by Westerink and Taran, who also surmised
-rightly in my opinion- that Rec. III is more faithful to Ammonius’ lecture notes than
Rec. I, and that the latter might even have used the former as its sole source.”” In our
case, Philoponus adds a (wrong) clarification of the part of Ar. 1.23.15 left uncomment-
ed by Rec. III (second cell in the table), smooths out the syntax and regularizes the lex-
icon, and unduly (but not unreasonably given the context) adds a crucial negation in
the final sentence.*

The second table shows, a fact that is confirmed by a complete collation of the text
as I have undertaken, that Rec. II is a recension of Rec. I according to the same princi-
ples as are used by Philoponus to modify Asclepius’ text: local rewritings and growth by
inflation. In particular, Rec. II radically rewrites Rec. I's wrong clarification (second cell),
adds some specific explanations, makes some expressions more explicit, deletes the final
negation, aligns the quote from Ar. with its own text of Ar.,*' changes the pseudo-citation
of the Elements (where no theorem with such an enunciation exists) to a wording more
faithful to a formulation consistently adopted in the Euclidean treatise.** There can be no
doubt, in my opinion, that Rec. II is a Byzantine recension of Rec. I.** Tannery surmised
that the reviser was Isaak Argyros,* to whom some scholia are expressly ascribed in the
margins of Vat. gr. 1411,* which, as far as my documentary record goes, is in fact the
only independent witness of Rec. I1.*¢ Tannery’s hypothesis must be false exactly for the
reason he adduces: were Argyros the reviser, he would not have kept his own name by

¥ Westerink, “Deux commentaires” (cit. n. 19), and Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), 8-17.

* Several late witnesses perceived the problem and deleted this negation: check Text C.1.

# Qualifier mévteg instead of mévtwg, at the beginning of the third cell: see 1.23.15, Version
D. The same reading is adopted by Rec. IV.

> The designation “among the numbers that have the same ratio as them” instead of “that
have the same ratio to each other”.

# Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), 18; and M. Roueché, “Why the Monad is Not a Number:
John Philoponus and In De Anima 3%, JOB 52 (2002), 95-133: 116-118, claim that Rec. II was
composed in Late Antiquity, but their arguments rest on weak bases.

# On this 14th-century Byzantine scholar see now A. Gioffreda, Tra i libri di Isacco Argiro,
Transmissions 4, Berlin 2020.

# Tannery, “Rapport” (cit. n. 19), 302; contra, Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), 18. The scho-
lia ascribed to Argyros are at Vat. gr. 1411, ff. 49v (nr. 73), 59v (nr. [1]55), 95r (nr. 17), 102v
(nr. 53). The former two are edited in F. Acerbi, “I problemi aritmetici attribuiti a Demetrio
Cidone e Isacco Argiro’, Estudios bizantinos 5 (2017), 131-206, Testo 21; the latter two in Delatte,
Anecdota (cit. n. 25), 139.21-26 and 173.19-174.3.

# Check1.23.15, Version D, Texts C.2, C.5.1E, C.5.2, and see Acerbi, “I problemi” (cit. n. 45).
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the side of his own additions. We have also read Argyros’ autograph scholium in Text
C.10 above, and it does not coincide with the corresponding exegetical unit of Rec. II.

The last table shows that Rec. IV is a not a redaction of Ammonius’ lecture notes (or
a Byzantine recension of such a redaction) as the other “Recensions” are, but an inde-
pendently conceived writing. In our case, Rec. IV employs different wordings of crucial
statements (red colour above), offers a very long, and different exegesis of the crux in Ar.
1.23.15 (second cell), and does not even allude to the aporia of the pythmenes on which
the others spend a rhetorical question.”

As our specimen shows, Rec. IV is a commentary-paraphrase that is not organ-
ised in “lemmas” as the other Recensions are; we read in it —~dismembered among un-
countably many repetitions and examples- a fair amount of Ar., so that the argument of
Rec. IV can sometimes be followed without having Ar. at hand. This is impossible in the
other Recensions. Thus, as a literary product, Rec. IV stands mid-way between the other
Recensions and Iamblichus’ in Nicomachi Arithmeticam, which is in fact a recension of
Ar. Tt is fairly obvious that the author of Rec. IV has largely drawn from the exegetical
tradition, the other Recensions included.* There is not the slightest doubt, in my opin-
ion, that Rec. IV is a Byzantine writing, and a fairly typical one because of its prolixity
and of its paraphrastic habit; a similar literary product is Nicholas Cabasilas’ commen-
tary on Book III of Ptolemy’s Almagest.*

The author of Rec. IV is anonymous. If he has to be a Byzantine scholar, as I think he
has to, we might make a case for excluding Michael Psellus —for his name would hardly
have disappeared- and the 12th-century scholars who gathered around Anna Comnena,
for we read scholia to Ar. 1.23.15 ascribed to Michael of Ephesus and Eustratius and they
are fairly different from the text of Rec. IV (see the next Section).” It is possible that
Rec. IV is the product of the renewed interest in philosophy and the sciences that char-
acterized the Nicaean and early Paleologan periods; a terminus ante quem is set by the
copy of the earliest manuscript witness of the text —Ambros. H 58 sup. (gr. 438; Diktyon

¥ Ammonius summarizes here lamblichus, in Nic. I11.52-55, 116.12-29 Vinel.

8 Cf. Taran, Asclepius (cit. n. 19), 20.

* On the mathematical skills of this important theologist, see F. Acerbi - I. Pérez Martin,
“Les études géométriques et astronomiques a Thessalonique d’apres le témoignage des manu-
scrits: de Jean Pédiasimos a Démétrios Kydones”, Byzantion 89 (2019), 1-35: 13-17. Cabasilas’
commentary is unedited.

% For a first orientation on 12th-century scholarship, see A. Kaldellis, “Classical Scholarship
in Twelfth-Century Byzantium’, in Ch. Barber - D. Jenkins (eds.), Medieval Greek Commentaries on
the Nicomachean Ethics, Leiden — Boston 2009, 1-43. The seminal study on Anna Comnenas circle
is R. Browning, “An Unpublished Funeral Oration on Anna Comnena’, PCPhS, n.s. 8 (1962), 1-12.
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42871)- dated to between 1295 and 1315.”' Only two witnesses of Rec. IV have its text
laid out in the form of a framing commentary on Ar., namely, Laur. Plut. 58.29 and
Ambros. B 77 sup; it is obvious that the latter is a conformal copy of the former (check
also the apparatus of 1.23.15, Versions A and D).

6.3. The scholia

The exegetical record in form of isolated scholia is exceptionally rich (recall that Ar.1.23.15
makes three claims); for this reason, I was induced to create so many C-subdivisions. The
presence of specific scholia may suggest filiations between manuscripts, but it must be
stated clearly that shared scholia may originate either in slavish copy or in collation of
another exemplar. Thus, the scholia shared by several witnesses can only provide the ba-
sis for a supporting criterion of filiation between manuscripts.

I set out in the following table such scholia as have an author name attached or as
are transversal to my C-subdivisions; brackets mean either “anonymous” (round), or
“penned by a later hand” [square], or “partial copy” {braces}:

ms Mich. Dyrr. | Eustr. | Dishyp.| Prot. | Arg. | C.6a|C.14a| C.16a | C.17b | C.18
Ambros. I 8 sup. (C.9a)
Ambros. G 62 sup. C.8a (C.8b) | C.8c | C.8d
Athens, EBE 1115 C.9a
Bucur., BAR gr. 620 C.11a
Gott. philol. 66 C.11a
Hamburg, S-UB, {C.13} {C.13}
philol. 89
Kharkow, UL 269-p * *
Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30 * * *
Laur. Plut. 28.35 (C.7a) C.11a
Marec. gr. Z. 309 (C.8a) | (C.8b) *
Marec. gr. Z. 316 C.8c *
Marec. gr. Z. 318 C.8a C.8b | C.8c
Marec. gr. Z. 319 C.8b | C.8¢ *
Marc. gr. Z. 320 *
Marc. gr. Z. 333 {(C.8a)} (C.8¢) (C.11b)
Matrit. 4678 *
Monac. gr. 76 (C.11b)
Monac. gr. 482 (C.7a) C.11a

U A. Turyn, Dated Greek Manuscripts of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries in the
Libraries of Italy, 2 vol., Urbana — Chicago — London 1972, vol. 1, 88-90.
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ms Mich. Dyrr. | Eustr. | Dishyp.| Prot. | Arg. | C.6a|C.14a| C.16a | C.17b | C.18
Mutin. a.T.8.14 {[(C.8a)]} [C.8] (C.11b)
Mutin. a.U.9.7 C.11b
Neap. III.C.1 *
Nor. Cent. V. App. 36 C.10
Oxon. Bodl. Holkh. 71 * * *
Par. Coislin 174 C.11b
Par. gr. 2450 *
Par. gr. 2480 C.11a
Par. gr. 2483 * *
Par. gr. 2531 C.11b

Roma Abb. S Paolo C.11a
24C

Scorial. PII.3 * *
Scorial. X.1.9 C.8¢c *
Vat. Barb. gr. 273 *
Vat. gr. 186 (C.9a)
Vat. gr. 198 {C.13} {C.13}
Vat. gr. 256 C.9a
Vat. gr. 1026 *
Vindob. phil. gr. 220 *

As the table shows, particularly successful have been five scholia of assigned author,
three of which can be found in a fair number of manuscripts, either anonymous or with
ascribed authorship. Two of these five scholia come from the 12th century scholars men-
tioned above, namely, Michael of Ephesus and Eustratius of Nicaea; two others were com-
posed —apparently in the context of a scholarly debate— by an anonymous reader from the
town of Avppdytov (present-day Durrés), and by a judge Nicholas Dishypatos, of whom no
more information appears to be available (Texts C.7-9 and C.13).”* Michael’s and Eustratius’
exegeses were added by a later hand, partly and misattributed, in Mutin. a.T.8.14, and in its
copy Marec. gr. Z. 333 (check also Text C.11b); Eustratius” alone also figures in Marc. gr. Z.

> Dishypatos mentions the anonymous scholar from Durrés and dubs him “most
Aristotelian”. As far as these two characters are concerned, proximity searches in the TLG give
no results that may provide serious grounds for an identification. Tannery, “Rapport” (cit. n. 19),
329, first put these four scholia to scholarly attention; however, he could not read the epithet that
identifies the author of the first scholium, which can be found in the Martini-Bassi catalogue.
The pieces of information that come from secondary literature have recently been compiled in
I. Nesseris, H ITadeia oty Kwvotavtivovmoly katé tov 120 auwve, PhD Thesis, University of
Ioannina 2014, vol. 1, 286-289. On Michael of Ephesus’ mathematical activities see F. Acerbi — B.
Vitrac, “Les mathématiques de Michel d’Epheése”, REB 80 (2022).
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316 and in its conformal apograph Scorial. X.1.9 (see also Text C.17b); the latter two scholia
were transcribed in severely abridged form by Malachias in his Vat. gr. 198 (he also calls the
judge “Niketas”), and in Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 89 therefrom (check also Texts C.1 and
C.5.1D). These four scholia are compiled together only in Ambros. G 62 sup., a very im-
portant witness of Ar., which alone hands Dishypatos’ text down to us in its longer version;
the four Bessarion manuscripts Marc. gr. Z. 309, 316, 318 (a “patrimonial” manuscript),
319 offer a different text of those of the above scholia they happen to preserve.

As for the fifth scholium in this group, it was in fact the most successful scholium on
one single claim of Ar. 1.23.15, and was eventually included in some Rec. I manuscripts;
in most of them, it is ascribed to some Theodoros/Demetrios Protocensor (Text C.11).
Theodoros” and Michael of Ephesus’ scholia, the latter here anonymous, were transmit-
ted from Monac. gr. 482 to its copy Laur. Plut. 28.25 (check also Texts C.1, C.5.1A, and
C.7). In the former manuscript, Theodoros’ scholium is attached to Rec. I, which was
penned by Neophytos Prodromenos as a whole after Ar.; Michael’s annotation was in-
stead located in due place at the end of Book I of Ar.; the copyist of Laur. Plut. 28.35 re-
located Rec. I in the margins of Ar., so that he eliminated Michael’s scholium while keep-
ing Theodoros. The other manuscripts that assign the scholium to Theodoros all stem
from Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C (cf. Section 6.1 above). The ascription to Demetrios was
spread from Mutin. a.U.9.7 to its (quite incorrect) conformal copy Par. gr. 2531 (have a
look at the layout at the end of Book I) and, most notably, to some Rec. I manuscripts,
among which I have checked Angel. gr. 1 and BNCEF, Fondo Naz. (olim Magliab.) II.II1.37
and Vat. gr. 2262. The scholium lies anonymous in Mutin. a.T.8.14 and in its copy Marc.
gr. Z. 333 (see also Text C.8ac); the text is of the Demetrios-type.

Nikephoros Gregoras apposed glosses, a scholium (Text C.14a) and diagrammatic
scholia to Ar. 1.23.15 in his own recension manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 320. We find these items
in the direct copies Ambros. P 121 sup. (only the diagrams), Par. gr. 2450 (a conformal apo-
graph of which is Vat. Barb. gr. 273), Vindob. phil. gr. 220 (a copy of which is Neap. II1.C.1);
see also the transmitted correction in Texts C.5.1AF. Isaak Argyros’ scholium (Text C.10)
is instead unique to his own fair copy Norimb. Cent. V. App. 36. A distinctive reading
(Adjunct, Version F) and diagrams show that Argyros used Par. gr. 2107 as his model; a
conformal apograph of the Paris manuscript is also Guelf. 36 Gud. gr. (cf. C.5.1 gloss).

As for anonymous scholia, Text C.6a is shared by Matr. 4678 and Vat. gr. 1026;
together with Text C.16a, it is also shared by Kharkow, UL 269-p, 369-c and by its cop-
ies Par. gr. 2483 and Scorial. PII.3. These two texts together with Text C.18 are further
shared by the magnificent Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71 and by its likely copy Laur. Conv.
Soppr. 30. The Kharkow manuscript shares with Oxon. New Coll. 299 and with Vat. gr.
1051 and its conformal copy Par. gr. 2481 a distinctive mistake in Ar. 1.23.15 (Version E).
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The following table sets out the scholia to the Adjunct:

ms Text
Ambros. I 8 sup. C.9bd
Athens, EBE 1115 C.9bd
Berol. Phillipps 1549 C.5.2
Cizensis 67 C.5.2
Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88 C.12
Marc. gr. Z. 317 C.12
Marec. gr. Z. 595 C.12
Monac. gr. 76 C.5.2
Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20 C.9bd
Oxon. Lincoln Coll. gr. 33 C.5.2
Par. gr. 2373 [C.15]
Par. gr. 2377 C.5.2
Par. gr. 2479 [C.9bd]
Par. gr. 2762 C.12
Vat. gr. 256 C.9bd
Vat. gr. 1411 C.5.2
Vat. gr. 2387 C.12

The second column singles out all representatives of Rec. II I was able to check. As
said, they all stem from Vat. gr. 1411. As for the third column, the indicated scholia and
related material (inclusive of Michael’s scholium C.9a) were transmitted by conformal
copy from Vat. gr. 256 to Athens, EBE 1115 (check also Text 5.C.1B), and by collation,
along with the Adjunct itself C.5.1B, from Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 20 to Par. gr. 2479
(here a later hand). The fourth column displays a group of tightly related manuscripts,
further linked by the mistake in 1.23.15, Version C.

The information gathered in this Section and an analytic look at the varia lectio re-
corded in Section 5 (this is summarized in the tables of the Appendix) allow outlining
the following schematization of a part of the textual tradition of Ar. The two large con-
tinents, connected by several bridges, represent the presence (absence on the left) of the
Adjunct; the sign “>” connects an apograph to its (likely or obvious) model. The manu-
scripts are identified by the number that characterizes their signature; those marked in
red have Theodoros/Demetrios Protocensor’s scholium. Enclaves delimited by broken

lines also depend on extratextual criteria.”

>3 These are: presence of the “Soterichos” scholium located between the two Books of
Ar. (blue); Rec. II ascribed to Proclus (orange); diagrammatic apparatus (green: see Acerbi,
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7. Exegetical stances

o

It is important to recall that Ar. 1.23.15 makes three claims, whose meaning has been ex-

plained in Section 3 above. How these claims, along with the context-setting clause, were
interpreted by the scholiasts is best discussed by taking the Adjunct as a reference; in the
following table, the claims of the Adjunct are singled out, and 1.23.15 is set out facing and

disassembled (cf. Section 6.1 above, where the complementary operation is performed):

“Eliminazioni” [cit. n. 3]). See the Appendix for details. On the “Soterichos” scholium see C.
Hofstetter, “Le mystérieux Soterichos: contribution a létablissement de I'histoire du texte d’un
commentaire byzantin a la psychogonie de Platon”, RHT 13 (2018), 59-91.
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Adjunct Ar.123.15
Ml AoV HEVTOL TV EKKEIHEVWY EKOETEWY ¢t mao@v 8¢ Tdv StalevyBelowv 1

TAVTWG ol dKkpoL TETPAywVoi eloy, ol 8¢ péoot €k TV TAeLPOV  TAVTwWG 8¢ ol dKpot TETpaywvoL

avT@®V € AAARAALG YEVOUEVWY, >

Kal O PV TPAOTOG TG AMOYEVVWOTNG €l TOV EAATTOVA THG 0 8¢ Mp@TOG €ig TOV ENaTTOVA 4

ytvopévng petaBaivet, petaPaivet,

v apgotépalg 8¢ Taig yevvnOeioalg Kal &g’ NG apeotepal, 2

6 éoyatog kai peillwv TETpaywvog 6 avTodg 0TIy 0 [ev E0XaTOG TETPAYWVOG O 3
avTog pével,

Thus, as seen in Section 3 above, two “disjoined” numerical means are “generated”
from an assigned mean (this is the Context: rows nr. 1-2 above): the extreme terms of
these means are “always square numbers” (Claim 1: row nr. 5 above), the “first” (and larg-
est) term of the “generating” mean “is transformed into the smaller «term> of the resulting
anean>” (Claim 2: row nr. 4 above), the “last and largest” term is the same in the result-
ing means (Claim 3: row nr. 3 above). In the Adjunct, we also get for free an enrichment
of Claim 1: the middle term of a geometric mean is the geometric mean of the extremes.
What is at issue here, then, are the numerical means and their terms. No mention of ratios,
which, however, are the backbone of the general context of Ar. 1.23.6-17 in virtue of the
identification of ratios and means,* as seen in Section 2 above. This imperfect match could
not be swallowed by several readers, who insisted in forcing Ar. 1.23.15 in the unsuitable
mould of ratios. If an unsuitable mould might well prove harmless in point of exegesis,
the real issue in interpreting 1.23.15 is simple: which of the two extremes is “the first”, and
which is “the last” The alternative is not settled by the wording of .23.15, as we have repeat-
edly seen. Moreover, it is clear that all of the following constraints cannot be filled at the
same time: (1) the “first” and the “last” term cannot have the same position in a mean; (2)
all Claims must refer to both “resulting” means; (3) if something within a specific kind is
“transformed into <anything> smaller” in the same kind, it cannot be the smallest such item
around. Add to all of this the diabolic touch of interchanging the extremes of the mean in
the shift from the “direct” to the “inverse” arm of the prescription. The result is the exeget-
ical diffraction I shall summarize in what follows.

Let us start with the Context. Most interpreters agree in the above interpretation,
usually by conceiving of what is disjoined as means-as-ratios (oxéoelg) or means-as-pro-
portions (&valoyiat): see Texts C.1, C.2, C.4 (Rec. I, II, IV), C.5.1D (a variant reading
in the Adjunct), C.7 gloss, C.8¢ and gloss, C.8bd = C.13ab, C.9b, C.10 and gloss, C.12

>* When defining the means at Ar. 1.23.7, Nicomachus calls them ék0¢oe1g “setting-outs”
(wiz., of numerical terms), and this denomination will be picked up in the Adjunct.
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gloss, C.14a and gloss, C.16b, C.18 gloss. The exceptions are Texts C.3 (Rec. III), which
does not tackle this point, Texts C.6 glosses, C.7a = C.8a = C.9a, which quite incorrect-
ly think that what is disjoined are terms such as the unit, the dyad, etc., and C.16 gloss,
which identifies “disjoined” with “inverse”. Finally, note that the Adjunct disconnects the
two phrases that define the Context, and distributes them between the Claims.

As for the Claims, let us start on safe ground, namely, with Claim 1. Rec. I-IV
(Texts C.1-4) shift from a cautious “proved by means of lines (= rigorously)” to a ques-
tionable “proved by the geometer/in geometry”, cite a pseudo-Euclidean enunciation
(modified by Rec. II, as seen in Section 6.2; the formulation of Rec. I/III is also adopted
in Texts C.7b and C.9¢, C.17a, C.18), and offer one or more basic examples. Rec. I-1I1],
along with Texts C.6b (very sketchily), C.17a, C.18, and, in a different formulation,
Argyros’ scholium C.10, also present and solve the aporia of the pythmenes: the proper-
ty holds for means in lowest terms, but each mean contains two instances of the ratio it
corresponds to, and neither instance can be in lowest terms (cf. Section 2 above), that is,
those terms that are the pythmenes of the ratio.”” The scholium to the Adjunct C.5.2 ex-
plains, by quoting the enunciation of Elem. VIIL.11, that the middle term referred to by
the Adjunct is the product of the “sides” (= square roots) of the extremes, whereas Texts
C.9d, C.12b, C.14 gloss to the Adjunct, C.15, C.16ab, C.17¢ present a series of exam-
ples of this very last statement. Texts C.8, C.11, C.13 (Malachias’” rewriting of C.8db),
C.14, C.15 do not discuss this Claim.

Interpreting Claim 2 was a thorny issue. Rec. III (Text C.3) is silent on it. Philoponus
(Text C.1), who could not plagiarize anyone, concocts an explanation that is just a smoke
screen: “the first drifts towards the unit, for it also originated from the unit”. The revis-
er of Rec. II (Text C.2) cannot be happy with this and offers a correct explanation; he
adopts, however, a terminology that others also applied in this context: the largest term
of a mean is read as the “antecedent” of the ratio associated to it, the smallest term of
the mean being associated with the “consequent” of the “same” ratio. As explained in
Section 2, the two terms are “antecedent” and “consequent” of different albeit equivalent
ratios, neither of which is in lowest terms. This fact slightly complicates matters. The
smaller-term reading can be found in Texts C.8d = C.13a, C.9b, C.10, C.12a, C.15 gloss,
C.16b, C.17 gloss; the terminology of “antecedent” and “consequent”, which obviously
also fits Claim 3, is further adopted in Texts C.8¢, C.8d = C.13a, C.10, C.11, C.17 glosses.

Rec. IV (Text C.4) introduces a major misconception to us: the first term of the gen-
erating mean is not transformed into a smaller term but into a smaller ratio. As said at the

>> In general, a pythmen is the smallest number, or set of numbers, or ratio, to which a cer-
tain property applies. The concept was already well-developed in the times of Plato: R. 546¢1-3.
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end of Section 2, this can only be true, and not even in every instance, for the “inverse”
arm of the prescription, contrary to the explicit statement of Ar. 1.23.15 that the property
must hold for both arms. We also find the ratio-reading in Texts C.6a and glosses, C.7a
and glosses = C.8a = C.9a, C.8¢, which however combines it with the smaller-term read-
ing, C.8 gloss, C.12 glosses, C.14a and glosses, C.16a, C.18 gloss.

Text C.8b appears to endorse the smaller-term interpretation but gets entangled in
an unwelcome confusion because it writes the generating mean of its own basic example
in reverse order: 9,6,4 instead of 4,6,9. Of course, this move has the effect of inverting
the referent of the pronouns “first” and “last” in Ar. 1.23.15. This problem disappears in
Malachias’ radical rewriting in Text C.13b, where the numbers of the example are also
different.

Let us finally come to Claim 3. The situation with Rec. III (Text C.3) and Rec. I (Text
C.1) is the same as above: the former is silent, the latter deploys a smoke screen. Rec. II
(Text C.2) adopts two basic interpretations: (1) Claim 3 applies to both arms of the pre-
scription and not to the direct arm only (see the discussion in Section 2 above); (2) as a
consequence, the “last” term is the smallest one in a mean, or, by using the wording of
Rec. II, is the “consequent” of the lesser of the two ratios that figure in the mean. In its
not-so-clear-cut formulation, Rec. IV seems to put forward both (1) and (2). The same
position as Rec. IT we find in Texts C.7 glosses, possibly (the line of argument is very con-
fused; one must induce from the interpretive stance for Claim 3, but note that the final
remark of Text C.8d seems to imply the greatest-term reading) in C.8b, and in C.8cd,
C.10, C.11, C.12a, C.16a.

The Adjunct C.5.1 adopts (1) above but also the reading that (3) the “last” term
is the greatest one in a mean: as a consequence, the two greatest terms in the resulting
means are identical (this is also the reading I prefer). The same position we find in Texts
C.6b glosses, C.7a = C.8a = C.9a, in Malachias’ radical rewriting of C.8b in Text C.13b,
and again in Texts C.9b, C.16b, C.17 glosses. Texts C.8d, and C.14 and glosses appear to
set forth the idea that the last square remains the same as a square (“as for quality”), not
as of its numerical value (“as for quantity”).

Texts C.6a, C.13a (Malachias’ rewriting of C.8d), C.15 do not really tackle the issue.

All in all, we may be charitable with our commentators and scholiasts: Ar. 1.23.15
really is an ambiguous sentence. The scholia that definitely beat around the bush are a
handful, among which Philoponus’ Rec. I. Noteworthy points are: Malachias™ rewrit-
ings of Dishypatos’ and the man from Dyrrachios’ scholia; the clear hints of a scholarly
debate lingering over Ar. 1.23.15; the metonymic misinterpretation that makes, for in-
stance, Michel of Ephesus think that the referents’ set of the pronouns “last”, “first”, and
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“smallest” may contain both terms and ratios; the systematic identification of means and
ratios, refined in some scholiasts by the use of the technical terms “antecedent” and “con-
sequent”; the moderate use of numerical examples; the citation of a phantom-theorem
in the Elements.

8. Conclusion

Let us finally sketch, by referring to the three aims listed at the beginning of this paper,
the main results of this tour de force.

Philological aim 1. Some order has been made in the textual tradition of Ar. It is
shown that the tradition is rooted in an archetype to be located between Iamblichus and
Ammonius because of the presence, in all manuscripts, of the interpolation Ar. 1.23.15.
It is also shown that a text I have called “the Adjunct” and that is witnessed to by most
manuscripts is a clarification of Ar. 1.23.15 that has crept into the text, certainly after
Ammonius. Some of these manuscripts allow following the process of absorption of the
Adjunct by the text. The varia lectio associated to 1.23.15 and to the Adjunct, along with
the pattern of presence and the varia lectio of the scholia thereon, allow outlining a first
map of the witnesses of Ar. Yet, much of the varia lectio perfectly fits the syntactical and
mathematical context: this shows how difficult is to apply the genealogical method in the
topmost portion of the stemma of Ar.

Philological aim 2. The relationships between the so-called Recensions of Ammonius’
lecture notes are settled once and for all: only Rec. III and Rec. I deserve this appellation;
Rec. I is a Byzantine recension of Rec. I; Rec. IV is an independently conceived writing
of Byzantine origin. As for Rec. III and Rec. I, my impression is that Philoponus simply
reworked Asclepius’ set of scholia, with a close look at his own Nicomachus. It is of some
interest, and even slightly bewildering, that Ammonius/Asclepius did not comment on
the most problematic claims of Ar. 1.23.15.

Historical aim. Byzantine scholars hotly debated about the meaning of Ar.1.23.15and
of the Adjunct; the exegetical documentary record is very rich, some scholia being trans-
mitted in fairly different redactions. The scholarly debate maybe found its akmé in the
12th century, maybe within the circle of scholars gathered around Anna Comnena (after
all, they had to study some number theory for commenting on Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics), and could be taken to be responsible for some of the pre-traditional modifica-
tions that affect Nicomachus’ text and for part of the rich apparatus of scholia in form of
syllogistic diagrams that characterizes some manuscript witnesses.*

% See Acerbi, “Eliminazioni” (cit. n. 3), on this.
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Appendix. The documentary record
MANUSCRIPTS OF NICOMACHUS, INTRODUCTIO ARITHMETICA, THAT CONTAIN THE END OF Book I (83)

The four central columns set out the Version of Ar. 1.23.15, the number of the Text number of the associated scholium, if any, the Version
of the Adjunct, the presence or absence of glosses to 1.23.15, respectively. The last two columns give the Hoche’s and D’Ooge’s sigla. Later

hand texts are within brackets; within braces are texts that can only be read partly.

ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt |Adj gl remarks
inc 4.7 avtn
Ambros. I 8 sup. (gr. 451) 12th ex. - marg sch
(Diktyon 42887) 13th in. lv-34r 34r-73r B ? B Y sch [Michael of Ephesus]
related to Vat. gr. 256
1r-581, 58v-101v Rec IV
Ambros. B 77 sup. (gr. 105) 14th ex. - 3 102r-132r, 132r-149v des mut Rec 111
(Diktyon 42327) 15th in. 20-58r >8v-101r b 4 AN copy of Laur. Plut. 58.29
as of Ar + Rec IV
sch Michael of Ephesus, [Avppayiov],
Arr}bros. G 62 sup. (gr. 404) 13th T 128r-43v | 48r-65v A 8 A |N Eustratius, Dishypatos
(Diktyon 42822) 14th in. . .
Soterichos splits Ar.
Ambros. P 121 sup. (gr. 640)
(Diktyon 43117) 15th 111r-130v | 130v-152v| A N F |N copy of Marc. gr. Z. 320
marg mix comm
Athens, EBE 1115 sch Michael of Ephesus
(Diktyon 3411) Mthex |1-59 60-134 B ? {B} | N copy of Vat. gr. 256
partial lacuna on p. 59 affects Adj
many diagrams m rec
?glr]lc(;nofgﬁig? 16th Ir-16v 17r-34r C N B | N | related to Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88
4 and Vat. gr. 2387
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks D
e . 1r-88v, 89v-159v Rec Il incl Ar
?Defl(c): (1;1111912153(};)5 1549 Xil)ei;liano 16th? 1r-84v 89r-159r D 522 E |N sch év &\ ol
4 ' stems from Vat. gr. 1411 after rec
Bucuresti, BAR gr. 520
(Litzica 210) 18th 87-118 119-154 D N E N nearly all diagrams missing
(Diktyon 10593)
Bucuresti, BAR gr. 620
(Litzica 183) 18th 11-234 | 235-430 | A ﬁa AN Con?f)}r‘n?;f‘c’fo“:flgg:fCeﬁgf c
(Diktyon 10693) Py - PRtioL
s.l. Rec IT anchoring numbers
f;lsc?gzg’fi;ggjs 17th 1r-39r 39r-54v D N E |N Rec II (missing) ascr. Proclus 38
4 stems from Vat. gr. 1411
1r-141r, 142r-266r Rec 1
Gott. philol. 66 1 [A] sch Theodoros protocensor
(Diktyon 17413) 13th ex. Ir-140r 142r-265r A 11a | [A] N Adjin Rec I, Adj m rec G
copy of Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C
Guelf. 43 + 37 + 36 + 40 Gud. gr.
Guf: If. 36 Gud. gr. l6thin. | 1r-17v 17v-32v A N F [N annotated by Matteo Macigni r
(Diktyon 72080) .
systematic copy of Par. gr. 2107
Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88 . sch; cf. Vat. gr. 2387
(Diktyon 32406) Alexios cal29d | lr-24r 24v-52v ¢ 12 By no compl of Vat. Barb. gr. 164 37
161-373, 399-548 Rec |
Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 89 | Francesco 1 sch Dlshypatqs; sch Atppaiov
: _ 1633 1-76 77-152 A [D] [N Adj marg H
(Diktyon 32407) Gozzadino 13 . .
Soterichos splits Rec I
conformal copy of Vat. gr. 198
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks
sch; sch ¢v dA\olc
102v Def. 138.9-10+
lac 48.4 &p1]Ou® - 53.23
TPOXWPODOLY,
63.1 moAamAaciov - 67.19 kai,
g?crtkzy’gi 422?9'1” 369-¢ l4tham. | 67r-87v | 88r-102v | E fg B | Y 75.16 yoxoyoviav - 81.11 ¢,
4 107.7 oxtakig — 119.21 te,
123.15 xai - 126.10 {oov
after ff. 83, 86, 88, 95, 96, resp
correct folios order 97, 99, 98, 101,
100
sch; several hands
6a annot Nikephoros Gregoras
(Lg‘llkrt (;‘r’lnlv;;’g)p r. 30 13thex. |9v-43r | 43v-68r A 16a | A |Y prol m rec des. 7.5 mepi
) 18 possibly a copy of Oxon. Bodl.
Holkham 71
des. 116.9 datnpricovot
Laur. Plut. 28.35 1 2r-30r, 30r-50r Rec I
(Diktyon 16216) 14th 231y Slv-ddv A lla ALY sch Theodoros protocensor
copy of Monac. gr. 482
Laur. Plut. 58.29 5 95v-196v Rec III L.a + Rec IV
(Diktyon 16447) 14th 7r-133r | 154r-196v | A 4 AN Psellos [cf. Soterichos] indep. of Ar.
Leid., BRU, Periz. Q° 39 incomplete set of diagrams
(Diktyon 37878) l4th Ir-23v 23v-40v B N BN several hands
Leid., BRU, BPG 74G sch; 53v-65r Rec I extr
(Diktyon 37728) 16tham. | 4r-250 25v-48r b N F N related to Par. gr. 2450
Leiden, BRU, Voss. gr. Q° 23 14th am. lac 140.9 xai — 143.11 olov
(Diktyon 38130) 15th 1r-30r 31r-62v A N NN des 146.17 d1& tecodpwv
. sch [Michael of Ephesus],
?gt;;ct ‘3; 5973;) 3)((:011' 300) E?;lf(:)ltﬁgiia 14thm. | 183v-193v | 193v-204v| A 82b F Y [Avppayiov]
4 Y possibly related to Par. gr. 2107
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks
prol des. 77.5 mepi
?g;;ct ‘g; 59';;76)&011' 670) 14th a.m. | 5r-61v 62r-126v A 213; A|Y sch Eustratius
4 129r-244v, 245r-340r Rec I
Marc. gr. Z. 317 (coll. 637) no comm
(Diktyon 69788) lthm. | 1r-23v 23v-49v B 12 AN related to Marc. gr. Z. 595
sch Michael of Ephesus, Avppayiov,
Eustratius
i\gt;cct %Z 59; 81 98)(coll. 994) 14th? 1r-21r 21r-44v A 8abc | A |Y Soterichos indep. of Ar.
4 possibly related to Ambros. G 62 sup.
and Vat. gr. 198
Marec. gr. Z. 319 (coll. 1029) 8bc , .
(Diktyon 69790) 13thm. | 1r-39r 40r-75v BD 17h A |N sch Avppayiov, Eustratius
Marec. gr. Z. 320 (coll. 638) , . .
(Diktyon 69791) 1320-30 | 19r-52v 53r-92v A 14 AlY Gregora’s recension manuscript
Marec. gr. Z. 330 (coll. 1029)
(Diktyon 69801) 14th a.m. | 288r-302r | 302r-314v B N A |N no sch
! 39r-61v, 62r-83r mix sch
sch [Demetrios] protocensor
Ma'rc. gr. Z. 333 (coll. 644) Bessarion ca 1426 39v-61v | 62r-82v A Apart A | N | [Michael of Ephesus], [Eustratius]
(Diktyon 69804) 8ac
11b final sentence Rec IV
copy of Mutin. a.T.8.14 as of sch
Marc. gr. Z. 514 (coll. 771) .
(Diktyon 69985) 14th ex. | 6r-24v 25r-44r A N A |N no comm, no sch, no diagr
Marc. gr. Z. 592 (coll. 529) | Angelos no comm, no sch, no diagr
(Diktyon 77063) Vergetios l6thm. | 1r-37r STV A N F N related to Par. gr. 2107
Marec. gr. Z. 595 (coll. 806) no comm
(Diktyon 70066) Mthex. | 7r-32v | 32v-6lr B 2 ) AlY related to Marc. gr. Z. 317
sch
Matrit. 4678 1060-80 | 4r-26v 27457y A 6 N | N 4-8 13th p.m. ad 25.9 moAXa-

(Diktyon 40155)

4r sch Chortasmenos
long dittography at end Book I
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks
Bartolomeo
Zanetti
1-93 N 1r-61r, 62r-93v Rec III I.a + Rec IV
Camillo [1] 94r-160v, 161r-220r Rec I+
Monac. gr. 76 . .
(Diktyon 44520) Zanetti ca 1550 220r-248r | 248r-276r D [4] E |N sch [Demetrios] protocensor
277-453 [5.2] likely partial copy of Cizensis 67
main 5 [11D] likely partial copy of Marc. gr. Z. 397
Mon.27
94-276
Rec. 1 (1] 173r-220r, 220v-252v Rec I
?I/I;;zfi; 52 4498320) Neophytos ﬁtﬁ fn M 196r-133r | 133v-169v | A 7 AlY sch [Michael of Ephesus]
) Prodromenos ’ [11a] sch Theodoros protocensor in Rec I
1r-28r, 28v-54v Rec I incl Ar
1 sch [Demetrios] protocensor
Mutin. o.T.8.14 (Punt. 105) | marg Ioannes | 14th m rec sch [Michael of Ephesus],
(Diktyon 43425) Chortasmenos | 1397-1402 Ir-28r 28r-54v A [f;c)] NN {Eustratius}
integr m rec Rec I
almost no primary diagrams
marg Adj Rec I
1v-39r, 39r-75r Rec |
Mutin. a.U.9.7 (Puntoni 56) 14th 1 sch Demetrios protocensor
(Diktyon 43474) 15thin, | V38V 39 A gy AL N ) 15thin, (ad 17.5), diff. model
correct folios order 11, 8-10
lac 8.8 kaBd — 9.9 dpOunTKn
38r-88v, 89r-107v Rec IV
Mutin. a.W.3.1 (Punt. 245) no diagrams
(Diktyon 43532) Paulos 15th 1r-18r 18r-37v C N BN related to Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88
and Vat. gr. 2387
Neapol. II1.C.1 Petrus . .
(Diktyon 46277) Creticus ca 1433 1r-20v 21r-41v A 14 F |N copy of Vindob. phil. gr. 220
Neapol. IT1.C.6 . .
(Diktyon 46282) 14th m. 1r-32r 32r-61r B N A | N | some diagrams possibly thorn away
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks
Norimb. Cent. V. App. 36 sch
(Diktyon 46676) Isaak Argyros | ca 1370 Ir-18v 18v-37v A 10 F Y copy of Par. gr. 2107
6a
Oxon. Bodl. Holkham 71 sch
(Diktyon 48139) 13th 265r-278v | 2790-293v | A 1168a AN related to Laur. Conv. Soppr. 30
inc mut 17.18 ékBéoeot
Oxon. Bodl. Laud. gr. 44 TIPOXELPLOAUEVWV
(Diktyon 48266) L6th ex. 25-90 91-188 A N AN almost no sch or diagrams in Book I
copy of Par. suppl. gr. 450

Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra 40r-43v 8.10 e0]xpnotd — 18.5 cwpndov,
20 14th 1-17¢ > | 17r-39r B 9bd B N 22.19 8¢ usque ad finem 42
(Diktyon 48465) note correct folios order
Oxon. Lincoln Coll. gr. 33 2 68r-110v, 111r-143v Rec IT incl Ar
(Diktyon 48687) toth 68r-110r - 111r-143v| D 5.2 E N stems from Vat. gr. 1411 L
Oxon. New Coll. 299
(Diktyon 48768) 15th 52r-55v | 55v-59r E N N O

_— N 81r-103r, 103r-118v Rec I (15th)
F;;kfzilg 3117 ;1) 14th, 15th | 41r-58v | 59r-79r A [1] [i] N Adj Ar et marg Rec I P,

% [11Db] sch Demetrios protocensor
Par. gr. 2063 o~
(Diktyon 51692) 14th 9v-33v 34r-55r D N N |N des. 140.17 avtaic
Par. gr. 2107
(Diktyon 51736) 14th 59r-85r 85r-112v A N F |N
Par. gr. 2372 John almost no diagrams
(Diktyon 52004) Chionopoulos 15tham. | Ir-26r 26r-54r B N BN prol follows Ar Pu
Par. gr. 2373 sch m rec
(Diktyon 52005) 14th br-17r 17r-35¢ B sl A Y related to Vat. gr. 1040 Py
very peculiar diagrams; no sch

Par. gr. 2374 John ;
(Diktyon 52006) Hydruntinos 16th Ir-21v 22r-42v A N D |N possibly related to Cantab. UL P,

Kk.V.28
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ms copyist date Book I Book Il |I1.23.15| Txt |Adj gl remarks D
1r-34r, 34r-56r Rec 11, for which
Par. gr. 2376 conformal copy of Monac. gr. 431
(Diktyon 52008) lotham. | 57r-78v | 78v-101v A 3 AN Ar conformal copy of Marc. gr. Z. 318 Ps
many syll diagrams
1r-88v, 89v-161v Rec II incl Ar
fgrlk‘(tgroisg 27 009) 16th 1r-84v 89r-160r D 522 E |N sch év &\ ol 36
4 ' conformal copy of Berol. Phill. 1549
Par. gr. 2450 1 sch m rec
(Diktyon 52082) anonymus G | ca 1335 92r-111v | 111v-131v| A 14 F |Y Gregoras' recension
m rec marg sch & marg Adj
Par. gr. 2479 Soterichos splits Ar
(Diktyon 52111) 12th pm. | 1r-92v 110r-201v ) A [9bd] | [B] | N collated to Oxon. Bodl. Selden Supra Py
20
1-346, 1-319 Rec I
Par. gr. 2480 Ioannes from 1 A sch Theodoros protocensor
(Diktyon 52112) Siatista cal733 1-345 1-319 A 11a | [A] N Adj also in Rec I Ps
copy of Gott. philol. 66
Par.. gr. 2481 15th 1r-19r 20r-24v, E N N | N conformal copy of Vat. gr. 1051
(Diktyon 52113) 41r-53v Py g P,
3-154, 154-293 Rec I+
1 sch év dA\\oig
fgri'k%r'o 721452311 5) 14th 5-153 154-313 E 6a | B |Y 315-317 Def. 138.9-10+ P,
4 16 copy of Kharkow, UL, 269-p, 369-c as
for Ar
marg Adj
Par. gr. 2531 Michael 1 marg Rec I (part)
(Diktyon 52163) Souliardos I5thex. | 42r-80v ) 81r-124r A 11b (Al N sch Demetrios protocensor
copy of Mutin. a.U.9.7
Par. gr. 2762 related to Vat. gr. 196
(Diktyon 52398) I5tham. | 13r-4lv ) 41v-73v B 12 AN possibly a copy of Marc. gr. Z. 595
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks D

Par. suppl. er. 450 almost no sch or diagrams in Book I
- SUPP’- BT 15th 6r-35r 35v-68v A N A |N (indirect and partial) copy of p
(Diktyon 53192) 10
Monac. gr. 482
1
Scorial. PI1.3 (gr. 23) 262r-437r, 437r-594v Rec I+ incl. Ar.
(Diktyon 15295) 16th p.m. | 262r-437r | 437r-594v E ?2 B N copy of Par. gr. 2483
Scorial. 2.I1.15 (gr. 95)
(Diktyon 15366) 13thex. |160r-171v |/ A N A |N several hands e,
Scorial. Y.II1.12 (gr. 282) Adj singled out as such
(Diktyon 15495) 14th lr-2lr 2Ar-d2r A N DN many diagrams missing in indent %
prol des. 77.5 mept
Scorial. X.1.9 (gr. 351) 8c sch Eustratius
(Diktyon 14967) 1544 r-ddr | DPr9ly A 7 | ALY 95r-205t, 2061-2661 Rec I ©
copy of Marc. gr. Z. 316
Vat. Barb. gr. 273 I conformal and systematic
(Diktyon 64819) Lorenzo Ciatti | 16th 91r-122v | 123r-157v A 14 F Y copy of Par. gr. 2450
Vat. gr. 186 .
(Diktyon 66817) 13th 196r-243v | 245r-286r A 9a N N sch [Michael of Ephesus] F
Vat. gr. 195 sch
(Diktyon 66826) 1342 lr-43r 3v-8dv A N By poor diagrams
Vat. gr. 196 , N
(Diktyon 66827) 14th 1r-15r 15r-30v B N C [N des. 147.1 eioaywyf E
Vat. gr. 197 inc. 3.3 dxivnra
(Diktyon 66828) 16th Ir-32r 32v-68v D N NN correct quires order 1, 3, 4, 2, 5
marg Adj;

Vat. gr. 198 Malachias | 1360-70 | 2r-19v | 21r-33v A L o) N sitrlll)gl;,hlgztiiv sch A Ri: {;rv
(Diktyon 66829) 13 Ypaos; PPax

Soterichos splits Ar
related to Marc. gr. Z. 318
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ms copyist date Book I BookII |I1.23.15| Txt | Adj|gl remarks
marg mix comm
Vat. gr. 256 l4thin. | 298r-316v | 316v-336r | B 9 | B |N sch Michael of Ephesus
(Diktyon 66887)
related to Ambros. I 8 sup.
Vat. gr. 1026 Adj m rec
(Diktyon 67657) l4th 41r-63v 65v-84v A 6 (Al 1Y same scholia as Matrit. 4678
Vat. gr. 1040 14th .
(Diktyon 67671) 15th 1r-20v 20v-42v B N A |N 1r-4r restor. ad 19.12 ioa
Vat. gr. 1051 13th ex. - .
(Diktyon 67682) L4th in. 1r-20v 21r-40v E N [A] | N Adj 15th
Vat. gr. 1411 2
(Diktyon 68042) 14th ex. 61r-76v 76v-92v D 5 E |N 43r-60r, 93r-106r Rec II encl Ar
Vat. gr. 2297 + Roma, Arch. 3r-9v + 1 1r-551, 56r-111r Rec I
S. Paolo 24C 13th p.m. 1r-54r 56r-111r A 11a [A] | N sch Theodoros protocensor
(Diktyon 68928 + 55907) Adj marg Rec I
Vat. gr. 2387 . .
(Diktyon 69018) 13th p.m. | 32r-48v 49r-67v C 12 B | N | sch;cf. Hamburg, S-UB, philol. 88
Vat. Ottob. gr. 310
(Diktyon 65553) 14th 124r-142r | 142r-160r B N A |N copy of Vat. gr. 1040
Vindob. phil. gr. 62 .
(Diktyon 71176) 15th p.m. | 1r-24r 24v-47v A N A |N no diagrams
Vindob. phil. gr. 220 .
(Diktyon 71334) Nikephoros 15th a.m. | 21r-62r 63r-104v A 14 F |Y copy of Marc. gr. Z. 320
Zeitz, Stiftsbibliothek 67 John 2 3r-361, 69v-96r Rec II encl Ar
(Cizensis 67, Diktyon 72776) | Argyropoulos 15th 6v-Slv | S1v-69r b 5.2 BN related to Vat. gr. 1411
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MANUSCRIPTS OF NICOMACHUS, INTRODUCTIO ARITHMETICA, THAT DO NOT CONTAIN THE END OF BoOK |

OR THAT COULD NOT BE CHECKED (20)

ms copyist date Book I Book IT remarks

marg Rec Il ascr. Proclus

I(Ag?;:li’nEf 5Esi)2 38 18thin. | 1r-73v 74r-1361 ms. B D’Ooge
Y possibly a copy of Athon. Meg. Laur. ©.189
Athon. Meg. Laur. ©.189
(Eustr. 1051) (Diktyon 28070) 17th 1r- -68v marg Rec II ascr. Proclus
Berol. Phillipps 1469 ,
(Diktyon 9370) 14th 1r-4v des 7.9 mpodia[BePfatwbdévra
Cantab. UL Gg.1.2 (gr. 1397) 15th 2 1r2dr allegedly excerpts, but no segment of text mentioned in
(Diktyon 12190) the catalogue is contained in Ar
Cantab. UL Kk.V.28 (gr. 2070) : no scholia except on first three folios; n° 43 D’Ooge
(Diktyon 12211) Angelos Vergetios Bthm. | - 88v same spurious incipit as Par. gr. 2374
marg Rec II; des mut Rec II I.me.3 dptionepittov
Captab. UL LLVA (gr. 2202) 17th 225-253 partial copy of Oxon. Lincoln gr. 33, as stated in the ms
(Diktyon 12224)
(cf catalogue)

Gelibolu, BK 6 . . .
(Diktyon 17158) 17th no information available
Kozane, DB 42 . . .
(Diktyon 36946) 1705 97r- -209v further information not available
Istanbul, TSM G.1.5
(Diktyon 33950) 14th 9r-35v 35v-63v 64r-184v Rec II
London, BL, Harley 6295 oy
(Diktyon 39691) Ioannes 15th p.m. 124v-126v 136.2 b1o T@V dxpwv usque ad finem
Marc. gr. 591 (coll. 1035) . 1-33.16 oi puév ovv, 75.12 Snhovott - 102.3 oi t
(Diktyon 70062) 16thin. | 90r-106v 107r-119v conformal copy of Vindob. phil. gr. 174
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ms copyist date Book I Book II remarks
des 50.2 mpog T@® OAw
Monac. gr. 238 stems from model of Roma, Arch. S. Paolo 24C + Vat.
(Diktyon 44685) Boemundos 1348-66 | 1r-19r gr. 2297
copied in Southern Italy
Oxon. Bodl. Auct. T.4.4 (Misc. 242) 280r-287v 1-37.7 €in, 75.12 dnAovoTt — 99.15 pijkog
(Diktyon 47190) 15th-16th | 329r-343r 344r-v conformal copy of Vindob. phil. gr. 174
, marg Rec I; no diagrams
Par g1 2375 Constantinos loh 145 des 45,40 Toow éoiy
Y pP partial and non exclusive copy of Par. gr. 2483
Scorial. T.I.11 (gr. 131) "
(Diktyon 15403) 16th 206-210 des 10.19 6v[twv
Michael I des 58.7 ¢mmévOektog, II des. 147.1 eicaywyi
Scorial. T.IL6 (gr. 145) . 1r-98r Book I copy of Ambros. B 77 sup.
: Myrocephalites 16th m. .
(Diktyon 15417) ) 103r-114v Book II comes from a different ms
Antonios Eparchos .
same desinit as Vat. gr. 196
Tyrnabos, DB 10 + 17 1675 115r-138v 44r-109v [.1-1.8.10 (17.5), I.11.3 (27.4) usque ad finem
(Diktyon 64359 + 64366) + 1r-44r marg Rec Il ascr. Proclus
Vat. gr. 199 . 'y
(Diktyon 66830) 14th Ir, 2r-v 1-2.12 koopw, 1-6.9 dAnbetav
Vat. gr. 1709 . des. 28.15 1o y- kai
(Diktyon 68338) copyist AG 15tha.m. | 203r-210v conformal copy of Norimb. Cent. V. App. 36
Vindob. phil. gr. 174 13th pm. | 133v-140v | 141r-145v correct folios order 133, 135-140, 134, 141-145

(Diktyon 71288)

1-37.7 €ln, 75.12 dnAovott - 102.3 oi L
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