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geber des Rachias nicht in Frage. Man wird aber nicht weit in die
Irre gehen, in der unmittelbaren Nachfolge Bhätikäbhayas - man
ist versucht, an die Zeit um Kal;irajänu Tissa zu denken36) - den
räjä zu suchen, der Rachias nach Rom entsandte.

Es zeichnen sich demnach folgende Vorgänge ab: I. Zur
Zeit des Augustus strandete der libertus des Plocamus auf Cey­
lon. 2. In diesem Zeitraum oder etwas später sandte König
Bhätikäbhaya Handelsschiffe in das imperium Romanum, um
rote Korallen zu laden. 3. Eine offizielle Gesandtschaft aus
Anurädhapura trifft unter der FÜhrung eines Kronprinzen am
Hofe des Claudius ein. Damit scheinen noch am ehesten jene
Probleme gelöst zu sein, die der inhaltsreiche Abschnitt bei
Plinius aufwirft. DarÜber hinaus aber gestattet eine Reflexion
Über den lateinischen Text unter Zuhilfenahme der indischen
Quellen einen tieferen Einblick in die Wechselbeziehungen zwi­
schen unserer Antike und Indien37).

Graz Franz F. Schwarz

A NEW SOURCE FOR TRICLINIUS'
COMMENTARY ON AESCHYLUS,

PROMETHEUS VINCTUS

The ms. Napoli H. F. 3I containing the autograph recen­
sion of Aeschylus by Demetrius Triclinius 1) has been very dam­
aged in the portion containing the Prometheus and this has af-

36) Nach Geiger von 88-91, nach Mendis von 29-32, nach Nichalas
Paranavitana von 31-34.

37) VgL F.F.Schwarz, Neue Perspektiven in den griechisch-indischen
Beziehungen, OLZ 67, 1972, 5-26.
Korrekturnote : In einen umgreifenderen Rahmen gestellt und eingehender
interpretiert wird der Plinius-Abschnitt bei F. F. Schwarz, Pliny the Eider
on Ceylon, Jaum. As. Hist. 8, 1974 (im Druck). Der Artikel von Ch. G.
Starr (The Roman Emperor and the King of Ceylon, CIPh 51, 1956, 27­
30), auf den mich hinzuweisen Herr Prof. Dr. H. Herter die große Freund­
lichkeit hatte, behandelt primär die politisch-philosophische Tendenz im
Ceylon-Bericht des Plinius.

I) I have accepted, with the majority of scholars, that the scribe is
Demetrius Triclinius. For the discussion of his authorship cp. Ed. Fraen-
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fected the scholia to a very large degree. In Ws eclition2), Herbert
Weir Smyth did what he could to restore the illegible parts, but
he still had to leave very extensive lacunae. Since the publication
of Ws edition the matter seems to have rested at that.

In his study of the manuscripts of Aeschylus 3) Turyn drew
attention to the existence of an apograph of Napoli 11. F. 3I in
the ms. Vienna pWlos.-philol. 334 (Ta) 4). Smyth knew tWs ms,
but he had a wrong view of the nature of its contents 5); accord­
ingly he clid not use it in the constitution of his text. I have
recently inspected tWs ms in microfilm and have found that it
preserves a certain amount of scholia from the parts wWch are
now illegible in the exemplar T. As will appear from the follow­
ing excerpts from these parts the Napoli ms probably had al­
ready been seriously damaged when it was copied by the scribe
ofTa.

As to the date of the ms. Ta we have to rely on paleogra­
phical criteria. In the catalogue Herbert Hunger 6) gives the
date first half of the 16th century. I think that the ms was
written in Rome, probably around the middle of the 16th
century by a scribe connected with Fulvio Orsini and his drcle.
There is evidence that T caught the interest of these scholars
as fol. I01 r- v were restored by a scribe connected with Orsini,
viz. ]ohannes Honorius 7); the writing and appearance of Ta
strongly suggest this date as the most probable.

kel, Agamemnon I, Oxford 1950, p. 3 note 3 and W.]. W. Koster, Autour
d'un manuscrit d'Aristophane ecrit par Demetrius Triclinius, Groningen
1957, p. 3ff. I have nothing to add to this discussion, though I should like
to point out that any doubt that may still remain could be removed by an
analysis of the evolution of Triclinius style, a matter that still needs de­
tailed examination in view of the dangerous criteria assumed by Koster
in the above-mentioned work.

2) The Commentary on Aeschylus' Prometheus in the Codex Nea­
politanus, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology XXXII, 1921, I ff.

3) The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Aeschylus, New
York 1943.

4) Turyn, op. eh. p. 108. Cp. also L. Massa Positano, Giornale Ita­
liano diFilologia 5, 1952, 198.

5) Smyth op. eh. p. 93.
6) Herbert Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der

Österreichischen Nationalbilbiothek, Teil I, Codices Historici, Codices
Philosophici et Philologici, Wien 1961, p. 430.

7) In order to verify this ascription I investigated the manuscript Pa­
ris., Ancien fonds grec 2379 written by this scribe. In Par. 2379 we have
examples of the features which seemed to me to be against the ascription,
viz. the uncial alpha, the open beta and theta, which forms are found along

12 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. N. F. CXVII. 1{2
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The contents of Ta are as follows 8) :
Fol. l r- 46v DemetrH TriclillÜ scholia in Prometheum (I r_

5v), Septem (6L24v), Persas (25 r_,6r), Aga­
memnonem (,6v-44r), Eumenides (44v-46v)

Fol. 47LII5v Thomae Magistri scholia in Prometheum (fol.
47L72V) Septem (7,L96v), Persas (97LII5v)

Fol. II6L152r Scholia vetera in Agamemnonem (fol. II6L
150v), Eumenides (l51r-1pr).

It appears from this analysis that the scribe started copying
scholia distinguished by a cross and the note ij/l):ugov; then he
copied the interlinear glosses and the marginal scholia distin­
guished by an initial capital letter. Unfortunately the first two
quires in Ta are lost; the ms now begins at quire C (Prom. 561 ff.).
This means that the Triclinius-scholia proper, that is the scholia
marked as Triclinius' own, have been lost for the critical part
of the play. But fortunately the scribe of Ta was indifferent
enough to forget or overlook a certain amount of Trklinian
scholia which he subsequently incorporated in the Thoman
section on fol. 47L72v.

I shall now give the scholia and glosses not in Smyth's edi­
tion, together with major supplements to Smyth's text. On the
whole Ta confirms the emendations and supplements of Smyth,
but the use of it is difficult because in copying minor glosses
and supralinear explanations our scribe often runs different
scholia together by means of xal, ifTOt etc. and he often changes
the word order without any obvious reason. The marginal
scholia, however, have been copied very diligently and this part
of the ms. is of course the most interesting to us. I have not had
in mind to give an exhaustive collation but only aselection of
the most important new material. The references are to Smyth's
edition and I have distinguished between scholia to the same
line by means of the letters a, b, c etc.
IIb. 9?lAavOgdm;ov] ae/l0{j[w~ 8YTaVOa XSt7:at ij UgLq.
20C. nays7:oq] uno 7:0V naO'O'w.
22b. Xal7:0V aWw] xat TOV aWw TOV xalw.
27. = Dindorfp. 172 1.1,-18.

with the regular forms used by Honorius on foL ror in Neap. H. F. ;I. Un­
fortunately, the published specimens of Honorius' style furnish no exam­
ples, so the reader will have to take my arguments on trust.

8) For a detailed analysis, see Hunger, loe. cit.
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128b.
145 c.
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38c. ys(!aq ijrot nl nv(!. rovro ya(! d-vad{}etrat rwt 'Hq;atauJJt.
BVUV{}SV Os naAtV Bnsyst(!St rov "Hq;atarov siq {}vp,ov.

71. fJaAs] m)~ov9).

74a. BnStO~ns(! Q.vw nS(!t ralq nASV(!alq ftaaxaAtarij(!aq nS(!t­
sfJaAsv, eOst Os xat n(!oq -covq nooaq -cov-co notijaat. Ota -cov-co
n(!oq av-cov q;r}(Jt wq lnsto~ns(! 7:S Q.vw xaAwq n(!oa'YJAw{}'YJ­
asv, XW(!et xa-cw -cav-co -cov-co xat nS(!t -c01k nooaq not~awv.

86a. a1]ftstwaat -c~v avvw~tv X-CA.
88a. f; ft0voa-c(!oq;tx~ av-cr; ns(!toooq a-ctxwv * fta' dlv oi n(!w-cot s'

iaftfJtxot r(!tftsr(!ot axa-caA'YJxrOt * -c(!oxatxov btftS-C(!OV axa­
-caA'YJxrov * aVaJtatailXov ro 0' fto * AOtna btftsr(!a axara­
A'YJxra * i;,' ftovov xawA'YJxilxOV lq;{}'YJfttfts(!eq (nsv{}rj{uftS(!sq
Ta) 8 xaAslWt na(!otfttaxov. oi Uijq ty' artxot iaftfJtxol
a{;{}tq r(!tftSi(!Ot. -co l~ije; n(!w-cov XWAoV iaftfJl1-eov otftsr(!ov
fJ I~ '<I:~ ~ 1 , '< '1 {}'(!axvxa-car.'YJxrov, -cas<;rje; uVo aVila:n;aailxa r;fttoAta xa a(!a,
ol~ije; artxoe; laftfJtxoa -C(!tftsr(!oq, -co Uijq XWAov avanatail­
xov btftsr(!ov -cov -C(!{-cov exov noOa r(!tfJ(!axvv, eau Os axa-caAr;­
x-cov sie; OtavA?afJov. oi l~ijq fJ' iaftfJol r(!tftsr(!ot, -ca l~ije;

r/aVaJtatailUa, ra ftsv ~: otftsr(!a auaraA'YJxw ro Os 'YJ' xaw­
A'YJXilXOV ijrot Üp{}'YJfttfts(!le;. Bnl rwt dAet xo(!wvte;. o'YJft'YJ­
r(!{ov rov r(!tXAtytov 10).

I02a. aus{}ewe;' axs{}(!ov ro au(!tfJse; xal y{VSWt ano rov axsnroftat
xal rov d(!w. 0 ya(! laxsftftsvwq ual n(!oaSxovrwe; ra n(!ay­
ftaw fJMnwv -cotovrOe; Barlv rovdailv ax(!tfJ*ll).

110. {}r;(!wftat' ftsra ft'YJXavijq AaftfJavw ijrot eAafJov uar' ava­
x(!ovtaftov 12).

I IOa. rovro Os slnsv Oil n{iaa ova{a fts{waty btxsrat, ro Os nv(! u(lv
fttU(!OV SV(!'YJ{}ij ijrot afttx(!ora-coe; aJttv{h}(! eil na?tv av~srat

lx fttX(!OV 13).
II I b. no(!oq] no(!taftoe; rov l.;ijv.

statxvsvat] stano(!svovrat, Otayovatv.
lnsto~ {}SOlq ftSV n{iatv ll(!oft'YJ{hve; Bfttaslro U-cA.
statoova'YJt . SV(!r;Wt uat statoovar; ro aij ij uat statoovat ro
al iwra xal ro ftsv Bart n(!oa ro oq;{}aAftoie;, ro Os ij n(!Oe; ro
a'YJftatvoftsvov. ro ya(! n(!OaijA{}s rOle; Bftole; oaaote; ovu eailV
hs(!ov i} BftOt.

--"'~-9) This scholion is not in Smyth.
10) Though the scribe was unable to read some parts of his exemplar

which he marked with the asterisk, he still has preserved a much larger part
than can be read in T to-day. Note the remark on the authorship at the end
of the scholion. I I) This scholion is not in Smyth.

12) This scholion is not in Smyth.
13) The scribe seems to have shortened the scholion found in T.
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212a.

149·

153b.

162.
185b.

0laxov6p,Dt • Teo:mx6v laTlv. oiaxov6p,ol yae xve{wr; Ol xv­
ßSevijml TWV vswv wanse o1JTOl xwovaw TrIV vavv Ola TWV
ol6.xwv lJvf}a ßOVAOVTat oihwr; xat Ol ßaalAStr; neaTTovCIlv
(17:' 8.v ßOVAOlVTO 14).
nsnseap,at] nsnSeaTal nsean3v TO ovvap,svov nseaf}ijval xat
anSeaTov 8 ovOetr; ovvaml nSeaaal, wr; exsl xat TO Tijr;
naeOlp,{ar;. Ta yae neea yaos{ewv 0'13 nSeaTa. Ol oe Asyovrsr;
TO xeijp,a TWV VVXTWV anSeaTOV 015 p,Ol OOXOVCll xaAWr; ASySW.
OrJp,rJTe{OV TelXAW{OV.
otxa] xwe{r;15).
anaeap,vf}ov] 0'13 naeap,vf}ov xer) yearpsw lVTavf}a Ola TO
p,heov, 0'13 p,~V anaeap,vf}ov. 0'13 yae exSl TO p,heov OVTWr;
oef}wr;. OrJp,rJTe{OV TOV TelXAlV{ov16).
avvayxsr;] avvsyyvr;.
slns oe] slns oe Ta ola p,eaov avayxa{wr;' neor; p,ev yae TO
ovx i;ovvJ]f}rJv xd.
fj oep,~] fj oep,~ 7:OV Myov. p,sTa oe slns Ta AWlaTa ßOVASVWV
xd.

247a. xara r{.
275 a. OVTW yae XeStTTOV ro Tavm neor; TO avp,novJ]aaaf}al fj neor;

TO p,0YOVVTl anoo{ooa{)'al.
454c. TOtr; Tewt] Tofr; Telat avvvostaf}at. TOlOVTOr; naea na.al aXrJ­

p,aTlap,6r;. OrJp,rJTe{ov TOV TelXAlV{OV.

I need not say that future editors will have to collate Ta in
more detail than I have done in trus article; it also remains to be
seen whether the scribe of Ta had other mss at his disposal. In
this connecdon I should like to mention an instance which may
be an indication of contamination. The metrical scholion on 436
exhibits the line 525 with the reading ß{aa lxrpvyyavw instead of
ovar; lxrpvyyavw wruch is found both in text and scholia of T.
The reading ß{ar; is, according to Dawe 17), found in a number of
manuscripts and may have intruded in Ta from another ms; of
course, the possibility of a mere blunder on the part of the scribe
cannot be wholly disregarded.

University of Aarhus OIe L. Smith
Institute of Greek and Latin

14) This scholion may be "old" and is perhaps the scholion out of
which developed the short note in M: xvßs(2vfjraot r(2:ruxwr;.

15) This gloss is not in Smyth. 16) This scholion is not in Smyth.
17) R.D. Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of

Aeschylus, Cambridge 1964, p. 220.


