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For the transmission of Apuleius' Apology, Florida and Metamor
phoses, our main witness is a Florentine MS (F = Laur. 68,2), on
which all other MSS depend). Closely related to F is = Laur.
29,2), which often presents the correct reading when F is illegible.
Some more recent MSS appear useful in other cases where Fo
agree in obviously wrong readings. On the whole, the authority of
Fo has been widely accepted in modern Apuleian scholarship. In
individual places, their readings are increasingly defended). As far
as the Apology is concerned, the same tendency can be observed, but
many editors and other scholars still allow much room for emen-
dations).

* This article is a preliminary study for a new edition with commentary of
Apuleius' Pro se de magia (Apologia), Amsterdam 1997. Research was supported by
the Foundation for Literary Studies, Musicology and Drama Research, which is
subsidized by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO). I wish
to express my thanks to the Biblioteca Medicea-Laurenziana at Firenze (Italy) for
granting me permission to consult F (Laur.68,2). I also thank Prof.J.H. Brouwers
(Catholic University Nijmegen), Dr. R. van der Paardt (State University Leiden
and member of the Apuleius Research Group at the State University Groningen),
Prof. EJ. Kenney (Cambridge University) and the anonymous reader of Mnemosyne.
The critical comments of these scholars have been of great use to me, even in the
numerous places where I have not followed their advice. Of course, they are in no
way responsible for any of my statements or proposals.

1) Recently, this position has been challenged by O. Pecere, Qualche riflessioni
sulla tradizione di Apuleio a Montecassino, in: G. Cavallo (ed.), Le strade del testo (Roma
1987), 97-124. Pecere argues for a tradition independent from F, of which the so
called Assisi fragments (C) would be an example. However, his examples are hard-
ly of any consequence for our constitution of the text. For this, not even Pecere
denies the central importance of F.
2) For the Metamorphoses, cf. especially the Groningen Commentaries on 4puleius

(GCA), where readings of F are consistently defended wherever possible.3) The practice of making new emendations still continues even for the 4pology.
Recently, a number of them have been brought forward by W.S. Watt, Ten notes
on Apuleius, Apologia, Mnemosyne 47 (1994), 517-20. Most of Watt's proposals to
change the text are superfluous, since they concern passages where F's reading
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