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THE MAKING OF THE MANUSCRIPTS. 15

hammered into a substance not unlike our paper. After this sub-
stance had been dried, and bleached in the sun to a yellowish
color, the sheets were rid by scraping of any irregular or rough
places that remained, and were trimmed into uniform sizes depend-
ing, of course, upon the length of the strips of pith which com-

FIG. 1. PAPYRUS PLANTS.

posed them. According to Pliny (23-79, A. D.) the quality of the
sheets, which were sold under eight or nine special names, varied
with their width. Sheets of the best quality were about ten inches
wide, while the inferior sorts decreased to a width of six inches
or less. The height of tlie sheets varied from seven and a half
inches to twelve or thirteen.

PENS AND INK.—Only the upper surface of the sheet was com-
monly written upon, the surface, that is, formed by the horizontal
layer of strips, and these, showing even after the process of manu-


















THE MAKING OF THE MANUSCRIPTS. 21

Vespasian, 78-79 A. D. On the back of this worthless document
some unknown scholar had written, or caused to be written, a
copy of this work of Aristotle for his own use. This recovery
of a lost classic of such traditional fame is one of the most
notable events of the sort of the nineteenth century, and gives
new hope of regaining from the tombs of Egypt other works
of Greek and Roman writers, which scholars have given up as
lost forever. Should this hope be realized parchment may have
to yield to papyrus its claim to the honor of preserving to us the
literature of classical antiquity (§ 3).

PARCHMENT OR VELLUM.—It has been remarked above (§ 2)
that the use of skins or hides to receive writing was not unknown
to the Romans before the dawn of literature: we are told by
Dionysius (1 7 B. C.) that the treaty between Tarquinius Super-
bus and the people of Gabii (Livy I, 54) was written npon a
leather covered shield. The revival of this ancient material after
papyrus had been introduced was due to an improvement in the
treatnent of the skins which made it possible to write on both
sides of them. Pliny (23-79 A. D.) asserts upon the authority of
Varro (116-28 B. C.) that this improvement was made in the
reign of Eumenes I (197-159 B.C.), King of Pergamum in Asia
Minor, and was due to the rivalry between the libraries at Alex-
andria and Pergamum. The King of Egypt, he says, tried to
embarrass the rival library by forbidding the exportation of papy-
rus, and the scholars of Pergamum were driven to invent a sub-
stitute. The story is untrue, but shows that in Varro’s time
Pergamum was noted for its parchment (membrana) and explains
the name by which the material came to be known in much later
times, pergamena, from which our own word parchment (see Web-
ster) is derived. Parchment was known to the Romans at an
earlier date even than Varro’s story would imply, but was used
merely for temporary purposes side by side with the wax-tablets,
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THE PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF BOOKS. 29

before there was any organized publishing business. The first
impulse toward such an enterprise may have been given by the
bringing to Rome by Sulla and Lucullus of whole libraries from
Greece and Asia Minor. It at once became the fashion to make
large collections of books, and in Cicero’s time no house was com-
plete without a spacious library fully stocked with books, although
the owmner was often wholly ignorant of their contents. Cicero
had great numbers of books mot only in his house at Rome, but
also at each of his half dozen country-seats. He was assisted in
collecting them by his friend T. Pomponius Atticus, a man noted as
much for his love of literature and learning as for his vast wealth
and far reaching business enterprises. He seems to have had a
commission from Cicero to buy for him every book that could be
bought, and to make copies of those that were valuable or rare.
Atticus had numerous /zbrariz (Nepos XXV, 13, 3), and these he
employed also in making copies of Cicero’s works and of such
others as Cicero recommended to him. All these he sold to good
advantage (Att. XIII, 12, 2), but the gain was merely incidental
and by no means the object he had in view. His success, how-
ever, added to the constantly increasing demand for books, seems
to have led to the establishment of the business upon a commier-
cial basis, and in so far as this is true it is permissible, perhaps,
to speak of Atticus as the first of Roman publishers.
CoMmMERCIAL PusLicaTiON.—Under the Emipire the business
seems to have reached large proportions almost at a stride. The
publishers were at the same time wholesale and retail dealers in
books. Their establishments were found in the most popular and
generally frequented parts of Rome, were distinguished by the
lists hanging by the door of books kept for sale, and soon became
the resort of men of culture as well as of those who sought nierely
after the novel and the entertaining. Even under Aungustus (29
B. C—14 A. D.) the works of Roman authors were read not only
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THE PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF BOOKS. 31

by ancient authorities was not used for books intended for gen-
eral circulation. Martial tells us (II, 1, 5) that his second book
could be copied in an hour. It contains mninety-three epigrams
amounting to five hundred and forty verses, which would make
the scribe equal to nine verses to the minute. It is evident that
a small edition, one, that is, not many times larger than the num-
ber of scribes employed, could be put upon the market miuch
more quickly than it could be furnished now. Wlen the demand
was great and the edition large (Pliny, Ep. IV, 7, 2, mentious
one of a thousand copies) the publisher would put none on sale
until all were ready, thus preventing rival houses from using one
of his books as copy. If he overestiinated the demand, unsold
copies could still be sent to the provinces (Hor. Ep. I, 20, 13) or
as'a last resort be used for wrapping paper (Mart. III, 2).

CosT OF THE Books.—The cost of the books varied, of course,
with their size and with the style in which they were issued.
Martial’s first book, containing eight hundred and twenty lines
and covering twenty-nine pages in Teubner's text, was sold
(Mart. I, 66; 117, 17) at thirty ceuts, fifty cents, and one dollar;
his Xenia, containing two hundred and seveuty-four verses and
covering fourteen pages in Teubner’s text, was sold (XIII, 3) at
twenty cents, but cost the publisher less than ten. Such prices
are hardly more than we pay now. Much would depend of course
upon the demand, and very high prices were put upon particular
copies. Gellius (II, 3, 5) mentions a copy of Vergil, supposed to
be by his own hand, which had cost the owner over one hundred
dollars, and copies whose correctness (see below) was attested by
some good authority were also highly valued. The same circum-
stances would increase the price of modern books miaterially.

SticHOMETRY.—Tlie ancients did not measure their books, as
we do, by the pages, but by the verse iu poetry and the line in
prose, and the number contained in the work was written at the
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THE PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF BOOKS. 33

Similar precautions were taken by at least the best commercial
houses. They had competent correctors in their employ, but as
each copy had to be examined independently, the labor was far
greater than that of the modern proof-reader, and the resnlts
much less satisfactory. Martial (II, 8) warns his readers that the
errors which they may detect in his books are to be ascribed to
the publisher, not to him, and elsewhere (VII, 11) he gives us to
understand that authors corrected with their own hands the copies
which they presented to their friends (cf. Gell. II, 3, 5). Quin-
tilian prefaces his Institutions with a letter to his publisher, beg-
ging him to issue the work as free from blunders as he can, and
Irenzus, bishop of Lyons, 177 A. D., urges that each copy of his
work be compared with the original.

Persons buying books sometimes had them examined first by
a competent critic (Gell. V, 4, 2), or corrected by comparison with
a copy known to be accurate. Such standard copies were not
always to be had, but were consulted if possible to decide disputed
readings (Gell. I, 7), and were sometimes hired for this purpose
(Gell. XVIII, 5, 11) at large expense. It is beyond question that
errors in the codices of later times, which have descended to us,
are in some cases derived from blunders made at the time when
the books were first published.

TiTLES.—As in the papyrus roll the title was no part of the
work itself, but rather of the mounting (§ 8), so in the later
parchment codex it was the ancient custom to write the title,
together with the number of the lines (§ 36), at the end, instead
of at the beginning where we should look for it. ‘This must be
explained, of course, from the standpoint of the scribe, who was
concerned only with what he had written and how much, and left
the purchaser to mark the volume or leave it unmarked at his
pleasnre. The manuscripts of the middle ages usually have the
title both at the beginning and at the end of the book, frequently
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THE TRANSMISSION OF THE BOOKS. 37

THE “Crassics.”—The choosing of materials for pupils to
study and imitate would lead gradually to the fixing with more
or less precision of the canon of the classics, those writers, that
is, whose works were regarded as the best of their kind in the
various lines of literature. Of some of these authors the complete
works were used in the schools; of others certain parts complete
in themselves (e. g., the first and third decades of Livy) were
carefully studied, while of othier parts epitomes were made for
reference purposes; of otliers still selections were made for specific
objects, as when, for example, the letters and speeches scattered
through the various works of Sallust were brought together in
one volume for rhetorical purposes. The result, so far as it affects
the transmission of the manuscripts is apparent: of some authors
the whole works would be in constant demaud and copies would
be multiplied almost beyond numbering; of others parts only
would be so treated; still others would be wholly neglected. It is
evident, also, that these school editions would be especially liable
to errors, and even to arbitrary changes for the purposes of
instruction.

ScuoriaA.—The needs of the pupils would lead, in the second
place, to the preparation of notes and commentaries upon those
authors whose language or matter was found to require such lelps.
Such notes are added to the works of English authors in our own
schools now, and must have been even more needed by Roman
school boys because no books were then written especially for the
young. These school commentaries, to distinguish them from the
works of modern scholars, are called scZolia, and their authors, or
(more usually) their compilers, are called scholiasts. Some of
these notes were published separately, and have come down to us
with the name of the author attached, as, e. g., the commentaries
of Asconins (first century) on some of Cicero’s Orations, of Por-
phyrio (second ceutury) on Horace, of Tiberius Clandius Donatus
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THE TRANSMISSION OF THE BOOKS. 39

ing and ability, are grouped together under the name of Gramma-
rians, as opposed to the Scholiasts, although many belong to the
one class as much as to the other. For the preservation of the
classics they are valunable, entirely apart from their scholarship,
in proportion to the number of quotations which they make in
illustration of the matters of which they treat. Among those help-
ful in this way may be mentioned Charisius (fourth century),
Diomedes (sixth century), Macrobius (fifth century), Nouius
(fourth ceutury), Priscianus (sixth century), Scaurus (second cen-
tury), and Victorinus (fourth century).

OrpprosITION TO CHRISTIANITY.—It is well known that the
higher classes in Rome were the last to embrace Christianity.
For resisting the spread of the new faith they found the most
effective weapon to be the literature in which were embodied all
the beauty and power of pagan morality, culture and refinement.
Men of the highest social standing, senators, statesmen, consuls,
devoted their energy and talent to fostering the ancient classics.
They succeeded in maintaining the old system of education, pre-
vented the establishment of separate schools for the benefit of
their opponents, and even endeavored to put the texts of the great
Roman writers upon a sounder basis. For this purpose they had
made or made with their own bhands copies of manuscripts of
known excellence (see § 39), or in default of these used their own
knowledge of the language to remove the more obvious errors due
to the carelessness or igmorance of successive copyists. Some of
these editions they attested by their own names, and these names
have occasionally come down to us in later copies.

SusscrIPTIONS.—These signatures, technically called subscrip-
tzones, date mostly from the fourth to the sixth century, although
a few are earlier, and are known to us in copies hundreds of
years later, accompanied perhaps by the subscription of some later
reviser. For example, many manuscripts of Terence, dating from
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THE TRANSMISSION OF THE BOOKS. 41

LosT WoRrks.—It is well known that the works of certain
Roman anthors have been entirely lost, that of others we possess
parts only, that there are few whose writings are wholly preserved.
We should not regret this, if the works of inferior authors only
had been lost—but among the missing are some of the most
famous in the lines of history, oratory, philosophy, and poetry.
We should expect it, if the works of early writers only had per-
ished—but whole volumes of Cicero, two-thirds of Tacitus, three-
fourths of Livy are gone, to mention those names only that are
as familiar to us as our own. No imperial library could have
lacked complete editions of their works, they must have been
included in hundreds of private collections, school boys must have
studied them, and teachers commented upon them, but they are
no more to be found. We have therefore to explain how so much
has disappeared, and how so much has been preserved.

Tug DARK Acks.—It was at the very time when Roman lit-
erature was the center of all intellectual activity (§ 43) that the
catastrophe came that was to overwhelm learning, literature and
even Rome itself. In the fourth century the Roman empire was
divided; Valentinian took the eastern half with Constantinople for
his capital, leaving Rome and the west to his brother Valens.
The fifth century had only just begun when the hordes of the
north fell upon the western half and made havoc of it. First the
Vandals, turned from Italy, established themselves in Gaul. Then
the Visigoths sacked Rome, passed into Gaul, and drove the Van-
dals into Spain. The Vandals, again, crossed over into Africa,
ravaged that province, and returned to Italy by the south. The
Tartar Huns came next and disappeared leaving desolation behind
them. The Franks attacked Gaul, the Saxons Britain. The Os-
trogoths disputed Italy with the Vandals, and both were dispos-
sessed by the eastern Emperor, Justiniau (527-565). He died and
the Lombards appeared. Then the Saracens came from the south
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46 LATIN MANUSCRIPTS.

Juvenal, Rome and Venice, 1470; Lactantius, Rome, 1465; Livy,
Rome, 1469; Lucan, Rome, 1469; Lucretius, Brescia, 1473;
Martial, Rome, 1470; Nepos, Venice, 1471; Ovid, Rome and
Bonn, 1471; Persius, Rome, 1470; Plautus, Venice, 1472 ; Pliny
the Younger, Venice, 1485; Propertius, Venice, 1472; Quintilian,
Rome, 1470; Sallust, Venice, 1470; Seneca’s Prose Works,
1475, Tragedies, Ferrara, 1484; Statius, Venice, 1472; Sueto-
nius, Rome, 1470; Tacitus, Venice, 1470; Terence, Strassburg,
1470; Tibullus, Venice, 1472; Valerius Flaccus, Bonn, 1474;
Velleius Paterculus, Basle, 1520; Vergil, Rome, 1469.

Arranged chronologically: 1465—Cicero’s De Officiis, Lac-
tantius; 1469—Apuleius, Casar, Gellius, Livy, Lucan, Vergil;
1470—Horace, Juvenal, Martial, Persius, Quintilian, Sallust,
Suetonius, Tacitus, Terence; 1471—Nepos, Ovid; 1472—Catul-
lus, Plautus, Propertius, Statius, Tibullus; 1473—Lucretins;
1474—Valerius Flaccus; 1475—Seneca’s Prose Works; 1484—
Seneca’s Tragedies; 1485—Pliny the Younger; 1498—Cicero’s
Opera Omnia; 1520—Velleius Paterculus.

ANcIENT Manuscriprs.—The following list gives the dates of
all extant Latin manuscripts which are thought to be mno later
than the sixth century. As will be explained lereafter (§115),
the dates are merely approximate, and any of the older parch-
ments may be later by a century than the date here assigned to
it. It is also possible that some may have been written at an
earlier time. FIrsT CENTURY: Two papyrus fragments from Her-
culaneum coutaining selections from prose writers. A papyrus roll
from Herculaueum containing the Carmen De Bello Actiaco, a
specimen is given in § 103. THIRD or FourTH CENTURY: The
seven oldest manuscripts of Vergil, specimens of tliree, Plates I,
V and X. Three fragments of Sallust’s Histories, at Berlin, Rome
and Naples, a specimen is given in § 103. Palimpsest fragment
of Juvenal aud Persius at Rome. Palimpsest of Livy at Verona.
Fragment of Livy, Book XCI, at Rome. FourTH or FirrH CEN-
TURY: Fragments of a palimpsest of Lucan at Vienna, Naples and
Rome. The Codex Bembinus (§ 53) of Terence at Rome, for speci-
men see Plate III. The palimpsest of Cicero De Re Publica at





















THE KEEPING OF THE MANUSCRIPTS. 51

names of previous owners, ¢. g., codices Townleranz, from the col-
lection of Charles Towuley (1737-1805) anud codices Harlerant, col-
lected by Robert Harley (1661-1724), Earl of Oxford, and his son.

FRrRANCE: At Paris (Lutetia Parisiorum) the National Library
is the largest library in the world, founded in the fourteenth cen-
tury, containing 100,000 manuscripts (c. Parisinz, or Parisiact).
Many of these were formerly in the ancient Royal Library (c
Regi7) or less important collections e. g., at St. Germain (c. Sazn-
germanenses), and at Fontainebleau (¢. Blraudifontanz). Some few
good manuscripts still remnain in provincial towns, e. g., at Mont-
pellier (c. Montepessulant).

GERMANY: Almost all the universities have large libraries
containing manuscripts of value. Tlie University of Heidelberg
(Herwdelberga), situated in the Palatinate, has over 400,000 vol-
umes and many manuscripts (c. Palatins), and the University of
Strassburg (Argentoratum) has 500,000 volumes and some good
manuscripts (c. Argentoratenses). At Berlin (Berolinun) the Royal
Library contains 15,000 manuscripts (c. Berolinenses). At Dresden
(Dresdena) the Royal Library has about 500,000 volumes with
4,000 manuscripts (¢. Dresdenses). At Gotha the Ducal Library has
more than 6,000 manuscripts (¢. Gothanz). At Munich (Mona-
chium) the Royal Library, founded in the sixteenth century, is the
largest in the empire and contains 30,000 manuscripts (¢ Mona-
censes), while the University Library has 1,800 more. The Royal
Public Library at Stuttgart (Stutigardia) has 3,800 manuscripts.

HorLranD: At The Hague the Royal Library has 4,000 manu-
scripts. At Leyden (Lugdunum Batavorunt) are 5,000 manuscripts
(¢. Leidenses or Lugdunenses Batavi). At Amsterdam (Amsteloda-
mum) are some very valuable manuscripts (c. Amstelodamenses) in
the library of the university.

ItaLy: Of the numerous collections of manuscripts in Italy
(§ 63) only the most noteworthy can be mentioned here. At
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52 LATIN MANUSCRIPTS.

Florence is the Laurentian library attached to the church of St.
Lorenzo; it contains some 10,000 manuscripts, chiefly from the
library of San Marco, the collections of the Medici and Leopoldo
families, and the library of Jolmn Ashburnham, of Englaud, pur-
chased by the Italian government in 1884 (c. Florentine, Lauren-
tiant, Medicer, S. Marci, Leopoldint, Ashburnhamaiz, etc.). The

F1G. 7. VATICAN LIBRARY.

Biblioteca Riccardiana, founded by the Riccardi family and pur-
chased by the government in 1812, contains 3,800 manuscripts (c.
Riccardiant). At Milan (Medrolanum) the Ambrosian library has
8,000 manuscripts (c. Mediolanenses or Ambrosiant), including some
famous palimpsests. At Naples there are 4,000 manuscripts in the
National library and museum (¢c. Neapolitanz), some from the old
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54 LATIN MANUSCRIPTS.

(Buda, Hungary), Cantabrigienses (Cambridge), Caroliruhenses
(Carlsruhe), Colbertini (of Jean Baptist Colbert, 1619-1683,
statesman, France), Colonzenses (Cologne), Corbeiensis (of Cor-
vey, town with monastery, in Germany), Cuzacianus (of Jacques
Cujas, 15221590, France), Einsidlenses (Einsiedeln), Florentini
(Florence), Florzacensis (§ 71), Fuldenses (Fulda, Germany),
Gudiani (of Marquard Gude, 1619-1700, Germany), Gracvianus
(of J. G. Greffe, 1632-1703, Netherlands), Guelferbytan; (Wol-
fenbiittel, Germany), Haunienses (Copenhagen), Lanrentiani
(Florence), Leidenses (Leyden), Leopoldini (Florence), Lipsienses
(Leipzig), Londinenses (London), Marcianz (Venice), Matritenses
(Madrid), Medicer (Florence), Mediolanenses (Milan), Minorau-
gtenses (of Augia Minor, an ancient abbey in Aunstria), Mona-
censes (Munich), Montepessulani (Montpellier), Moysiacenses (of
the abbey of Moissac, France), Neapolitani (Naples), Ottoboniani
(of Cardinal Pietro Ottoboni, 1668-1740, nephew of Pope Alex-
ander VIII, Vatican, Rome), Oxonienses (Oxford), Palatini
(Heidelberg, Romie), Parisiacs, or better Parisini (Paris), Petro-
politani (St. Petersburg), Pragenses (Prague), Reginenses (Rome),
Regir (Paris), Regromontan: (Kouigsberg), Riccardiani (Flor-
ence), S. Marc/ (Florence; to be carefully distinguished from
Marciant above), Sangallenses (St. Gallen), Sangermanenses (St.
Germain), Scaligeranus (of J. C. Scaliger, 1484-1558, or J. J.
Scaliger, 1540-1609), Sorboniani (of the Sorbonne, a depart-
ment of the University of France), 7Zaurinenses (Turin), Thua-
neus (of Jacobus Augustus Thuaneus (De Thou), a statesman
and historian of France, 1553-1617), Zoletanz (at, Toledo, Spain),
Turicensis (Ziirich), Urbinates, Ursiniani, Vaticani (Rome),
Veneti and Venet: Marciani (Venice), Veronenses (Verona), Vin- .
dobonenses (Vienna), Vosstanus (of Isaac Voss, 1618-1689),
Vratislavienses (Breslan).

SYMBOLS FOR THE MANUSCRIPTS.—In editions of the classics
in which the manuscripts are frequently mentioned, it is custom-
ary for the editors to use in place of the mame or names of each

manuscript, often long and unwieldy (§ 71), an arbitrary symbol,
usnally a letter of the alphabet or a numeral. These symbols
are prefixed to the descriptions of the manuscripts where they are
first given, usually in the introduction or the critical appendix.
For example, to the description quoted above (§ 71) Kiibler has
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THE ERRORS OF THE SCRIBES. 81

U~NAvVOIDABLE ERRORS.—These are due to injuries suffered by
the manuscript used as copy after it was itself completed. The
most conscientious and painstaking scribe could only copy what was
before him: if that was defective his own work could be no better.
Now, time has dealt hardly with all our codices, and all good
manuscripts, exposed to the ravages of fire, damp, mildew, moths
and mice, are more or less defective or illegible. Sometimes in
the course of years or centuries, one or more leaves would be lost
from the codex that served as copy: all our manuscripts of Cor-
nelius Nepos have the same gap (lacuna, it is called) in the life
of Lysander, showing that all are derived from the same arche-
type, itself defective here. We have no means of telling whether
much or little has been lost.

Again, leaves sometinies hecame loose, and were replaced in the
wrong order, or were carelessly put together at the end of the
codex, in either case sure to make the next copy wrong. Thus,
in the second book of the Anmals of Tacitus chapters 62-67, as
our one manuscript and the older editions give them, belong after
chapter 58 and before chapter 59. On the other hand, of the two
manuscripts of Lucretius at Leyden one (Munro’s B: Vossianus Q.
9#) has at the end 206 verses that cannot be read comsecutively;
fortunately the other manuscript (Munro’s A: Vosstanus F. 30) has
these same verses in the proper order, 52 in Book I, 104 in Book
II, 50 in Book V, showing that A is an older manuscript than B,
having been copied from their common archetype before the leaves
were disarranged.

Again, a part of a leaf might be torn off. Thus a manuscript
of Horace (Keller and Holder's e : Einsidlensis 361) gives only the
latter parts of lines 1-18 of Epist. I, x, showing that the upper
left hand portion of one page of the archetype was gone. In such
a case if the loss were small and the sense clear the scribe might
be tempted to supply the missing words from his own inner con-
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THE ERRORS OF THE SCRIBES. 87

LipoGRAPHY OR HAPLOGRAPHY.—This is the converse of dit-
tography, that is, the writing once of what ought to have been
written twice, and is equally common. What has been said above
about dittography in the case of numbers applies also to lipography.
In the Academica (I, 4 and 32) are found abkorrent for abhorrerent,
probatur for probabatur, and in the Miles mortem ale for mortem
male, stmile sciat for similes scrat. So we find such errors as dict
for didicit, decus for dedecus, etc. In Cicero Laelius xiv, 48, sz
qua significatio should be, in Reid’s opinion, sz quasi significatio.

SkirpiNG.—The last and worst error of the eye is skipping,
the worst, because where we depend upon one manuscript only we
frequently find passages where something must have been omitted,
and where there is no clue but the context to what has been lost.
The error is due of course to the scribe losing his place as his
eye traveled from copy to parchment, and is caused almost always
by the occurrence of similar words, or at least similar syllables,
in the same relative position in different lines. Thus in the best
manuscript of Sallust (codex Parisinus Sorb. 500, sacc. X) Cat. xx, 11:

. nobis rem familiarem etiam ad necessaria deesse? Illos
binas aut amplius domos continuare, nobis larem familiarem
nusquam ullum esse?

the eye of the scribe passed from the first fam:ilzarem to the second,
omitting all the words betweeu them. Here the omitted words
are supplied in the margin and by other manuscripts. Such mis-
takes are rare in poetry, where the prosody, and sometimes the
stanza, may be a safeguard. Still in Horace Carm. I, xii, 25-27:

Dicam et Alciden puerosque Ledae,

Hunc equis, illum superare pugnis

Nobilem; quorum simul alba nautis
Stella refulsit,

where lines 26 aud 27 end in the same syllable -zs, several scribes
have omitted line 26, although the omission spoils the seuse and
stanza, and oue even chauged nobilem in 27 to mobiles to make
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TEXTUAIL CRITICISM. I03

difference in age is not enongh to prove the descent. ‘I‘he most
convincing proof is a lacuna (§ 121) in all the younger manu-
scripts with no evidence of mutilation, while such mutilation is
found in the oldest manuscript at the place where the lacuna oc-
curs. 3. The editor may find that all existing manuscripts may
be traced to one manuscript no longer extant, which can, however,
be more or less completely and accurately reconstructed from copies
in his possession. Such a manuscript is the Henoch’s codex of
the Dialogne of Tacitns (see Gudemann’s edition, p. cxv) and the
Verona manuscript of Catullus. This last was used in the tenth
century and disappeared, was found again and copied in the four-
teenth century and has again disappeared (see Merrill’s Catullus,
p. xxxvi). The proof of the descent is, of course, even more diffi-
cult here than in the second case, although essentially the same
in kind. The task of the editor, moreover, will be simplified only
so far as as he is able to reconstruct the archetype. When this
cannot be accomplished we have the fourth and last case. 4. The
editor may find his manuscripts hopelessly confused, or divided
into several families whose connection cannot accurately be deter-
mined, and to which the several manuscripts can be assigned only
doubtfully or provisionally. Here the difficulty increases in propor-
tion to the extent of the work and the number of the manuscripts.
Sometimes, when the manuscripts are very numerous, the problem
may be solved by some favorable, almost lucky, circumstance, as
e. g., the superiority of P. (see Plate VI) over all the other manu-
scripts of Sallust, even those of the same class. On the other
hand the problem may baffle generation after gemeration of schol-
ars, as has been the case, and seems likely to be the case forever,
with Horace. The consideration of these four cases will show low
the discovery of a single manuscript, although of no great value
in itself, may completely overthrow the accepted text of a given
author.
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TEXTUAL CRITICISM. 109

occur in two manuscripts of equal authority but in reverse order,
res publica aud publica res. Here the editor will ask which is the
usual and natural order, which the unusual and artificial, and will
assume that the latter is the order in the original as being more
likely to be changed by the scribe. This brings us face to face
with Griesbach’s famous canon for New Testament criticism: That
the more difficult reading is to be preferred to the easier, be-
cause the latter is more apt to be an alteration than the former.
This is true so far as intentional variations from the original are
concerned, but it is not true of unintentional errors. Uninten-
tional errors, however, are far more nnmerous than intentional
errors (§ 125), and the canon is therefore of very limited applica-
tion. So it will be found to be with every rule that may be laid
down, there will always be exceptions and exceptions. Every editor
will consciously or unconsciously adopt rules for his own pro-
cedure, based upon his familiarity with the apparatus he is using
and varying with the author whom le considers. And even should
different editors of a given author agree upon the rules to be ap-
plied, a rare thing for editors to do, their decisions npon specific
applications of the rnles would be sure to vary in many cases. It
was the failure to recognize the reasonableness of many of these
differences of opinion that caused the bitter feeling of the older
critics toward each other personally, a feeling that still finds vent
occasionally in our philological journals and reviews.

RELATIVE WORTH oF MaNUscripPTS.—We have now to con-
sider the meaning of such expressions as “ greater or less nianu-
seript authority,” ‘““a better or poorer manuscript,” etc. ‘The
first editions were based upon such manuscripts as their pub-
lishers could procure, sometines upon the first manuscripts they
chanced upon, and presented texts of little critical value. When
scholars began to turn from these editions to the manuscripts,
their first impulse was to count the manuscripts for or against
a given term, and give to the greater number the respect due
to superior authority. A little thought will show how utterly
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TEXTUAL CRITICISM. RIS

of any manuscript. Its own readings are the onmly index to its
worth, z. e., the manuscript which varies least frequently from
the correct text is the best. But, it is urged, we get our text
from the manuscripts, and to get the correct text we must
know what manuscripts have superior authority. Two consid-
erations will help to explain this apparent paradox. The first
has been mentioned already (§ 179): a very large part of the
text of every author is now and has been for five hundred
years, perhaps, critically certain. This of itself gives opportu-
nity to test the value of any manuscript, a process shown with
admirable clearness by Professor Pease in his treatment of the
manuscripts of Terence (Tr. A. Ph. Ass'n, 1887). In the second
place scholars make themselves so familiar with an author’s
way of thinking and with his style of expression, worked out
from passages critically certain, that when they come to an
uncertain passage they are able to test the opposing manu-
scripts by their fidelity to the kmown usage of the anthor.
Both these considerations call for a considerable period of
study, extending over generations perhaps, and it is this long
and careful study that really tests the manuscripts. It is true
that when the best manuscript is found by some such process
as this, it will usually prove to be an old manuscript (as com-
pared with its fellows), and carefully written, and free from
interpolations, but no one of these qualities, no two or three of
them, is a certain indication of excellence.

CoNjecTURAL EMENDATION.—No matter how excellent and
numerons the manuscripts of a given anthor are, nmo matter how
complete the other materials (§ 162) of the critical apparatus,
there will still remain occasional passages where all the help which
the apparatus renders cannot furnish a satisfactory text. At this
point textual criticism has reached the limits of its obligation,
beyond this it does not go. Scholars, however, are not content to
stop even here; they nndertake by a process of divination, not of
criticism, to give to us the words written by the author, although
lost or distorted beyond recognition in the course of time. The
process is ome which we all almost 11nconsci01lsiy employ to a
limited extent at least: the sentence we are reading does not end
at the bottom of the page, but we can guess a word or two more
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INDIVIDUAIL CRITICISM. 11§

questions are still busily discussed that have engaged the attention
of scholars for generations (e. g., the Dialogue of Tacitus [?] ),
and new omes constantly are propounded. To understand the
process followed in investigating these problems it will be best to
put ourselves in the position of an editor examining the title of
his author to a given composition, as we did (§ 161) in the case of
textual criticism. The evidence which he has to consider is partly
external and partly internal and may be examined conveniently
under these heads.

EXTERNAL EVIDENCE — MANUScrIPTS.— The editor will first
examine the manuscripts to see how far the traditional authorship
is supported by their authority. The value of their testimony is
in no case very great, but varies with the age of the manuscript,
deliberate falsification being more likely in those of later date. In
any case the manuseript will hardly do more than show where the
“burden of proof” lies. Sometimes they will agree in assigning
the work to an author even when his title to it is known from
other sounrces to be weak, ¢. g., in the case of the rhetorical treatise
Ad Herennium, which all incorrectly assign to Cicero. Here, of
course, the burden of proof lies upon those who claim the work
for another author. Sometimes the manuscripts will be found to
disagree, or perhaps the best manuscript will offer a choice of
authors. The latter is the case with the valuable literary treatise
Iepi vipovs, once ascribed to Cassius Longinus (third century) but
now generally attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1 7 B. C.),
the best manuscript of which has the title Awovvoiov % Aoyylvou.
Finally the manuscript may suggest no author at all, as, e. g, in
the case of the Lives of Emiuent Commanders universally pub-
lished now under the name of Cornelius Nepos.

ANCIENT WRITERS.—The editor will turn next to the ancient
writers, scholiasts, grammarians, lexicographers, etc., for evidence

(“testimonia,”’ see § 162) older and therefore more valuable than
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fidential letters to Atticus and in his public deliverances upon
these same themes from the rostra or in the senate.

LANGUAGE AND STYLE—Next comes the lingnistic test, fur-
nished by grammatical criticism (§ 154). Sometimes very general
considerations will be sufficient for a negative decision. No fact
is more familiar than the growth and development of a language,
the change from age to age in forms, syntax, prosody, vocabnlary.
If a work written at one time is assigned to an author of a widely
different time, the study of the language will surely detect the
error. The same thing is true of variations due to differences in
place of birth or education, but in less degree: does not Asinius
Pollio charge Livy with Pafavinity (provincialism)? In most cases
for negative testimony, however, and in all cases for affirmative
testimony, these general considerations will not suffice. The solu-
tion of the problem will require that a thorough comparison be
made between the language of the work under consideration and
the language of the author known to ns from other sonrces. How
minute and thorough must be the editor's knowledge of both only
the highest scholarship can realize, and besides this we must have
enough writings of the reputed anthor, unquestionably genuine, to
make the test extensive as well as minute. Under these condi-
tions it is probable that this test is the safest and surest of all,
but we must be very sure that the conditions are fulfilled: the
supposed genuine works may be in part spurious, the comparison
may be partial, the editor's knowledge may be defective (§ 160).
The early application of the test is shown in Varro’s judgment
upon the plays of Plantus (Gell. III, 3, 1 and 2), and is ascribed to
Caesar by Cicero (Fam. IX, 16, 4); the danger is shown by Cicero
no less clearly in the famous letter (Att. III, 12, 2) in which he
suggests that the authenticity of one of his genuine compositions
might be successfully denied because it was written less carefully
than usnal. Modern scholars, famous for critical talents, have been
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deceived again and again. Muretus managed to insert a few
trinieters of his own among some verses of Accius without detec-
tion by Scaliger, who published them without question in his first
edition of Varro, and Wolf, failing to find in the printed editions
of Cicero a letter ascribed to him in a manuscript in the library
at Berlin, pronounced the letter spurious from internal considera-
tions, but was forced to retract when a pupil showed him that he
had merely looked for the letter in the wrong place in the book.

FORrRGERIES.—In cases where one author has deliberately
imitated the style of another, no matter whether he intended
to pass the spurious work off as gennine, or whether in after
times the mistake was made by others, the problem is much
harder to solve. It may be taken for granted that the imitator
would conform as closely as possible to the historical condi-
tions, would reproduce only the best known and safest views
of his model, and would follow closely his peculiarities in style
and language so far as these would be known to him. Detec-
tion from internal considerations will depend entirely, therefore,
upon the ratio between his knowledge and that of modern
scholarship, a ratio that is constantly changing in favor of de-
tection. External tests are the main reliance, however, in cases
of this sort. Excellent material for practice of a sort not too
difficult may be found in the letters and speeches which Sal-
lust has inserted in his account of the Conspiracy of Catiline,
especially the letter of Lentulus (Cat. xliv, 4) and the speech
of Ceesar (Cat. 1i).

TEsTs OF PROPOSED AUTHORS.—Now if from all the evidence
thus obtained the editor regards the case as proven against the
traditional author, he next proceeds to find the real author, and
the problem is not unlike those proposed for solution in textual
criticism. If the manuscript or the ancient authorities suggest
another author than the omne usually received (as in the case of
the Ad Herennium mentioned above, § 198), or other authors, the
editor will assume such author, or such anthors one by one, as
real and will then apply all the tests which he has used in the case
of the traditional author. If nomne stands the test, the problem

now resembles that of coujectural emendation: the editor endeavors
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lives of Cato and Atticus show the same characteristics in sub-
stance and diction, the same kind of generalization, and the
same tendency to exculpate and exalt their subjects as do the
Lives of Eminent Commanders. All modern scholars, therefore,
of reputation agree in assigning the authorship of the Lives of
Eminent Commanders to Cornelius Nepos.

SuMMARY.—It is greatly to be regretted that there is no his-
tory of Philological Criticism in English, no biographical dictionary
even, to which the student can turn for information about all the
scholars whose names he finds in philological publications. A
sketch of the development of Textual Criticism may be found in
Harper's Ductionary of Classical Literature, with a brief bibliog-
raphy. In Gow’s Companion, p. 66 f., is given a list of famous
critics and scholars, and some account of the greatest of these may
usually be found in the biographical dictionaries and encylopedias,
if they are not mentioned in Harper's Dictionary. Besides, the
introductions to the more elaborate editions commonly describe the
coutributions made to the criticism and elucidation of the several
authors by the scholars who have worked upon them. Students
who can read German will find abundant helps at their disposal,
the most important of which are named in the bibliographies ap-
pended to the several essays in Miiller’s Handbuch, Vol. 1.

In general it may be said that the greatest advances made in
criticismi, with few and rare exceptions, have been made in very
recent times. This is largely due to the increased attention given
to Paleography, a study made possible by the cheapening of fac-
similes on account of improved methods of pictorial reproduction,
but more largely perhaps to the general spread of scientific methods
through all branches of study: fas est et ab hoste docer:! Tt can
hardly be said that there are now any “opposing schools” of crit-
icism, so far as classical philology is concerned, however individ-
uals may differ in their methods and results. Differences there are
in the texts of even those authors that have been miost carefully
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“Augustean Fragment.” Of this manuscript, possibly the oldest
extant of any Latin classic, seven leaves only are preserved, four
in the Vatican and three in the Royal Library in Berlin (Schedae
Berolinenses), containing Georgics 1, 41-280, and II, 181-220.
The manuscript was once in the library of St. Denis in France,
but the time of its mutilation is unknown. The Vatican leaves
have the memorandum: Claudius Puteanus Fulvio Ursino d. d.
and it is known that Du Puy gave them to Orsini in 1574—75.
When Orsini died in 1600 they passed with his other books into
the possession of the Vatican. The history of the leaves at Berlin
cannot be traced so far back. A fragment of the same manuscript
is known to have been in the library of Pierre Pithou (scholar
and jurist, 1539-1596), but is now lost. From it, however, four
verses, Aen. IV, 302-305, are preserved in a fac-simile made for
the second edition of Mabillon’s De Re Diplomatica (§ 9o). The
specimen page gives Georgics I, 61-8o.

Plate VI, p. so. The Codex Parisinus 16024, or Sorbonianus 215
500, of SALLusT, Jordan’s P. Minuscule writing of the ninth or
tenth century. The manuscript had originally at least 19o leaves,
of which 144 are lost from the beginning. The remaining 46
leaves contain the Catiline and Jugurtha with the Jacwna in the
latter (]. ciii, 2—cxii, 3) which characterizes all the manuscripts of
the first class. The last page cannot be read, having been pasted
upon a piece of blank paper, perhaps by a binder, and the pre-
ceding page ends abruptly with the words fuzt ante diem (]J. cxiii,
3). This is the best manuscript of Sallust, the only one of the
first class whose readings are quoted separately by Jordan. The
specimen page gives the close of the Catiline and the beginning
of the Jugurtha.

Plate VII, p. 56. The Codex Vindobonensis g5 of CxsAR, 216
Meusel’s £ Minuscule writing of the twelfth or thirteenth cen-
tury. The manuscript has 182 leaves containing besides the Gallic
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