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SUMMARY

Four conclusions are drawn from partial
collation of 90 witnesses to the Verrines
and full collation of a few: that the French
family up to IT 1.90 has other independent
members besides D, that the family of p
can be reduced to p, that the most valuable
of the deteriores is a manuscript hitherto
unreported, and that the agreement of p
or this manuscript with the French family
gives the oldest text recoverable from the
medieval tradition.
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RESUMEN

Se extraen cuatro conclusiones a partir de
una colacién parcial de 90 manuscritos de
las Verrinas y una colacién completa de
unos pocos: la familia francesa hasta I11.90
tiene otros representantes ademas de D, la
familia p puede ser reducida a p, el mads
valioso de los deteriores es un manuscrito
desconocido hasta ahora, y la coincidencia
con p o la de este manuscrito con la familia
francesa proporciona el texto mas antiguo
recuperable de la tradiciéon medieval.
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Afteraforay into the transmission of the Verrines over 30 years ago, when

together with Richard Rouse I wrote a brief account of it!, I did not come
back to it until 2012, when I belatedly set about reviewing a commentary on
IT 4. Visits paid since to libraries and the arrival of important manuscripts
on line have put me in a position to answer or at least sharpen many of the

'L.D. Reynolds, ed., Texts and transmission, Oxford 1983, 68-72.
2G. Baldo, M. Tulli Ciceronis in C. Verrem actionis secundae liber quartus (De signis),
Florence 2004; see Gnomon 85, 2013, 25-30, at pp. 27-30.
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20 MicHAEL D. REEVE

questions that I asked in the review?. I have three reasons for not waiting
till I have collated more passages: the need to warn prospective editors, or
anyone interested in the evidence for what Cicero wrote, that the apparatus
of Peterson’s Oxford text is a snare*; the realization that an argument used in
my review does not hold water; and the belief that further collation will not
change my conclusions about which manuscripts editors should use.

Since R. Seider discussed the ancient fragments in 1979%, a parchment
scrap of 115 (s. v) has been discovered®. I shall be concerned, however, with
the medieval tradition. Madvig showed in 1828 that it splits into a French
family, no member of which is complete, and an Italian family, most of
whose members are complete, among them the one that has since turned out
to be the oldest; and he expressed distrust in the Italian family”. Where the
two families agree, editors have seldom felt the need to intervene®; but they
have not studied either family with enough care or thoroughness to identify
their independent or most useful members, a task that I hope this article will
advance.

Though a list of 75 manuscripts has been drawn up by G. Lopez & L.
Piacente®, fewer than 30 have been investigated. When he left Florence for
Rome in 1751, the Jesuit Girolamo Lagomarsini had spent 15 years or more
collating manuscripts of Cicero in libraries at Florence, and nine of these
contained the Verrines®. His collations were used in the 19th century, but

3 Available on line in Gallica are five manuscripts in the fonds latin of the Bibliotheque
Nationale de France: 4588A (k), 7775 (S), 7776 (p), 7822, 7823 (D). All manuscripts in the
plutei at the Laurenziana are available at teca.bmlonline.it.

+ G. (= W.) Peterson, M. Tulli Ciceronis orationes: Divinatio in Q. Caecilium, In C.
Verrem, Oxford '1907 21917 reprints number it as volume III of the speeches. Where I add line
numbers to my citations by speech and section, they are those of Peterson’s edition.

® “Beitrdge zur Geschichte und Paldographie der antiken Cicerohandschriften”, Bibliothek
und Wissenschaft 13,1979, 101-49.

¢ C. Gallazzi, “P. Mil. Vogl. Inv. 1190: frammento di Cicero, In C. Verrem act. sec. lib.
V?”, ZPE 54, 1984, 21-6 with plate 1a; B. Bischoff, V. Brown, “Addenda to Codices Latini
antiquiores”, Mediaeval Studies 47,1985, 317-66, at pp. 335-6 no. 1839 with plate Xa; Serena
Ammirati, Sul libro latino antico: ricerche bibliologiche e paleografiche, Pisa-Rome 2015,
79-80. I thank Maria Chiara Scappaticcio for showing me a discussion of it in draft.

7J.N. Madvig, Ad virum celeberrimum lo. Casp. Orellium epistola critica, Copenhagen
1828, 7-10.

8D. H. Berry, “Neglected and unnoticed additions in the text of three speeches of Cicero”,
in R. Hunter, S. P. Oakley, eds., Latin literature and its transmission, Cambridge 2016, 10-
21, at pp. 11-13, argues convincingly for two deletions in II 5.

9 “Inventario dei mss. delle orazioni ciceroniane contro Verre”, Arcadia: Accademia
Letteraria Italiana, Atti e memorie ser. 3 6.2,1973, 83-95. Their opening paragraph is more
guarded than the statement in Lopez’s edition of II 2 for Mondadori, 1991, p. 11, that they drew
up the list “recognitione apud omnes bibliothecas quae manuscriptos Latinos servant peracta”.

10 See J. Ruysschaert," Codices Vaticani latini: codices 11414-11709, Vatican 1959, ix-
xxv; P. L. Schmidt, Die Uberlieferung von Ciceros Schrift “De legibus” in Mittelalter und
Renaissance, Munich 1974, 421-3; Dizionario biografico degli italiani 63, 2004, 70-73 (F
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THE MEDIEVAL TRADITION OF CICERO’S VERRINES 21

editors have inspected only three of his manuscripts themselves, together
with fewer than 20 elsewhere. I add another 15 and also include the editio
princeps (Rome 1471). In the full list given below as Appendix 11 indicate
the section or sections of this article where each witness is discussed. A quirk
in my numbering of the sections, namely that between 2.2.1.2 and 2.2.13 I
place one called 2.2.1-2, results from deciding not to cover my tracks; strictly
it belongs earlier in 2.2, but I had already done a fair amount of work on
2.2 before I saw the need for it, and I hope that the actual course of my
investigation will have more than biographical interest. Unless accompanied
by a reference to another section, ‘above’ or ‘below’ refers to the one where
it occurs.

I shall start with the French family, concentrating on members written in
the 14th or 15th century because they preserve the fullest text that it offers.
One branch of the Italian family includes the two oldest Italian manuscripts,
the other the great majority not only of the Italian manuscripts but of
the manuscripts altogether. I shall discuss the two branches in that order.
As the manuscripts on the second have acquired with little exploration or
explanation the uncomplimentary name deteriores, I shall not only examine
their relationships at length but also consider how editors should use the
most authoritative of them. Contamination will rear its head in places,
especially among the deteriores, but I have not found it an impediment
to applying stemmatic methods, which I reinforce where possible with
historical evidence.

1.1. THE FRENCH FAMILY (1): THE DESCENDANTS OF S
Fullest in this family is a branch that omits II 5.162-71 and everything
between II 1111 and II 4. It also omits Caecil. 65.16-66.23 dubitare ...

defendere by saut du méme au méme, a fact that W. Peterson ignores in his
apparatus but reports in his main study of the tradition". The oldest manuscript

Arato). He gave each manuscript a number and wrote it on the manuscript; Ruysschaert, Pp-
xvii-xx, gives a concordance of his numbers with extant manuscripts of the speeches. His nine
of the Verrines are all still in Florence: 1= Laur. Fies. 187; 5 = Ricc. 499; 6 = Naz. Conv. Soppr.
JIV 4;14 27 29 = Laur. Plut. 48.14, 27, 29; 42 = Laur. Conv. Soppr. 79; 45 = Laur. S. Croce 23
sin. 1; 48 = Naz. Conv. Soppr. J IX 8.

1“The MSS. of the Verrines”, Journal of Philology 30,1907,161-207, at pp. 175,186. I shall
have seven more occasions for using the term saut du méme au méme. In a work inaccessible
to me, Alfonso Traina asserted that it was coined by Louis Havet in the form saut de méme
a méme, and the assertion is repeated by Y. Gomez Gane, Dizionario della terminologia
filologica, Turin 2013, 297-8, and L. Gamberale, ibid. xii, who suggest that the form saut du
méme au méme was introduced by Alphonse Dain. Can these notions please go no further?
In Havet’'s Manuel de critique verbale appliquée aux textes latins, Paris 1911, I find saut du
méme au méme not only three times in the Plan de l'ouvrage, pp. vi, vii, ix (in the titles of
§§ 441, 698, 1427), but also in §§ 446, 557, 576, 780, 845, 846; saut de méme & méme 1 find

nowhere, and Gauthier Liberman kindly tells me that it strikes him as questionable French.

ISSN 1699-3225 ExClass 20, 2016, 19-90



22 MicHAEL D. REEVE

on the branch, R (Paris B. N. F. Lat. 7774A, 5. ix!), has kept only II 4-5, but its
descendant S (Paris B. N. F. Lat. 7775, s. xii) has also kept II 1.90-111, and S in
turn has descendants that supply its lost opening up to II 1.90.

That S descends from R is not agreed by everyone but should be, though
whether it is a direct copy has not been established. Evidence was set out
by the last Teubner editor, A. Klotz: S shares misguided corrections with
R?, has many errors against the agreement of R and the Italian family,
and makes enough misguided corrections itself to show that its occasional
avoidance of an error in R can be put down to conjecture?. He did not
mention II 5.174.17, which may appear to support Peterson’s case for the
independence of S. In his article Peterson reports that for the reading of the
Italian family, extra iudicium quae ad iudicium pertinent, R has extra
iudicium pertineant and S extra quae ad iudicium pertineant. He was
right about S and the Budé editor wrong to report that it agrees with R,
The reading of R, however, so manifestly lacks a subject for pertineant,
and so manifestly arose by saut du méme au méme, that quae ad in S
could easily be a conjectural supplement. If the common source imagined by
Peterson had extra iudicium quae ad iudicium pertineant, why should S
omit the first iudicium? and if it had the reading of S, why should R omit
quae ad?

I am not much closer to solving three mysteries about the end of II 4:
why R stops after 151.18 calamitoso dies before resuming with II 5; where
the corrector of S found the missing lines; and how the corrector of S, whose
supplement includes Explicit liber .vi. in Verrem. Incipit liber .vii., knew
or worked out that II 4 was the sixth speech of the set and II 5 the seventh
when the title of IT 4 in S itself is Ciceronis invectivarum in Verrem liber
ultimus and 11 5 has no title. The preceding words, a Syracusanis quae ille,
brought the scribe of R to the end of a regular quire (f. 48v"), and calamitoso
dies stands at the beginning of a supernumerary line, after less space than
usual but in the same hand; the next quire begins with five blank lines and
space for a large N (the initial of the first word, Nemini), presumably because
a title was planned for II 5 like the one for II 4 on the first surviving page.
Perhaps the text from calamitoso dies was written on a slip or additional
leaf now lost but still present somewhere in R when S was corrected. Only
later were catchwords invented, but perhaps calamitoso dies had the similar
function of indicating where the slip or additional leaf belonged. If instead
the corrector of S took the supplement from the Italian family, where even

2 M. Tulli Ciceronis scripta quae manserunt omnia V, Leipzig 1923, viii-xii.

18 Peterson, “The MSS. of the Verrines” (n. 11), 171, 206.

1+ H. Bornecque, Cicéron Discours VI, Paris 1929, 92. The blame lies with Klotz (M. Tulli
Ciceronis scripta), who attributes the omission of quae ad iudicium to o and says in his list
of symbols “o = RS”; whether or not he meant something less straightforward than “=”, he
should have been more careful.
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THE MEDIEVAL TRADITION OF CICERO’S VERRINES 23

without labels IT 4 is clearly enough the sixth speech and II 5 the seventh, the
behaviour of R still needs explanation.

Everyone has rightly agreed with Peterson that the later manuscripts on
the branch descend from S. For his text up to II 1.90, where S begins, he
chiefly used D, namely Paris B. N. F. Lat. 7823 (c. 1400), but sporadically
reported five others, none of which has anyone ever considered older than D:

G, = Wolfenbiittel Extrav. 265.2
G, = Wolfenbiittel Weissenburg 41
L = Leiden Periz. F 12

K = B. L. Harl. 4105 (a. 1462)

Z =B. L. Harl. 4852

In his main study of the tradition he associated with G, a manuscript that
he rated higher, B. N. F. Lat. 7822, dated March 9th 1470, but in his
edition he contented himself with mentioning it as a twin of G,. In IT 1 both
originally stopped in mid page at 105.2 qui erat institutus; 7822 continues
with a change of ink to 106.18 adversarium [Verrem] futurum at the end
of the page (f. 65v), where a note in the same hand too hopefully says Quere
reliqua in calce libri, but G, continues in a less formal hand only to 105.7
Malebat ‘etc.’, where the same hand adds Defficit de texto folium + an
abbreviation that I could not make out +a word sliced when the margin was
trimmed (f. 70r). In the same article Peterson touched on B. N. F. Lat. 7786,
assigned in the old catalogue to the 14th century and used by Zumpt in II 2-3
by way of a collation that Julius Sillig had made in 18246, Peterson declared
it ‘of a composite character’ and limited his reporting of it to eight readings
in II 1.117-2.46. Composite it visibly is. It originally consisted of seniones
but was supplemented with quaterniones written by a different hand (ff.
48-103); a stub follows f. 46, which ends with II 1.110 sed P. Annii, and new
hands take over on f. 47r and f. 47v. Presumably the leaf now reduced to a
stub originally contained the rest of II 1.110-11 up to singu-, after which the
other descendants of S leave a gap or add only -lari or -lis; but why did the
passage need to be written out afresh on a new leaf, and why did three hands
take part in the supplementation? Whatever the answer, the supplement,
which runs to the end of II 3, came from the Italian family (I shall be more
specific below, § 2.2.1.3.2), and so did a large number of corrections to the
original part, many of them made so neatly in erasure that they set one trap

5 Peterson, “The MSS. of the Verrines” (n. 11), 183-6. Inconveniently, he cites the text
by page and line of C. F. W. Miiller’s Teubner edition, M. Tulli Ciceronis scripta quae
manserunt omnia, Leipzig 1880, I, I.

16 Peterson, “The MSS. of the Verrines” (n. 11), 186; Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum
bibliothecae regiae, Paris 1744, 1V, 395; C. T. (= K. G.) Zumpt, M. Tullii Ciceronis
Verrinarum libri septem, Berlin 1831, I, xxx, II, 1024-62.
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24 MicHAEL D. REEVE

after another for collators. I very much doubt whether the manuscript is as
old as the 14th century.

Altogether, then, Peterson considered eight descendants of S. Rouse and
I mentioned another, Escorial R I 2, which I recently showed to have been
written for Clement VI, pope 1342-52". There are at least seven more:

Frauenfeld Kantonsbibliothek Y 227

Oxford Bodl. D’'Orville 10

Paris B. N. F. Lat. 7777 (dated 1466)

Paris B. N. F. Lat. 16226

Paris B. N. F. Lat. 16674

Stuttgart Donaueschingen 12 (Caecil. — I1 1.111 de istius singulis)®
Vat. Lat. 1751 (dated 1452).

Roughly contemporary with D are B. N. F. Lat. 16226 and 16674, the latter
commissioned for the Sorbonne by Andreolo Arisi, Milanese ambassador to
Paris in the late 14th century and perhaps the early 15th"; 16226 may be even
older®. The other five are all later than D. Frauenfeld Y 227 and Vat. Lat.
1751 were written in Italy. Vat. Lat. 1751 has a French text unaugmented
except that it incorporates a few readings of the Italian family such as Caecil.
65.16-66.23 dubitare ... defendere, but Frauenfeld Y 227, which omits this
passage, continues after II 5 with an Italian text of II 2 — II 4.7.9 viderit
tot pr., where the scribe must have noticed that he had already copied out
II 4. Vienna 156, which has Milanese decoration no later than the mid 15th

7 Manuscripts and methods, Rome 2011, 397-8. T. J. Hunt, A textual history of Cicero’s
“Academici libri”, Leiden 1998, 109 n. 11, assigns the manuscript to Clement VI without
giving any evidence, and E. Anheim, “La bibliotheque personnelle de Pierre Roger/Clément
VI”, in J. Hamesse, ed., La vie culturelle, intellectuelle et scientifique & la cour des papes
d’Avignon, Turnhout 2006, 1-48, at p. 14, does the same without giving any beyond the
ambiguous coat of arms.

8 K. A. Barack, Die Handschriften der Fiirstlich-Fiirstenbergischen Bibliothek zu
Donaueschingen, Tubingen 1865, 10-11, describes the relevant section as “Ciceronis Oratio in
Verrem 1, 11, III (Divinatio, Proemium seu principium primae actionis, De praetura urbana)”,
and Dr K. Losert of the Wiirttembergische Landesbibliothek kindly told me before my visit
that the third speech ends as I suspected at 111. She also checked two readings for me after my
visit.

9 L. Delisle, Le cabinet des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris 1874, 11,
143; E. Ornato, “Les humanistes et la redécouverte des classiques”, in C. Bozzolo, E. Ornato,
Préludes a la Renaissance: aspects de la vie intellectuelle en France au XV* siécle, Paris
1992, 1-45, at pp. 14-15 with n. 77. On Arisi see the Dizionario biografico degli italiani 4,
1962, 198 (G. Martini).

2 See my (;dition of Pro Quinctio, Leipzig 1992, xv-xvi. Both 16226 and 16674 were
mentioned by E. Thomas, Discours de Cicéron contre Verrés, Seconde action - Livre V De
suppliciis, Paris 1885, 28.
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THE MEDIEVAL TRADITION OF CICERO’S VERRINES 25

century?, conflates a French text with a recognizable version of the Italian
text, but I could not find neat divisions between the two. It shares I 12.5
<vastavit> vexavit with Donaueschingen 12, Esc. R I 2, Frauenfeld Y 227,
G,, B. N. F. Lat. 7822, and Vat. Lat. 1751. More about it below (§ 2.2.2.1)
when I analyse the Italian family. Are all the other members of the French
family actually French? The subscription of L includes the phrase et sic
est finis, which I have come to regard as typical of German manuscripts;
G,, assigned in the latest catalogue to the lower Rhine??, ends with et sic
est finis; Donaueschingen 12 has a 17th-century provenance of Georgenthal
(near Gotha); and I do not see why K or D'Orville 10 need be French.

Peterson went on reporting DGlGZLKZ in II 1.90-111, where S survives.
In my review I pointed out a reading of D in his apparatus on this section
that if correctly reported would serve a useful purpose: II 1.97.21 produxit
for the reading of S, protulit produxit with an undatable line of deletion
under protulit, clearly a Perseverationsfehler after abstulit. I have checked
D, and its reading is indeed produxit. As Peterson’s G, and G, have protulit
produxit, they must descend from S independently of D, and the same applies
to Peterson’s K and L, Escorial R 1 2 (from which I noted protulit produxit
in 1983), the manuscripts in Frauenfeld and Stuttgart, Bodl. D’Orville 10, and
Vat. Lat. 1751. It also applies to four other manuscripts in Paris: 7786, which
like S has protulit produxit with a line of deletion under protulit, and 7822,
16226, and 16674, which have protulit produxit without the line. The only
manuscripts that agree with D are Peterson’s Z and B. N. F. Lat. 7777.

At Caecil. 15.27 Peterson reports the omission of id from G,LKZ. One
might therefore wonder if they constitute a family to which D does not
belong. Unfortunately, the report is inadequate: D too omits id. So does Esc.
R T2, asInoted in 1983, and so do all the other manuscripts in Paris except
7822. Here and elsewhere, for instance when they restore Caecil. 65.16-66.23
dubitare ... defendere, G, and 7822 draw on the Italian family. Neither
Peterson nor Klotz reports that at Caecil. 1.5, in the very first sentence, D
omits consili(i), presumably recovered from the Italian family by the few
members of the French family that have it, which include Z as well as G, and
7822; certainly the correctors of Esc. R 12 and 7786, who restored it, drew
on the Italian family.

I have collated in II 4.60.23-68.23 all the descendants of S except
Donaueschingen 12, which does not include II 4-5. Though Esc. R I 2 is
the oldest, I did not expect any of its later relatives to descend from it or
authentic readings to be found in it against the agreement of the rest. I had

2 H. J. Hermann, Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der illuminierten Handschriften in
Osterreich, Leipzig 1930, VIII vi 1, 14-15 no. 7 with plate X 1.

2 H. Butzmann, Kataloge der Herzog-August-Bibliothek Wolfenbiittel: Die
Weissenburger Handschriften, Frankfurt 1964, 161-5.
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26 MicHAEL D. REEVE

shown that it belonged to the papal library at Avignon and then Pefiscola
till 1424, when it was sold to Alfonso of Aragon®. S, on the other hand,
passed from Richard of Fournival to Gerard of Abbeville and from him to
the Sorbonne, where it was recorded in 1338 as ‘Tulius ad Cecilium oratorem,
ex legato magistri G. de Abbatisvilla. Incipit in 2° fol. incommodis, in pen.
sumus etiam. Precium x sol.”**. Actually sumus was a misreading of sed
(I15.155.18), and the instances of incommodis early in Caecil. (8.23,9.2) are
preceded by only about half as many words as occupy any of the surviving
leaves. As the title is unlikely to have taken up a whole page, the text may
have begun on a verso, or else the layout differed. Be that as it may, S could
easily have been used at the Sorbonne not just by the scribe of D, Nicholas
of Clamanges®, but also by other humanists either contemporary or later.
Presumably Esc. R I 2 was written in Paris, though for a papal commission
S could perhaps have been taken from the Sorbonne to Avignon?. Wherever
the copying took place, collation did indeed yield errors of Esc. R I 2 absent
from the rest. Up to II 1.26.5 an annotator collated it against an Italian
witness, one that at Caecil. 9.3 had boni for idonei; when I come to the
Italian witnesses, I shall name some that fit (§ 2.2.1.3.2).

Not surprisingly, the letters of Jean de Montreuil, who shared with
Nicholas of Clamanges an interest in Cicero, refer several times to the
Verrines”; but the references do not add up to a neat story. In a letter
probably of 1395, Ep. 108.11, he names the Verrines among works of Cicero’s
that he would like to acquire from Italy, as though he had no Verrines at
all. In others of 1400-1401, Ep. 110.1-2, 111.17-19, 141.26-27, he quotes from
I and 1II 4, speeches available in either family. In one of 1417, Ep. 214.431,
he represents Nicholas of Clamanges as familiar with the Verrines. An

3 Manuscripts and methods (n. 17), 398.

24 Delisle, Le cabinet (n. 19), 111, 61 no. LI 6, from p- 195 of B. N. F. Nouv. Acq. Lat. 99,
available in Gallica; R. H. Rouse, “Manuscripts belonging to Richard de Fournival”, RHT
3,1973, 253-69, reprinted with addenda in R. H. & M. A. Rouse, Bound fast with letters:
medieval writers, readers, and texts, Notre Dame 2013, 115-38, at pp. 255-6 = 117, 259 = 125
no. 30.

% G. Ouy, “Simon de Plumetot et sa bibliotheque”, in P. Cockshaw, M.-C. Garand, P.
Jodogne, Miscellanea codicologica F. Masai dicata, Ghent 1979, 11, 353-81, at p. 377 no. 56.

2 Xavier Espluga kindly put me in touch with Francesca Manzari, who tells me that she
regards Esc. R 12 as Parisian. Many quires have a name below the catchword: F. de Cales(io)
often preceded by .p. or .p. (ﬁ 60, 101, 121, 188, 198, 208, 227, 237, 247), Gilibertus (f. 70),
Egidius (ff. 158, 168, 178, 227, 247, 257, 267), Dionisius (f. 168, cancelled and replaced b
Egidius). I owe some of my information about its text of Caecil. to Ben Watson (Oklahoma{
who is preparing a commentary on the speech.

27 The latest edition is E. Ornato’s, Jean de Montreuil: Opera 1, Turin 1963, with notes in
IV, Paris 1986, on the dating and other matters. Nothing further in his article “Cicéron et les
humanistes frangais de la premiere génération”, Ciceroniana n.s.9,1996, 25-35, at pp. 33-4.
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THE MEDIEVAL TRADITION OF CICERO’S VERRINES 27

undatable one addressed to an unidentified correspondent, Ep. 128, is worth
citing in full (I reproduce the latest editor’s text, punctuation and all)?*:

Querenti mihi, ut fit, hoc in Elicone modico alium libellum
quemdam meum, nunc, quasi dedita opera, sese ter quaterque Verrine
mee, quas accomodati causa hesterno die quesiistis, obtulerunt, ut
quasi innittendo [?] dicere viderentur: ‘Mitte nos, quas reicis isto
modo, ad virum doctissimum illum, qui nos tantopere cupit et qui
te magis, ut sentimus, nobis congratulabitur comiterque suscipiet,
non dubitamus, et frequentius alloquetur’. Ego autem, reverende
magister, verum perpendens istud esse, et quod forsitan numen
quoddam moleste ferebat margaritam tantam apud me sistere
incognitam aut sopitam sic diutius remanere, et precipue annuere
desiderans vestris votis, ecce Verrinas ipsas benivolentie vestre fert
accessor. Precor igitur et enixe obsecro, ut eas corruptas in parte
et laceras, alias ut vidistis, ingenii vestri clarissimi acu resuantur,
ac disertie corrigantur pectine et comantur, quatinus ad me dum
redierint incudis vestre limam fragrantes, et vobiscum glorientur
extitisse, et michi, cui re correcta opus est, utpote ignaro et inscio,
eas tunc visendi occasio peramplius ingeratur et delectabile sit.
Valete. Scripta.

The faulty syntax of Ego ... accessor and eas ... comantur does not affect
the sense, but questions arise at two other points. Taking ter quaterque to
mean ‘seven’, the editor argues that Jean need not actually have owned all
seven Verrines, because even the French family called the last speech liber
septimus. True, S after correction, followed by some of its descendants, has
incipit liber .vii. at the beginning of II 5; but ter quaterque, an adverbial
and not an adjectival expression, must go instead with obtulerunt. I also
wonder if the editor’s comma in corruptas in parte et laceras, alias ut
vidistis should be placed instead after alias, whether adjective or adverb;
certainly laceras would fit the end of II 1. To judge from wut vidistis, the
addressee had already paid a visit and seen the copy.

From external evidence, however, I return to the text. As I have said,
Donaueschingen 12 does not include IT 4-5. Z and B. N. F. Lat. 7777 share the
one error that I noted from D in my passage of I 4 and may therefore descend
from it. Frauenfeld Y 227 may well descend from Esc. R I 2, whose original
reading it discloses in many places where the corrector effaced it, for instance
at the very beginning of Caecil., where Esc. R I 2 had eorum qui <horum
tempore qui sunt> adsunt before the corrector erased -um, changed -r- to

% B. N. F. Lat. 13062 ff. 89v-90r, available in Gallica. I have no quarrel with the
transcription. Silvia Rizzo, whom I thank for her comments on the letter, suggests innuendo
for innittendo.
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-¢, and put a line through qui sunt, or at Caecil. 8.25, where Esc. R I 2 has
vim in erasure and Frauenfeld Y 227 itaque, also retained in Vat. Lat. 1751,
G, and B. N. F. Lat. 7822, when they restore vim gravitatemque requirit
iudiciorum. There must have been an intermediary, however, because Esc.
R 12 gives in full Caecil. 416 michi and 7.13 tempore, which Frauenfeld
Y 227 corrupts to in and turpe. L and D'Orville 10 are very close, but I
doubt whether L, though less accurate than D’Orville 10, can descend from it.
Otherwise all the members of the French family up to I11.90 are independent
of one another. Errors of each in my passage of II 4:

Esc.: 64.12 regressit <G1) for reges ii (rege sit S', regessit S* ut vid.,
D etc.; S also has r in the margin, presumably meant as require but
easily misunderstood), 65.28 esset [et] (G,), 67.2 op[er]ibus;

D: 64.21 atque for ac;

7777: 6218 in for et, 6413-14 [quod ... potuerunt], 6527
vendendi for videndi;

7786: 62.10 [et] audierat, 67.9 [unius];

G: 62.24 <f pergrandicula> pergrandi trulla, 63.1 [res], 65.28
[et] regio, 1 <vel re> constituerunt, 66.21 [se], 67 4 esse<t>, 68.21
verra for vestrum;

7822:63.1 res ipsa ~, 68.21 vero for vestrum;

16226: 62.18 sic for sit, 63.29 [iste], 65.27 [se];

16674: 61.1 [propter], 62.15 abunda/bajt, 63.6 [rogatum velle se
eam], 65.5 [operum], 68.20 [socium],

G,: 6130 [nuper], 1 finem for sine, 65.1 clamore for -are, 67.32
[Romano], 4 vim for iam;

K: 60.27 <violatum> spoliatum, 61.4 postealquam], 63.3 apud
ipsum pulcherrima for pulcherrima apud eum, 6 si for se, 64.8
[et], 10 in for ad, 11 e<st>, 65.20-22 [quomodo ... suspicare-],
27 se after videndi, 28 [et] puerili, 6 possit for posset, 9 ifllu]
d, 10 eo for illos, 66.16 [im]pudentiam, 21 religionis for -ne,
22 [impediri], 23 hominis for operis, 24 precibus quam minis
for minis quam precibus, 25 iubet after noctem, 67.32 erat for
esset, 1 suae societatis ~, voluerit for esse voluisset, 3 quafe], 13
tempore for patre;

Z:60.26 existimamus for -matio, 61.5 a gap for in Syriam, 62.18
[ita], 22 et maxime twice, 25 [satis credo (D etc.) idoneum],
63.1 ista for ipsa, 5 esset for nosset, 64.8 inde for iudices, 65.28
religiosi for -so (D etc.), 8 prospexisse for per-, 66.20 donare/t],
21 [et] religione, 67.7 ipsum Iovem ~, 12 regis for regio, 15
provincia<e>

L: 60.24 huius for eius, 62.25 aurfelo, 6510 sacratum for
satiatum, 66.23 isti for iste, 67.31 est for e

D’Orville 10: 66.22 impediret for -irt, 67.10 possint for -sunt
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Frauenfeld Y 227: 61.1 and 3 regimen for regnum, 3 [et], 5
poterant for potuerunt, 62.19 [se], 22 [regius] in lac., 26 <et>
dicere, 63.26 item for iste, 64.14 atque for ac, 655 cum for ea,
66.20 coep<er>it, 67.31 Capitolio for -lium, 68.18 perventurum
for -ram, 22 inde for iudices

Vat. Lat. 1751: 61.4 [ii], 6210 ut for et, 19 accep<ta>tum, 21
nam for non, 64.8 iudicium for iudices, 65.23 ac for aut, 24
participarent for perciperent, 4 [gemmis]

If the passage is a fair sample, D emerges as the most accurate of the 15,
Peterson’s K and Z as the least accurate. K also puts after I 17.6 in manibus
two passages that must have occupied a bifolium of its exemplar transposed
to the middle of a quire, Caecil. 67.4 defendere ...12.19 populo Romano
+131.16 a nobis dicta erunt ... 385 quidem suspicio®. Shared errors reveal
these sub-groups or possible sub-groups:

16226,16674,G,, K, 7786, L, D'Orville 10: 63.5 <eam> etiam (~ K),
64.13 numquam for nondums;

G, K, 7786, L, D’Orville 10: 61.3 <quod> ad, 7 vocatus for -tur,
62.24 eximia for ex una, 6410 exteras nationes for exteris
nationibus, 65.24 [ut] ne, 67 4 ad sefor etsi (et se D etc.), 9 huius
unius ~; 15 princeps for praeceps;

L, D’Orville 10: 63.6 e<ti>am, 13 ostenderent for offenderant,
64.21 ad for ac, 65.30 postea quae for posteaquam, 66.19 servare
for -ari, 67 4 antela], 68.20 eis tum for eiectum;

K, 7786:60.23 [iam],

Esc. R 12, Frauenfeld Y 227, 16226, 16674: 66.24 -que for quam,
though I suspect that D too originally had que;

G,, 7822: 61.1 [Syriae], 67.2 [ex] auro (certainly 7822: G, not
clear), 3 haec for hoc;

16226, 16674: 62.23 era/n]t.

At 65.1, where S has involutisque with cri written above tis, the original
-tisque appears in G,, Esc. R 1 2, 16674, Frauenfeld Y 227, L, and D'Orville
10 (and 7786 may have had it before correction), but 16226 has -ticrisque
and Vat. Lat. 1751 -ticiisque; and at 65.11 Esc. R I 2, Frauenfeld Y 227, G,,
and 7822, have revertuntur ad Antiochum, the reading of S before marks of
transposition were added. Similarly, 62.12 haec, at first omitted by S, is also
omitted by Esc. R I 2, Frauenfeld Y 227, G,, and 7822.

2 This is my restatement of Peterson’s laboured account, “The MSS. of the Verrines” (n. 11),
181-2; I ignore some untidiness at the extremities of the passages concerned. The exemplar was
not any manuscript that I have seen.
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As I had made notes on the text of Donaueschingen 12 in I 1.1-16.27, 1
collated in that passage all the other members of the family. More evidence
accrued for the existence of the first two sub-groups: for the first, 2.1
[praedonem]; for the second, 13.19 <a> iudicio, 1517 mecum ratione ~,
16.26 [ab initio] ab eo res for ab initio res ab eo. L and D'Orville 10 again
share errors: 3.3 religioseque for ac religiose, 4 [reJmanere, 4.14 ego rebus
~, 17 exteris<que>, 18 qui<d>, 5.29 primo for -um, 1 tum <demum>, 6.9
privatorum/[que], 8.25 [id], 9.2 fuerit for fieret, 11.25 fuisset [et], induxit
for ad-, 13.16 coactae <sunt>, 23 maximae for optimae, 1517 aliquam for
-cuius, 19 his se ~. As my passage of II 4 yielded only feeble evidence for the

independence of L, here are some errors of each:

L: 215 quidem for iudices, 312 tantoque for tantopere, 4.22
expugnare for -ari, 5.27 pecuniis fuit ~, 28 fuit for fecit, 10.6
[hoc] consilio, 1312 satietati<s>, 23 opportunissimaeque for
atque opportunissimae, 16.26 [ut]

D’Orville 10: 1.4 datumque for datum atque, 3.5 ego hoc ~, 4.19
esse[t], 6.6 [sum], 13.20 iudicati condemnati for indicta causa
damnati

G, and 7822 again share errors, but Donaueschingen 12 joins them in having
for instance 10.10 excepto for erepto, 12.8 [aliquando], 15.10 quoque eius
~, and these errors also appear in an Italian member of the family, Vat. Lat.
1751. Unlike the other three, however, Donaueschigen 12 omits Caecil. 65.16-
66.23 dubitare ... defendere with D and the rest. If it has no contamination
elsewhere from the Italian family, it would follow that before contamination
the other three all descended from a manuscript like it; and as I found
nothing in my passage of II 4 to connect Vat. Lat. 1751 with G, and 7822,
it might well not be a coincidence that Donaueschingen 12 never included
IT 4-5. Unless I nodded in collating the other Italian member of the family,
Frauenfeld Y 227, it has none of the errors just listed in 1 1.1-16.27; certainly
it does not omit 12.8 aliquando. On the other hand, it shares two readings
cited above, Caecil. 8.25 <itaque> desiderio and 1 12.5 <vastavit> vexavit,
with Esc. R I 2, Donaueschingen 12, G,, 7822, and Vat. Lat. 1751. I found no
further evidence for the existence of my other three sub-groups, all of them
poorly defined.

Up to II 1.90, then, S has so many independent descendants that editors
will need to economize. The best policy would be to use Esc. R I 2 (though
up to I1 1.26.5, where correction has interfered, Frauenfeld Y 227 might be
added or substituted), D, and one or other of 16226 and 16674. Where they
all disagree or two agree against the other, a correction in S may have been
responsible, but the surviving parts of S do not suggest that it had many, and
usually the reading of the Italian family will clear up any doubt.
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1.2. THE FRENCH FAMILY (11): ITS OTHER MEMBERS

I have nothing new to say about C (B. L. Add. 47679 + Geneva Lat. 169,
s. ix'), O (Laur. Conv. Soppr. 79 ff. 5r-44r, s. xiv/xv), the relative or relatives
of O collated in the 16th century®, or the manuscript reduced to the slivers
that have come to light at Bamberg and elsewhere®, but I must return to
the excerpts from II 3-4 present in H (B. L. Harl. 2682, s. xi) and E (Berlin
Lat. 2° 252, s. xii). Peterson raised two objections to Clark’s derivation of E
from H, but in my review I pointed out that at IT 3.5.9 he was wrong about
H. I can now add that at IT 3.3.7 he was wrong about E, which like H has
precipitur.

Excerpts from the Verrines have been reported from the Florilegium
Angelicum, compiled in 12th-century France and indeed probably about 1160
in Champagne if the dedicatory letter in Rome Angel. 1895 was composed
by Nicolas de Montiéramey®. They number 18 and all come from II 4-5. I
transcribe them from Vat. Pal. Lat. 957 (s. xii) ff. 171v-172r%:

Cicero in Verrinis (rubric).

Abducuntur non numquam a iure homines et ab institutis suis
magnitudine pecuniae (4.12)

In rebus venalibus qui modus (nodus ante corr.) est cupiditatis
idem est estimationis (4.14).

Plerumque detrahitur honor debitus non homini sed ordini
(4.25).

Est boni iudicis parvis etiam ex rebus coniecturam facere
(4.34).

Improbi praesentis maior est vis imperio quam in bonorum
absentium patrocinio (4.89).

Homines sepe fallit opinio (4.86).

Procrastinari non debet quod statim fieri potest (4.100).

Rei magnitudo breviter perstringere atrocitatem criminis non
permittit (4.105).

Pessimus est qui id facinus ad quod nemo alius ulla peccunia
adduci potest gratis efficere conatur (5.11).

3 M. D. Reeve, “A lost manuscript of Cicero’s Verrines”, RHT 12-13,1982-3, 381-5. In the
table at the beginning the “3 frr.” of C should appear under II 2, not II 3.

31 See my review in Gnomon 85, 2013, 30.

32 R. H. Rouse, “The Florilegium Angelicum: its origin, content, and influence”, in J. J.
G. Alexander, M. T. Gibson, eds., Medieval learning and literature: essays presented to
Richard William Hunt, Oxford 1976, 66-114, reprinted with an addendum in Authentic
witnesses: approaches to medieval texts and manuscripts, Notre Dame 1991, 101-52. For
the attribution of the dedicatory letter see P. Stirnemann, D. Poirel, “Nicolas de Montiéramey,
Jean de Salisbury et deux florileges dauteurs antiques”, RHT n. s. 1, 2006, 173-88.

31 consulted it on line at digi.bu.uni-heidelberg.de.
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Res magna sine metu ac severitate administrari non potest
(5.22).

Perversum est contra aliquem induci crimen sine accusatore,
sententiam sine consilio, dampnationem sine defensione (5.23).
Abhominabile est iura precio non equitate disponi (5.27).
Dicebat Annibal in castris non genere sed virtute oportere
certari (5.31).

Multum inest inter hominum mentes et cogitationes (5.35).
Tudex esse bonus non potest qui suspicione non certa (certa non
ante corr.) movetur (5.65).

Principia amiciciae minori negocio non retinentur quam
comparantur (5.175).

Omnibus in rebus permagni momenti est ratio et inclinatio
temporum (5.177).

Tacitae magis et occultae inimiciciae sunt timende quam
inducte atque aperte (5.182). Explicit.

Cicero’s wording is often rearranged or paraphrased, and consultation of
Peterson’s apparatus yields only one reading of interest, perstringere with pS?
at 4.105 (praestringere RS"); but it will not bear much weight, least of all when
a late but respectable witness to the Florilegium Angelicum, B. L. Add. 25104
(s. xv, Italian), has prae-. The restriction to II 4-5 must create a presumption
that the source was R in its present state or a descendant other than S, which
long after the 12th century still included everything up to II 1.111.

I have discussed elsewhere, with a sceptical conclusion, the possibility that
the Verrines were read in France by 12th-century commentators on Horace’s
Ars poetica and Cicero’s De inventione®.

2.1. THE ITALIAN FAMILY (1): P AND ITS RELATIVES

C in the French family included the Catilinarians and Caesarians, but
in the Italian family the transmission of the Verrines had nothing to do with
the transmission of Cicero’s other speeches until combinations were devised
in the 15th century, even then not often. Consequently, no arguments from
analogy are available.

Besides 7786 (Zumpt’s ‘Paris. C), the collations that Sillig made at Paris
in 1824 for II 2-3 covered 7776 (Zumpt's ‘Paris. B’) and 4588A (Zumpt's
‘Paris. A’). Assigned in the old catalogue to the 13th century®, 7776 took
a long time to assert itself. True, it struck Zumpt as ‘parens fortasse, certe
simillimus Lagomarsiniani 29°, namely Laur. 48.29 (s. xv); but Halm said
nothing about it and instead singled out Laur. 48.29 as more honest than

3 “Cicero’s Verrines and the textual tradition of Boccaccio’s De casibus virorum
illustrium”, Studi sul Boccaccio 43, 2015, 133-45, at pp. 137-9.
% Catalogus (n. 16), 1V, 393.
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the other mqmbers of the Italian family?®. The first editor to treat it with
respect was Emile Thomas, who gave it the symbol p¥. In his first volume
he kept it in the 13th century, but in his others he mentioned that Chatelain
had just pushed it back to the 11th®. Chatelain’s dating was reaffirmed by the
last paleographers to have looked at it, who tentatively assign it to northern
Italy®. In the 16th century it belonged to Celso Cittadini of Siena*. No
editor has yet mentioned a note on f. 174v: In reversione mea de curia ego
istud proposui facere et ducere ad effectum et firmavi cum Ren. (?) in
dominica .ii. de mense Setembri in signoria. Ingh. ... de Mangarenta
(?). 1226*. One Inghiramo da Magreta is attested from March 3rd to October
15th 1227 as potesta of Siena*?.

Alongside p Peterson used not only Laur. 48.29 (s. xv), which he called q,
but also B. L. Harl. 2687 (s. xv?), which he called r. In my review I exposed
as ‘a complete sham’ Klotz’s case for their independence. Arguing that r
descends from q and q from p, I asked whether by any chance II 4.30.16-17
cum iste ... syngraphis and 133.24-25 cum ... arbitramini, omitted by qr
for no obvious reason, occupied a line in p. The former does. Furthermore,
the scribe of q at first omitted but then restored two other passages that
occupy a line in p, Caecil. 44.17-18 quidem cogitas ... futurum and II
4.2.16-17 nihil istum ... me scitote;  must therefore be a direct copy of p. I
mentioned in my review that r omits a line of q in II 4 and twice does so in
IT 2, and I have since noticed that Peterson thanks A. C. Clark for pointing
out the omission of II 5.168.28-169.1 crucem ... tum fueris*; these words,
not in crucem ... tum fueris as Peterson says, are what q has on a line
and r omits (the resultant in infestus should have alerted the scribe to the

3 “Ueber die Handschriften der Verrinischen Reden des Cicero“, Gelehrte Anzeigen 36,
1853, 233-67, at columns 238-40.

%7 Thomas, Discours de Cicéron (n. 20), 2, 28. There is more to be said for Klotz’s capital
P, but as I have worked from Peterson’s text and he retained p, I too retain it.

311, 4, 1886 (I have used the reprint of 1887) 2; Caecil., 1892, 12; ed. 2 of all three speeches
in one yolume, 1894, 52.

3 E. Chatelain, Paléographie des classiques latins, Paris 1884-92, I, xxxi; F. Avril, Y.
Zaluska, Manuscrits enluminés d’origine italienne, Paris 1980, 1, 76 no. 132. Klotz, M. Tulli
Ciceronis scripta (n. 12), said “s. xiii” in his preface, pp. xiii, xix, but “s. xi” in his list of
symbols.

40 M. C. Di Franco Lilli, La biblioteca manoscritta di Celso Cittadini, Studi e Testi 259,
Vatican 1970, 82-3 no. 91, with plate XVII of f. Ir.

4 Avril, Zaluska, Manuscrits (n. 39), give Otiria for curia and Sagreria for signoria.

42 A. Lisini, R. Archivio di Stato in Siena: Inventario delle pergamene conservate nel
Diplomatico dall’anno 736 all’anno 1250, Siena 1908, I, 195-9.

# Peterson, “The MSS. of the Verrines” (n. 11), 191. The omission was mentioned later by
Clark himself, The descent of manuscripts, Oxford 1918, 8. What brought it to his attention,
I wonder? Peterson also observes that r omits II 2.28.23-24 primum ... ducamus, which
occupies a line in p; but as q has it, and not on a line, r must have omitted it by saut du méme
au méme after debemus.
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oversight). There are corrections by another hand in q up to the end of its
fourth quire (f. 40v, IT 2.8.11 Romani) and by yet another hand, no later than
the first half of the 15th century, in II 5; I have noticed very few elsewhere.
All these corrections passed to r. Below (§ 2.2.1.3.2, § 2.2.5.1) I shall assign
them to the deteriores and those in the first four quires to an identifiable and
eliminable family of deteriores. Henceforth, then, qr should be used only for
conjectures or lucky slips.

Another descendant of p is Vat. Lat. 1754, written in the later 15th century
on paper in an unpretentious but tidy and spacious cursive. Independent of
qr, it omits 11 1.149.23-25 si in acceptum ... habiturum Rabonium, which
occupies a line in p.

Before I leave these three descendants of p and concentrate on p itself,
a word about their origin. I have nothing to say about Vat. Lat. 1754 and
nothing about r beyond what Rouse and I said over 30 years ago on the
authority of Albinia de la Mare, that it was written in Florence or Rome
and has Strozzi arms**. More interesting is q, written by the scribe of Laur.
36.23, which contains Ovid’s Fasti and Catullus, and Laur. 50.4 part 1,
which contains Cicero’s Orator and Brutus®. The humanistic sections in
three volumes of commentary on Dante, Laur. 42.14-16, signed and dated
1432, 1431, 1434, led Albinia de la Mare to identify him as Bartolomeo di
Piero Nerucci of S. Gimignano*. Laur. 50.4 part 1 cannot have been written
before 1421, when Cicero’s Brutus and a full text of his Orator emerged at
Lodi. Albinia de la Mare declared herself reluctantly convinced that the text
of Catullus in Laur. 36.23 was written before the death of Salutati in 1406,
but at the same time she appears to have convinced the proponent of this
view that it was probably written about 1425%. A manuscript that Nerucci

# Texts and transmission (n. 1), 71. So too the Catalogue of illuminated manuscripts
that the British Library has put on line.

# T owe the identification to Irene Ceccherini, who made it on the strength of the plate
that I cite in the next note; she also referred me to two of the works that I cite in nn. 48 and
49. Laur. 50.4 is not mentioned in the latest Teubner edition of Orator, 1980, or Brutus, 1970.

* “Humanistic script: the first ten years”, in F. Krafft, D. Wuttke, Das Verhdltnis der
Humanisten zum Buch, Boppard 1977, 89-110, at pp. 98-100, with fig. 5, which shows the first
page of Laur. 36.23. T am not convinced, nor is anyone that I have consulted, by her attribution
to Nerucci of B. L. Burney 160, which contains Cicero’s De oratore; for a description and a
few images see the first site that comes up on line for “Burney 160”. I ignore here annotations
that she attributes to Nerucci.

¥ D. F. S. Thomson, Catullus: a critical edition, Chapel Hill 1978, 33-4, 46 no. 23, and
Catullus edited with a textual and interpretative commentary, Toronto 1997, 75 no. 23.
Gilberto Biondi and Daniel Kiss have kindly told me that his previous arguments for dating
it no later than 1406 do not convince them. R. A. B. Mynors in the O. C. T, 1958, p. vii, had
even suggested that it might belong to the end of the 14th century. It is not mentioned by
M. Zicari, Scritti catulliani, Urbino 1978, or D. S. McKie, The manuscripts of Catullus:
recension in a closed tradition, diss. Cambridge 1978. Thomson associates it with his no. 95,
Siena Com. H'V 41, but I have a note of 1989 or 1990 from David McKie in which he says that
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signed and dated 1454, Prato Bibl. Roncioniana Q II 2 (84), does not look
close in date to the six just mentioned*, and I do not know what kind of
script he used in S. Gimignano 62, which he signed and dated 1471-73%.
Was he already copying out texts in 1419, as recent accounts of him say?
Laur. 78.20 has on the verso of the flyleaf at the front a note that in its latest
form reads as follows: Iste Boetius scriptus fuit a me Bartolomeo Petri
de Sancto Geminiano ... in scolis domini Mathie [Mattia Lupi] plebani
plebis Aioli Pratensis comitatus die vigesima quinta mensis Aprelis sub
annis domini millesimo quadringentesimo decimo nono. Below Petri
de Sancto Geminiano, however, is a cancelled name that may itself have
been substituted for another®. If he did nevertheless write the manuscript,
it is further in style than Prato Q II 2 from the other six and conspicuously
less humanistic. Perhaps, therefore, Albinia de la Mare’s instinct should be
respected and ‘c. 1425 treated as the likeliest date for q and the other two
unsigned manuscripts™. Nerucci’s place of origin may account for his access
to p, which I take to have been in Siena at the time.

Whether p is the oldest member of the Italian family depends on the date
of two partially effaced leaves that survive as pp. 219-22 of Montecassino 361,
a well-known miscellany largely written by Peter the Deacon®2. The leaves,
which come from a different manuscript®, contain a passage of II 3, a speech
that furnished him with places in Sicily to pass off as ancient possessions of

the abbey®™. When I saw the fragment in 2003, I jotted down ‘s. xi’, but I

this manuscript ‘is patently not a brother of the direct copy of R (Laur. 36.23), but a brother
of the early o-transposition ms. Laur. 33.13".

4 S, Bianchi & others, I manoscritti medievali della provincia di Prato, Florence 1999,
plate XVIII; M. Boschi Rotiroti, I manoscritti datati delle province di Grosseto, Livorno,
Massa Carrara, Pistoia e Prato = Manoscritti datati d’Italia 16, Florence 2007, plate 25.

% G. Garosi, San Gimignano Biblioteca Comunale = Inventari dei manoscritti delle
biblioteche d’Italia 88, Florence 1972, 200-201. Nerucci receives no entry in the index, and
I owe my knowledge of the manuscript to M. C. Davies, “The senator and the schoolmaster:
friends of Leonardo Bruni Aretino in a new letter”, Humanistica Lovaniensia 33, 1984,
1-21, at p. 11 n. 58. On Nerucci see also S. Bellomo, Dizionario dei commentatori danteschi,
Florence 2004, 345-8, but for “Laur. 40.15” on p. 345 read Laur. 42.15.

%0 Bandini’s version of the previous name in his catalogue is much too short for the words
between Bartolomeo and in scolis, and still too short, albeit longer, is the version arrived at
with the help of ultra-violet by R. Black, G. Pomaro, “La Consolazione della filosofia” nel
Medioevo e nel Rinascimento italiano, Florence 2000, 115-17 with n. 85, 202 with n. 147.

S!rene Ceccherini, who accepts the attribution of Laur. 78.20 to Nerucci and has explained
to me why, concludes from the difference in style that the three unsigned manuscripts postdate
1419.

52 On Peter the Deacon and the compilation of the manuscript see R. H. Rodgers’s edition
of Frontinus De aquaeductu urbis Romae, Cambridge 2004, 37-44.

3 M. Inguanez, Codicum Casinensium manuscriptorum catalogus, 1928-34, 11, 211, 212.

¥ E. Caspar, Petrus diaconus und die Monte Cassineser Fdlschungen, Berlin 1909,
170-71; H. Bloch, “Der Autor der Graphia aureae urbis Romae”, Deutsches Archiv fiir
Erforschung des Mittelalters 40,1984, 55-175, at p. 115.
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have forgotten whether I was then aware of previous opinions, which had
diverged enough to affect priority: on the one hand ‘s. xii’ narrowed down to
‘s. xii"®, on the other ‘s. x¥*. Dated or datable Italian manuscripts are scarce
before the 13th century and especially so in the 10th and 11th, and a relative
dating might not even be possible if one were to see p and the fragment
alongside each other. It is safe to say, however, that neither descends from
the other, because the fragment, which covers II 3.120-29, has profugerant
for -erunt at 120.9, and p omits 120.6 tot and 121.18 decumano, the former
between lines®”. For editors, though, the fragment hardly matters, whereas
p is unquestionably the oldest member of the Italian family throughout the
rest of the work.

The many corrections in p not made by the scribe, or at all events not
made in the process of copying, include the restoration of short sequences
omitted through saut du méme au méme or for no obvious reason. As
overwriting is much commoner than erasure, the original reading is seldom
in doubt, though it may not always have been a Latin word. Several hands
appear to be involved, none, I think, later than the 13th century except that
a 16th-century annotator, doubtless Celso Cittadini, jotted a few readings in
the margin or in gaps; but the reproduction of p available on line is not good
enough to support graphic distinctions®, and I have found no other way
of stratifying the medieval corrections if they had more than one source.
Did they come from the French family, from the single Italian manuscript
known as k, from the Italian sub-family known as 8, or from a source not
otherwise attested? I venture an answer below.

Within the Italian family Peterson gave the symbol 6 to a sub-family of
deteriores that included the early printed editions. Despite Halm’s remarks
about q and Klotz’s conclusion that ‘neutram familiam prae altera contemnere
licet™, the notion has lingered from Madvig’s day that pqr too are deteriores
beside the French family; but whether they are or not, I exclude them from
my use of the term. More about the deteriores shortly; for the moment I will
just say that they do form a closely knit sub-family.

% Inguanez (n. 53) 212; B. Munk Olsen, L ‘étude des auteurs classiques latins aux XI° et
XIF siécles, Paris 1982, 1, 227 no. C288, Paris 1989, III 2, 35.

5 Rouse, Texts and transmission (n. 1), 71 with n. 99, on the authority of Bernhard
Bischoff; Bloch, “Der Autor” (n. 54).

% Maria Chiara Scappaticcio obliged me by checking the text of the fragment on the
microfilm held at the Institut de Recherche et d’'Histoire des Textes. When we were preparing
the entry for Texts and transmission (n. 1), Richard Rouse showed me a collation of the two
reasonably legible pages against Klotz’s edition (n. 12).

5 It was produced for Gallica from microfilm, whereas 4588A (k) was digitized from
scratch.

% M. Tulli Ciceronis scripta (n. 12), xxi. R. Sydow, “Beitrige zur Kritik von Ciceros
Verrinen”, Hermes 67, 1932, 446-68, argued that Klotz should have accepted more words
transmitted in the Italian but not in the French family.
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Intermediate in date between p and the deteriores is a single Italian
manuscript, Zumpt’s ‘Paris. A’, 4588A. Peterson uses it sporadically and
calls it k. It contains IT 2-3 (ff. 76-91, two quires), II 4 from 29.23 quidem
cum essem or thereabouts (ff. 66r-70r), and 11 5 from 30.3 fuerit siracusis
(ff. 71r-75v, continued by a slip, 75b%); after 11 3.49.24 redempturum esse
dicebat space was indeed left at the end of a quire, as I surmised in my
review (‘85v’ was a slip for 83v), and a different hand used it for adding the
end of II 1 from 156.25 Iam vero. Though neatly written by various hands
in the late 12th or early 13th century, k is tiresome to collate, because its
cramped and unarticulated columns of tiny script have suffered badly in
places from damp or wear. It has few corrections.

Peterson says that k ‘medium inter p et codd. deteriores locum videtur
obtinere’, an expression outmoded in stemmatic analysis but echoed by
G. Lopez in his Mondadori edition of II 2: ‘inter codicem P et deteriores
collocandus™. When I checked k here and there against Peterson’s reports of
p and 8, it appeared to share errors with each against the other, classic proof
of either contamination or descent from a common ancestor that carried
variants; doubtless that is why Peterson treated it as intermediate between p
and 8. When, however, I checked p in places where k8 appeared to share an
error against it, I found that the appearance was almost entirely an illusion,
because he fails to report that p shares the error®. He also misreports some
readings of p or k. Failure to report p begins as early as Caecil. 15.26, where
like 18 (and q) it has petissent <a me praesidium>; in the Actio prima
I have noticed serious mistakes at 16.29 and 19.10, ‘condicione p’ (no) and
silence on spectare videbant, for which p and 8 have the better clausula
spectare arbitrabantur;and in I15 p has not eveniunt at 12.15 but veniunt,
not sicubi ita facta sunt at 13.16 but sicubi facta sunt ita facta sunt
(Peterson’s text), and not comparet at 26.30 but comparat (so too 8). Here is
a sample from the parts of I 2-5 also present in k (his * means pqr, and his b
is a representative of 8 unusual only in not going beyond II 2):

I12.6.18 ‘romanorum add. ... O'brd’ (pk), 8.10 ‘et post p ... postea
k' (post pk), 17.26 ‘ei om. b8’ (pk), 18.7 ‘a om. k' (no), 29.5 ‘uti
COp’ (not p), 48.12 ‘qui qrk’ (pF)), 52.16 ‘quo om. pq (no), 92.14
‘cum p’ (nof)), 120.21 ‘est p in ras.’ (no), 124.19 ‘veterum vulg. (pk),
149.18 ‘ita eos pb al. (eos ita p), 156.28 ‘obsecrarunt p’ (-arent p'
-arint p?), 172.6 ‘etiam ille pr’ (not p), II 3.10.19 ‘erimus & (pk),
12.16 ‘ratione cOk’ (not k), 28.2 ‘esse aiebat omnes ck’ (not k),

8 M. Tulli Ciceronis actionis secundae in Verrem liber II, [ Verona] 1991, 10.

' At least one printing of his first edition, 1907, has ERRATA ET CORRIGENDA
on p. xix. He there lists 32 passages of II 4-5 where “lectio codicis p erat in adnotationibus
diserte enumeranda, ubi facit cum deterioribus (&) contra RS”. These reports were added to the
apparatus of his second edition, 1917.
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31.19 ‘condemnarent pk’ (no), 4121 ‘enim est laus p’ (est enim
laus), 55.6 ‘pareret p’ (parret), 8 ‘ut Vqr' (p), 16 ‘magna Prisc.
vulg.’ (pk), 64.2 in tanta impud. om. rell. (pk omit only in), 68.19
‘homini impr. p’ (i. e. homini improbissimo, but pk have homini
in primis improbissimo), 89.11 litterae publicae p’ (no), 112.16
‘decumarum J. J. Hartman’ (pzk), 199.17 ‘onus aliquod p’ (onus
aliquo), 222.22 ‘sortiturus es p’ (no), Il 4.30.17 ‘profugientes &
(pk), 31.26 ‘minitando & (p and I think k), 35.23 ‘revertamur Sp’

(not p), 73.18 ‘Siculis & (pk) 945 ‘ex (ante cohorte) om. & p};
113.5 uti de (pk), 1185 ‘regis Hieronis 8 (pk), 119.23 theatrum est
(pk), 128.24 [num] (pk), 14710 ‘diligenter et caute & (pk), 150.23
‘tanta & (pk), II 5 40.3 ‘tu om. & (pk), 46.9 ‘turpe numquam
om. pd: turpe om. gk’ (<postremo> tu tibi hoc numquam [turpe
numquam] pk), 58.16 ‘exspoliatosque RSp’ (expilatosque p?), 25
‘denegarent 8 (pk), 67.12 ‘erat iam & (pk), 68.21 excisum & (pk),
76.7 ‘Acilium add. § (pk), 81.12 “libertus etiam k’ (no), 84.1 ‘insula
RS’ (pk), 86.19 ‘in speciem k&' (in specie k with p), 87.3 ‘luxuria
SD&’ (pk), 96.13 ‘commosse RSx’ (commovisse pk 975 ‘viderent
V& (pk), 103.11 ‘et tolli et & (pk), 107.27 ‘ita om. V8 (pk), 108.18
‘catenis aspiciunt VK’ (not k), 114.11 “-em R'& (pk), 129.5 ‘uxores
sororesque & (pk, which omit miserorum), 133.23 ‘in invidiam
V' (k), 3 ‘hoc Herb., hoc Amestr. V& (pk), 141.19 ‘dicit & (pk),
151.23 ‘mehercules & (pk), 152.3 ‘seu fati SDp’ (not p), 164.16 ‘iam
p (no), 27 ‘[tu] qrk’ (p), 179.18 ‘ac & (pk), 187.26 ‘Catinae & (pk).

The only shared errors of kd that have survived my checking are II 2.117.18
cognoscerem for cognossem, I1 5.82.2 tunc for tum, and II 5.108.24 et for
ac, hardly solid evidence of a connexion.

How then are pkd related? For a provisional orientation I collated all the
Italian witnesses against Peterson’s text in two passages and most of them in
a third. The three passages were these:

II 3 up to 10.20, where the French family is represented by H (B.L.
Harl. 2682, s. xi) and O (Laur. Conv. Soppr. 79, s. xiv/xv);

the passage of II 4 used above (§ 1.1), 60.23-68.23, where it is
represented by R and H;

the beginning and end of 11 5.156.23-177.18, where it is represented
by R (R omits 162.19-171.2).

From the evidence that I am about to present it emerged very clearly that
k is a close relative of p unconnected with 8. Of the readings that pkd share
against the French family I cite only additions, omissions, and transpositions,
with the warning that four additions of pkd accepted by Peterson against the
French family do not appear in my list: I1 3.1.6 innocentiae <continentiae>,
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II 4.60.24 sed <ad>, 66.26 <ex> eius, 11 5.172.16 <vestram severitatem
desiderant>.

pkd against the French family: II 314 sed <etiam>, 2.16
<ratione> recte, 418 ego hoc ~, 19 <ab> his <se>, 5.7 istius
unius ~, 12 [fero], 9.14 hic <solus>, 10.18 [et] dicentur, 11 4.62.12
olei vini ~, 24 <cum> manubrio, 63.29 nihil iste ~, aliud
<quam id>, 6413 nondum <etiam>, 65.29 [id] in, 1 clamare
iste ~, 7 <quod> cum, 6613 mittit <rex ad istum>, 67.15 <e>
provincia, 11 5.156.28 paulo <ante>, 15717 [usque], 160.13 [in],
14 [civium Romanorum], 16 [tam], 19 coepit before et queri, 20
[civem Romanum], 30 [in], 161.2 benivolentiam after erga se, 15
<proripi> vehementissime<que>, 16217 istius for illius, 172.16
[omnium], quoniam <id>,17 veritas <omnium>,176.7 cognatio
<est>, 16 iam non ~

pk against 8 and the French family: II 3.2.13 removit for -et, 512
patiar for -or, 13 [sua], 6.29 po[te]st, 3 expilationi for -ne, 5
habere for -ri, 713 qua[m], 8.2 c<l>arissimos, 11 4.61.3 regem
for regnum, 62.18 decessit for dis-, 63.28 illum for illud, 65.5
eorum for operum, 66.13 referre for -i, 16 <h>o0s, 67.10 posse for
possunt, 68.20 <et> eiectum, 11 5160.15 [e], 20 recte for recta,
26 atque for itaque, 1615 qui for quo, 13 [aliquod], 171.3 [non],
4 ut longius <ut>, 9 [et], 11 indignissime for -mi, 172.18 [et]
qui ubi<cum>que, 21 [versari], 173.22 hab<er>ent, 8 <hoc> in
hoc, 175.25 ornamenta ista ~, 28 [in], 30 non[dum], 176.3 quit
quantulum for qui tantulum, 4 conflexerit/-is for de-

8 against pk and the French family: IT 3.1.3 [solum], 2.10 [ab], 3.2
rerum voluntates ~, 17 italque], 5.7 [dico], 6.18 [tu], 7.9 ei me
~, 824 horum for eorum, 11 4.60.24-25 [omnia ... in quo], 61.4
postleaJquam, populi Romani for rei publicae, 62.10 [is quem],
17 [ut] sit, 21 [multum], 6411 clarissimis <et>, 65.26 uti for ut
id, 5 et for ea, 66.13 si <sibi>, 67.29 [in foro], 4 [iam], 11 5.156.26
[ex]cogitata, 157 14 provincia <Sicilia>, 158.26 <e>laborandum,
1 testimoniis before omniumque, 159.6 sunt for sint, 160.17
illo<rum>, 23 ipsum for istum, 25 <et>omnium, 161.9 meruisse
<se>, 11 comperisse <ait>, 162.18 hoc for haec, 171.8 [et], 172.12
indign<issim>a, 18 absunt for ad-, 173.23 nam <et>, 30 et for
atque, 4 [id],173.8 flagiti<um>,17412 est after locus, 14 ex for et,
15 tibi quicquam ~,175.24 <de>liberatum,176.7 accusationibus
for ex-,177 12 rationem iam ~

I have no diﬂiculty in believing that the peculiar readings of pk or 9 listed

here are all errors, as one would expect if 8 is an independent relative of
pk. If, however, it conflates the texts of pk and the French family, internal

ISSN 1699-3225 ExClass 20, 2016, 19-90



40 MicHAEL D. REEVE

reasons are needed for treating as errors the readings that pk share against the
French family. I will come back to 8, but I do not doubt that most of those
readings are indeed errors as editors have thought. I therefore proceed in the
conviction that k is a close relative of p.

Furthermore, as k differs from pin my three passages only by having errors
of its own, there is a strong temptation to derive it from p. Complications
arise, however, from the corrections in each, numerous in p, much less so
in k. Some of those in p appear in the text of k, but others do not. Here are
samples of the two categories®:

p’k: II 2175 accedendo for agendo (acendo p'), 23.6 qui ...
interfuit, 3112 <creditorem> petitorem, 50.19 sub for ubi, 70.12
multo, 93.27 si tantulum morae fuisset, 108.24 ut ...