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geber des Rachias nicht in Frage. Man wird aber nicht weit in die
Trre gehen, in der unmittelbaren Nachfolge Bhatikabhayas — man
ist versucht, an die Zeit um Kanirajanu Tissa zu denken?®) — den
raja zu suchen, der Rachias nach Rom entsandte.

Es zeichnen sich demnach folgende Vorginge ab: 1. Zur
Zeit des Augustus strandete der libertus des Plocamus auf Cey-
lon. 2. In diesem Zeitraum oder etwas spiter sandte Konig
Bhatikabhaya Handelsschiffe in das imperium Romanum, um
rote Korallen zu laden. 3. Eine offizielle Gesandtschaft aus
Anuradhapura trifft unter der Fithrung eines Kronprinzen am
Hofe des Claudius ein. Damit scheinen noch am ehesten jene
Probleme gelost zu sein, die der inhaltsreiche Abschnitt bei
Plinius aufwirft. Dariiber hinaus aber gestattet eine Reflexion
iiber den lateinischen Text unter Zuhilfenahme der indischen
Quellen einen tieferen Einblick in die Wechselbeziehungen zwi-
schen unserer Antike und Indien?).

Graz Franz F. Schwarz

A NEW SOURCE FOR TRICLINIUS
COMMENTARY ON AESCHYLUS,
PROMETHEUS VINCTUS

The ms. Napoli II. F. 31 containing the autograph recen-
sion of Aeschylus by Demetrius Triclinius?) 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 Nicholas
Paranavitana von 31-34.

37) Vgl. F.F.Schwarz, Neue Perspektiven in den griechisch-indischen
Beziehungen, OLZ 67, 1972, 5-26.
Korrekturnote: In einen umgteifenderen Rahmen gestellt und eingehender
interpretiert wird der Plinius-Abschnitt bei F. F. Schwarz, Pliny the Elder
on Ceylon, Journ. 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 grofle Freund-
lichkeit hatte, behandelt primir die politisch-philosophische Tendenz im
Ceylon-Bericht des Plinius.

1) 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 his edition?), 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 his edition the matter seems to have rested at that.

In his study of the manuscripts of Aeschylus?) Turyn drew
attention to the existence of an apograph of Napoli II. F. 31 in
the ms. Vienna philos.-philol. 334 (T2)%). Smyth knew this ms,
but he had a wrong view of the nature of its contents®); accord-
ingly he did not use it in the constitution of his text. I have
recently inspected this ms in microfilm and have found that it
preserves a certain amount of scholia from the parts which 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
of Ta.

As to the date of the ms. Ta we have to rely on paleogra-
phical criteria. In the catalogue Herbert Hunger®) 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 sctibe connected with Fulvio Orsini and his citcle.
There is evidence that T caught the interest of these scholars
as fol. 1017~V were restored by a scribe connected with Orsini,
viz. Johannes Honorius?); 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.]J.W. Koster, Autour
d’un manuscrit d’Aristophane écrit par Démetrius Triclinius, Groningen
1957, p. 3f. 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, 1L

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

4) Turyn, op. cit. p. 108. Cp. also L. Massa Positano, Giornale Ita-
liano di Filologia 5, 1952, 198.

5) Smyth op. cit. p. 93.

~ 6) Herbert Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der
Osterreichischen 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



178 Ole L. Smith

The contents of Ta are as follows?®):
Fol. 1™~ 46V Demetrii Triclinii scholia in Prometheum (17—

5V), Septem (6T™-24V), Persas (257—367), Aga-
memnonem (36Y—447), Eumenides (44v—46v)
Fol. 477115V Thomae Magistri scholia in Prometheum (fol.
477—72V) Septem (73™—96V), Persas (97*—115V)
Fol. 11671527 Scholia vetera in Agamemnonem (fol. 1167—
150Y), BEumenides (1517™—1527).

It appears from this analysis that the scribe started copying
scholia distinguished by a cross and the note 7juéregov; 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. 5614L.).
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 Triclinian
scholia which he subsequently incorporated in the Thoman
section on fol. 47t—72Vv.

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 xai, 7jroc 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 a selection 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.
11b.  @idavdodmov] douodiws dvraida xeirar 1j Aéis.
20C.  Zayerds| amo Tov mdoow.
22b.  xai to¥ aldw] xal ToP aldw Tod xaiw.

27. = Dindorf p. 172 1.13-18.

with the regular forms used by Honorius on fol. 101 in Neap. II. F. 31. 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, loc. cit.



38c.
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74a.

86a.
88a.

I02a.

I10.

I104a.

111b.

122,

128b.

145C.
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yéoac jrol 16 7hp. TodTo yap dvarédertaw T ‘Hepalotwe.
&vretidey 08 mdAw émeyeiper Tov “Hpawarov eig dvudy.

pdAe] mijEov®).

Eneldnmep dvw mepl tals mlevpals uasyalioTijoas meQL-
éBaley, 8deL 6é xal og ToVs Tédag TovTo MOLToal. did ToTTO
7P0c adToY gnol ¢ Emeldimep e dvew xaAds mEoonAddn-
oV, WPEL XATW TAVTO TOTTO Xal TTEYL TOVS TAdag oL o WY.
onuelwoar T cvvrabw xTl.

1] povoatpopuxn alty megplodos otiywy * ua’ v of mpdrot €
lapPuxol Ttoluetpor dxardinxror * Tooyawxov Odluetoov dxa-
TdAnrrov * Gvamauotixoy 0 & po * Aowra diuetpa dxatd-
Apnra * 0 pdvov wavainxriov Epdnuiueoss (mevdnuipeoss
Ta) 6 xaleltar magoyuwaxdy. oi £&ijc vy’ otiyor laufixol
avdg Toiuetoor. To E&Tjc modTOV %DA0Y laufixcy diueToov
Boayvxardinxrov, Ta é&ijc 6o dvriomaoTina udiia xadagd,
6 €&ijc atiyos lapPuxoo ToiueTog, TO EEFC *dAOY avamataTe-
%0v OiueTooy Tov TolTOoY EY0v IEda T(Boayvy, éaTe O¢ dxatdAn-
xtov &ic diovAafov. oi éEfjc [ iapPol Toluetpor, ta EETjg
0 GvamawoTina, o uey § dluetoa axardinxta 1o 06 ' xara-
Anprrieoy Tjtor Epdnuiueoés. &nl T Téder mopwvis. dnun-
Tplov T0T TEwAwiovl?).

oxeddc" oxedhpoy T dxoifésc xal yivetaw Gmo ToT oxénTopal
®al T0D 00@. 6 Yo 80HEUUEVWS KAl TQOTEYCYTWS TA TTOdY-
uaza BAérwy Torottog dotiv TovTéoTwy droifBrictY).

Inoduar * pera unyaviic Aaufdvew Titor EAafov xar’ ava-
y00vioudY ).

70070 0¢ elney §TL mAoa odoia pelwow déyetat, To 08 wip %Ay
ixgoy ebondi] Tjtor ouxgdTatog omwdne Tt mwdlw adfeta
&% uinpot 13).

7opog] moptouos Tod Lipy.

elovyvetot] eiomopevovrau, didyovory.

&meldn) Jeolc uév maow Ilpoundeds dutoeiro xTh.

giotdovone * edonran xal elgidobon 10 o] 7 xal ioidodor TO
ol idTa xal 10 udv 80Tl medo To dpdaluoic, To O¢ 7j OGS TO
onuavduevoy. To yap moooijAde Tois duois dooois ovx EoTy
&vepov 1) duol.

9) This scholion is not in Smyth.

10) Though the scribe was unable to read some patts 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. 11) 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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149. olaxovduot * Toomxdy doTwv. olaxovduor yap xvplws of xv-
Beovijrar T@v vedv domep oUTor xwodaw Ty vadv dd TV
oldxwy &vda Podlovrar olrws xai oi Pacilels mpdrTovoW
a7’ dv Podiowrold).

153b. memépauar] memdparar meparov To Svvduevoy mepadivar xal
Gmépatoy 6 0ddeic dvvatar mepdoar, ¢ Eyel xal TO TG
qagowuias. Ta yap méoa yadelpwy o mepard. oi 0 Adyovreg
TO YOTjpa TAOY YoXT®Y Grrépatoy 0¥ uot doxoTot xalds Aéyew.
dnuntolov Towdwiov.

162.  diya] ywoic'®).

185b. dmagduvdor] od mapduviov yon yodpew évtatda S To
Uétoov, o0 uny Grapduvior. 0d yap Exer 10 uéToov oVTwWS
Godd¢. dnuntelov ToT TEUAWwiov1®).

212a. odvayxes| odveyyvg.
eime O8] eime 0¢ Ta Oua péoov Gvayxaiws TEOG ey yap To
00x Hovwdny xTA.

1] 6oun] 1j Soun ToT Adyov. ueta 62 elne o Adiota foviedwy
%TA.

247a. xara Ti.

2752, 0¥t yag xpeiTTov T0 TadTA 7POS TO cvumovijocacdat 1) TS
T0 poyotvte dmodidoadat.

454C€. Tolc Totol] Tols Towol cvwoeiocPat. TOLOTTOG TAYL TTACL OYN-
patiouds. onuntelov Tod TewAwiov.

I need not say that future editors will have to collate Ta in
more detail than I have done in this article; it also remains to be
seen whether the scribe of Ta had other mss at his disposal. In
this connection 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 fias éxguyydvw instead of
dbag Erpuyydve which is found both in text and scholia of T.
The reading Blag is, according to Dawe?), 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 Ole L. Smith
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14) This scholion may be “old” and is pethaps the scholion out of
which developed the short note in M: xvfepvijraot Tmixds.

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.



