Marcus Musurus and Pindar

Guallermo Galdn Vioque

OME DECADES AGO Jean Irigoin and Brigitte Mondrain'
concluded that ca. 1509, four years before the appearance
of Aldus Manutius’ editio princeps in neighboring Venice,?
Marcus Musurus (ca. 1475-1517)% used a manuscript with the
second edition of Pindar by Demetrius Triclinius (ca. 1280—
1335) while teaching the epinicia at the University of Padua.
Their study was based on notes by the German humanist
Johannes Cuno (ca. 1462-1513), one of Musurus’ students in
Padua, transcribed by his friend and disciple Beatus Rhenanus
(1485—1547) and preserved in the manuscript Sélestat, Bibliothéque
Humanmiste 102, ff. 167-174. Among other entries, this codex
contains a Latin translation of the first five Olympian Odes with

I “Marc Mousouros et Pindar,” in D. Harlfinger (ed.), ®/A0®PONHMA.
Festschnft fiir Martin Sicherl (Paderborn 1990) 253-262 (repr. J. Irigoin, La
tradition des textes grecs [Paris 2003] 627-638).

2 [IINAAPOY OAddumic. IT66i. Néueo. “1oGuic. KoAlwudyov Guvor, of
evpioxduevor Arovuoiov [lepujynois: Avkdppovos Adeédvdpe, 10 oxotetvov
rmoinua, Venetiis: in aedibus Aldi et Andreae Asulani soceri, 1513. On
Pindar’s editio princeps see Jean Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare (Paris 1952)
399-408; Konstantinos Sp. Staikos, Charta of Greek Printing. The Contribution of
Greek Editors, Printers and Publishers to the Renaissance in Italy and the West (Cologne
1998) I 343; Luigt Ferreri, L'ltalia degli Umamnisti: Marco Musuro (Turnhout
2014) 55, 261-266, 439; and Douglas F. Bauer, “Problems in the Aldine Pin-
dar,” Princeton University Library Chronicle 76 (2015) 419—446. For Musurus’
lessons in Padua see Deno J. Geanokoplos, Greek Scholars in Venice (Cambridge
[Mass.] 1962) 133; Martin Sicherl, Johannes Cuno. Ein Wegbereter des Griechischen
i Deutschland. Eine biographisch-kodikologische Studie (Heidelberg 1978) 87—106;
Ferreri 47-52 and 430—447.

3 On his birthdate see S. Pagliaroli, “Giano Lascari e il Ginnasio Greco,”
Studi medievali e umanistica 2 (2004) 224 n.2; Ferreri, L’ltalia 33, esp. n.1.
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240 MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

explanatory notes in the margin and a transcription of the end
of Olympian 6 (lines 96-106). Irigoin and Mondrain proved
beyond doubt that Musurus was familiar with Triclinius’ second
recension.* This finding is relevant because it removes the main
obstacle to confirming Musurus’ involvement in the preparation
of the editio princeps, which contains undeniable traces of Tri-
clinius’ recensions.’

In this study I review additional evidence that both confirms
Musurus’ knowledge of Triclinius’ second recension and
suggests that he also had at his disposal the first recension that
comprised all the epinicians. I also tentatively identify the
manuscript source that made the second recension available to
Musurus. Finally, I show that Musurus also depended on the
ancient Pindaric scholia, specifically, on the version that survives
in Vatgr. 1312 (B).

Before Irigoin and Mondrain’s article, it was known that
Musurus had only two Pindar manuscripts at his disposal, one
with the so-called Vatican recension (Vat.gr. 41 [H], dated to the
first quarter of the 14 century), and another with the edition of
the prolific Byzantine monk and scholar Maximus Planudes

* In addition to Irigoin and Mondrain’s article, see Sicherl, Johannes Cuno
100-101 and 152. On Triclinius’ editions see Irigoin, Histoire 331-364.

> See Tycho Mommsen, Pindari carmina (Berlin 1864) XLIII n.*; Irigoin,
Histoire 399-408, and in @IAO@PPONHMA 262; Ferreri, L’ltalia 439; and Bauer,
Princeton Unwversity Library Chronicle 76 (2015) 434. Musurus’ involvement in the
editing of the editio princeps has been discussed at length without reaching any
definitive conclusion (see Julius Schiick, “Aldus Manutius und seine Zeit-
genossen in Italien und Deutschland,” in Anhange: die Familie des Aldus bis zu
threm Ende [Berlin 1862] 79; Elpidio Mioni, “La biblioteca greca di Marco
Musuro,” Archiwvio Veneto 93 [1972] 7; Geanakoplos, Greek Scholars 146 n.133;
Sicherl, Johannes Cuno 101 n.73; Irigoin, Histoire 401 n.1; Ferreri 265-266; and
Staffan Fogelmark, The Kalherges Pindar: A Study in Renaissance Greek Scholarship
and Printing [Cologne 2015] I 10-11 n.16, and 367-370). For arguments
against Musurus’ involvement see Rudolf Menge, “De Marci Musuri Crelensis
uita, studiis, ingenio narratio,” in Maurictus Schmidt, Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon
(Jena 1868) V 33; Martin Sicherl in Dieter Harlfinger et al., Griechische Hand-
schriften und Aldinen (Brunschweig 1978) 144—145; and Bauer 431-432.
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GUILLERMO GALAN VIOQUE 241

(Venice, Marc.gr. 1X.8 [1039] [W], transcribed by Kaisar Stra-
tegos at the beginning of the 16" century). Both bear Musurus’
ex libris and contain the Olympian and Pythian Odes with ancient
scholia. However, it seems that Musurus acquired these manu-
scripts after Aldus Manutius’ edition of Pindar.5

In 2004, Annaclara Cataldi Palau brought to light that some-
time between 1509 and 1516 Musurus owned one of Pindar’s
now lost manuscripts that later, in the 18" century, belonged to
the Royal Library of Madrid (today’s Spanish National Library),
as noted by Juan de Iriarte (1701-1771), the first cataloguer of
its Greek manuscripts and one of the most prominent Spanish
intellectuals of the eighteenth century.” The first volume of his
catalogue was published in 1769 (Regiae bibliothecae Matritensis
codices Graect manuscripti, Matriti: Ant. Pérez de Soto, 1769), while
the second remained unpublished (Madrid, BNE 4655-4656).2
From this unpublished volume (4656, ff. 343—-345), one can infer
that the missing manuscript belonged to Georgius Corinthius
(ca. 1485-1555) and probably contained Triclinius’ second
edition of Pindar’s Olympian Odes with scholia recentiora,” a descrip-

6 See Alexander Turyn, De codicibus pindaricis (Cracow 1932) 36-37 and 49;
Mioni, Archivio Veneto 93 (1972) 17 (n° 15) and 25; Codices Graeci manuscripti
bibliothecae diur Marct uenetiarum (Venice 1972) III 11-12; Irigoin, Histoire 176—
180, 370, and 378-379; Martin Sicherl, “Musuros-Handschriften,” in Serta
Turyniana. Studies in Greek literature and paleography in honor of Alexander Turyn
(Urbana 1974) 566 and 591; Speranzi, Marco Musuro 236 n.24 and 254-255
n.56; Ferreri, L’ltalia 569-570; and Bauer, Princeton University Library Chronicle
76 (2015) 431432 n.25. On the Vatican family of Pindar manuscripts see
Turyn 14-15; Irigoin 108-115, and on Planudes’ edition, 247-286.

7 Annaclara Cataldi Palau, “La vita di Marco Musuro alla luce di docu-
menti ¢ manoscritti,” ltalia medioevale ¢ umanistica 45 (2004) 330-331; cf.
Speranzi, Marco Musuro 131 and 244 n.39, and Ferreri, L’ltalia 576.

8 See Jos¢é Maria Fernandez Pomar, “La catalogacion del fondo griego de
la Biblioteca Nacional,” Helmantica 14 (1963) 348-355; Gregorio de Andrés,
“El bibliotecario Juan de Iriarte,” in Hipolito Escolar Sobrino (ed.), Homenaje
a Luis Morales Oliver Madrid 1986) 598—601.

9 According to Iriarte (4656, f. 343), this manuscript contained the shorter
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242 MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

tion that matches Irigoin’s reconstruction of the manuscript used
by Musurus: “un exemplaire de la seconde édition de Triclinios,
limitée aux Olympiques.”'0

version of the Life of Pindar (Drachmann, Scholia uetera 1 4—8 [probably 4, 86,
9, as in the appendix of Florence, Laur. 32.35 [QP]), and the list of the nine
lyric poets in a form found only in the appendix of QP (f. 89Y) and in the
Aldine (ff. *iiiv—v) and Kallierges’ editions (OAdumia, [T56ie, Néuea, “loQuic,
uera éényrioews modouds ravo dgelipov, kol oydliwv duoimv, Romae: per
Zachariam Calergi Cretensem, 1515, f. o 11¥) (see Drachmann, Scholia, I 11,
12—-13; Irigoin, Histoire 234—235 and 401). Q) was used by Angelo Poliziano
(1454-1494) (see Lucia Cesarini Martinelli, “Un ritrovamento polizianesco:
il fascicolo perduto del commento alle Selve di Stazio,” Rinascimento 22 [1982]
192-193); and may be no. 1032 in the 1495 inventory and no. 302 in Fabio
Vigili’s list (see Edmund B. Yryde, Greek Manuscripts in the Private Library of the
Medict 1469-1510 [Aberystwyth 1996] I 341, 577-578). It is not known to
have been used by Kallierges for his edition (see Folgelmark, The Kalherges
Pindar 1, 178 n.61). The scholia to Pind. Ol 1 began thus: ¢noi tév GAlov
otoyeiov. énl 8¢ tf) ovykpioel todtn Etépav motel Aéyov: 6 8¢ xpvodg Srompénet
kol Srohaprer £€oxo kol £E6xmG Kol VrepTaTmg 10D peyavopog (= schol. rec. on
Ol 1.1.10-13 [Th.]); and ended thus: Tavtoyod eig Tovg “EAAnvog év 1§ copig:
8é[ov] oBtmg eimely mpog petoyiy Tov Adyov Etpeye kol dvtl 10D elnelv elvar, Svia
ginev (schol rec. on OL 1.1.187.5-7 [Th.]). Undoubtedly Triclinian is the
beginning of the scholia to O/ 14.1.1-2, also reproduced by Iriarte (f. 343):
Acorniyw 1@ drd Opyouevod viknoovtt Ty og ‘Olvumiddo. 6 Adyog mpog ToG
Xéprrag (see Eugenius Abel, Scholia recentia in Pindar: Epinicia [Budapest 1891]
423).

10 Irigoin, in @IAOPPONHMA 259. This manuscript, which is absent from
the catalogue of the library of George of Corinth published by David E.
Pingree, “The Library of George, Count of Corinth,” Studia Codicologica
(Berlin 1977) 351-362, could be the same one that Erasmus borrowed from
Musurus during his nine-month stay in Venice from January to September
1508, hosted by the so-called New Academy of Aldus, as he stated in an
excursus to his adage “Festina lente” (Adagia I1.1.1) in the 1526 Basel edition
of his Adagiorum opus (pp.338—340); there he described this manuscript as a
Pindarus cum accuratis commentarus (Adagiorum opus, Basileae: apud Ioannem
Frobenium, 1526, 340 [Adagia 11.1.1; LB II 405; ASD 1I 3.24; CWE 33.14]).
Cataldi Palau has suggested instead that the manuscript was Paris.gr. 2709,
which belonged to Gian Francesco d’Asola and was used by Kallierges for his
edition (A. Cataldi Palau, Gian Francesco d’Asola e la tipografia aldina [Genoa
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GUILLERMO GALAN VIOQUE 243

We also know now that the young Musurus had access to
another Pindar manuscript. Recent handwriting analysis and a
monogram!! on the upper margin of f. 9 have revealed that,
while he was still in Candia (Crete), his birthplace, shortly before
his arrival in Italy in 1492,!2 he was one of the copyists of the
manuscript El Escorial, BMon. X-IV-18 (413), which contains
Pindar’s Olympians Odes with Moschopulean scholia (ff. 62—
123).13

Studies of Musurus’ scholia to the Planudean Anthology cor-
roborate that he may indeed have had in Padua at the beginning
of the 16" century one or more copies of Triclinius’ recensions.
These scholia come from his lessons at the University of Padua
during 1505-1506. They have remained largely unpublished in
the margins of various incunables of Janus Lascaris’ edition'*

1998] 420; cf. Irigoin, Histoire 381-382). See Edward H. R. Tatham,
“Erasmus in Italy,” English Historical Review 10 (1895) 649-655; Deno J.
Geanakoplos, “Erasmus and the Aldine Academy of Venice. A Neglected
Chapter in the Transmission of Graeco-Byzantine Learning to the West,”
GRBS 3 (1960) 122-123 n.68, and Greek Scholars 264—265 (esp. n.44); and John
N. Grant, “Erasmus’ Adages,” in William Barker (ed.), Prolegomena to the Adages
(Toronto 2017) 56-57. Bauer (Princeton Unwversity Library Chronicle 432—433)
erroneously suggested that Erasmus borrowed from Musurus a copy of the
Aldine edition at a later date.

I This monogram consists of two capital M’s with a cross above them.
This page has been reproduced in Speranzi, Marco Musuro 420, pl. 17. There
1s a similar monogram of Musurus in Vienna, phil. 185 f. 1 (see Speranzi 235).

12 See Pagliaroli, Studio Medievali ¢ Umanisti 2 (2004) 221-222; Ferreri,
L’ltalia 35-36 and 42.

13 Speranzi, Marco Musuro 27—42, 197-198. See also D. Speranzi, “Vicende
umanistiche di un antico codice. Marco Musuro e il Florilegio di Stobeo,” Segno
¢ testo 8 (2010) 345 n.110; and “La soluzione di un ‘enigma cretese’. Marco
Musuro e il Par. gr. 2964, Studi medievali e umanistici 13 (2015) 278-294. Cf.
Ferreri, L’ltalia 514-515.

14 AvBoloyia: Staepdpawv Emypouudrov, Florentiae: apud Laurentium Fran-
cisci de Alopa, 1494. Thirteen copies have been identified to date: Bern
(MUE Ine. IITI 87) (Be); Cambridge (Trinity College Grylls 11.313 [Aldus
Manutius’ personal copy]) (Ca) (see David Speranzi, “La scrittura di Aldo e

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 62 (2022) 239-254



244 MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

and in manuscripts unaccompanied by the text of the epi-
grams.!> As I will show, in the making of these scholia Musurus
not only evinces a considerable debt to Pindar’s scholia uetera but
also demonstrates knowledge of the first Triclinian recensio.

il suo ultimo carattere Greco (con uno sconosciuto esemplare di tipografia),”
in N. Vacalebre [ed.], Five Centuries Later. Aldus Manutius. Culture, Typography and
Philology [Florence 2015] 30-31 and 41-42; and Guillermo Galan Vioque,
“On Two Missing Witnesses of the Scholia on the Anthologia Planudea,”
MusHelv 77 [2020] 221-228); Citta del Vaticano (Inc. III 78 [Xe], 79 [Vu],
80 [Ve], and 81 [Musurus’ autograph copy| [Va]); Leipzig (BU Rep. 1.56-a
[with scarce notes that end at f. T1v]) (Le); Naples (BN S. Q. IX. C.8) (Na);
Naples (BN S. Q. IX.C.7 [with scholia only at ff. Aiv—Auii; see Luigt Ferreri,
“Scoli umanistici all” Antologia planudea. Un nuovo testimone posseduto dalla
Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli e la formazione del corpus di scoli confluit
nell’edizione wecheliana (1600),” Medioevo ¢ rinascimento 19 (2005) 97 n.72])
(Na?); Oxford (duct. K 4.2) (Ox) (Guillermo Galan Vioque, “On a New
Witness of the Scholia on the Planudean Anthology,” Mnemosyne 72 [2019] 1041—
1045); Paris (Rés. Yb 484) (Pa); Troyes (Inc. 277) (Tr); and Venice (Marc.gr. IX
38) [Mr]. These scholia were partially edited in Florilegium diuersorum epi-
grammatum (Frankfurt: apud Andreae Wecheli heredes, 1600) (We); Hugo
Stadtmuller, Anthologia graeca epigrammatum Palatina cum Planudea I-111 (Berlin
1894-1906); and Anastasios C. Lolos, “Antike Scholien zu Anthologia Graeca-
Palatina,” EAAnvixa 33 (1981) 374-381. We use A when Be, Na, Ox, Pa, 1T,
We, and Xe agree, which are the witnesses of the so-called recensio lascariana;
p for Va and its apographs Ve, Vu, and Ca; and Q for the consensus of all
witnesses. Ferreri, Medioevo ¢ rinascimento 103, already used A for the common
ancestor of Na and Xe. On the nature of these scholia see Carlo Gallavotti,
“Planudea 111, Bolletino der Classici N.S. 2 (1981) 3-27; Elpidio Mioni,
“L’Antologia Greca da Massimo Planude ¢ Marco Musuro,” in Scritli in onore di
Carlo Diano (Bologna 1985) 263—-307; Anna Pontani, “L’Antologia Greca fra
codici e incunaboli,” 7OB 23 (1982) 165-172, and “Per P’esegesi umanistica
greca dell’Antologia Planudea: 1 marginalia dell’edizione del 1494,” in V. Fera
et al. (eds.), Talking to the Text: Marginalia from Papyri to Print (Messina 2002) 11
557-613; and Ferreri, Medioevo e rinascimento 81—114.

15> Milan, Ambros.gr. ¥ 30 sup., ff. 1-102v (ca. 1511-1520) (= A), and D 137
suss. 12—13, ff. 1-10 (16 cent.); El Escorial, BMon. deperditus 286 (E117) (16
c.); Citta del Vaticano, Vatgr. 1408, ff. 162-213v (16t cent.), and 1464, ff.
119-213 (16% cent.) (V); Madrid, BNE gr. 4715, ff. 1-59v (Rome, 1552), and
its apographs (on them see Guillermo Galan Vioque, “Notas sobre las copias

manuscritas de Andrés Darmario de los escolios de la Antologia Planudea,”
Bibliothéque d'Humanisme et Renaissance 76 [2014] 281-300).
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GUILLERMO GALAN VIOQUE 245

These scholia expressly mention Pindar twenty times in all.!
We exclude the scholium to AP 16.305.4, where a portrait of
Pindar is described and Musurus adds Paus. 9.23.2-5 as a
parallel,!” and two indirect quotations. The first of these involves
the scholia to AP 7.45.3.18 Here, Musurus cites almost verbatim
a paragraph from Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae (187.D3—EL), which
quotes from Pindar (fr.76.2 M.), AP 7.45, and a fictitious Delphic
oracle (Q198 Fontenrose [P.-W. 171]). The second, in the
scholium to AP 11.137.4,'9 quotes Eustathius on Dion. Perieg.
467.6—13 and 47-50%° and mentions an otherwise unknown
fragment by Pindar (fr.322 M.).2! Irrelevant for tracing the man-
uscripts used by Musurus are also four scholia which mention
Pindar but no text;?? and the eight times which quote his epinicia
without scholia,?® although these attest to Musurus’ deep

16 Counted only once when mentioned twice in the same scholium.
Additionally, Ol 2.7-8 is quoted in an unidentified scholium that Musurus
copied at f. 2V in Va (cf. Pontani in Talking to the Text 576 n.3 and 583-585).

17 Va, f. IT 1v; We, p.506 (in addition to the folium in Musurus’ copy of
Lascaris’ edition, or in its apographs when the folium is missing in Va, I add
the page in Epigrammatum Graecorum annotationibus Joannis Brodaei nec non Vincentii
Obsopoer et Graecis scholus tllustratorum libri VII, Francofurti: apud Andreae
Wecheli heredes, 1600 [We], which is the most complete edition of these
scholia to date).

18 Va, f. Yiiiiv; We, p.395

19 Ve and Vu, f. M viii; We, p.240. This scholium is absent from Va, since
ff. Aviii—Nviilv are missing.

20 See also Steph. Byz. 19.190 s.v. Tpwoxia.

21 Although here ITivéopog may stand in error for KoAAlpoyog. See
Theodor Bergk, Anthologia Lyrica®? (Leipzig 1868) 145 (ad Callim. Aet. 1.36);
Rudolf Pfeifter, Callimachus 1 (Oxford 1949) 8; Heruicus Maechler, Pindarus 11
(Berlin 1989) 167; and Annette Harder, Callimachus Aetia (Oxford 2012) 120.

22 Scholia to AP 5.179.7 (Ve and Vu, f. IIviii; We p.612; absent from Va,
which ends at f. ©0viii), 6.71.1-2 (Va, f. ZZvi; We, p.557), 9.151.8 (Va, f.
Biiil; We, p.147), and 11.404.5 (Va, f. Aiiiv; We, p.206).

2B AP6.101.1 (Va, f. HHviv; We, p.571; in Va Musurus added xoi [Tivéapog

.. elpnke at a later date); 7.702.5 (Xe, f. Oi; We, p.286; absent from p; Tr
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246 MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

knowledge of Pindar as early as 1505-1506.*

More useful to us are the notes in which Musurus used without
acknowledgment both ancient and Byzantine scholia on Pin-
dar.?> On one occasion, in the scholium on AP 9.287.2,%6 he
follows the scholia uetera on Pi. O. 7.71-74, 131c, agreeing with
the text of manuscripts H, Q) and Firenze, BLM Plut. 32.37. This
suggests that Musurus owned H around 1506, before the
publication of the Aldine (see above). Musurus largely follows
the scholia uetera also in his scholia to AP 9.266.3%7 and AP
16.13.4.28

But it 1s the scholia to the epigram that begins Maximus Pla-

and We omit the quotation); 9.189.4 (Va, f. Hvitv, We, p.135); 9.266.4 (Va, f.
Aviitv; We, p.23; text defective in Va; folium missing in Ve and Vu); 9.322.9
(Va, f. Aiii; We, p.6); 9.557.1 (Va, I. Aii; We, p.3; except for Xe, A abbreviates
and suppresses the quotation); 11.364.1 (Va, f. Ovii; We, p.157); and
16.110.2 (Va, f. Yiiiiv; We, p.452; absent from Tr; We reads Iept to0tov
pétiBr tov Iivdopov).

2+ Musurus had already quoted Pindar twice as early as 1499 in the preface
to Kallierges’ edition of the Etymologicum Magnum (Venetiis: impens. Nicolai
Blasti et Annae Notaras, 1499, f. Aoy, lines 17 [Pind. OL 6.1-3] and 34 [OL
1.114]), and also in his correspondence (see Fogelmark, The Kallierges Pindar 1
10 n.16). On Pindar in the Renaissance before Musurus see Ralph Hexter,
“Aldus, Greek, and the Shape of the Classical Corpus,” in David S. Zeidberg
(ed.), Aldus Manutius and Renaissance Culture. Essays in Memory of Franklin D.
Murphy (Florence 1998) 148—150; Paul Botley, Learning Greek in Western Europe,
1396-1529 (Philadelphia 2010) 108—109; Francesco Tissoni, Le Olimpiche di
Pindaro nella scuola di Gaza a Ferrara (Messina 2009), and his “Pindarus,” in
Grett Dinkova-Bruun et al. (eds.), Catalogus translationum et commentariorum X
(Toronto 2014) 13—14.

25> For the scholia to Pindar we follow Drachmann, Scholia, and Tycho
Mommsen, Scholia recentiora Thomano-Trichniana i Pindari Nemea et Isthmia
(Leipzig 1865); Eugenius Abel, Scholia uetera in Pindari Nemea et Isthmia (Berlin
1884), and his Scholia recentia.

26 Va, f. Hiiv; We, p.123.

27 Va, f. Aviirv; We, p.23 (folium lost in Ve and Vu). Here he follows the
ancient scholia to Pind. Pyth. 12.9, 15b before quoting Pyth. 12.23-24.

28 Va, f. Bviiiv; We, p.41. Here he tracks the scholia uetera ad Pyth. 4.230,
410b—c.
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GUILLERMO GALAN VIOQUE 247

nudes’ Anthology, AP 9.357, that prove most helpful in identifying
the manuscripts used by Musurus. Once again without acknowl-
edgement, these scholia feature almost verbatim quotations from
Pindar’s ancient scholia. Reference to Pindar is unsurprising, for
the epigram deals with the gods and men in whose honor the
most famous athletic games in ancient Greece were held, and
with the nature of the prizes awarded.

Unfortunately, the marginal scholia to AP 9.357 start with line
4. Scholia to 1-3 have been preserved only on a guard folium
(f. Ai) of Xe,? and with minor discrepancies in Madrid, BNE gr.
4715 (164) (M) (ff. 1™ and 45-46Y), which Camillo Zanetti
copied in Rome in 1552, and in its apographs by Andreas
Darmarios (1540-1596). This Madrid manuscript contains Mu-
surus’ annotations without the text of the epigrams. Its copyist
must have started with the scholia to line 4 present in his source3?
and, after finding the beginning in another incunable,?! later
added this material in the margins of f. 1™V (M!) (starting with a
note to AP 9.357.1: Téooopég eiowv aydves. . .); then it was copied
again from f. 45 onwards (M?).32 Presumably, the copyist
realized that the scholia in the margin differed from those in the
main body of the manuscript and a decision was made to copy
them again at the end.

29 This witness is missing the first line of these scholia (Téooapéc eiowv- dyav
TP 10 QYo ... SxAnowv, 7). It begins with 6 kvxAotepng kol ywviaw and ends on
the same folium with 6 8¢ nfiyvg nddag Eva kol Huiov. The scholia continue in
the margins of f. Aii (ZéAlvo npog tov [oAatpove.. ).

30 Given their shared characteristic features, this incunable could be Pa or
one with similar notes. In the scholium to AP 9.357.4, for example, both Pa
and M read ék Kpning dvexopilero év AfAe pviuny, omitting in error between
the last two words &y@vo momoopuévov 1@ ATOAMA®VL, KoL TOVG VIKOVING T)
POLVIKL GTEQAVMGOVTOG. T0D 8¢ Poivikog 10D v ANA® (so also in A, copied from
Pa, and V).

31 This incunable has not been identified but its notes are similar to those
in Xe.

32 M! ends with a note on AP 6.3 (f. 1) and a transcription of AP 6.49
copied from Eust. ad Hom. 1I. 23.512 (IV 774) (see also M? and Xe).
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248 MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

Since therefore the scholia to the first lines of AP 9.357 are
absent from Musurus’ autograph version (Va) and its apographs
(Ve, Vu, and Ca) one cannot be sure that they preserve Musurus’
exact wording. However, because they come from Musurus’
milieu, in all likelihood, like the scholia he himself wrote in his
copy of Lascaris’ edition (Va), they can be traced back to his
lessons at the University of Padua.

As noted above, the author of the scholia to the Planudean
Anthology added without acknowledgment numerous ancient
scholia to Pindar to the scholia to AP 9.357. These closely follow
the wording of the ancient Pindaric scholia. Thus, for example:33

Arg. schol. uet. Isthm. al-5 schol. AP 9.357.1-3: 9-123¢
"EteAoDvto uev ol maloiol movieg  Inuelmoot 88 §ti étedoDvto ol
dydveg £nl T161 TeTEALLTNKOGY. TOAOOl TOVTEG €nl TIo1 TETEAEL-

£telelto yop O puev Oloumikog t®  trdo13d €teAelto yop 0 pev ‘Olop-
A S16c Tov TTédoma, 6 8¢ Mubikdg  miokog @ Al 16 tov TTédomar

10 AndAlovt 10 tov Spdrovia, Ov 6 8¢ TTuBikog 1@ AndAhmvi S
dméxtewvey év [TouBot, 6 8¢ Nepeokdg toOv dpdikovia, Ov dmékTetvey

kotd Tvog @ HpoxAet ént 1 100 [ToBot 6 8¢ Nepeaxog kotd tvog
Aéovtog avarpéoet 0 8¢ ToBuikdg 1@ HpoxAel éni 1§} 10D Aéovtog

33 T have omitted instances where the influence is less clear. The manner
of borrowing without acknowledgement recalls Musurus’ use of Kallierges’
dedication to Musurus in his own dedication to Janus Lascaris printed on the
second page of his Descriptio Graeciae, ex recensione M. Musuri, Venetiis: in
aedibus Aldi, et Andreae soceri, 1516. Kallierges’ dedication survives in the
sole copy of his edition of Pindar (1515) in Jesus College Library, Cambridge
(Call number E.4.27) (see Fogelmark, The Kallierges Pindar 1 374-391). A copy
of this edition not listed by Fogelmark can be found in the Library of the
Seminario Mayor de San Julidn (Cuenca, Spain) with callmark CU-BSC 3-
N-20. It does not contain Kallierges’ dedicatory letter to Musurus (the author
thanks the librarian Vicente Malabia for providing a picture of the relevant
page).

34 Line numbers follow A. Lolos’ edition, but the texts are quoted directly
from Xe (f. Ai) and from M (in margine at f. 1 and in the main text from f. 45
onwards). For the scholia to AP 9.357.4 the text is taken from the other
incunables.

35 tetelevinrdoy M! M2,
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1@® [Tooelddvi.

Arg. schol. uet. Isthm. ¢ 4-19

A oc. 1oV TV ToButovikdy dydvo
tefivai poot 3’ aitiay TotodTny.
"Ive vrd AB&uavtog dvapebiivon
HEALOVGOL, KOTO LOVIOY TPOOVTPT-
uévou 1od viod awthg Aedpyov kol
OOTT LOWVETGO, TOV Ao1mov Toldo Me-
Aképtny dprdooaco did Fepavelog
100 Opovg 10D Meyopikod puyodoo
Kol 61000, £l THg kKodovpuévng Mo-
Aovpidog tétpag HAoto cvv Td Ppé-
Qe eig v vrokewévny BédAacoov.
aDTOVG [ev ovv Adyog Exet dimole-
®c0ou kol TV pév petwvopdcobon
évti 'Ivodg AevkoBéav, Tov 8¢ dvti
Mehiképtov IModoipova. O O 100
noudog cdua. Exkoutcdiy vro del-
¢ivog eig Tov ToBuov ebpe Tioveog
0 161e KopivBov Baciledov kol
#Bonye 100 TV GuYYEvelay RV Yo
ABGuovtog molc: #tepot 8 Ticvedg
te kol ABdpog AldAov moideg T0D
Adg, éxdhecay OE TOV drydva
"IoBuio &md 100 SreipyesBon tog
&00 Bohdooag i60uod. otépoc

36 This sentence (6 &8¢ Nepeoxog ...

249

dvorpéoet-36 O 8¢ ToBuiokog
schol. AP9.357.1-3: 26-37
“IoOuior Tov ToBuucdv dydvor
tefivai poot U aitiov TolordTv:
"Ivo éimd ABGuovtog dvopebivort
HEAAOVGOL KOTOL LOVIOY TTPOOIVTIPTY-
uévou ko 1od viod adthic KAedp-
YOV, KO 00T LoVEToa, TOV Aomdv
nodo Melxépiny Gprdcaca d10
Tepaveiog 100 Spovg 10D Meyapt-
xoD guyodoa kol otdoo Ve Thg
KkoAovpévng MoAovpidog TéTpog
NAAeTo oLV T@® Ppépet 1g TV VRTo-
kelévnvs? BéAacoov. adtolg pev
00V Adyog &xet dmo Bedcbon, kol
v pév petovoudioBon dvti Tvodg
AevkoBéav, Tov 8¢ dvtl MeAikép-
tov [ohaipovor 1 8¢ 100 Tondog
oduo éxkoutsBev Lo dedgivog eig
oV IoBuov edpe Zicvgog 6 tote
KopivBov Bociiedmv kol #0onye
S10 ™y ouyyéverav: Ny yop ABE-
LovTog malc. £tepot 8¢ Ziovedc

te kol ABdpog AidAov moideg T0D
Adg. éxdhecay OE TOV drydva
“IoBuia &md 10D dreipyecBou tog

dvaipéoet) is missing from the

manuscripts of the scholia to Pindar. It seems that Kallierges added it in his
edition and it was later reproduced by most of the editors (for instance,
Henricus Stephanus, Pindari Olympia. Pythia. Nemea. Isthmia, [Geneuace], Oliva
Pauli Stephani, 1599, 433. Abel prints a lacuna here [in Scholia vetera 349; see
the same suggestion in an anonymous note in Munich, BSB gr. 492, f. 44];
and Drachmann relegates it to his apparatus criticus [in Scholia 11 192]). This
sentence is present in Xe (f. Ai), M! (f. 1) and M? (f. 45"), and both Musurus
and Kallierges probably took it over from the same unknown source.
Furthermore, Bravo, in reference only to the scholia to AP 9.357, states that
this passage is “confused because it occurs in the context of demonstrating
the statement that all the old games were founded for the dead”: Jorge J.
Bravo III, Excavations at Nemea IV [California 2018] 133-134 n.170).

37 kewévnv M M2,
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8¢ €011 100 dydvog mwg, 10 8¢
avéxofev cédva, kol odTod NV
OTEQOVOG

Arg. schol. uet. Nem. b 1-8
GAwc. ol ntd éml ONPog napao-
BaAdvieg tfj Nepég Swymoovteg
ouvvétuyov YyimoAn tff Anpvig
eepovon Tov Avkovpyou 10D o
A10¢ 1epéag kol Edpudikng moido
‘VeéAny 7 8¢ adtolg denynoato
ic Tvo, TnyRv, xatoAmodoo Tov
ToIdoL £V TIVL AEUDVL OV dpaik@v
nepleiAnBeic f| 10v dpelg dvetley.
ol 8¢ Yrootpéyavteg kol 10 néBog
Beacduevor t6v te Spdicovia
GveThov Kol Gydvo iyov €mttdgiov
TPLETNPLKOV

Arg. schol. uet. Isthm. a 513
£ot1 8¢ 1y 1otopia o). Tvodg kol
ABépovtog noﬁﬁsg Aéapyog kol
Me?mcepmg oV usv Sn Ae(xpxov
uocveu; 0 Aeauocg améxtewvey, eita
N pATp owtod KaBfikey odTOV €ig
AéPnra Vdotog Leotod, paveloo
8¢ xoil ovTn 10 TEAELTATOV HAOrTo
petd tod Mehiképtov eic Odhoo-
oo, kol £yéveto pév 1 v plo
v Nnpetdov, fig kol 6 Tomg
pépvnton (Od. 5.461) éot1 8¢ adtn
AevioBéo- O 8¢ Mehxépmg
uetsB?mGn elg daiipovar 0Tt 08
ovtog IMoAaiumy.

MARCUS MUSURUS AND PINDAR

dvo eockécccocg du’3s ’IGGuoﬁ oTé-
@o¢ 8¢ £0T1 100 drydvog nm)g 0
3¢ dvéxabev oélva kol o0Tod v
0 oTEQaVOG,.

schol. AP 9.357.1-3: 909639

Ot ‘Erta éni O1Boig mopoforov-
te¢ 1 Nepéo dryhoavieg cuveTy-
xov Y yuOAn T Anuvig gepodon
1OV Avkovpyov 10D A0¢ iepémg kol
Evpudixng notdo ‘OpéAtny, kol
Apyéuopov Aeydpevov. 1y 8¢ donyn-
6010 oOTOIG E1G TIVOL TNYNV KOrToL-
Amodoo TOV Taldo £V TIVL AELUMdVL,
ov dpdkav mepretdnBeic 1ov dpeig
AveTley. ol 8¢ VOoTPEYUVTEG KO
70 mdBog Beocdpevor Tov te Spd-
KOVTOL KTEIVOLGT Kol Gry@dvor £mt-
1d@1ov 16TMG1 TPLETNPIKOV TiTLL
TOV VIKOVTO GTEPUVODVTEC.

schol. AP9.357.1-3:97-103

‘0 ToBuikog dryav yéyovev oVTm-+0
"Ivodc kol ABdpovtog motdeg
Afopyog kol Ms?mcépmg TOV Uev
81] Asocpxov uowatg 0 Aeocuocg
OTEKTELVEV ETOL n AT odTod
koBfKev ovToV i AéPnTor Vdortog
{eotoD, paveloa 8¢ kol adth T0
teAevtoiov HAAETO peto To0 Meht-
képtov ei¢ Bdhocoay. koi éyéveto
7 Tvid plo tdv Nmpetdav, fig kol 6
nomrhg péuvntoa. fotv odTn Agv-
koBéa O 8¢ Mehxsptng usraB?men
eic daipovar 0Tt 08 omog o Mo
Aoipwv, cedive 1OV vikoDvto
OTEQOVOVVTEG.

38 81 168uod B schol. Pind. Xe : 268 160uod dier supra 700 M!: 100 160pod

Mz2.

39 Lines 90—103 of these scholia are present only at M1, f. 1V (in margine),

and M2, ff. 47+,

40 oVt M! M2: o¥twg Lolos.
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Several parallels with the peculiar readings of Vat.gr. 1312 (B)
lead to the conclusion that this was also the manuscript used in
the making of these scholia.*! This copy was once owned by
Petrus Bembus (1470—-1547) and was in Venice around 1500,
where it was copied at least three times*? and later used ex-
tensively by his friend Zacharias Kallierges (1499-1523) for his
edition of Pindar (1515).43

It is in these very scholia on AP 9.357 that we find the first
traces of the scholia recentiora to Pindar. Since these include
allusions to the scholia to Pindar’s Pythians and Nemeans, we can
infer that Musurus had access to the first Triclinian recensio that
comprised all the epinicians. Consider lines 62-65:**

Inuetwoore 8¢ &t Mivopog o &v Zikvdve [MTHO1o TomnTixfy Tivib
> ’ Y ~ ’ e \ ’ ’

adeiq tov 'Adpactov Bfivat enot,c kot 6 uev KietsBévng 8160nkev.

97 \ 9 ’ 9 ’ d \ e’ b 7\‘7\‘/ ~ /
Adpaotog 8¢ évdo&otepa Enoinoed kol 61t &v [TeAAnvn Tolg vikn-

b ~ ~ bl ’ 9 ~ \ 9 R ~ ’

cactv aBAntolg yhoivo £8i8oto- €tedelto 8¢ &v ahtolc Beoévio.
aAéyeton We | P1ivi om. Tr We | ©pact We | @Adpactog ... énoince
om. Tr We

At the beginning of this scholium there are several telling co-
incidences with the Triclinian scholia recentiora to Nem. 9.20, ‘Ate

41 Of particular relevance are: the parallels between B and Xe, M!, and M?
at line 26 1ov ToBukov (tdv ToBuiovikdv D); the presence at 92 of kol Evpo-
dikmg, attested only in manuscript B; the position of avtoig after donyfoato
(93), present also only in B; the omission of f| at 94; the wording of 95-96
KTelvouot kol dydvo Emtdigilov 16Tdct Tpletnpikov, also exclusive of B; the use
of §{Aketo (B) instead of f{Aato (D) at 30 and 100; and the reading NnpeiSov
(B) instead of kpedav (D) at 101.

42 Jts apographs are Munich, BSB gr. 492 and 565, and Heidelberg, UB
Pal.gr. 353 (see Irigoin, Histoire 367).

+ See Mommsen, Pindari carmina XLIII n.*; Irigoin, Histoire 157-165, 412—
420; in Les scholies métriques de Pindare (Paris 1958) 109—114; Francesco Tissoni,
“Zaccaria Calliergi e la Vulgata di Pindaro,” Sileno 18 (1992) 173-175;
Staikos, Charta of Greek Printing 413; and Fogelmark, The Kallierges Pindar 1 54
and 265-294. For the academic and personal relationship between Musurus
and Kallierges see Fogelmark I 7, 10 n.16; and Giambattista D’Alessio’s
review, BMCR 2017/07/27.

# Xe, f. Aii, We, p.1; only present in A Na2, M!, M2, and V.
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®oiBo: romtikfi ddeiq to v Zikvdvi THBo tov Adpactov teBetkévon
onoiv.® Its last sentence, on the other hand, is doubtless tran-
scribed from the scholia recentiora to Nem. 10.82: Ex 8¢ ITeAldvoc.
Ot év TledAnvn 1olg viknooaoty &BAntoig yAoive £8180t0. teletto d¢
év o1 10 BeoEévia. 4

The same occurs with lines 84-90, in which the scholia recentiora
to Olymp. 3.53, lines 917, are reproduced word for word:

schol. rec. Olymp. 3.53, 91747 84-9048
Tovyéro 88 | Athavtog Buydmnp  Tayén 1 Athovtog Buydinp vro
1o Awdg épacBeioa puetePAnOn eic Awdg épacBeico petePAHON eic #ho-
Ehapov v’ Aptéuidog kol oUTm 1OV gov LI’ Aptéuidog, kol 0VT® TOV
yapov éEépuyev, Votepov 8 DI’ yduov ¢€épuyev: Votepov O¢ LT’
adthig médy émoviyABev eic dvBpw- owrng oA snownlesv auetBousvn
ov. 100tV obV duetopévn tf Ap- eig dvBpdrovg. TodTeV 0dV TH
Téud1 EAapov GvatiBnoy odth Ap‘csm& EAopov ocvom@ncw o0TH
XPLGD KEKOGUNUEVIV TOL KEPOITOL, xpncm Kelcocsunuevnv o KSpOL‘COL
év oic énéyponye: Tobyéto todTny  €v oig sneypoc\ys ‘Tcxuyem rowmv
Gp1epotl Aptéuid v dyoyelv v’ dgrepol Aptéuidt’, fiv dyaryelv On’
Edpucbéng Hpouc?»ﬁg énstdxen EvpvoBénc HpoxAfc énetdydn,
30ev drdmv ommv uexplg Yrep-  80ev Sidvkav adty (’xtp{Keto (’x(p 00
Bopewv oc(pucero G’ o0 TV £Aaiov usxptg YnspBopscov aplketo, &o’
eic Olvuriov Hyoye. o kol Thv éhaiov eig ‘Olvuriov
yoyev.

+ Mommsen, Scholia recentiora 24. Cf. schol. uet. to Nem. 9.20 a and b and to
Nem. 7.156a; schol. Soph. OC 712.

46 Mommsen, Scholia recentiora 26.

47 Abel, Scholia recentia 1 162—163. This scholium was edited by Kallierges
in a selection of the scholia recentiora (f. A 1111) that, according to Irigoin (Histoire
411-420), belonged to Triclinius’ second edition. Following Abel, in some
Pindar manuscripts and editions it is preceded by ‘Totopio. or similar
expressions like ‘Totopio g dverédn (in codex z = Copenhagen, DKB GkS
1979,4° [olim Rostgaardiensis]): iotopio, Smwg dvetédn 1 ypuodxepog EAopog Ti
Aptéwdt... (in 1 = Vienna, ONB gr. 219, a. 1337; and in @' = Paris.gr. 2787).
According to K. Lehrs, Die Pindarscholien. Eine kritische Untersuchung zur philo-
logischen Quellenkunde (Leipzig 1873) 88—91, scholia with such beginnings come
from Triclinius’ edition.

48 This scholium survives only in M, f. 1V (in margine) and M2, f. 47.
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Finally, the scholium to AP 9.230.3* confirms Musurus’ use
of the scholia recentiora:

opbog] LymAog, ovk avéuPortog. petevivexton 8¢ mopd 1O

‘Ho1680v - “pokpodg yop kot 8pbiog oipog én” advthv’. Tlivdopog d¢

‘BpBro kvaddado” Tovg Svoug elpnkev, 1 dvti ToD GimAd: kol dkoko,

¢ TIov fipeoe S0 10 Gpedeg Kol LITOLOVNTIKOV ToD {mov kol

dxokov, T poAlov 810 10 omeproydvov TV Comv poplov, d1d T0

cuveydg 0pBLalety. Adyvov yap 10 {dov pdAioto kol dkOAoGTOV.
Musurus begins by quoting almost verbatim from Hes. Op. 290—
291; he then adds a reference to Pind. Pyth. 10.36, which he later
quotes in his scholium to AP 6.101.1 (mentioned in n.22 above);
and he ends by reworking the following Triclinian scholium to
Pyth. 10.56:50

"Eyo 0pBiov kvoddAnv enui tdv dnAdv kol dkdkmv Svmv. deeAf

yop o Cdo TardTor kol dkokol, paotiyobuevd te kol dxBogopely

avorykalouevo. i 8¢ un dvéérov ein 100 montod 16 pndncduevov

Al noAdov ei doterevdpevog Todto elpnkev, opBiov VPpv enui 10

oneppotoydvov v {owv udplov, dio 10 cuvexde opbidlev:

Adryvov yop t0 {dov paiioro.

From the evidence reviewed we can conclude that, while com-
posing the scholia to the Planudean Anthology in Padua around
1506, Musurus had a copy of Pindar with the scholia uetera at his
disposal. This was most likely B, since they share with it numer-
ous unique readings. Furthermore, it is clear that he also had
access to one or more copies with the Triclinian recensions, a
fact that clarifies Musurus’ involvement in the production of Pin-
dar’s editio princeps, as Irigoin and Mondrain had suggested.
Finally, it is very likely that his manuscript with the Triclinian
scholia on the Olympian Odes is the now lost one from the

4 Va, f. Aviiv; We, p.21.

50 Mommsen, Scholia recentiora 24.
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National Library of Spain mentioned above. The other manu-
script sources remain unidentified.”!

June, 2022 Universidad de Huelva
vioque@uhu.es
orcid.org/ 0-0001-7251-8798

51 This research has been funded by the Centro de Investigacion en Patrimonio
Historico, Cultural y Natural (CIPHCN); and by the Junta de Andalucia through
the projects “Los escolios a la Antologia Planudea. Manuscritos e incunables,
fuentes literarias y edicion critica (P20_01022)” and “Estudio y ediciéon de
textos griegos inéditos: los escolios de la Antologia Planudea (UHU-202004)”
(FEDER 2020). The author wishes to thank Murray Edwards Language Solutions
for proofreading and editing the English text of this article.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 62 (2022) 239-254



