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UCM 22 (= 442 rahlfs) manuscript: Maccabaei 11
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Abstract: The annotations of the Greek humanist Marcus Musurus in the recently recovered biblical
manuscript UCM 22 (= 442 Rabhlfs, 16th century 72.), corresponding to the Septuaginta (Maccabaei,
Book II), are studied in this article, as well as their possible origin: the Marc.gr. 1.

Keywords: manuscript; UCM 22; recovered; Marcus Musurus; Marc. gr. 1

2®

HE UNIVERSIDAD COMPLUTENSE DE Madrid (UCM) BH ms. 22 Vil-

la-Amil (= 442 Rahlfs) (abbreviated, UCM 22), from the Historical Li-

brary “Marqués de Valdecilla” at the Complutense University, is a Greek
codex on parchment, which was apparently copied in the late 15th or early 16th cen-
tury.” It contains part of the Old Testament (Septuaginta) and for a long time was
considered “deperditus™ in the fighting during the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939)
in the University City of Madrid. The manuscript was likely sent by the “Signoria”
of Venice to Cardinal Cisneros in the early 16th century to serve as a model for the
Greek column of the Biblia Polyglota Complutensis, which the cardinal was pro-
moting in Alcald de Henares and which was the first printed edition of the Bible,
chronologically speaking, although it was distributed throughout Europe shortly
after the Aldine edition.’ Originally the manuscript, on parchment, 370 x 250 mm.,
contained 307 ff and ended with Maccabei I11.* Some 6oo fragments are currently
preserved, to a greater or lesser degree of conservation.

* fhmunoz@filol.ucm.es.

' According to Bravo Garcfa (2008, 160), whose view was accepted by Angel Espinds (2009, 180~
182), UCM 22 was copied by John Severus the Lacedaemonian during a poorly documented stay in
Venice, prior to his better known stay in Rome (1518-1525).

* De Andrés (1974, 230-232) and, more recently, O’Connell (2006, 82, 1. 29; 89, n. 53). For further
information on the manuscript, please refer to the bibliography cited at the end.

* The Complutensian Polyglota was completed in July 1517, although the first volume is dated to
January 1514, while the Aldine edition was not published in Venice until 1518. However, papal approval
for the distribution of the Polyglota did not happen until March 1520, and it was put on sale two
years later (Sdenz-Badillos 1996, 139). They are therefore two almost contemporary editions, and, in
principle, it is possible that there were relations between them, not only for chronological reasons but
also because of particular figures, such as Marcus Musurus, Demetrius Ducas or Niketas Faustus (also
known as Victor Faustus), who collaborated in both editions.

* Villa-Amil 1878, 5—6.
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The recent ordination and digitisation of all the preserved fragments of the
UCM 22 rnanuscript,5 which we have been able to carry out thanks to the incor-
poration into the project of our Portuguese colleague Carlos Martins de Jesus,® has
allowed us to verify that, as already suspected,” this manuscript was a model for the
Polyglota, especially in vol. IV (Maccabaei) and, to a lesser extent, in vols. IT and ITI.

The “recovery” and subsequent digitisation of all the preserved fragments of
UCM 22 has also revealed the many annotations made by the well-known Greek
humanist and collaborator of Aldus Manutius, Marcus Musurus (1470-1517),° who
also annotated, although more scarcely, the Lond. BL Add. 10968 manuscript. This
is considered to have been the model for the Aldine’ edition and with it the Com-
plutensian manuscript seems to have a close textual relationship, perhaps because it
shares the same model: Marc.gr. 5," itself a copy of Marc.gr. 16.

* Accessible at: http://dioscorides.ucm.es/proyecto_digitalizacion/index.php?doc=5309456614&
y=20n&p=1 See also: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QeYsVLChq4c. Before its partial
destruction during the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939), only three passages from the manuscript were
known. Two of them ([udices, 5.1~31 and Reges 11, 19-26) were copied at the end of the 19th century
by the scholar Pascual Gayangos and were reproduced by Delitzsch (1886, 13-17 and 17-18). The other
passage (Reges 11, 23.1-5) was transcribed by Revilla (1917, 100-101). The current digitisation, which
is now almost complete, would not have been possible without the contribution of the colleagues
who preceded us with their valuable work on the manuscript, such as Antonio Bravo Garcfa, Natalio
Fernindez Marcos and Jests Angel Espinds. To all of them, we pay a tribute of sincere gratitude.

® In the research projects “Greek manuscripts in Spain and their European context” (II) FFI2o15-
67475-C2—2-P and (III) PID2019-05733GB-Ioo, with the technical support of the staff of the
Historical Library at the Complutense University. We would like to pay tribute to all involved, with
a very special remembrance going out to the humble caretaker of the Faculty of Philosophy and
Letters of the Complutense University, L. Angel Lépez Castro who, during the turbulent years of
the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939), was apparently responsible for the “salvage” of some of the most
precious bibliographic treasures that are now housed in the Historical Library at the Complutense
University (De Ontaiidn, 200s).

7 Villa-Amil 1878, s—6; Graux & Martin 1892, 125—-126; De Andrés 1974, 227, 2.45; Ferndndez Marcos
2005 79; Bravo Garcia 2008, 160.

* Something that Antonio Bravo (2008, 160) already pointed out in view of some preserved
fragments.

? Cataldi Palau (1998, 451, 458) recognised printing marks on the manuscript by the Aldine editors.
These two manuscripts, Lond. 10968 and UCM 2.2, would be the only biblical manuscripts annotated
by Musurus. The Lond. 10968, whose copyists have not yet been identified with certainty, although
the names of Bartolomeo Zanetti, Constantinos Mesobotes and Demetrius Ducas have been
mentioned (Cataldi 1998, 459; Speranzi 2013, 271; Jesus 20204, 725, 1. 34), was probably also copied
in Venice at the beginning of the 16th century. The manuscript was “a” model of the Aldine edition,
but was not, pace Cataldi, “the” only model. In fact, in recent works (Herndndez Mufioz 20204, 231,
n.6; Jesus 20203, 741-742) we have suggested the possibility that the two biblical manuscripts that
were annotated by Musurus, being to a certain extent complementary in their content, served, in
principle, for the creation of the Aldine edition, in which Musurus collaborated. UCM 22 was then
sent to Cardinal Cisneros, promoter of the Polyglota in Alcald de Henares, as an aid for the work of
this edition. In any case, the question of the sources of the Aldine edition of the Greek Bible remains
still not fully resolved with there being different models according to the biblical books and even
“eclectically” within the same book or passage (Herndndez Mufioz 2020b).

™ It is the tentative conclusion we have reached after a partial collatio. The Marc. gr. s is a codex that
can be dated to the third quarter of the 15th century, and was copied by George Tzangaropoulos and
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In a previous work (Herndndez Mufioz 20204, 241 n.44, and 246), I suggested
the possibility that Musurus’ annotations in the UCM 22 came from the consulta-
tion of other manuscripts in the Biblioteca Marciana in Venice (specifically, from
the collection of Cardinal Bessarion). We will now proceed to the collatio of Book
II of Maccabaei, where most of Musurus’ annotations are concentrated, compar-
ing them with those of the following manuscripts: Marc. gr. 1 (= N/V Rabhlfs),
oth century11 (abbreviated, Marc. 1); Marc.gr. 2 (= 29 Rabhlfs, partim oth century,
partim 14th century) (abbreviated, Marc. 2); Marc.gr. 4 (= 120 Rahlfs), iith century
(abbreviated, Marc. 4); Marc.gr. 5 (= 68 Rahlfs), 15th century (abbreviated, Marc.
5); Marc.gr. 16 (= 731 Rahlfs), 13th century (abbreviated, Marc. 16); Lond. BL Add.
10968, 16th century 7z. (abbreviated, Lond. 10968), and UCM 22 (= 442 Rabhlfs),
16th century 7z. (abbreviated, UCM 22). We will also use the testimony of the two
great firs editions: the Polyglota (Alcald de Henares, 1514—1517; abbreviated, Polyg.)
and the Aldine edition (Venice 1518; abbreviated, Ald.).

1. The text of UCM 22 and Musurus’ annotations

For each passage de Maccabaei 11 we copy the text transmitted by UCM 22 (ff.
189v—202v.) and in brackets and italics () the annotation of Musurus to facilitate
its location in the passage.

Abbreviations:

marg. = scripsit Musurus in margine in UCM 22
5. [. = scripsit Musurus supra lineam in UCM 22
7. v. = scripsit Musurus in vacuo” in UCM 22

It should also be noted that, given the current precarious state of preservation of
UCM 22, many parts are now missing. The probable text that would originally
have been included is between [ ].

305 piavTeg EavTodg emexadkoDvTo elg (5. L. Tov) oDpavoy ToV epl mapadnxyg
5.3 xal wpooBodag ywouivag kol xotadpouds (5. L. Exarépwy) xal &omidwy Kivioelg
.14 [év Talc mhoag uépatg ooty xatlepbapnoay, Téo|oapes niv &v xelp@v vouals,
ody tTov 8¢ @V doparyuéva]” (7 v. émpdbyoay). s.15 odx dp[reaBeig |
7.40 xalod(s. L. -70g) oy xabapdg methAhakay (s. L.-¢) Tavtedddc éml @ xvpie Temofe.
8.23 [omeipag adTdg wponyod]uevog ovvédafe (. L avvéfale) vé Nixav[opt]
8.36  [xariyyedkey Dméppayov &xlew (5. L 7ov feov) Tovg Iovd[aiovg kol Ste Tov Tpémov]
9.4. TV Topeiav T (marg. 7y) & odpavod O kpicews cuvolomng adTE-
the so-called “Anonymus AT” (Martinez Manzano & Herndndez Mufioz 2019, 142). It is possible
that the “castigatissimo codice” to which Cisneros refers in the “Prologue to the reader” of vol. I of
the Polyglota refers not so much to Marc. s but to its copy, UCM 22, which was revised by Musurus.
! For the details of its chronology, see Andrist (2020, 46)
™ It refers to the spaces originally left blank in the UCM 22 and later filled in by Musurus.

¥ We remember that the text that has been lost due to material damage in the manuscript, and
reconstructed by comparison with other testimonies, appears between [ ].



s2 ¢ Felipe G. Hernindez Mufioz

9.19 yaipewy xal dylaivew xal e wpdTTEW (Mmarg. dievruyeiv) Baotheds xal oTPATYOS
Avrioyoe.™

9.21 Tijg xowfig TaVTwY doPueing. (marg.” el odpavdy édmida éydvraw Sudv) 9.22
oDK ATOYVOTKWY TA KT EUAVTOV

10.5  GUVEPY xate Y (5. L avriy) fuépay Tov xabapiopdy yevéohar Tod vaod, Tf
TEUTTY) Kol ebicddt ToD adTod (5. L uyvés), 8¢ [¢otv Xaoelev.

10.6 TV TGV oxnv& fopTipy &v Tolg peoty xal &v (***)*° Tolg onhaiolg Bnpiwy

10.7 el xAddovg Mpaiovs, ETt Ot (5. L. keut) Qoivixag Exovteg

10.8 ol ¢ @V Iovdaiwy (5. L. é0ver) xat' éviavtov dyewv

10.2.2. ToVG 8o Thpyovs kateBdAeto (5. L. kareddfeTo). 10.23 Tolg 8¢ Emholg Té TAVTOL £V
Torlg Xepaly eDo00VUEVOG ATWAETEY €V Talg (5. L. Toig) duaiy dyvpduaaty

10.33 [10 @povplov Huépag Téooaplag (***)'7 10.34 of 3¢ Evdov T tpvuvé [Tt

10.36 of Ot Tig ThAag OtéxomTov, elodebdpevol Ot THY dormiy Ta&w TpoxateddPeto (5. /.
mpokaTeAdfovro) THY oMY,

10.37 xoréopabay ol TV (5. L Tod7ov) 48edpdy X[aupéorv]

1.1 Met dAiyov 8¢ mavteddds xpbévov (s. L. ypovicrov) Avaing emitpomog

.13 [odx dvoug 8¢ dmdpywy mpds ta]uTods (5. L. éavov) vtiBadk[wy (5. L. dvriBadav )
TO YEYOVOG

1138 Oywaivete. ETovg éxaTooTod TecTaparoaTod dydbov, Zaviikod (5. L. diookoypidov)
TEVTEXAIEKATY).

a1 [2]larTovebévreg of vopddes (%) tiouy dotvau 16 Iov[daw debrag adroic)

12.16 T TAdTog Eyovaay oTadiovg 0lo (marg. oradiwy odoay 0vo) KoThppEUTOV

12.26 xoréopabey uoptddog coudtwy 80o xal wlevraxioythiove. 12.27 uete 8t ] (7. 0.
TOUTWY TPOTNY Kath AT ey EmeaTpdrevae Kai émi EQpawy méAwy Syvpdy, év [1]
KaTgKet veaviar 0¢ frouadéor mpo Tiv TeLyéwy KalerTiTes eVpDOTWG ATEUAYOVTO,
évlade dpydvewy kai Ped[@v Toddal mapadioeig Dmijpyov. 12.28 Emixakesduevol 5¢
T8V SuvdoTny TOV petd xpdToug cuvTpiBovtal® Ty TéY modepiny dhidg ElaBov

™ From 9.19 onwards, we have been able to include the testimony of Lond. 10968, which currently
does not transmit the previous part. In its present state, Marc. 16 also shows some mutilations and
transpositions of folia; therefore, its testimony could not be included in all the passages, as in 13.2 or
14.3, where it would probably coincide with a copy of its own: Marc. s.

" ex 9.20. FIGURE 1 can be seen, with two annotations by Musurus in the margin. The images have
been reproduced with permission of the Historical Library at the Complutense University.

'® Below #v there is a circular stroke indicating a correction of Musurus, which is probably his
indication of omission, as it happens on Marc. 1 compared to the rest of the testimonies, including
Polyglota.

V7 after Téooapag there is a » mark, which indicates that there was an annotation by Musurus in the
margin, although not preserved due to damage in the manuscript, cf. 12.11; it was probably xai eixoot.

' utvid., because Musurus’ annotation is not very visible today.

¥ after vopddeg there is the ~ mark, which (see supra, 10.33) indicates an annotation in the margin
which has not been preserved today due to damage to the manuscript. It was probably &pa@ec.

*® The damage to the manuscript does not allow us to read all of Musurus’ annotations on the lines
left blank in UCM 22. Three of the collated manuscripts, Marc. 5, UCM 22 and Lond. 10968, have
the same blank lines. On the other hand, Marc. 16 also omitted the text, but this was later added in a
barely legible manner in the margin (see also 5.14). This would be evidence that Marc. 16 was a model
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Y ey dmoyeiptov, katéoTpwoay Ot [Tév Evdov eig uv]ptadag oo (s. L xei)
mevTaxloyihiovg 12.29 dvaled§avtes Ot éxelfev]

12.33 &E7ABov 8¢ (5. L pera) mel@v tpioyikiny, inméwy 8¢ Tetpaxooiny

12.34 Tpdg ToUTOV 38 (mapara| ] i v. ut vid.)™ 82 cvvéBn meoelv SAiyovg Tév Iovdaiwy.

3.2 Tel@v pvptddag Evdexa immelg mevtaxioyihiovg (marg. Tpiakosiovs) xol
EMEQavTag elcoat 000

14.3  [Akxpog 3¢] Tig mpoyeyevéuevos (5. L mpoyeyovas) dpyiepeds, éxovaing Ot
nepoivo|uévog v Tolg T apet]éiag ypdvols, cuvvooag 8t xab Svtivaodv
TpéTOV O[DK EoTV DTG TwTpin 0DOE TEdls (5. L 76) Gyov BuciaoTipiov ETt
Tpbéoodog

14.7  Ayw O T [&pytepwatvy,] debpo (5. L dedrepov) viv EAnva 14.8 TpdiTov ey
DTep Tév dvévTewy 1@ [Bacidel yynoing] @povav, detepov 8¢ xal Tév idiwy (.
L. fusrepwy) mohTéy oToyalbuevos™

14.11 TPOTETOPWTOY TOV AYUY|TPLOV. 14.12 TPOTKAAETAUEVOG (MMATY. TPOYELPITEUEVOS)
d¢ edBéwg Nixdvopa

2. The Musurus’ annotations in UCM 22 agree with:

305 (5. L 7ov) odpavov: Marc. 2, Ald., Polyg.

5.3 xatadpopds (5. L. ékarépwy): Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Ald., Polyg.

514 [x]atepbapnooy, Téo[oapeg wiv év yelpdv vopais, oly fTTov 08 T&Y Eoayuévwy]
(2. v. émpabpony): Marc. 1, 2, 4, Marc. 16™#, Ald., Polyg., om. cum vac. Marc.

23

S

7.40 xod 0D(s. L. -7og) odv xabapds methAhabay (5. [ -¢) movtedds dmi T xvpie
memofeg: Marc. 1, 2, 4, Ald., Polyg.*

8.23 ouvéhafe (s. L ovvéBade): Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Ald., Polyg.

8.36 [&x]ew (s. L 7ov feov): Marc. 1, Polyg.

9.4 T (marg. #9y) € odpovod: Marc. 1

9.19 €D mpdtTew (marg. dievrvyeiv): Marc. 1

for Marc. s (which he could not read or consider it a marginal gloss, and therefore left the blank space
for the added text of Marc. 16), and that Marc. s was the model for two “sibling” codices: UCM 22
and Lond. 10968, both annotated by Musurus (Herndndez Mufioz 202043, 245, n. s1). However, here
UCM 22 is more complete than Lond. 10968, a manuscript that does not have the Musurus addition.
On the kinship of these manuscripts see also 10.37 (om. Tobov); 11.13 (étvtodg instead of EavTdv); 14.3
(om. 10), cf. also 7.40 and 12.34. The UCM 22 text inserted in [ ] is conjectural; the rest is effectively
preserved. In FIGURE 2, lin. 12—13, there is the addition of Musurus in the blank space. In lin. 15 and
lin. 22. the s. I. additions can be seen, with the typical » mark.

* napata[Eapévovg appears to be written by Musurus in the space left blank by the UCM 22 copyist.

** In FIGURE 3 different annotations can be seen s. /. vel iz marg. with the sign yp.

* Marc. s leaves space blank here, as does UCM 22 (before Musurus’ annotation), and the text is
added to the margin in Marc. 16, as in 12.27

** ob and -aa are offered only by UCM 22, Marc. 16 and Marc. 5, which is proof of their connection.
They were probably also transmitted by Lond. 10968, but this part today is not in the manuscript
and cannot be verified. Again, we can see a coincidence of Marc. 16, Marc. s and UCM 22 ** (and
probably also with Lond. 10968).
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9.21 Qpovtioal Tig xoWijg TavTwY doPaleing (marg. eig odpavov édmidn éydvrwy
Judv): Marc. 1

10.5  xowe TV (5. L. adryv) fuépav: Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Lond. 10968, Ald., Polyg.

10.7 &1L 08 (5. L xal) poivixag: Marc. 1

10.8 ¢ T@v Iovdaiwv (5. L. éfver): Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Lond. 10968, Ald., Polyg.

10.22 xotePédeto (s. L. xareddfero): Marc. 1, 2, Polyg.

10.23 &v 10 (5. /. 7oig) dvaiv: Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Lond. 10968, Ald., Polyg.

10.33 [T0 ppodplov Nuépag Téoa|apag (marg. kai eixoot ut vid.) of d¢: Marc. 1, Polyg.

10.36 TpoxaterdPeto (5. L mpokareldfovro): Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Lond. 10968, Ald.,
Polyg.

10.37 TOV (5. L. T0d70V) 43eAPOV: Marc. 1, 2, 4, 16, Ald., Polyg. (om. todtov Marc. s,
Lond. 10968 et UCM 22)*’

L1 ypévov (s. L. ypovigkov): Marc. 1

.13 [fa]utodg (s. L éavrov): Marc. 1, 2, 4, Lond. 10968, Ald., Polyg.*

.13 vnBéAA[wv (s. L ut vid. dvrifalwy)]: Marc. 1

11.38  Zav0ixod (s. L. dioakovpidov): Marc. 1

12,11 of vopddeg (marg. dpafes ut. vid.): Marc. 1, Polyg.

12.16 Erovoay otadiovg dvo (marg. cradiwy odoay 9do)*’: Marc. 1

12.27 8o xal wlevraxioyhiovs. petd 8¢ ] (4. 0. TodTwy TpOTmRY Kai dmleiay
émeoTpdtevoe kai éml EQpay mély Syupdy, v [7] katexer veaviau 0¢ fwualéol
PO TV TELYEWY KabeoTiTEG EUPLTTIG ATEpdYovTO, EvOdde dpydvewy Kai Bel| ]):
Mare. 1, 2, 4, Marc. 16™, Ald., Polyg.”, om. cum vac. Marc. 5, Lond. 10968 et
UCM 22*%

12.28 pvptddag 0o (s. L. xai) wevraxioyidiovg: Marc. 1, 2, Polyg.

12.33 &E7ABev Ot (s. L perar) mel@v: Marc. 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, Lond. 10968, Ald., Polyg.

** In this passage, the reading of Marc. 16 differs from that of Marc. 5, which again agrees with Lond.
10968 and UCM 22, as in 12.27. The omission of todTov (10.37) in Marc. 5 may be a mere copying
error without anticipating a change to a different model from Marc. 16. In the case of 5.14 and 12.27,
what seems to happen is that Marc. 5 does not incorporate the marginal additions of Marc. 16 and
leaves the corresponding blank space blank, as is also the case in the Lond. 10968 and in UCM 22
before Musurus’ intervention.

*¢ Marc. 5 (éawtodg) departs here from the rest of the collated testimonies, except Marc. 16, Lond.
10968 and UCM 22*°,

*” The Aldine edition offers here #ovoov oTadiwy dbo, which does not coincide with any of the testi-
monies collated, but does in fact coincide with others, as we can see in the critical apparatus of Han-
hart’s edition ad loc. (“71, L-93, 46—52, 106, 311”). In fact, many of the exclusive readings of the Aldine
edition, as opposed to the other testimonies collated in our study, are also found in the so-called “L
recension”.

*® With some textual changes between these testimonies.

2 Again, these three testimonies, together with UCM 22, coincide in leaving a blank space, which is
filled in the margin by Marc. 16 and introduced by Musurus in the blank space of UCM 22, see 5.14,
cf. 1037
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12.34 mpdg ToUTOV 3¢ (maparal ] i v. ut vid.)® 8¢ cuvéPn meoeiv

3.2 mevtaxwoythiovg (marg. Tpiaxosiovs) xal édépavtag: Marc. 1, 2, 4, Lond.
10968™¢7, Ald., Polyg., om. tplaxociovg Marc. 5

14.3 Tig TpoYeyevOuUevos (s. L. mpoyeyovas) dpytepeds: Marc. 1

14.3  [0D08 wp)og (5. L. 76) byrov BvaraaTiprov: Marc. 1, 2, 4, Polyg., om. 16 Marc. s,
Lond. 10968, Ald. et UCM 22 *

14.7  [&pxepwatdvny], dedpo (s. L. dedrepor) viv Edfivfo: Marc. 1

14.8  OehTepov 3¢ xal 6w idiwv (s. L. Hjuerepwy) molt@v: Marc. 1

14.11 TPOTKAAETAWEVOS (1marg. mpoyepioduevos): Marc. 1

mg31

From these data, it can be concluded that the Musurus’ annotations in UCM 22 (in
Maccabaei Book I1)* seem to come from Marc. 1, 2 manuscript in capitals from ca.
8th century, since a significant amount of its text only seems to be found, among
the manuscripts collated in our study, in this vetustissimus manuscript from the

% As already noted, Tapata[§auévous] seems to have been written by Musurus in a space left blank
(or erased) by the copyist of UCM 22. What is offered here by Marc. 16, Marc. 5 and Lond. 10968 is
meprtakapévous. Of the collated testimonies, only Marc. 1 and the Aldine edition omit wpog TotTov 8¢,
though in the following word there are differences: mapatafapévay (Ald.), rapatafauévov (Marc. 1).
The continuation of the word in the preserved part of UCM 22 has been lost. Most probably it was
mapatalEapévoug], as in Polyg., Marc. 2 and Marc. 4, but this is without ruling out wapata[Eauévov],
asin Marc. 1. The letters mapata| ] appear to be written by Musurus (see also the stroke of pe in éyvpai
in the Musurus addition in lin. 12 of FIGURE 2), which are distinct from edyapiotioavt] ] (in lin. 18 of
FIGURE 2) by John Severus.

** Both UCM 22 and Lond. 10968 have the marginal addition, tpiaxosioug, which is missing in the
probable model of both: Marc. 5. At present, this passage has been not transmitted by the proba-
ble model of the latter, Marc. 16; we do not know, therefore, whether it would have also omitted
Tpiaxociovg or added it marginally. This is an annotation which, as in 5.14 and 12.27, would not have
been incorporated into the text of Marc s, with the space being left blank.

* The Aldine edition has been added to this group of closely related codices.

* In book III, transmitted by a smaller number of manuscripts, there are not so many corrections
and annotations in UCM 22, but the available data (Herndndez Mufioz 20202, 241-246) also seem to
confirm a connection with Marc. 1 (and in this book perhaps also with Marc. 4). The reading with the
correction in UCM 2.2 appears first; then, after /, the text of the other testimonies:

With Marc. 1:

3.20 xad add. (before ueta) / om.

4.16: TemAaVnEvog / Temhavyuévn vel memhovnuévor
5.13 of T¢ / ol Ot.

With Marec. 1, Polyg.:

2.31 b1d (before Tijg éoopévng) / dmd

6.25 oixiag / oixeiog

With Marc. 1, 4, Polyg.:

4.5 &mbomg / dmeldi

4.10 AapPBavoai(v) / douBdvay

5.11 ¢ Abpevoy / daro- vel vmroBadAdpevoy

5.25 Tolvdaxpuy (UCM 22°" cum Marc. 4) vel moAvddxpvov (Polyg. cum Marc. 1) / molvdéxpew.
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Biblioteca Marciana,™, although Musurus may also have consulted others, such as
Marc. 2.%° As is well-known, access to Cardinal Bessarion’s codices in the early 16th
century was not easy (Jesus 2020a: 728, n. 43; 2022: 374, n. 20), but not impossible
either, at least for Musurus in Venice.* It is also noted that some of Musurus’ cor-
rections in UCM 22, which are here only found in Marc. 1, are also found in the
Polyglota text, because its editors used UCM 22 with Musurus’ correction and in-
corporated it into their edition”. Finally, Marc. 16 is, as was supposed, a model for
Marc. 5 and this, in turn, is a model for Lond. 10968 and UCM 22. Of these, UCM

** Tt remains to be seen what happens in other biblical books not transmitted by Marc.1, for example
in Reges. It is most likely that most of the annotations from UCM 22 are found in Vat. gr. 2106, which
originally formed a single codex with Marc. 1 (Andrist 2020, 45). This is a hypothesis that is currently
being tested by Carlos A. M. de Jesus, to whom I am grateful for the information. The data presented
here suggest such access in Maccabaet, at least, to Marc. 1 (and perhaps also Marc. 4) and would thus
complete the information provided by D. Speranzi in his monograph on Musurus (2013). It is true
that in the critical apparatus other editions of Maccabaei (Book II), such isolated readings of Marc. 1
are also found in a small group of biblical manuscripts, such as: n. 55 (Vat. gr. 1, 10th century), n. 447
(Ambros. 267 inf., a. 1568) and n. 771 (Batopaed. 290 + 113, Par. gr. 682, Mosc. 346, also from the 1oth
century) in 10.33; n. s8 (Vat. gr. 10, 11th century), in 14.7, 9.21 (with n. 771) and in 14.3 (here also with
n.771and with n. s5); 0. 771in 1.1, and n. 347 (Athos 29, 13th century) in 9.4 and 9.19. In other words,
it seems that these manuscripts (n. ss, 58, 347, 771) would also be connected to Marc. 1; however, the
simplest hypothesis seems, in our opinion, that Musurus accessed Marc. 1 (or a copy of it) in Venice.

% See the first example (3.15), although it is a trivial addition, and the doubts about 12.34.

% As well attested in 1515 the Diarii de Marino Sanuto (XX, 177 [100]) apud Ross (1976, 42—542,
n. 78), In one example (13.2), it can be seen that the same marginal correction by Musurus in UCM
22 is also found in the margin of Lond. 10968, the other biblical manuscript annotated by Musurus.
The annotations, at least in the case of UCM 22, would have been made before 1516, the year in which
Musurus left Venice for Rome.

% Until now, it was known that the editors of the Polyglota had used two Greek manuscripts from
the Vatican Library that Pope Leo X lent to Cisneros: Vat. 330 (= 108 Rahlfs, 13th century, especially
for vol. IT) and Vat. 346 (= 248, 13th-14th century, especially for vol. III). Today, we know that they also
used two manuscripts which are preserved today in the old collection of the Complutense University
of Madrid: UCM 23 (= 1670, 16th century 7., also for vol. II, but only in Psalms) and UCM 22 (=
442, especially for Maccabaei in vol. III), the manuscript with which the present work is concerned.
We have recently brought attention to the coincidences between the Polyglota and another manu-
script in the Vatican Library: Vat. 348 (= 671 Rahlfs), 15th century, a manuscript which seems to be a
copy of Marc. 4 (Kappler & Hanhart1959*: 9; Hanhart 1960%: 12, n.4), although it may also offer some
different reading, as in 4.19 (mpoxopouilovtes / mapaxopouifovtes), 10.5 (T0d PVés / ToT adToD UYVéS)
and 12.3 (TqAxotTov / ™AicodT0). Vat. 348 today contains, among the Septuaginta books, only Mac-
cabaei 1111, a part missing in the other two Vatican manuscripts, and we have explored the hypothesis
that perhaps the manuscript (or a copy of it) was also on loan to Alcal4. Specifically, for the collated
part of Maccabaei 11, the readings of the Polyglota always coincide with UCM 2.2 (either the readings
ante correctionem or the readings corrected by Musurus) and, when this is not the case, it coincides
with Vat. 348, as in 10.6 (pepovapevor), 11.36 (mpocaveveydijvar), 12.3 (tnhixottov) and 14.5 (xoupdv 3¢).
Thus, if we are right, we believe we have shed light on a question about the models of vol. IV of the
Polyglota regarding which their greatest connoisseur, S. O’Connell (2006, 146), considered them to
be “totally in the dark”. Moreover, thanks to the use of UCM 22 and, more hypothetically, Vat. 348,
it can be said that the Complutensian editors would have had access, albeit indirectly, to some impor-
tant manuscripts from the “Cardinal Bessarion’s collection” in the Biblioteca Marciana in Venice:
through UCM 22, at least to Marc. 5 (its model) and Marc. 1 (corrections and additions by Musurus);
thanks to Vat. 348 (if our hypothesis is correct) also to Marc. 4.
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22 seems to be the most complete as it contains more annotations and corrections
by Musurus.
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FiIGURE 1: UCM 22
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FIGURE 2: UCM 22
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FIGURE 3: UCM 22




