For Use in Schools:
Prosodical Marks in Two Pre-Palaeologan
Manuscripts of Pindar

Almut Fries

WO OF OUR OLDEST and most important manuscripts

of Pindar are Vatgr. 1312 (B) of ca. 1180 and Gotting.

philol. 29 (G) of the mid- to late 13" century.! Both
employ prosodical marks, the longum (—) and breve (v), to mark
vowels of potentially ambiguous quantity (alpha, iota, upsilon)
and various metrical licences. The phenomenon, which was
observed by Irigoin but left unexamined ever since,? is of
interest for the following reasons:
(1) the date of the manuscripts: while scholars were taking new
interest in metre from the early 12% century on, when Isaac
Tzetzes composed a treatise on Pindaric verse, the study of the
subject remained sporadic until Demetrius Triclinius, at the
beginning of the 14" century, raised it to a level unknown since
antiquity; consequently, prosodical annotation in pre-Triclin-
1an manuscripts is very rare, and I do not know of a parallel for
such extensive use of it as in B and G.3

I Nigel Wilson (private communication) advocates a somewhat later date
than J. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare (Paris 1952) 172, on the basis of
palacographical comparison with dated manuscripts from the last quarter of
the 13t century. See 765—766 below.

2 Irigoin, Histoire 159-160 (B), 173-174 (G), and Les scholies métriques de
Pindare (Paris 1958) 73.

3 Donald Mastronarde has kindly informed me that the Euripides codices
Laur.plut. 31.10 (O, ca. 1160) and Marc.gr. 471 (M, 11% century) carry occa-
sional longa, and not only in the triad plays. The script of M resembles that
of e.g. Par.suppl.gr. 469A (A.D. 986), Patmos gr. 138 (A.D. 988), and Petropol.gr.
64 (A.D. 994), which suggests that the manuscript is to be placed earlier
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(2) the fact that in both codices most signs were evidently
applied by the main scribe (who in G also acted as rubricator):
this suggests that they already belonged to the respective exem-
plars and were copied along with the text and scholia and such
aids to the reader as strophic markings.

(3) the care taken over the annotation: to judge by their quan-
tity, it does not seem that the scribe of B missed many of the
marks he ex hypothesi found in his exemplar; in G the vast
majority of signs are written in the bright purple ink of the
rubricator—no reader can overlook them.

(4) the signs of continuous use both manuscripts exhibit: in B
several later hands have added glosses, lost text, and the occa-
sional quantity mark, and most of this also is true of G; more-
over, the pages of G have become severely damaged, especially
around the bottom edges, as from regular turning.

It is not difficult to deduce what type of book the two manu-
scripts represent: they are scholarly copies, valued for their con-
tent rather than their appearance. Since prosodical markings
are a well-known feature of ancient school texts on papyrus
and Pindar was part of the advanced literary curriculum in
antiquity and Byzantine times, it is likely that B and G were
produced for the use of schoolmasters and passed on in learned
circles over several centuries. In that case they would be two
rare examples of such texts surviving from the Greek Middle
Ages, which could yield valuable information about the level of
metrical knowledge before Triclinius and the way in which Pin-
dar, and perhaps other verse texts, were taught in Byzantium.

To substantiate this argument, several strands need to be
brought together. I will begin with a brief account of the
textual tradition of Pindar’s Epinicians and the place B and G
occupy in it. This is followed by a diachronic survey of
prosodical annotation (including the Triclinian system, which 1s
lluminating in retrospect) before the use of quantity marks in B
and G 1is analysed in detail and the findings placed in their
historical and cultural context.

rather than later in the 11 century.
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The textual history of Pindar’s Epinicians

Pindar’s works were edited in Alexandria in seventeen books,
four of Epinicians and thirteen others,* which have been partly
retrieved from papyri. The Mertens-Pack database currently
lists 56 papyri associated with Pindar, including separate com-
mentaries and one dubious entry.> As to their dates, the
number of fragments from the Epinicians roughly equals that of
other poems until the third century A.D.; subsequently we find
only the Epinicians, with the latest papyri coming from the fifth
century. A similar picture emerges from the indirect tradition,
in which quotations of non-epinician odes peter out in the late
second century A.D.5 A major reason for this development was
probably the adoption of Pindar’s Epinicians as a school text
sometime during that period.” From the fourth century we
have direct witnesses stating that Pindar followed Homer in the
syllabus alongside Menander, Euripides, and others. The
philosopher and rhetorician Themistius affectionately mentions
the Biloicog of great poets that metaphorically attended the
school of his late father;® and there is also the story how, after
the emperor Julian banned Christians from receiving a classical
education, Apollinaris the Elder of Laodicea and his more
famous son of the same name strove to replace the canon with

*Viz. one book each of Hymns, Paeans, Encomia, and Threnot, two of Dithy-
rambs, Prosodia, and Hyporchemata, and three of Partheneia.

5 This is MP3 no. 01378.000 = 01763.200 (P.Louvre inv. E 7734r +
7733r = Pind. fr. dub. 333 Sn.-M.). MP? no. 01384.000 has been trans-
ferred to Bacchylides as no. 00177.300 (P.Oxy. XXIII 2364 + XXXII pp.
160-162).

6 Cf. Irigoin, Histoire 94-96.

7 First U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorfl, Emleitung in die attische Tragidie
(Berlin 1889) 179, 184-186. I do not, however, agree with his enduring
theory that an individual was responsible for the selection of the school
texts. More probably the choice of authors and texts commonly read
gradually narrowed: see A. Fries, Pseudo-Euripides, Rhesus (Berlin/Boston
2014) 43, on Euripides.

8 Them. Or. 20 (289.22—24 Dind. = II 8.3—5 Schenkl-Downey-Norman).
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biblical equivalents, including an epic version of the Old Testa-
ment (in 24 books) and odes on the model of Pindar.”

What prompted the choice of the Epinicians over the rest of
Pindar’s oeuvre is a matter for speculation. Perhaps Eustathius’
statement that they “are most of all in circulation because they
are more human in character, sparing in myth and otherwise
too not entirely unclear” can be transferred to late antiquity.'?
Scholars have also pointed to the frequent gnoma: and pieces of
general advice, and the fact that the crown games, except
maybe the Nemeans, were celebrated until at least the late
fourth century A.D.!! In any case, inclusion in the syllabus en-
sured the survival of the Epinicians into the medieval tradition,
accompanied by a rich corpus of old scholia.

Like most Byzantine school authors, Pindar exists in
numerous manuscripts, although none predates the late 12
century. The tradition is essentially split in two: the so-called
Ambrosian branch is represented by a single codex, Ambr. C
222 mf. (A), which Carlo Mazzucchi recently redated from ca.
1280 to the 1180s, so that it becomes a contemporary of B.!?
The second branch divides further into a family which trans-
mits all four books of Epinicians (although only the heavily con-
taminated Laur. 32.52 (D) of the early 14" century now comes
close to completeness) and one which comprises only the Olym-
pians and Pythians. Our B 1s a mutilated exponent of the ‘com-
plete recension’, G probably the oldest representative of the
‘abbreviated’ one.!3

9 Socr. HE 3.6, Soz. HE 5.18. Cf. N. G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium?
(London 1996) 10.

10 Eust. Prooem. in Pind. 34 (II1 303.9-11 Drachmann): ot kol mepiayovion
péAoto St 1o dvBpomikdtepot eivat kol dAydpuBor kot unde mévu Exety
Aoopdg KOTA YE TO GAAOL.

11" Wilamowitz, Einleitung 184; cf. Irigoin, Histoire 96-97.

12 C. M. Mazzucchi, “Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (Graecus 886): 1l codice e il
suo autore,” Aevum 77 (2003) 263-275, and 79 (2004) 411-440.

13 See Irigoin’s elaborate stemma (Histoire, between pp.430 and 431).
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Codices B and G

A physical description of the two manuscripts is required
here because this underpins my initial conclusions about their
purpose and because their present condition has been a major
obstacle in my choice of sample texts and the study of the
prosodical marks.!*

B is written in medium to dark brown ink on brownish
oriental paper with an original page size of 24 x 20 cm. The
codex, now mutilated, comprises 282 folia in two volumes,
which contain the better part of Olympian 1 to Isthmian 8. The
paper is thin and in bad condition: in parts the ink has been
rubbed off or has eaten through the leaf to the point that little
of the text remains legible. But even on good pages the script
on the reverse side often shines through and can be difficult to
distinguish from diacritics like longa and brevia.

The main text and scholia are all in the same fairly neat
hand. The scribe made few mistakes in reproducing the tra-
ditional colometry and took exceptional care to make the
commentary follow Pindar’s poetry, with the result that the ar-
rangement of text varies greatly from page to page. This and
the fact that the scholia show signs of simplification and philo-
logical correction support the idea that B was produced for a
schoolmaster or scholar primarily interested in a good and
readable text with an up-to-date commentary.

G 1s likewise written in medium to dark brown ink on
oriental paper, with 183 folia of 26 X 17 cm. It contains the
Olympians and Pythians, followed by the first three Nemeans

14 T have examined B from the facsimile of its Olympian part (Pindare Olym-
piques. Réproduction du Vaticanus Graecus 1312 (fol. 1-95), avec une introduction de
Jean Irigoin [Vatican City 1974]) and G from autopsy in 2014. The Got-
tingen University Library rarely makes the manuscript available because of
its bad state of conservation, but on request they produce excellent digital
images, and an old set of microfiches can also be consulted. For further
details see Irigoin, Histoire 157—165 (B), 170-176 (G), and also Pindare Olym-
piques 5—14 (B). He only saw a microfilm of G (cf. Historre 170) and so does
not comment on its rubrication.
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(added later from a different source) and Nicander’s Theraca
and Alexipharmaca.’> The manuscript i3 extremely fragile. The
edges of the leaves are frayed, especially towards the beginning
of the book, where Olympian 1 was replaced completely, prob-
ably in the early 16" century, from a vulgate of the day. A
large damp stain in the middle, running through approximately
two thirds of the codex, has partly obliterated the original
script, but someone has restored the most illegible parts in
black ink. The colour as well as the hand closely resemble those
of Olympan 1, and it 1s tempting to assume that the same person
was responsible for both in one big effort of repair.

The principal script is careful and regular, and again a
single-column text of varying proportions is surrounded by the
scholia. G also has rubrication, but apart from a few wavy
bands to separate portions of text, it is for visual clarity rather
than ornamentation. Items added in purple include titles,
initials, strophic indications, reference letters to the scholia,
most of the quantity marks, and occasional interlinear glosses,
which allow us to indentify the rubricator with the first hand.
Again it is hard to avoid the conclusion that G is a fine
scholar’s or schoolmaster’s copy, which was used and looked
after across more than two centuries.

Prosodical annotation

The prosodical annotation in B and G is part of a long
tradition. It goes back to antiquity where the term mpoc®dic
(originally ‘song sung to instrumental accompaniment’) came to
refer to all parts of grammar to do with pronunciation (i.e. ac-
centuation, quantity, breathings) and also to the symbols used
to indicate these phenomena.!®

15 Both didactic poems were authoritative on their subjects in Byzantium.
In our manuscript, however, several blocks of text appear in the wrong
order, presumably because the poems were copied from an exemplar where
the quires had become disarranged. One wonders how readers reacted to
this obstacle.

16 T.SJ s.v. mpoo@dia. Cf. Choerob. In Dion. Thr. (GG 1.3 124.26-32 Hil-
gard).
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The quantity marks — and « are first found on papyri of the
second century B.C. and become increasingly frequent from the
first century A.D. on, both in scholarly texts and in luxury
copies.!” However, there is an important difference between
ancient and Byzantine prosodical annotation. In papyri
“[lJonga and brevia invariably denote the quantity of the
vowel, not that of the syllable (so their employment is virtually
confined to ... o 1 v)”;!® in other words, they were not for
metrical scansion, but to distinguish homographs in uncial
script and to mark rare and/or difficult words, such as dialect
forms in lyric (especially the ‘Doric’ alpha).!? The loss of vowel-
length distinction in spoken Greek also played a role. This
process, which began in Egypt in the third century B.C. and
was more or less complete in all dialects, except Attic, in the
second century A.D., does much to explain not only the grow-
ing number of marked-up papyri, but also the gradual in-
clusion of prose texts, especially oratorical works (suitable for
declamation training at schools of rhetoric) and philological
commentaries on archaic poetry.20

External evidence supports the idea that correct pronuncia-

17 See E. G. Turner and P. J. Parsons, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient
World? (London 1987) 12. Poetic papyri with prosody marks include P.Oxp.
X 1231 = Bodl. Gr.Class. ¢.76 (P): Sappho; P.Louvre E 3320: Alcman Par-
theneion; P.Oxy. V 841 = BL Inv. 1842: Pindar Paceans; Bodl. Gr.Class. a.l (P):
Homer llad 1.506-507, Ihad 2 (‘(Hawara Homer’).

18 M. W. Haslam, The Oxyrhynchus Papyr: XLVII (London 1980) p.27.

19 Cf. J. Giessler, Prosodische Zeichen in den antiken Handschrifien griechischer
Lyriker (diss. GieBen 1923) 5, 8, 11, 27-28; D. Colomo, “Quantity Marks in
Greek Prose Texts on Papyrus,” in G. Nocchi Macedo and M. C. Scap-
paticcio (eds.), Signes dans les textes, lextes sur les signes (Liege 2017) 97125, at
97-98, 108-109.

20 Respective examples are P.Oxy. LXII 4321 (Dem. 4.47-51), heavily
equipped with lectional signs by a second hand, and P.Oxy. VIII 1086
(Hypomnema to Il. 2). See Colomo, in Signes dans les textes 98—100, 104
(description), 108-118 (evaluation), and on P.Oxy. LXII 4321 also P. J.
Parsons, “Homer: Papyri and Performance,” in G. Bastianini and A.

Casanova (eds.), I papir omerici (Florence 2012) 17-27, at 25—26.
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tion according to principles defunct in every-day speech was a
topic of education. So, for example, the Techné Grammatiké at-
tributed to Dionysius Thrax, which became the basic textbook
in the Byzantine era, begins by dividing grammar into six
parts, of which the first is “accurate reading according to
prosody” (tpdtov avayvooig éviping kot tpoc®diov, Dion.
Thr. 1 [GG 1.1 5.4-5 Uhlig = 42.4 Lallot]); and the following
section on reading (2, nepl dvayvooceng) includes the remark
that the attention paid to prosody shows the skill of the reader
(¢x 8¢ 1hg mpoowdiog Vv tégvny ... Opduev [GG 1.1 6.7-8
Uhlig = 42.4-5 Lallot]). The foremost concern of Dionysius
Thrax was primary instruction, but at the more advanced level
one can add that the Atticists of the second and third centuries
also issued prescriptions on pronunciation.?! It would be inter-
esting to know what exactly people aspired to in reading poetry
and whether contemporary treatises on metre, such as He-
phaestion’s Encheiridion, had any practical effect.

Pronunciation and graphic ambiguity continued to be a con-
cern in Byzantine times.?? But we do not have the same num-
ber of prosodically annotated manuscripts as from antiquity; in
fact I am not aware of any before the probably early-11t-
century codex Marc.gr. 471 (M) of Euripides (cf. n.3 above). Yet
this hardly presents the correct picture. It must be the case that
early annotated school editions have not survived, for indirect
sources attest the use of quantity marks. George Choeroboscus,
in his commentary on the Canons of Theodosius (another
standard grammar in Byzantium), advises against placing longa
and brevia on any but the ambiguous vowels alpha, iota, and

21 See C. Vessella, “Atticist Lexica and the Pronunciation of Greek,” CHS
Research  Bulletin 3.1 (2014) at http://www.chs-fellows.org/2015/05/01/
atticist-lexica-and-the-pronunciation-of-greek/ (paper and video), and “Re-
constructing Phonologies of Ancient Languages: The Case of Late-Greek
<n>,” RSO 84 (2011/2) 257271, esp. 267-269; also Colomo, in Signes dans
les textes 110—111.

22 The iota subscript did not become regular before the 12t century and
only solved the problem of distinguishing between ‘proper’ and ‘improper’
alpha + iota diphthongs (i.e. a1 [= ¢] as against o).
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upsilon (GG IV.1 118.5-11 Hilgard).?® This still reflects the
ancient practice of marking the quantity of vowels rather than
syllables (in prose as well as verse, presumably); and as far as
general education goes, Choeroboscus indeed considered metre
as of limited importance, as is evident from a statement in his
commentary on Hephaestion’s Encheiridion (180.16-18 Cons-
bruch):

xpNowwov 8¢ €671 10 mOPOV GUYYPOUUE 00 TAoLY, GAAL TOlg
guuetpo tomoovot PifAle, od yop pitopov 1 anAdg tolg T
nelfi ppdoet kexpnuévolg.

The present treatise is not useful for everyone, but (only) for

those who are going to write books in verse; not for rhetoricians
or those who simply use prose.2*

If Choeroboscus regarded metre as specialist knowledge
rather than an essential part of literary education, he may have
responded to as well as assisted the decline of metrical studies
in the 8% and 9™ centuries, although from the 8% century we
still have evidence for the teaching of the main stichic verses;?
and even a 10®-century secondary schoolmaster—the so-called
‘Anonymous Professor’, whose collection of 122 letters survives
in a single manuscript (BL Add. 36749)—could ask his pupils to
compose lambic trimeters in honour of a prominent citizen,
who was himself ‘the writer of many beautiful iambics’ (‘Anon.
Prof.” Ep. 94 [83.5—8 Markopoulos]).

23 Gf. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 71-72.

24 Similarly Choerob. In Heph. 182.4—20 Consbruch, where he denies that
metre should be studied before all the other elements of poetic texts. On this
and the following see Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 72—73.

% Ignatius Vita Tarasu 423 Heikel (Acta Soc. Scient. Fenn. 17 [1891] 391—
439): 00 yap Emlfoopon Tig ofig eig &ue didackaliog TO xPAGILOV ... THG
uev évipvefoag év dxufl thg vedtntog kol ponbeig #x cov tpétpwv kol
TETPAUETPOV TPOXUIKDV TE KO OVOTOIGTIKOV KO NPpO®V TOMUATOV TO
kpatioto (“For I will not forget the teaching you gave me in terms of its
usefulness ... the teaching, when I revelled in the height of my youth and
was Initiated by you into the most important aspects of [iambic] trimeters,
trochaic and anapaestic tetrameters and heroic verse”).
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It was probably with something like that in mind that
Stephanus, a commentator on Dionysius Thrax usually dated
to the 7% century, advocated metrical instruction at the ele-
mentary level (GG 1.3 204.25-28 Uhlig):

Qo1 Tveg 00 KOA®DG &v eloay@yik]] Téxvn mepl HETPOV Yplwoit

OV Alovhoiov: 10 yop mepl GVAAOBDY Tepl pétpov Eotiv. eb O¢

nemoinkev O Texvikde, ¢ Av &nd the npdng HAukiog cuvhBelay

€xotev ol Todeg modiev ToLG GTIYOVG.

Some say that Dionysius did not well to write about metrics in

an introductory textbook; for the study of syllables is part of

metrics. But the grammarian has done the right thing, so that
children get used to scanning the verses from the youngest age.

The important point is that Stephanus speaks about metrical
scansion, not tpoo@®dio in the ancient sense. The passage stems
from his commentary on the section Ilept cvAlofBiic (Dion.
Thr. 7), which deals with the quantity of syllables in essentially
the same way we still do today.?® Presumably, therefore, Ste-
phanus used the prosodical signs not only to mark ambiguous
vowels, but also to point out metrical licences like ‘epic’ cor-
reption and the variable effects of muta cum liquida, of which the
ancients and some learned Byzantines were aware.

Such ‘modern’ prosodical annotation is what we find in the
Pindar manuscripts B and G. They will have been influenced
by the first Byzantine renaissance in metrical studies, which in
the early 12t century had already produced the verse treatise
on Pindaric metre by Isaac Tzetzes (t1138). His composition
largely depends on Hephaestion and the ancient metrical scho-
lia to Pindar, but he also made some competent corrections
and added his own analysis of Olympian 1, which i his text

26 On the quantity of syllables cf. especially Heph. 3.3-8.9 Consbruch,
who distinguishes (1) correption, (2) short vowels followed by muta cum
liquida, and (3) word-final short vowels lengthened for reasons no longer
understood (e.g. II. 14.421 uéya (F)idyovtog, prolonged original digamma
making position) or indeed just metrical licence (e.g. Od. 10.109 Al 6 v’
Gonapta kol Gvipoto mévto @vovtal, where the penthemimeral caesura
may help).
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lacked the relevant scholia. Both these tasks required the ability
to scan, and he may have covered his personal copy with longa
and brevia in the style of B and G (some of his analyses are
peculiar, but he certainly possessed the basic skill).?” Two cen-
turies later Demetrius Triclinius (ca. 1280—-1335) built on the
inherited system. In the preface with which he introduces all
his final editions of the three tragedians, Aristophanes, and
Pindar he explicitly states that quantity marks should qualify
syllables, not individual letters.?® He also invented two new
symbols to distinguish whether an ambiguous syllable was to be
scanned as short (1) or long (7),29 a theoretical complication
that did not catch on.

Prosody marks in B and G

I now come to the prosodical annotation in B and G. Since
studying the manuscripts in their entirety seemed not only im-
practical, but also unnecessary in order to gain reliable results,
I concentrate on two odes, Olympians 6 and 13. Both are of
sufficient length (five triads each), fully preserved and reason-
ably legible in both codices, and composed in different metres
(OL. 6 1s pure dactylo-epitrite, OL 13 a mixture of aeolo-iambic
and dactylo-epitrite). However, as the annotation of these
poems is somewhat sparing in G, I occasionally add infor-
mation from other odes, mainly Pythian 1, which again consists
of five triads (in pure dactylo-epitrite) and, owing presumably
to its popularity, is amply supplied with prosody marks.

As I analyse the use of longa and brevia in B and G, I will
illustrate each category with salient examples, printed with
exactly the marks they carry in the manuscripts. The two tables

27 See in detail Irigoin, Les scholies métriques 57—72.

28 Tricl. Praef. 41.18—42.4 Abel. His reason (not entirely precise) is that
letters taken by themselves do not have a particular quantitative value,
while syllables do.

29 Praef. 42.10-23 Abel. Following Hephaestion (n.26 above), he defines
an “ambiguous syllable” (xowvn) as either involving muta cum liquida or being
word-final (and, by implication, subject to some metrical licence).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 57 (2017) 745-770



756 FOR USE IN SCHOOLS

in the Appendix can be consulted for an immediate overview
and the complete evidence for the odes under consideration.

1. Longum
(a) Naturally long o 1 v

As in the papyri, the longum is most frequently employed in
B and G to designate naturally long alpha (mainly the ‘Doric’
alpha), iota, and upsilon: e.g. OL 6.2 Bantdv, 6.7 iueptoig,
13.28 £000%ve (B), and 6.26 tavtav (G).

This category includes the dative singular of a-stem nouns,
which could be marked simply because it usually appears in the
‘Doric’ form: e.g. Ol 13.82 ABGva (B), 6.18 deondta (G). But it
could also be a relic of an older spelling with 1ota adscript, in
which case the function of the longum was, again as in an-
tiquity, to distinguish the dative singular from the nominative
plural (sporadically marked with a breve in G).39 If this is cor-
rect, the quantity marks were probably inherited, not original
to B and G (see 763 below).

Sometimes the annotation is inconsistent. Thus B has
[150@vad” at Ol 6.37, but in 6.48 MuBdvog the upsilon remains
unmarked; and one cannot argue that it was deemed sufficient
to establish the quantity of the vowel once because the same
manuscript offers, for example, Ztougai- at both O/ 6.84 and
6.99.31

Finally, some vowels are wrongly marked as long, more often

30 The regularly written accents of minuscule script should have been of
some use in determining grammatical forms. Educated Byzantines were
probably able to distinguish visually between e.g. dative singular ABdvou
and nominative plural AB&vat (cf. John Philop. Praec.Ton. 18 [8.13-17
Xenis] on ofkot vs. oikot and motficot vs. mooar) and both visually and
aurally between e.g. dyxOpot and dykvpor (the latter in Ol 6.101, 761
below). But a word written as &ixot would, in terms of the accent, have
looked and sounded identical in the dative singular and nominative plural,
and in any case quantity marks may have been considered more im-
mediately helpful in an educational context.

31 There is a general tendency to mark arguably less familiar proper
names. Note also Ol 6.93 Tépav, 13.52 Z{cveov, 13.106 Eviolie (all B),
and 13.29 éx [Ticog (G).
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in G: e.g. OL. 6.91 oxvtdAa, 13.105 yevéBiioc. In the latter case
the mark is not written in purple, but in the brownish colour of
the main script, a phenomenon which has many parallels in
G32 and which again suggests that the prosodical signs were
copied (763 below).
(b) Metrical lengthening

B, unlike G, also indicates metrical lengthening. Two in-
stances are particularly noteworthy: O/l 6.71 "Tauidav has to be
contrasted with the corresponding 6.43 “Topog, where the iota
carries a breve. Short iota is etymologically correct (< iov,
‘violet’), but since "lopidav is one syllable longer than "lopog, it
begins a position earlier, where the dactylo-epitrite rhythm re-
quires a long. Schol. Ol 6.71/121 (I 180.14-15 Drachmann)
remarks “’lopdav is lengthened because of strophic respon-
sion” (¢ktetopuévov 10 Topuday S 10 dvtiotpogov), and it is
conceivable that this is why the quantity mark was applied,
especially if A (Ambr. C 222 inf.) can now be assigned to the
same environment as B.33 The second example is Ol 13.92
‘OAdune, which is unanimously spelt with initial omicron
before Manuel Moschopoulos, who changed it to ObADuR®.
Whether or not this is a case of very early mis-transliteration
(Pindar’s alphabet would have had only the letter-form O for
both omega and omicron), it was noticed that the metre de-
manded a long syllable.

(c) Muta cum liquida making position

Both B and (more rarely) G note places where muta cum
liguida makes position. In addition to ‘simple’ cases like Ol 6.21
énttpéyovtt and 13.27 &PAaff, B also has OL. 6.60 Aagtpdgov,

32 Cf. for longa e.g. OL 13.14 Yy 84, 13.30 neviaébre, 13.98 év Nepéq,
and for brevia e.g. Ol 6.13 'OikAeidov (sic), 13.20 pétpo (sic), 13.40
aperarotoi. All will be discussed in their respective categories.

33 In the light of Mazzucchi’s redating of A to the 1180s (n.12 above) it
may be worth looking to see whether there is any contamination. On the
other hand, there is at least one case where the metrical annotator of B (or

one of its ancestors) did not pay attention even to the scholia in the same
codex (see 762 below).
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which bears not only a longum, but also another lectional sign
known from papyri but fairly rare in medieval manuscripts: the
V9’ €v (> ‘hyphen’), a curve below the line to mark a word as a
compound.?* Synapheia is observed at e.g. OL 13.10 patepa
OpacduvBov (which also exhibits the ubiquitous indication of
‘Doric’ alpha), whereas an untypical mistake occurs at OL
13.69 natpt. There the alpha needs to be short, although it is
possible that the annotator was confused by the resolved
‘epitrite’ rhythm (E | e — e — |||), where the first syllable of
notpl occupies the second half of the double short.

In G the odes under consideration (including Pythian 1) only
yield Ol 13.30 mevtaéBhe, which actually must be scanned
with synizesis (tevteéBlw). G also sometimes places a longum
over short vowels that are long by position in the ordinary way
(e.g. OL 13.98 év Neuéq, Pyth. 1.66 dvOnoev). As in other cases,
I have not been able to detect an underlying principle here, nor
have I found instances of this in B.

(d) Final v ¢ (p) making position

A subtler prosodical rule is likewise observed in B. In epic,
elegy, Pindar, and Bacchylides final nu, sigma, and rho can
make position by being slightly protracted in pronunciation.3
The man who annotated B (or one of its ancestors) marked
several such cases, if not always appropriately by modern
standards. At OL 6.28 cduepov éABelv he was right; at 6.48 éx
[MvOdvog, dravtog and 6.63 é¢ ydpov {uev he was not. But
while the former is impossible to justify, the latter is correct
msofar as the verse position requires a long syllable. What the
annotator did not know, or guess himself, is that Pindar must
have written y®pav, which is transmitted by A and as a supra-

3 In B also e.g. OL 691 &yaeBéyktov, 13.5 dyhadkovpov, 13.50
noAoydvov. Choerob. In Dion. Thr. (GG 1.3 125.32-126.14 Hilgard) adds
the Vo’ €v (as well as the apostrophe and the hypodiasiolé, a kind of comma
separating two words that could be taken together in seriptura continua) to his
list of more common prosodical signs (n.16 above). See further Wilson,
Scholars of Byzantium 72.

35 See M. L. West, Greek Metre (Oxford 1982) 16.
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script correction in G and L (Vat.gr. 902).36

This ‘rule of protraction’ is also sometimes applied to syl-
lables that are properly brevis in longo at period end, but in the
traditional colometry had come to stand in the middle of a line.
So Ol 6.33/4 Bpéeog Il 6g davdpdv (strophe/antistrophe),
6.104/5 nooig Il Augirpitog (epode), and 13.60/1 totiot pév I
eCevyete ~ 13.83/4 xtijiowv (ktiowv Mosch.) Il fitou (strophe/
antistrophe).3” More often, however, a short in these positions
is overlooked,3® while at O 13.106/7 Mopvaocotid Il €€ (but not
at the corresponding 13.98/9 pot Il €€opxkog)?? ‘epic’ correption
is wrongly indicated at the hiatus (cf. 761 below). There is no
explanation for these inconsistencies, though it is worth re-
membering that the colometries had become partially corrupt
and strophic responsion was not understood.

(e) In place of ephelcystic v

The final category of use of the longum paradoxically high-
lights the absence of any metrical corrections in B and G.*0
Very often where an ephelcystic nu is missing the mark 1s
employed to ‘lengthen’ a final short vowel to make position
with the consonant beginning the following word: e.g. Ol 6.15
1010010 11 £mog, 13.75 8e1&é te (B); 13.14 Syt 8¢ (B and G);
Pyth. 2.29 dpot- téya (G).4! Given that the addition of movable

36 The reading is also found in manuscripts influenced by Moschopoulos
and Triclinius, which Turyn subsumed under the siglum ‘Byz.’

37 See also Irigoin, Historre 160 (B), 174 (G), with further examples from
other odes.

38 0L 6.68/9 motpt 0 Il €optév (07 (8 A) del. Hermann) ~ 6.75/6
dpduov Il éhovvéviesoy ~ 6.89/90 dAabBéot Il Adyorg (where an ephelcystic
v is missing; see below); 13.14/5 drooav Il dxpoic.

39 Nor at Ol. 13.42/3 &owdoi- Il soca (epode) and 6.12/3 dikg Il &md ~
6.54/5 dneipavie (drepito Heyne) Il {wv (strophe/antistrophe).

40 Trigoin, Historre 160, refutes the claim of A. Turyn (De codicibus Pindaricis
[Cracow 1932] 35) that some corrections in B were metrically motivated.
Cf. Irigoin, Histowre 173, on G, and Les scholies mélrigues 72, on the lack of
modification in the metrical scholia of B (and, by implication, G).

41 See Irigoin, Histoire 160 (B), 174 (G), with further examples. As usual,
not all relevant places are marked up in either B or G.
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nu was one of Triclinius’ favourite metrical remedies, it seems
strange that the same measure did not also occur to his two
predecessors.

2. Breve

The breve can be discussed more briefly, although its
presence in our manuscripts has not been commented on
before, except that Irigoin observed the addition of several
short marks by a later hand in B.*> I will refer to this scribe as
B? and propose to identify him with one of the secondary
correctors and commentators whose work is evident through-
out the codex. A specific candidate could be the probably mid-
to late-14h-century hand which wrote, for example, the cor-
rection xato (sic) for xa® at OL 13.112-113 (fol. 92Y) and
which perhaps also added the missing two syllables to
‘OAdu<nig> at OL 6.26 (fol. 357).43

In addition, B exhibits numerous brevia by the first hand,
which differ from B? mainly in the width of the pen-stroke.
Isolated short marks also appear in G, often very faint and not
written in purple, but apparently all by the principal scribe.**
Overall the breve signifies three phenomena, two of which
have direct equivalents in the use of the longum.

(a) Naturally short o 1 v

In both B and G the breve is applied to naturally short alpha,
iota, and upsilon: e.g. Ol 13.11 xdAa (B?); 13.29 éx Iicag,
13.40 dpeidroist (G). The prosodical competence of B is
particularly visible in Ol 6.43 “Topog as against the metrically

2 Irigoin, Pindare Olympiques 10 n.20.

3 The decision is largely based on ductus, which is very hard to judge in
such small words and diacritics. But Nigel Wilson assured me that the iden-
tification 1s possible; and the 14®-century date would fit the Palacologan
interest in metre. The scheme of a glyconic drawn in the top margin of fol.
28 could also be by the same person. There were not too many metricians,
after all.

# Given that Irigoin had to work from a black-and-white microfilm (cf. n.
14 above), where images do not come out well because of the condition of
the manuscript, one cannot blame him for not discovering these signs.
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lengthened "Topdav at 6.71 (757 above) and in OL. 6.24 Tcopon
(cf. 10.93 Tknto) as against 6.48 Txet’, where the initial iota
conceals the temporal augment.

G shows isolated cases of brevia marking the nominative
plural of a-stem nouns, such as O/ 6.101 80" &yxvpai and Pyih.
1.18 tai. In the second example the sign is placed on top of the
alpha, as it would have been in papyri, to indicate that only the
vowel, not the whole diphthong, is short; in the first it actually
sits between the alpha and the iota. By analogy with the
longum applied to the corresponding dative singular (756
above), this suggests that the annotation goes back to the time
when the iota adscript would have made it harder to dis-
tinguish between the two forms.

(b) Muta cum liquida not making position

Another use of the breve that B and G have in common is
the annotation of places where muta cum liguida does not make
position: so e.g. Ol 6.27 8¢&avto- xph, 13.12 e0bela yAdocav
(B?), 7.35 teyvarou(v) (B), 6.13 OixkAetdav, 13.20 petpo (G).
Here G presents a graphic peculiarity in that the prosodical
sign 1s put on top of the consonant cluster, not the preceding
short vowel as one would expect (and as B has it). Incidentally,
Ol. 6.13 'OtxAetdov is a mistake. The patronymic needs to be
scanned trisyllabically (OixAgidav), but an annotator faced with
the trema, and lacking actual metrical knowledge, could easily
be misled.
(c) ‘Epic’ correption

In recognising the more advanced prosodical licence of ‘epic’
correption, B (represented by both B and B?) again stands
alone. In addition to straightforward, and correct, instances like
OL 6.6 @Oyol Yuvov, 6.9 Zeotpatov viog (B), 13.113 {| og (B2),
we also find specimens of ‘creative’ dealing with a wrong text
or colometry. At OL 13.106/7 Mopvoocoia |l €€ the final alpha
of Mopvaooio is long by nature, and the hiatus indicates period
end. But as medieval metricians did not know of periods and
the word boundary stands in the middle of an ancient colon, it
seems reasonable that B found epic correption here, although
he ignored it elsewhere (cf. 759 above).
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As for erroneous text, B reads kadd tol gpdoon at Ol 13.11,
instead of koAa te ppacat in all other manuscripts and indeed
the lemma in the B-scholia (I 359.6 Drachmann). Yet it did not
occur to the scribe to alter the text, despite realising that the
particle occupied a short position. He simply applied a breve to
tot, which here could not be short by any metrical licence.
Whether he actually thought of correption in the diphthong or
of ¢p- as muta cum lLiqguida not making position is impossible to
tell—and irrelevant. But this is the most striking misapplication
of a quantity mark I have found so far.

Evaluation and conclusion

The time has come to interpret the results of this investi-
gation and to place the manuscripts B and G in their historical
and cultural context.

It 1s evident that the prosodical annotation is much more
extensive and sophisticated in B than in G. The two codices
actually share very few individual markings (e.g. Ol 6.89
aAaBéot, 13.14 St 8¢), which precludes any direct relation-
ship.# At the same time there are extraordinary lapses and in-
consistencies: far from all instances in any given category are
indicated in either B or G; and one need only compare B’s
brilliant recognition of metrically lengthened "Topudayv at OL
6.71, or its ingenious (if wrong) application of protracted -v at
6.63 é¢ y®pov Tuev, with the seemingly arbitrary shortening of
1ol before ppdoot at OL 13.11, to see the wavering competence
of the annotator.

While Byzantine metricians cannot be measured by modern
standards, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that no systematic
metrical analysis was intended in B or G. In that case, the signs
would have been applied far more regularly, both within the
odes and across the corpus, and one should also find some
metrical corrections based on the old scholia or at least the
treatise of Isaac Tzetzes.

On the other hand, all the evidence is consistent with the

5 Cf. Irigoin, Histoire 173.
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idea that, as in antiquity, the mark-up was for guidance in the
rhythmical reading aloud of Pindar’s odes, most probably in an
educational environment. In line with grammarians like Ste-
phanus, the commentator on Dionysius Thrax (754 above), it
expands on the ancient custom of noting merely ambiguous
vowels; yet it lacks the complications of the Triclinian system,
which are of use only to the advanced metrical theorist (755
above). Of the few extant pre-Palacologan manuscripts with
prosody marks B and G are the most extensively annotated; yet
they are unlikely to have been alone among Pindaric codices.

The fact that two only distantly related codices display the
same rare feature is itself an indication of an underlying tra-
dition, however slim. Another argument lies in the possible
origin of the quantity marks in B and G. Apart from some
brevia in B, all appear to be by the respective main scribes, and
while it 1s conceivable that they were original to these manu-
scripts, two factors rather suggest that they are older. First, the
occasional differentiation between the dative singular and nom-
inative plural of a-stem nouns makes more sense if these forms
are spelled with an iota adscript (756 and 761 above). Neither
B nor G has this, but their exemplar or a somewhat more
distant ancestor probably did, given the rarity of the iota sub-
script before the 12% century (n.22 above). Secondly, the best
explanation for the presence of brown as well as purple
prosody marks in G seems to be that the former were inad-
vertently copied along with the main text, whereas the latter
were inserted later, together with the other lectional aids in
purple.

As for the date of these presumed ancestors, I would hesitate
go much further back than 1150, not only because B is usually
placed around 1180, but also because we do not have any evi-
dence for serious interest in metrics between the middle of the
10 and the beginning of the 12t century.*® Even if we think
only of prosodical reading, the annotation in B at least required
a theoretical basis.

6 Viz. the ‘Anonymous Professor’ and Isaac Tzetzes respectively.
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But how do the the extant manuscripts fit into the time of
their production? Here B is easier to deal with, but G is
potentially more interesting. Isaac Tzetzes was not the only
Byzantine scholar in the 12% century who was interested in
Pindar. From a little closer to the date of B we have the Preface
to Pindar by Eustathius (ca. 1115-1195), a lengthy introduction
to a proposed commentary on the FEpinicians. Nigel Wilson’s
theory that Eustathius “gave classes on Pindar, for which he
used a quantity of material collected in note form, but [which]
was never worked up into the same form as the Homer com-
mentaries”*’ is appealing, as it would allow us to connect the
Preface’s two statements on the effect of Pindar’s poetry when
heard with an educational milieu:

Eust. Prooem. in Pind. 9 (III 289.8—12 Drachmann)

kol ©¢ tAopvvel pév dxonv oig kol Evverd Aokel kol mpog

yAMokoopo, gkmAfTrer & adBig olg kol THV @pdoly Kot

noAvtponiov oTpuevol £tépmbi, kol Aéeig 8¢ tag €x TpLOdmv

AmOPPINTOV ToPEUTAEKEL TOV Kol 0g O TV ApYNV AKOVGOG TAVL

gnomoper-

And that he pleases the sense of hearing of those for whom he

speaks intelligibly and sweetly, but in turn astounds those for

whom elsewhere he makes his speech harsh with his versatility,
and rejecting colloquial language, he also in places interweaves
words which he who has heard the beginning doubts entirely.

Prooem. in Pind. 15 (IIT 291.9-11 Drachmann)
Kol N kovdTng 8¢ Tdv Stodéktov, St fig Kouvoepadic éoTt Kol
aALoxotog £l dxony, 1 10D PiAiov dndwcet dvayveotc.
And the novelty of the dialects, on account of which he is in-
novative and unusual to the sense of hearing, will be revealed by
the reading of the book.
With “the book” in the second passage Eustathius meant his
own work, which illustrates and, to a degree, analyses Pindar’s
use of dialectic forms. But their first impression is on the ear,
and one 1s tempted to speculate that the “novelty of the
dialects” would be even more obvious if the words were pro-

*7 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 203.
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nounced with something approaching their original rhythm. A
learned and aspiring 12%-century secondary schoolmaster may
have tried to impart this to his students by reading out the
poems aloud himself and asking the class to repeat what they
have heard and perhaps to commit it to memory.*® For him a
copy of Pindar like B would have been the ideal textbook—and
a precious possession to look after and Pass on o a successor.

G shows even stronger 51gns of coming from such a practical
background. Its annotation is less ambitious but, like the other
aids to the reader, it stands out clearly, even in dimmer light,
by its bright purple colour. There is also a noticeable variation
in the number of quantity marks between individual odes.
Olympian 13 has fewer than Olympian 6, and not even strophic
indications; but this cannot be due to its position later in the
book, as if the scribe became bored with adding lectional signs,
because Pythian 11, for example, is as well equipped as Pythian
1, and both are better equipped than the two Olympians. Most
probably, therefore, popular poems were more fully annotated:
Pythian 11 1s short and treats the well-known myth of the House
of Atreus, while Pythian 1 has always been one of the most
widely-read Epinicians, to judge by the number of allusions and
quotations starting in the 5% century B.C. Such economy again
fits best into a pedagogical context.*

The dating of G 1is significant too. If the manuscript is located
in the middle of the 13 century, as by Irigoin (n.1 above), it
would be a product of the politically and economically difficult
times following the fall of Constantinople to the Crusaders in

8 Given the cost of books, this was the ordinary Byzantine way of teach-
ing reading skills. Cf. H. Hunger, Schretben und Lesen in Byzanz. Die byzan-
tinische Buchkultur (Munich 1989) 76—77; A. Markopoulos, “Education,” in E.
Jeffreys et al. (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford 2008)
785-795, at 788.

4 Colomo, in Signes dans les textes 116, suggests that the heavy prosodical
annotation found in some papyrus fragments did not necessarily extend to
the entire roll either. Teachers or students probably marked up individual
passages for practice in the classroom.
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1204, or the first few years after the return of the Greeks to
their capital in 1261. There is evidence for the continuation of
scholarship and higher education especially in the Nicaean
Empire,’° but one may still be surprised to find such a carefully
prepared and annotated copy of Pindar from this period.

If, on the other hand, the book is somewhat later, as Nigel
Wilson believes (n.1 above), it would join two other Pindar
manuscripts, Vat.gr. 121 (T, ca. 1280) and Vindob.suppl.gr. 64 (V1,
ca. 1260-1280).°! Both contain essentially the same selection as
G (Olympians and Pythians, and Nemeans 1-2 i T'), which prob-
ably reflects a narrowing of the school syllabus comparable to
the ‘triads’ of the three tragedians and Aristophanes. But while
T looks fairly ordinary, Vi could hardly be more interesting. It
is a palimpsest, with Pindar covering a 10"-century stichera-
rion. The originally high-quality parchment shows signs of
heavy wear even before it was re-used: many of the edges are
darkened, and there are numerous holes and cuttings, as well
as lluminations that could only partially be removed. It was
not therefore the best palimpsest parchment, but the text and
scholia of Pindar are written over and around these blemishes
with great care, which includes minute attention paid to the
ephelcystic nu and additional punctuation intended to facilitate
reading,’? though no prosody marks. All this suggests a school
book, produced during a period of restoration, when good
writing material was difficult to acquire, but texts for elemen-

0 See Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 219-225.

51 Descriptions in Irigoin, Histoire 212216 (T), 216-219 (Vi), and digital
images at http://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.121 (T) and via https://
www.onb.ac.at/digitale-bibliothek-kataloge/ (Vi). In addition to Pindar, T
offers three other ancient texts read in Byzantine schools (Dionysius Peri-
egetes, Hesiod Works and Days, Aratus Phaenomena); Vi (my siglum) contains
additional scholia by a certain Germanos and has been identified by Irigoin
as the exemplar of two Pindar manuscripts commonly quoted in critical
apparatuses, Vindob.huist.gr. 130 (U) and Par.gr. 2403 (V). I examined Vi by
autopsy in 2016.

52 E.g. the comma at Pyth. 1.33-34: vovsipopfitolg & dvdpaoct npdta
x6pic / &¢ mAdov dpyopévorc<,> mopnoiov MOV oDpov.
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tary and higher education were in such demand that people
were willing to sacrifice copies of Christian literature.’® G
demonstrates this desire for learning in its own way.

To sum up: the Pindar manuscripts B and G testify to a
living interest in ancient Greek verse rhythm in the 12% and
138%™ centuries. With their system of marking the quantity of
syllables, which differs little from the one still employed today,
they stand between the ancient practice of noting ambiguous
vowels and the specialist studies of Demetrius Triclinius, and
thus add an important link to the broken chain of evidence that
connects earlier metrical scholarship with that of the Palaeo-
logan renaissance. In addition, the codices allow us a precious
glimpse into Byzantine higher education if, as external sources
and relevant papyrus fragments suggest, the purpose of the
prosodical annotation was to help the teacher and/or students
to read Pindar aloud in a ‘proper’ fashion. For lack of similarly
equipped manuscripts, it is hard to tell how widespread this
practice was, but we have probably lost a considerable number
of books primarily intended for the use in schools. Our manu-
scripts are lucky survivors. B went through the hands of several
other scholars (including at least one with metrical interests,
viz. B?) before around 1500 it came to Italy, where it was
owned by Pietro Bembo and Fulvio Orsini and eventually
came to the Vatican as part of the latter’s library.’* G was
almost literally read to pieces and restored again during the

5 The practice is amply documented by E. Gamillscheg, “Zur hand-
schriftlichen Uberlieferung byzantinischer Schulbiicher,” 7OB 26 (1977)
211-230. On Vi as a school text see 211 n.5: “Wegen der reichhaltigen
Scholien kann vermutet werden, dal auch dieser Codex fur den Unterricht
verwendet wurde.” Parallels for classical authors are Laur. CS 152 (A.D.
1282), which contains the Sophoclean triad (4jax, Oedipus Rex, Electra) and
Philoctetes with scholia on top of two prophetologia (Gamillscheg 214 with n.
21), and Wroctaw Rehdiger 26 (ca. 1270), an illustrated Homer written over
patristic texts (N. G. Wilson, Gromon 89 [2017] 173—174 [review of Capone,
Circolazione di testi]). Both these manuscripts are from Apulia, which indicates
that the economic crisis of the time was not restricted to the eastern empire.

> See Irigoin, Histoire 159, and, in greater detail, Pindare Olympiques 16—18.
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first three centuries of its existence. In 1774 the Gottingen
University Library bought it from the extensive book collection
of Johann Nadler, late privy councillor to the Duke of Sachsen-
Coburg, but I do not know where he acquired it, nor where it
had been before. Further research into the history of this
fascinating manuscript may prove fruitful.””

APPENDIX: TABLES

1. Longum

Vat.gr. 1312 (B)

Gotting.philol. 29 (G)

Naturally long a 1 v:

0L 6.2 Bm1dv, 7 tpeptodc, 12
Aynoia, 37 TI50GVAS’, 38
dtAdrov, 39 owikdkpokov, 40
xbavéag, 42 mpabunty, 47
kadopévor, 48 Tket’, 49 yeydkerv,
52 uavve, 64 alifatov, 78
képuka, 84 Tropealic, 86 niopod,
89 arabéot, 91 kpatip, 93
oxdnte, 94 powikémelov, 99
ZTopeaAimv

Ol 13.2 &pepov, 4 1dv, 7 Eipfiva,
10 pazépa (Bp-), 14 ArGra,

Naturally long a 1 v:

Ol 6.12 3ixd, 13 Oikherddy, 18
deondtd, 26 Tavtav, 28 cduepov,
38 tadtag ... médbag, 39 {dvav
kotadnkopéva, 44 wvilopéva, 56
xore@dpe, 59 AdAov Beodudrag,
60 tdv, 63 eduag, 76 popedv, 77
KvAAldvag, 82 dxévag, 85
nhaCunmov ... ©7Pav, 88 “Hpav,
89 &Aabéot, 91 oxvtdda (falso),
105 Apgrrpitag

Ol. 13.98 Nepéq, 105 yevéBiiog
(falso)

vikapdpov, 28 e000ve, 31 Bvarde,
36 oiyAd, 37 tiudv, 38 Abdvarct,

% A version of this paper was presented at the Oxford Classical
Languages and Literature Sub-Faculty Seminar “The Greek Book from
Antiquity to 1515,” organised by Enrico Emanuele Prodi and Nigel Wilson
in autumn 2015. I am particularly grateful to Nigel Wilson for his regular
supply of expert guidance and the long-term loan of his facsimile of B.
Daniela Colomo, Simon Hornblower, Donald Mastronarde, Peter Parsons,
and Philomen Probert also helped me by providing relevant information
and/or literature, while Angus Bowie improved the written presentation in
several places. Finally, I thank the staff in the manuscript and rare books
departments of the Niedersdchsische Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek,
Gottingen, and the Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna, for their
courteous efficiency.
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45 pdv, 46 yéoov, 50 yapdv, 52
Ziovgov, 53 1dv, a1, 54 vai, 59
‘EAévav, 61 Iewpdvag, dpyav, 62
kAapov, 64 [dyasov, 65 kobpa, 67
phvace, 69 dpydevia, 70 Speva,
75 televtdyv, 81 Tonddyw, 82
ABGva, 83 tdv, kol [tav] map’,
Ko0@av, 84 Behhepopovtag, 95
koptovew, 97 EBav, 98 aAadng,
100 ad0yAwocog Boo képuKog,
104 pév, 106 "Evooario, 109
[IéAGva, 110 &, 111 Afrvag, 112
o, 115 toyav

Metrical lengthening:

0l 6.57 &8évoarov, 71 Tomday

0l. 13.43 apiotedoate, 92 OAMOUR®
(OOA- Mosch.)

Muta cum liquida making position:
Ol. 6.21 émitpéyovrr, 60
ACOTPOPOV

0l. 13.3 Bepdmovtal, yvdrcopot, 10
notépa Opacvpvbov, 27 aPAapi,
69 nazpi (falso)

Muta cum liquida making position:

Ol 13.30 nevtoébro (actually
nevigtOlo)

Short vowel long by position:
Ol 13.98 év Nepég
Cf. e.g. Pyth. 1.66 GvBnoev

Final v ¢ (p) making position:

Ol. 6.28 cbuepov é\Belv, 33/4
Bpégog || 8¢, 48 éx TTvBdVag,
aravtag (falso), 63 ég x®pov Tuev
(xdpov AG2L2, recte), 104/5

100G || Apgripltog

0l. 13.60/1 tolo pév || €ehyere,
83/4 xtiiciv (xtictv Mosch.) || fitot

In place of ephelcystic v:

In place of ephelcystic v:
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OL. 6.16 1010016 Tt &1og
Ol 13.14 Bupi 8¢, 75 Seiké te

Ol 13.14 S 8¢
Cf. e.g. Pyth. 2.29 wpoe- tdyo

2. Breve

Vat.gr. 1312 (B)

Gotting.philol. 29 (G)

Naturally short o 1 v:

0L 6.24 Tropot, 43 "Tapog, 93
‘Tépav

O 13.11 kihd (B2), 31 Gviip (B?),
45 kGAGV (BY)

Naturally short o 1 v:

0L 6.101 &0 drykvpod (cf. Pyth.
1.18 160),

0l. 13.29 éx Micoc, 40
dupidAotst, 66 avtikd

Muta cum liquida not making
position:

Ol. 6.27 d¢Eavts - xph (B?)

OL. 13.12 evbeid yAdooav (B?)
Cf. OL. 7.35 téyvoucu(v)

Muta cum liquida not making
position:

Ol. 6.13 0OtxAeidav (actually
OikAeidav)

0L 13.20 péipa

‘Epic’ correption:

Ol. 6.6 gbyol uvov, 9 ZocTpdTol
vidg, 65 ot drooe (B2), 86 niouod,
avdpdowv (B2), 92 xal ‘Optuylog

0l 13.7 xai 6udtpogog (B2?), 11 1ot
ppdoor (? falso), 17 modvavBepol
apyoto, 76 ot ovtd (B2?), 106/7
IMopvaooid || €€, 113 7 g (B?)
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