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Introduction

Demetrius Triclinius, who was active in Thessalonica in the
first third of the fourteenth century,! is well known as the most
accomplished Byzantine metrician and the first scholar since
the end of antiquity to understand the principle of strophic re-
sponsion in Pindar and the lyrics of Greek drama. Armed with
this knowledge, he emended and annotated the texts of the
tragedians, Aristophanes, and Pindar in a series of editions,
some of which became the vulgate for several centuries.

The principal source of Triclinius’ metrical expertise was
Hephaestion’s Encheinidion (II A.D.), equipped with scholia as
well as the commentaries of Longinus and Choeroboscus. His
personal copy of these and other works on metre survives as the
codex Marc.gr. 483.2 In addition, Triclinius used the old metri-
cal scholia on Pindar and Aristophanes, of which the latter
largely go back to another distinguished ancient metrician,
Heliodorus, who certainly preceded Hephaestion (who quotes
him) and has variously been dated to the first century B.C. or,
more often, the first century A.D.3

I Very little is known about his life, not even the years of his birth and/or
death, although from the dates of his scholarly output (see below), ca. 1280
to 1335 is a reasonable guess. For a concise account of Triclinius’ career see

N. G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium? (London 1996) 249-256.

2 Described in E. Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum. Codices Graect
Manuscripti 11 Thesaurus Antiguus. Codices 300—625 (Rome 1985) 289-291.

3 See briefly L. P. E. Parker, The Songs of Aristophanes (Oxford 1997) 95-96,
with further literature, especially O. Hense, Heliodoreische Untersuchungen
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Present-day appreciation of Triclinius’ abilities is mixed.
While the pioneering status of much of his work is recognised,
one cannot fail to notice that his understanding of rhythm and
colometry was limited (by ancient as well as modern standards)
and many of his analyses and textual interventions are there-
fore flawed. Nevertheless, his successive recensions of the
Greek dramatists show that he improved as a metrician,* and
further proof of this lies in his treatment of non-consecutive
responding stanzas in tragedy and Aristophanes. Here we can
see a clear difference between Triclinius’ early work and the
mature editions of his later years and explain how and when
the development took place. It appears that Triclinius learnt
about separated responsion from the old metrical scholia on
Aristophanes (which often comment on the phenomenon)
when he studied them more deeply in preparation for his mon-
umental final Aristophanes edition of the mid- to late 1320s.

In the absence of external evidence, Triclinius’ scholarly
career has to be reconstructed from the dates, exact or approx-
imate, of his extant autographs and internal criteria relating to
his script and cross-references between his commentaries. Two
manuscripts written by him in full are signed and dated, a copy
of Aphthonius and Hermogenes (Oxford, New College 258) to
August 1308, and his edition of Hesiod (Marc.gr. 464) to both

(Leipzig 1870) and “Heliodorus,” RE 8 (1912) 28—40. Add M. W. Haslam,
“The Homer Lexicon of Apollonius Sophista I. Composition and Constitu-
ents,” CP 89 (1994) 1-45, at 26-27, who revived the theory that Heliodorus
is to be identified with the homonymous author of the Odyssey commentary
used by Apollonius Sophista (I A.D.).

* See especially O. L. Smith, Studies in the Scholia on Aeschylus 1 The Re-
censions of Demetrius Triclinius (Leiden 1975), ch. 2—4, on Triclinius’ use of
ancient metrical terminology and his growing awareness of strophic re-
sponsion; and also G. Pace, “Sul valore di mpo®dixdg/Enmdikdc/nuec®dixig
in Demetrio Triclinio,” Lexis 32 (2014) 376-392. I do not agree with Pace’s
conclusion about the relative chronology of Triclinius’ final editions (i.e.
Aristophanes preceding all three tragedians), but my findings regarding his
treatment of divided responsion would be compatible with it. On the diffi-
culty of establishing such an order see also n.14 below.
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538 DEMETRIUS TRICLINIUS AND RESPONSION

20 August 1316 and 16 November 1319. A third complete
autograph, his final recension of Aeschylus (Neap. 11 F. 31), can
be dated to about 1330 by the watermarks in the paper and is
generally accepted as his last production.’

A significant discovery of Turyn was that between 1316 and
1319 (that is between the subscriptions in the Hesiod codex)
Triclinius changed his way of writing breathings from the usual
rounded form (* and ’) to the more archaic angular one (" and
7.6 This provides at least a rough criterion for dating the other
relevant autographs. The three stages of Triclinian annotation
in the famous codex Laur. 32.2 (which alone preserves the
‘alphabetic’ plays of Euripides) and the early scholia on the
Byzantine triad of Aristophanes (Wealth, Clouds, Frogs) in Pars.
suppl.gr. 463 must be earlier than ca. 1317 because they exhibit
only round breathings.” The same is true of the first set of notes
on the Euripidean triad (Hecuba, Phoenissae, Orestes) in the codex
Angelicus gr. 14, whereas the second and third stage (the latter
distinguishable by a different colour of ink) have angular
breathings and so very probably postdate the Hesiod.? Finally,
by means of the breathings we can confirm that Triclinius
studied Hephaestion and other metrical treatises before he
began to work on the dramatists and Pindar. His copy (Marc.gr.

> See A. Turyn, The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Aeschylus (New
York 1943) 102-108, and Smith, Studies 34—40.

6 A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides
(Urbana 1957) 26-28, and Dated Greek Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Four-
teenth Centuries in the Libraries of Italy I (Urbana 1972) 124-125; he was par-
tially anticipated by E. Fraenkel, deschylus. Agamemnon 1 (Oxford 1950) 3 n.3.

7 See Turyn, Euripides 257-258 (on Laur. 32.2) and Smith, Studies 44 (on
Paris.suppl.gr. 463).

8 Cf. H.-C. Glunther, The Manuscripts and the Transmission of the Paleologan
Scholia on the Euripidean Triad (Stuttgart 1995) 36—38 (with previous lit-
erature). Ginther observes that the paper of certain pages replaced by
Triclinius in Angel.gr. 14 seems to be identical to that of Marc.gr. 464, which
makes it “tempting to imagine” that he used “some spare paper from his
Hesiod” (37). Considering also the ductus of Triclinius’ script, he dates the
finished edition to the early 1320s. The matter is disputed (see n.14 below).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015) 536-557



ALMUT FRIES 339

483) 1s almost entirely annotated in script with round breath-
ings.”

The remaining Triclinian manuscripts of the Attic dramatists
are copies of lost autographs. Triclinius’ preliminary work on
Aeschylus 1s represented by the codices Marc.gr. 616 (G), Laur.
31.8 (F), and Salm.Bibl. Unw. 233 (E), of which the first was cer-
tainly produced in his lifetime, as early as 1321 or 1322. Very
few Triclinian annotations are found in the Sophoclean part of
Laur. 32.2,19 but his later recension of all seven tragedies is
reliably preserved in the mid-14t-century Paris.gr. 2711 and the
15t-century Marc.gr. 470.'" Finally, of Triclinius’ edition of
eight of the eleven surviving plays of Aristophanes!? an almost
complete copy exists in Oxford, Bodl. Holkham gr. 88 (early 15t
cent.), and a partial one in its 14t"-century twin, Vat.gr. 1294.13

Between the Euripidean triad of, arguably, the early 1320s
and the Naples Aeschylus of ca. 1330, Triclinius’ second
Sophocles and Aristophanes can be placed in that order on the
basis of cross-references in the respective commentaries.!* In

9 See O. L. Smith, “The Development of Demetrius Triclinius’ Script
Style: Remarks on Some Criteria,” ClMed 45 (1994) 239-250, at 248—249.

10 For other traces of early Triclinian work on Sophocles see O. L. Smith,
“Tricliniana I,” ClMed 33 (1981/2) 239-262, at 244-250, and “Tricliniana
1L CiMed 43 (1992) 187229, at 189-197.

11 Descriptions in A. Turyn, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies
of Sophocles (Urbana 1952) 74—76, and, more recently, Mioni, Codices Graect 11
259-260 (Marc.gr. 470).

12 Triclinius omitted Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, and Ecclesiazusae, none of
which was commonly read in Byzantium. Thesmophoriazusae survives only in
the codex Ravennas 429 (R).

13 On Holkham gr. 88, which has lost Pax 1227-1359 (1228-1268 were
added from the Aldine) see N. G. Wilson, “The Triclinian Edition of
Aristophanes,” CQ N.S. 12 (1962) 32-47. Vat.gr. 1294 contains the triad and
Eq. 1-270. Its precise dating, based on watermarks, is contested (Smith,
Studies 97-98 n.78).

14 See Turyn, Eurpides 3436, and Smith, Studies 41-43, who considers it
possible that Sophocles preceded the final Euripides. Giinther’s observa-
tions (Manuscripts 36—38) do not rule this out, but Smith’s argument from the
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540 DEMETRIUS TRICLINIUS AND RESPONSION

practice, however, Triclinius is likely to have worked on more
than one text at any given time and applied the fruits of his
research across the board. Thus he was able to apply his
knowledge about separated responsion, which ex hypothest he
gained from renewed study of the old metrical scholia on Ari-
stophanes, to the Sophoclean instances of the phenomenon.
Aeschylus provides no fully relevant cases (see below); for
Euripides the new insight came too late.

Responsion between non-consecutive strophes in Greek drama

It 1s fairly common in Old Comedy, much less so in tragedy,
for two corresponding stanzas to be separated from each other
by a section of dialogue, lyric, or a combination of the two.
The instances in plays treated by Triclinius are these:

(a) Comedy
Ar. Ach. 284-301 ~ 335-346; 358-365 ~ 385-392; 1008-1017 ~
1037-1046
Eg. 303-313 ~ 382-390 / 322-334 ~ 397-408; 616623 ~ 683—
690; 756-760 ~ 836-840
Nub. 700-706 ~ 804-813; 949-958 ~ 1024-1033; 1345-1350 ~
1391-1396
Vesp. 334-345 ~ 365-378; 526-545 ~ 631-647; 729-735 ~ 743~
749; 868-874 ~ 885-890
Pax 346-360 ~ 385-399 ~ 582-600; 463—472 ~ 490-499; 856—
867 ~ 909-921; 939-955 ~ 1023-1038
Av. 327-335 ~ 343-351; 451-459 ~ 539-547; 851-858 ~ 895—
902; 1188-1195 ~ 1262-1268; 1553—-1564 ~ 1694—-1705
Ran. 534-548 ~ 590-604; 895-904 ~ 992-1003
(b) Tragedy
Aesch. Sept. 417-421 ~ 452-456; 481-485 ~ 521-525; 563-567 ~
626-630
Ag. 1407-1411 ~ 1426-1430
Eum. 837-847 ~ 870-880

absence of references to the Euripides scholia in the notes on Sophocles is
likewise inconclusive, as he himself admits. The question cannot be
answered on the present evidence. Triclinius’ failure to recognise separated
responsion in Orestes can be interpreted either way (see below).
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Soph. Phil. 391-402 ~ 507-518
0C 833843 ~ 876-886
Eur. Hipp. 362-372 ~ 669679
Or. 13531365 ~ 15371548
[Eur.] Rhes. 131-136 ~ 195-200; 454466 ~ 820832

My discussion will follow the relative chronology of the Tri-
clinian editions sketched above, but group authors together as
far as possible. For Aristophanes I will largely restrict myself to
the Byzantine triad, where we are able to compare two succes-
sive recensions.

Triclinius at work
1. Hephaestion and Aeschylus
Triclinius could have learnt about separated strophic re-
sponsion relatively early in his career from Hephaestion and
the old metrical scholia on Aristophanes, but there is no
evidence that he did. Indeed he never understood the relevant
portion of Hephaestion’s Ilept onpetmv—or whoever else wrote
that short treatise on diacritical marks relating to metre which
has been appended to the Encheiridion (‘Heph.” De signis p.76.3—
7 Consbruch):
eiwBoct tolvuv adtol ol dpouatorotol petald iopPeiov Tvdv
Ypbipely £T€po UETP® OTOGAGODV GTPOPAC: 1Tl TAALY TEPLVOLY-
teg 01 lapuPelov 10 mpokeipevov kot diéxelay Gviamodidovor
T0LG GTPOPALS. £9° EKAOTNG HEV 0DV 0Tpoeiig TiBetan mopdypagog:
Now the dramatists themselves tend to insert in between iambics
any number of strophes in a different metre. Then, after con-
tinuing what goes before in iambics, they give the corresponding
strophes at an interval. At each strophe a paragraphos is
placed.!>

Triclinius’ failure 1s evident from his quotation of the passage
in his scholium on Ar. Eq. 997b (1.2 225.8-15 Jones-Wilson),

15 T understand this section to mean that more than one divided strophic
pair may occur in any one drama, not that multiple strophes precede their
respective antistrophes, of which the only extant example is Ar. Eq. 303—
313 ~ 382-390 / 322-334 ~ 397-408. It 1s possible that the text became
less clear by abbreviation.
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542 DEMETRIUS TRICLINIUS AND RESPONSION

which belongs to his final Aristophanes edition. In this scene no
lyric strophe interrupts the spoken iambics, with an antistrophe
being given “at an interval” (kortd d1€xelav); instead recitations
of mock oracles in dactylic hexameters and a few other lines in
that metre are interspersed with the regular dialogue verse.

Among Triclinius’ early recensions or working copies of the
dramatic texts only one shows some awareness of responsion
between non-consecutive stanzas. The metrical scholia on
Aeschylus in GEF, which go back to a lost Triclinian auto-
graph (1), consist of both longer introductory notes and short
comments on each individual lyric section. The long scholia
make no mention at all of responsion, but the shorter ones—
evidently composed at a later stage—do, though often still in a
manner that betrays doubt. Thus the introductory scholium on
Aesch. Sept. 375685 (the seven paired speeches of the Scout
and Eteocles, punctuated by short iambo-dochmiac choral
stanzas) reads as follows:
Schol. © Sept. 375-416a (I1.2 179.14-17 Smith)

eloBeoig dumAfic kaBoAov duoBaiog meplddovg Exovoo kol

HOVOGTPOPOVG €mtd. ol 88 otiyor elolv iouPikol Tpiuetpot

dxotdAnktor: 10 8¢ ko’ éxdony meplodov 10D xopod KAAL

€10V OLVTIOTTAOTIKOL *

A passage consisting entirely of seven corresponding sections

and single strophes. The stichic verses are acatalectic iambic
trimeters, while the cola of each choral section are antispastic.!6

However, the notes which accompany the lyrics cautiously rec-
ognise them as three strophic pairs:

Schol. © Sept. 417-421a (I1.2 195.27-31 Smith)

GvTIoTOOTIKG KOA €’ ... €oike O& oTpoofi- £xer yop kol
avtiotpogov T kAo to £ERC ToD xopod ...

16 ‘Antispastic metre’ (based on v — — v) is the category in which
Hephaestion (p.32.5-8 Consbruch) had included the dochmiac, which
subsequently was not recognised as a metrical unit until August Seidler
rediscovered it in the early 19" century: De versibus dochmiacis tragicorum
Graecorum (Leipzig 1811-1812).
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Five antispastic cola ... The passage seems to be a strophe, for it
has an antistrophe in the following choral cola.

Schol. T Sept. 452—456b (I11.2 208.7-8 Smith)
BVTIOTOGTIKY KOAO € 1GOUETPOL TOTG TPO ODTAY - Fotke & elvo
TodTe AVTIOTPOQN THG TPOTEPOG GTPOPTIC.
Five antispastic cola of equal measure to the previous. They
seem to be the antistrophe to the preceding strophe.!7

The regular epirrhematic structure of the scene will have
helped Triclinius, as was probably also the case with his an-
tistrophic recognition of Aesch. Ag. 1407-1411 ~ 1426-1430
and Eum. 837-847 ~ 870-880.'® We know from his first set of
scholia on Aristophanes in Pars.gr. 463 that he had understood
Hephaestion on the epirrhematic syzygy in comedy early on.!?

2. Euripides

Triclinius’ work on Euripides is divided between the
Byzantine triad (Hecuba, Phoenissae, Orestes) and the rest of the
surviving plays. Of the former he produced the edition with full
metrical commentary which is now the codex Angelicus gr. 14
(T); for the latter we have to be content with his textual and
colometric changes and/or the short marginal notes in Laur.
32.2 (L).?0 Three of the four instances of widely separated

17 Likewise schol. t© Sept. 481-485b, 521-525¢, 563—67a, 626-630b Smith
(all with the formula £oike 8¢). Cf. Smith, Studies 63-67.

18 Cf. schol. t Ag. 1407, 1426, Eum. 837, 870 Smith. Curiously, Triclinius
never identified Eum. 778-793 ~ 808-823, although it belongs to the same
epirrhematic system and, as in 837-847 ~ 870-880, strophe and antistro-
phe are verbally identical. In both his early and final Aeschylus editions he
analyses Fum. 808—823 as a single strophe, with no note on 778-793.

19 ‘Heph.” Poem. pp.72.10-73.10, De signis pp.75.19-76.2 Consbruch. Cf.
schol. 'l Ar. Nub. 563b/c, 595a—c Koster and Ran. 674—737a, 706-717a
Chantry.

20 Reports of L are taken from the digital images available on the website
of the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana (http://opac.bmlonline.it, via ‘Mano-
scrittl’), occasionally supplemented from the facsimile of J. A. Spranger,
Euripidis quae inveniuntur in codice Laurentiano Pl. XXXII, 2 (Florence 1920). For
T (and related manuscripts) I have mainly relied on the colometrical ap-
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responsion in the Euripidean corpus come from non-triadic
plays, Hipp. 362-372 ~ 669-679, Rhes. 131-136 ~ 195-200,
and Rhes. 454—466 ~ 820-832. They show varying degrees of
Triclinian activity, but no indication that he was able yet to see
that the respective stanzas belong together.

This lack of expertise is most obvious in Hipp. 362-372 ~
669-679, where L (like the other medieval manuscripts) pre-
serves almost intact the ancient verse division.?! In particular, it
1s not always apparent what Triclinius meant to achieve with
his colometric changes, which he effected by erasing or crossing
out a word and adding it to the preceding or following line. I
print Diggle’s text,?? with vertical strokes marking Triclinius’
alterations:

Eur. Hipp. 362-372 ~ 669-679 (iambo-dochmiac)

Xo. dueg &, ExAvec @, ®do. TéAoveg @ KOKOTUYELS
AVAKOLGTOL TOG YOVOLKDY TOTUOL:
Topbvvov | nébeo péhea Bpeopévog; v’ 1) VOV tégvay Exopey f| Adyov 670
Ohoipov Eyoye Tpiv oo, | @ila, cooleloot | k&Bopupo AMoewv Adyov;
KOTOVOOOL GPEVDV. 1M Hot, Ped ged: 365 Etvyouev dikoc. 1 Yo kol edg:
® téAovo TV’ dAyéav: | no ot €EaAdE® ThyoC;
® ndvor tpépoviec Ppotodc. g 8¢ mhipa kpOyo, eilot;
SAolog, EEEpnvag é¢ pdog Kakd. tig &v Bedv dpwyoc A Tig Bv Ppotdv 675
Tig o€ Tovaéplog 80e xpovog Hévet, népedpog 1 Euvepyog ddixov Epynv
tedevtdoetol Tt Kovov dopotg: 370 @avein; | 10 yop mop’ HUly téBog
Gonua 8 ovkér’ otiv ot @Biver Oy népov duoexnépartov Epyetot Blov.
Konpidog, | & téhawva nol Kpnoia. KOKOTUYEGTATO YOVOIKDY €Y.

pendix in L. De Faveri, Die metrischen Trikliniusscholien zur Byzantinischen Trias
des Euripides (Stuttgart/Weimar 2002). Donald Mastronarde kindly helped to
verify some doubtful points from images of T.

21 Part of the strophe (Hipp. 362-366, 372) survives in P.Oxy. XLIV 3152
fr.2 (Il A.D.). It differs from the standard colometry only in that 365 is
divided into two single dochmiacs, which is also the arrangement in the
parchment fragment P.Berol. 5005 (VI-VII A.D.). Given the corresponding
syntactical break in 672, this may be the division of Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium (cf. M. W. Haslam, P.Oxy. XLIV pp.33-34), although the exclamatory
nature of 365b may have prompted scribes to put it on a separate line. No
ancient witness gives us the antistrophe.

22 J. Diggle, Euripndis Fabulae (Oxford 1981-1994).
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362-372 nota metrica Tpoxoc'l'lfd 366— 669-679 nota metrica tpoyoixd 679

367 o tdlowvo TOVS’ dAyéwv: ® movol | éy® erasum in L (Tr?)

tpépovieg Ppotodg L: corr. Tr 370

d6uo1g erasum in L (Tr?)
Only at 366-367 did Triclinius restore the correct division by
moving ® movol to the next verse—if for entirely the wrong
reason. He seems to have thought that the two cola, which ac-
tually consist of a cretic and a dochmiac each, would produce
better trochaics that way, which was his mistaken overall
analysis of the stanzas (cf. the repeated marginal note tpoyoi-
ko). His other colometric revisions in strophe (363, 364, 372)
and antistrophe (671, 677), as well as the possible deletion of
dopoig (370) and éyw (679), destroyed what had so far survived
intact.

In the 1ambo-dochmiac pair Rhes. 131-136 ~ 195-200 Tri-
clinius just accepted the divergent colometry and partially
faulty text he received in strophe and antistrophe, which would
have given him little chance anyway to recognise responsion.?3
Dochmiacs, however regular, were beyond his metrical under-
standing, although he had some ‘success’ with observation and
syllable counting when the correspondence was exact (see be-
low on Sophocles).

Rhes. 454466 ~ 820-832 are more interesting. Both text and
colometry are severely corrupt in the paradosis, and it was
Gottfried Hermann who discovered that the stanzas ought to
respond.?* The following text is my own, with a select ap-
paratus.?®> Vertical strokes indicate the verse divisions in L.

23 The strophe is faithfully transmitted, except that 197-198 (3do) is
wrongly divided before the final longum of the first dochmiac. In the an-
tistrophe several minor corruptions impair the metre.

24 G. Hermann, “De Rheso Tragoedia dissertatio,” in Godofredi Hermanni
Opuscula 111 (Leipzig 1828) 262-310, at 304, 308-309.

25 A. Fries, Pseudo-Euripides, Rhesus. Edited with Introduction and Commentary
(Berlin/Boston 2014). For greater clarity I have here kept the deletion in the
main body of the antistrophe.
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Rhes. 454—466 ~ 820-832 (iambo-dochmiac and dactylo-epitrite)

Xo. io 1.
olho Bpoeic, | pihog A6Bev el udvov |
@Bévov dparyov Ymotog
Zebvg Béhot | dpei colg Adyor-
ow elpyewv.
10 8¢ véiov ApydBev 86pv |
ovte mpiv Tv’ olite VOV
dvdpdv éndpevoe 6ébev kpeicow. |

TG pot 10 oov | Eyxoc AxtAlevg v dvvorto, |

ndg 8 Alog Dropeivor; |

el yop £y6 168e v’ Auap
etolido’, avoé, §te toAvedvov |
XEWPOG Amowv’ dpoto 6@ Adyye. |

454-466 nota metrica yoplouPikd
louPikd tpoyxaikd 459 twv’ olte viv
Nauck: obte viv Tiv’ Q 460 £rndpevoev L
461-462 10 ooOv  £yxog AyiAielg
Wilamowitz: AxtAledg (-A- V) 10 60v Eyx0g
Q 464 168¢ v' Hermann: 168’ Q 466
gmow’ Gpowo 6@ Diggle: dnowacoto A:
dmovéoaio fere A (-6va- Q, # Qo)

455

460

465

Xo. i» i, | 820
tuéyag ol péyag @+ modioyov kpdrog |
107" &p° Epolov Ote cot
dryyehog MABov | dpgi vode

n0p’ aibewv [Apyeimwv otportdv]- |
énel Gypunvov opp’ év evepdva |
ob1” éxoipies’ obt” ERmE’, |

0V t0g T1poevtiadog | moydig:
uf ot kétov, ® Gva, Bfic | dvaitiog yop
téyoye ntévtovi. |
€1 68 xpove mopd Kopov |
£pyov fj Adyov 0l | xotd pe yoig
{ovta nopevoov: | o0 mapartoduot. |

825

830

820-832 nota metrica QvOTOLGTIKG KOl
Tpoyoike kol iopuPixd 822 #uolov
V<L>Q et Trls: uod” Tr! 823 duet
V<L?>Q; nepi P et aut Tr! aut L (rescr. Tr2)
vodg Badham: vovel Q  dpysiov otpatdv
del. Badham, Kirchhofl' (otpotdv iam del.
Trl) 827 & dvo VQ: @ dvaf <L>P: & 'vag
Tr2/3 828 &yoye V<L>Q; éyo Tr! 830 pe
vog Barnes: pe yo(y) V<L>Q; yog pe Tr!
831-832 o0 yop Tr!

Given the state of the paradosis, it i1s doubtful whether
Triclinius would have perceived the responsion at any point in
his career. Yet he heavily interfered with the antistrophe on
more than one occasion (sigla Tr!-Tr3), if only to ‘improve’ the
cola as he understood them at the time. Most notably, his
partial erasure of the intrusive Apyeiwv otpotév in 823
(otpatov del. Tr!) seems to have been intended to produce an
anapaestic dimeter (without diaeresis) after the form in which
he inherited 823b (duel (mepi?) vovoi mupaibev Apyelov
otpotov) had suggested anapaests to him (cf. his metrical note
avomooTike kol tpoyoikae kol lopuBikd). Similar objectives lie
behind his other textual interventions in the antistrophe.?® The

26 The Triclinian version of Rhes. 826b—827a (mnydc- uf pot k6tov & “vok,
Ofic) also gives an ‘anapaestic dimeter’, and 831 (xatd yog pe {dvro
ndpevoov) a ‘paroemiac’. In 827b—828 (dvaitiog yop £yd névtov) he seems
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strophe, which is considerably better preserved, evidently posed
no problems to him.

With Or. 1353—-1365 ~ 15371548, the choral lyrics that
frame the Phrygian’s aria and ensuing dialogue with Orestes
(1368-1502 and 1503—-1536), we come to Triclinius’ final re-
cension of the Euripidean triad in the codex Angelicus gr. 14 (T).
Our text of the strophic pair (iambo-dochmiac-enhoplian)
differs considerably from what Triclinius will have found in T
and other manuscripts in the tradition of Thomas Magister.
Their level of corruption, widely divergent colometry, and
haphazard speaker assighments in and around the stanzas
apparently confused him so much that he did not even discern
roughly equivalent systems.?” Instead he analysed Or. 1311—
1360 as a run of iambic trimeters (attributed to Electra from
1349), followed by a choral astrophon of nine cola (i.e. 1361—
1368), whereas the antistrophe became a sequence of three
short stanzas (1537-1538, 1541-1542, 1545-1548) and two
pairs of 1ambic trimeters (1539-1540, 1543—-1544), which after
1537-1538 were divided between semi-choruses.?® For the
question of when Triclinius learnt about separated responsion,
therefore, Orestes is of no use. But if Guinther 1s right to date the
completed manuscript to shortly after 1320 (see n.8 above), he
probably did not yet know of the principle. On the less likely
assumption that it postdates the final Sophocles (n.14), Tri-
clinius’ failure to see the relationship between Or. 1353-1365

to have envisaged ia + an, while 832 (o0 <yd&p> naportodpot) gives ia + sp
(alaa). I am not sure about 820-823a.

27 See De Faveri, Trikliniusscholien 178-179, 190-192, and for the text
alone also J. Diggle, The Textual Tradition of Euripides’ Orestes (Oxford 1991)
93-99, and the critical apparatus in his OCT.

28 Schol.T Or. 1311-1360, 1361-1368a, 1537-1538a, 15391540, 1541—
1542a, 1543—-1544, 1545—1548a De Faveri. With the exception of 1543, all
Triclinian speaker assignments are also found in other manuscripts. Since
he rewrote the relevant pages in T (as for almost all the lyrics) and the other
‘Thoman’ manuscripts vary considerably, one cannot be certain either
which colometric alterations are due to him. There is no sign that Triclinius
worked on this strophic pair in L.
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and 15371548 testifies to the unchanging limitations of his
expertise.

3. Aristophanes

Triclinius’ strengths and weaknesses are most clearly per-
ceived in Aristophanes, where his achievements range from
complete misunderstanding of the ancient scholia to indepen-
dent restoration of strophic responsion. A comparison of his
notes on a triad play, of which we have both the earlier version
in his working copy Paris.suppl.gr. 463 (Ps) and the later one in
Bodl. Holkham gr. 88 (L) and Vat.gr. 1294 (Vat), will be instruc-
tve.

Aristophanes’ Clouds contains three strophic pairs responding
at an interval wide enough to make them important to our
enquiry: 700-706 ~ 804-813, 949-958 ~ 1024-1033, 1345~
1350 ~ 1391-1396.?° In the first pair (lambo-choriambic) the
strophe lacks the final three lines. The loss goes back to an-
tiquity because the old metrical scholia remark on it (schol.vet
Nub. 700c, 804a Holwerda).?® However, Triclinius made no
comment in Ps (cf. schol.T™! Nub. 700a, 804a Koster) or LVat
(cf. schol.T*2 Nub. 700b, 804b/c Koster). Presumably he never
understood the ancient commentator here.

The other two pairs show a difference in recognition of sep-
arated responsion between the first and second set of Triclinian
annotations. In the case of 949-958 ~ 1024—1033 especially
this is not difficult to understand from the available evidence:

29 T give the text of N. G. Wilson, Aristophanis Fabulae (Oxford 2007), with
an abridged and adapted apparatus. For Triclinius’ colometry I have con-
sulted Ps and Vat on microfilm and L in the original. As a control R (Ra-
vennas 429) has been collated from the facsimile of L. van Leeuwen and A.
W. Sijthoft, Aristophanis Comoediae undecim cum scholits. Codex Ravennas 157.4.4
(Leiden 1904).

30 Apart from accidental omission, it is possible that Aristophanes himself
removed the lines when revising the play, but never composed a replace-
ment: K. J. Dover, Anistophanes. Clouds (Oxford 1968) 187; cf. Parker, Songs
198-201. Both scholars rightly discount the notion of an intentional
metrical joke, which in this form would be unparalleled.
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Ar. Nub. 949-958 ~ 1024-1033 (tambo-choriambic)

Xo. viv dei&etov 10 TIoHVD
t01¢ mep1delioloy 950
Adyotot kol epoviict Kol
YVOUOTOTOLG LEPTUVOLS,
Aéyov duelvov mtdtepog
QovioeTat. VOV yop Omog
évBade kivduvog dvelton coplag, 955
g Tépt To1g Epolc pidoig
£6TlV AyOV péyletog.

953-954a Aéyov duelvov mOTEPOG
Bergk: Omdtepog avTOlV  Aéyav |
dueivav gavinoeton codd.: OmdTepoOg
<y’> LVat  954b—-955 viv Ydp ...
kivduvog | aveltot cogiog RPsLVat

Xo. & kaALiTvpyov coplov
KAEWOTATNY €NOCKAY, 1025
g o0 Gov tolol Adyorg
cdepov Eneotiv GvBog.
evdaipovéc ¥’ Roav &p’ ot
{ovteg 10T énl Tdv mpoTépov:
TpOC TGde 6°, B Kopuyonpendy podoay Exmv, 1030
del oe Aéyewv 11 xovov, 6O¢
nodoxiunkey Gvnp.

1024-1027 & xoAlimvpyoy ... énockdy | bg 780
6ov ... &vBog RPs: corr. Tr2 (LVat) 1028 y°
Blaydes: 8’ codd. foav post dp’ transp. codd.
pler. (&p’ ol Aoav Ps) 1029a té1e {dvteg LVat
post haec habent fvix’ A¢ LVat 1029b-1030 éxi
TOV TPOTEPMV ... KOUWO- | Tpend ... Exwv LVat
npog 1¢:de ¢” Hall & Geldart: npodg 1¢:de 8 LVat:
TpOC 00V 16d° Ps et codd. vett.

Schol.vet Ar. Nub. 949a (1.3.1 183.3-6 Holwerda)
v énexbécer meplodog 100 xopod Exovoa ugv dvticTpogov, &v
drexeia 8¢, dropdpwg kekohouévnyv- Bhoo 8¢ G pépetar viv. 1
ugv mpotépo “viv detfetov T mioHVM,” N 8¢ devtépar “O KO-

Almvpyov coplav” gmg ToD ©

‘evdokiunkey <avnp>.”

In further positioning to the left a choral section which has an
antistrophe, but at an interval, differently colometrised; I will set
it out as currently transmitted. The first [begins] viv det&etov 1o
miebve, the second is @ kaAAinvpyov coplov up to edbdokiunkev

<avnp>.3!

Triclinius found an equally distorted colometry in Ps—
whether it was the same as the ancient one we cannot tell3?—
and, as in Rhesus and Orestes, was unable to deal with it at an
early stage. However, in his later edition he correctly divided
the first four cola of the antistrophe on the basis of the strophe

31 Cf. schol.vet Nub. 949b—d, 1024a Holwerda.

32 Only one relevant papyrus

has come to light so far. P.Berol. 13219 (=

BET V.2 no. 219) of the fifth or sixth century A.D. includes fragments of
Nub. 955-957 with verse division after év0&8e, which looks like the fairly
common error of stopping short before the end of a colon (Parker, Songs

100-101, 202).
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and, less felicitously, tried to restore responsion in the partially
corrupt lines that follow. His accompanying notes comment on
the insertion of y* in 954 (which he read as omdtepog avtoly
Aéywv) and the textual and colometric rearrangement of 1028—
1030 with the aim of making the lines equivalent to their re-
spective counterparts: schol.T? Nub. 949b, 1029 (I 3.2 134.6-7,
148.5—6 Koster). Writing npog 168¢ & for npog odv 168’ (Ps et
codd. vett.) in 1030 was “a move in the right direction metri-
cally,”33 but on the whole the confusion in both strophe and
antistrophe defied Triclinius’ abilities. Nevertheless he deserves
credit for acting on the cue of an ancient scholium which prob-
ably gave him as few details as it does us today.

Likewise in the last divided choral lyric of Clouds the older
Triclinius succeeded where the younger one had failed:

Ar. Nub. 1345-1350 ~ 1391-1396 (iambo-choriambic)

Xo. cov épyov, o npecPita, ppovtilewv 6nn  Xo. olpal ye 1@v vewtépov g kapdiog

TOV Gvdpo. kKpoTNGELS, 1346 mndov 011 Aé€et.

®g 00T0¢, £ UN T 'Tenoibety, odk Gv AV el yop 010018 ¥’ 00T0¢ EEe1pyaicuévog
obtog dxolactog. AoAdV dvoreicet,

GAN €66’ St Bpacivetar SRAGY v <tor> 10 8épua tdV yepartépov AdBouey dv 1395
70 Afjua o Tévdpdc. 1350 &AL’ 00’ épePivBov.

1349-1350 GAN £68° St Opociveron: |
Sftov 10 Afju’ éoti tévBpdmov RPs: &AL
€60’ 81 Bpaciveror dHAGY ye 10 | AfjW
¢oti tdvBpdmov LVat 1349 <tor> suppl.
Hermann 1350 10 Afjpo 10 ThVOpdg
Hermann
Schol.Tr2 Nub. 1345b (I 3.2 183.1-2 Koster)
elcBecig yopol o1poeiic pév Adyov &xovoo did 1o Exewv kol dvti-
GTPOPOV TO “oluoil Y€ TdV VETEPOV™ ...
A choral passage, which has the function of a strophe because it
also has an antistrophe in otpoi ye T@®v ve@tépwy ...3*

Textual corruption in the last two lines of the strophe impairs
the otherwise perfect preservation of the ancient colometry.
However, LLVat testify to at least a first step towards healing the

33 Parker, Songs 203.
34 Cf. schol. ™2 Nub. 1345¢, 1391b—c Koster.
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mistake. The remedies Triclinius applied to Nub. 1049-1050—
colometric change and the addition of ye—are familiar from
Nub. 949-958 ~ 1024-1033 and were among his regular
favourites, but he simply had not seen the correspondence be-
fore (no comment is made in Ps). The sparse old scholia on
Nub. 1350 and 1391 were easy to overlook and may not even
have been available to Triclinius, for they survive in only one
manuscript of the early- to mid-14" century (Vatgr. Reginae
Suecorum 147 = Rs). A longer ancient note on MNub. 1345
analyses the strophe as a miniature triadic system.3?

Whatever the truth in the last case (and at Ran. 534-548 ~
590-604), Triclinius was capable of recognising separated re-
sponsion in Aristophanes without external guidance. In Vesp.
334-345 ~ 365-378, where we have only L as a witness to his
work, the transmitted colometry again did not invite the as-
sumption that the stanzas belong together. Yet the fairly simple
metre (nearly all trochaics) will have helped Triclinius to draw
the right conclusion, either independently or contrary to old
scholia now lost (with verse divisions as divergent as in our
paradosis the ancient commentators would not have seen the
correspondence either).3¢ He did not, however, change the in-
herited colometry, and it is worth noting the cautious formu-

35 Cf. Parker, Songs 98, 212—-213. At Ran. 534-548 ~ 590-604 (trochaic)
we also find no sense of a strophic relationship in Ps, while in his second
edition Triclinius made ample comments to that effect, emended the text
(543, 596), and even noticed the lacuna in 592 (2tr), which he filled with a
rhythmically correct supplement (cf. schol.T*? Ran. 592b Chantry). It is un-
clear again whether he had read the ancient scholia preserved in Rs and E
(Modena, Bibl. Estense 0..U.5.10).

36 See Parker, Songs 228-229, who reasonably traces the colometries
shared by RV and L to antiquity because (a) they appear to be deliberate
rather than the result of scribal errors, and (b) elsewhere the old scholia
“generally accord with the colon-division preserved more or less imperfectly
by RV” (229). At e.g. £q. 303-313 ~ 382-390 / 322-334 ~ 397-408, Pax
346-360 ~ 385-399 ~ 582-600, and Ran. 895-904 ~ 992-1003, serious
corruption also goes together with ancient failure to recognise responsion
(Triclinius made no progress either).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015) 536-557



352 DEMETRIUS TRICLINIUS AND RESPONSION

lation in his long scholium on Vesp. 365—reminiscent of his
early work on Aeschylus—and the observation that, as it
stands, the antistrophe is four lines short:
Schol.Tr Ar. Vesp. 365a (I.1 62.1-3 Koster)
N duotPoio adt otpoen Foikev eival GvTicTpoeh THS Gvo
pnBeionc duolog otpoofic, AN Eotiv éAMMmic: otixmv Yép éoTLy
kol xolovn’ ... L
This dialogic strophe seems to be the antistrophe to the above-

mentioned strophe of the same kind, but it is deficient, for it
consists of eight verses and cola ...37

This still leaves something to be desired by modern standards,
but 1s a big improvement on Triclinius’ treatment of e.g. Hipp.

362-372 ~ 669-679.
4. Sophocles

For Sophocles, as for the other tragedians, Triclinius had no
predecessors in metrical analysis when he worked towards his
final edition of the plays, best represented by the codices Paris.
gr. 2711 (1) and Mare.gr. 470 (Ta).3® Yet he did well by the two
separated strophic pairs in Philoctetes and Oedipus Coloneus, de-
spite the general sparseness of his commentary on these less
popular plays. Alerted by his study of the ancient scholia on
Aristophanes, I infer, he identified both Phil. 391-402 ~ 507—
518 and OC 833-843 ~ 876-886, of which the first required
some ingenuity, given the different colometries he found in
strophe and antistrophe (see below):3?

37 Contrast the simple analysis in schol.T" Ar. Vesp. 334a (II.1 58.5 Koster)
61poen Kdrov kol otiywv 1B’ and 365b (62.10 Koster) otpogn £1épa kdAwvV
kol otiyovn’.

38 Ta changes allegiance to a non-Triclinian source (Marc.gr. 468 = V) on
f. 246v, from Pll. 472 to the end of the play, which stands last in the manu-
script. See Turyn, Sophocles 76, and T. J. Janz, The Scholia to Sophocles’
Philoctetes (diss. Oxford 2004) 84—86.

39 Sophocles is quoted from H. Lloyd-Jones and N. G. Wilson, Sophoclis
Fabulae? (Oxford 1992), while the text of the Triclinian scholia on Philoctetes
comes from Janz. For the notes on Oedipus Coloneus (and Trachiniae) we still
need to refer to A. Turnebus, Anuntpiov 00 TpixAiviov eig ta toD Xogo-
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Soph. Phil. 391-402 ~ 507-518 (iambo-dochmiac)

Xo. dpeotépa noupot I'a, Xo. oixtip’, vl - ToAADV EAe-
uatep ov1od Adg, Eev duooioTov TOVOV
o 1oV uéyov Moktmlov edypvoov vépuelg,  GOL’, olo undelg tdv éudv THx01 Gidmv.
ot kOkel, potep ©d | tvr’, Ennudduay, 395 &l 88 mkpovg, Gval, | EyxBeig Atpeidog, 510
61’ €¢ 1OV’ Atpeldav £yYo pév, 10 Kelvov
VPpig moio” Eympet, KOoKOV T(de képdog
Ote 10 mdtplo ted | xeo mopedidooay, uéyo 1ibépevog, v |Bomep émpépovey, 515
1o péKkopo Torvpolktdvay 400 £n’ £0OTOAOV TOYElG | VedS
Aedviav €pe| dpe, T® Aaptiov, nopevoo’ v &g | 8dpovg, to Bedv
céPog vréptatov. VEUESTY EKQUYDV.

395 ¢mnudduoy codd. pler.: ¢&nv- TTa 515 énipépovey edd.: €nel pépovev codd. pler.:

é¢mipéunvey T: énel péunvev G 517 post tov
add. éx codd.: del. Hermann

Schol.Tr Soph. Phil. 391.0a Janz
N mopodoa 6Tpoen KdAov £0TL 1y’, €xel 8¢ AvTioTpOeNV THV
LETO TOVG TPOKELLEVOVE GTixoVg, Mg 1 GpyxN - “oiktelp’ dvat,”
10600TOV Kol 0OTHV KOA®V ...
The present strophe consists of thirteen cola and has as an an-
tistrophe the one following the preceding stichic verses, which

begins with olktelp” dvag [507], and consists of as many cola
40

The vertical strokes indicate the (additional) verse divisions in
T(Ta). In the antistrophe they agree with what must be the
ancient colometry, to judge by the joint testimony of the earlier
“Thomano-Triclinian’ codex Laur. 32.2 (Zg)—the invaluable L
of Euripides—and three notable ‘veteres’, Laur. 32.9 (L) of the
10™ century (our oldest complete manuscript of Sophocles),
Laur. 31.10 (K) of ca. 1160 and, belonging to a different family,
Paris.gr. 2712 (A) of ca. 1300.*! According to this the dochmiac

kAéovg énta Spduara: Iepi pétpwv oic éxpricaro ZopokAfic, nepl cynudronv,
kol oyéAie (Paris 1553), which largely reproduces T.
40 Cf. schol.Tr Phl. 507.0a (+ 403.0, 519.0) Janz and the short notes
schol.Tr Plul. 391.0b (ctpoon xwAwv 1y’) and 507.0b (&vtiotpoen KOA®V 7).
1T have consulted digital images of L and K on the website of the Lau-
rentian Library (n.20 above) and a microfilm of A. On the dating of K see

N. G. Wilson, “A Mysterious Byzantine Scriptorium: Ioannikios and his
Colleagues,” Serittura e Civilta 7 (1983) 161-176, and Fries, Rhesus 49.
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pairs in 394/395 ~ 510/511 and 398/399 ~ 514/515 are
divided in two and 400—402 ~ 516518 (ia do | 2do | do)
wrongly arranged as ia iaa | 1a ala | 2do (iaa ala | do).*? In
the strophe, however, Zg differs from LK in that 391-392
(2ia | 2ala), 394/395, 396397 (2iaa | 2iaa) and 398/399 are
run together, with the result that on the page the text is four
lines shorter than that of the antistrophe. To match the stanzas
Triclinius had to notice the rhythmical correspondence and
divide the strophe on the basis of the antistrophe, which he did
quite successfully, probably by a combination of applying his
metrical knowledge (in the iambics) and counting syllables (in
the dochmiacs). Only at 394/395 ~ 510/511, where the doch-
miacs do not respond exactly, did he go wrong by one position.
The divisions in the middle of a word there and in 398/399
and 401 (the latter avoiding the run-over mistake of Zg and
others) are indeed strong indications that Triclinius worked in-
dependently. Of his two textual changes, ¢€nvdmuoav in 395
was evidently designed to create a further longum in ‘respon-
sion’ with 510/511, whereas with émpuéunvev in 514/515 he at
least produced a verb beginning with €rt-. It is not impossible
that Triclinius was aware of the reading érel péunvev from a
codex other than G (Laur. Conv.Soppr. 152), which was written in
Apulia in 1282 and so could hardly have been available to
him.*

With OC 833-843 ~ 876-886 Triclinius presumably had less
trouble because the colometry in T(Ta) all but conforms to the
traditional (and largely correct) one, best preserved among the

21, K, and Zg divide after £pedpe in 401, a specimen of the the common
scribal error of running on to the end of a word. Conversely, in 517, K stops
short before the prosodic unit ég d6povg. K also has 401b—402 on one line
without spacing, but the scribe (Ioannikios) was eager to save writing ma-
terial, as is obvious from a glance at any of his products. OC 833-843 ~
876—886 is even more crammed on the page (cf. n.45 below).

3 In principle éEnudduov could also have come from a manuscript now
lost (as my anonymous referee points out). But the inconsistency between
creating ‘perfect’ responsion and admitting the ‘imperfect’ within four lines
of each other remains. We must not expect too much of Triclinius.
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witnesses I consulted in A (Paris.gr. 2712) and—in place of Zg,
which 1s not available for Oedipus Coloneus—the “Thoman’ Zo
(Pal.gr. 287).** Vertical strokes again mark its deviations from

the modern text.*®

Soph. OC 833-843 ~ 876-886 (tambo-dochmiac)

i® oM.

i Spdig, ® E&v’; ok dpnoeig; ey’ ég | Xo.
Béisavov el yepdv. 835

eipyov. | Xo. cod pev ob, Kp.
14.0¢ Y& pouévov.

nOAEL poyf YOp, €1 TL INpovelg Eue. Kp.

ovk Mydpevov 1ot &yd; Xo. pébeg O

XEPOV
mv noida Bdiccov. Kp. un ‘nitocs’ & un
KPOLTETG.

.ol Aéyw cot. Kp. 601 & Eywy’ Xo.
08o1mopelv. 840
. mpoPad’ wde, Pare Pat’, Evronot. Xo.

oG évaipetan, oG éud, cOéver.
npoPad’ md¢ pot.

843 npoPad’ S¢

Ot i tédhoc.

876
Soov A’ Exav deixov, E&v’, el
16.0¢e dokelg Telelv.
Soxd. | Xo.tavd’ dp’ ovk-
£11 vEp® oM.
1016 T0 dikariolg xo Ppoyvg vikg péyov.
doved’ ota eBéyyeton; Xo. 1d Y’ 00
Teler,
<Zebg pot Euviotm.> Kp. Zebg v’ &v £1dein,
oV 8’ ob.
ap’ ovy BPpic 1a8’; Kp. VPpig; GAN’
avextéo.
1o mog Aedg, 1o yoig Tpduot,
uéAete oLV TaEL, LOAET : €mel MEPOV
nepdc’ <o1de> oM.

883

882 <Zelg pot Euviotw.> suppl. Jebb, alii
alia: lacunam ind. Tricl.

codd.

vy’ Hartung: todt’

884 Yo 1e TTa 886 <0(de> suppl.

Elmsley: nep®ot dfita TTa

Triclinius’ most notable achievement in dealing with this
strophic pair is his discovery that the iambic trimeter in 882
lacks its first half: schol.T* Soph. OC 876 (p.111 Turnebus)
gAMmig 8¢ éoty 6 eig 1@V 1GuBov. He did not venture any

# Collated from photocopies of images which Roger Dawe deposited in
the Classics Faculty Library, Cambridge (courtesy of James Diggle). To-
gether with Laur. Conv.Soppr. 172 this manuscript is better known as the
codex P of Euripides, which in the ‘alphabetic’ plays (and Rhesus) was copied
from L (Laur. 32.2) after Triclinius had applied his first set of corrections.

4 AZo divide 839-840, 881, and 877/878 1a.8¢ ... dokd (Zo) according
to the speaker assignments, while 876-877 i® tdAag ... el and 833-834 io
OGS ... &g (Zo) are run together. L has 833-834/835 ~ 876-877/878 as in
AT(Ta), but otherwise gives a line to cach speaker; K retains traces of the
old colometry among the attempts to squeeze as much text as possible into

one line (cf. n.42).
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supplement here,*® but he restored responsion, if not the
correct metre (dochmiac), in 841-843 ~ 884-886, where the
transmitted text is corrupt in both strophe and antistrophe. In
841 he improved metre and language by writing npoBa®’ ®de
Bate for mpoPad’ ®S éupare (essentially a word-division error),
but then inserted a syntactically ruinous te after yog in 884 to
make the verse end metrically equivalent to that of the wrong
paradosis in the strophe (évtomior codd.: &vtomot Brunck).
Similarly, in 843 ~ 886 he realised that the lines as he had
them did not correspond. His emendations produced an
iambic penthemimer (v — v — 9), not entirely absurd, but
mappropriate here as a clausular rhythm. It was left to Elmsley
to propose a simple supplement in 886.

With the different challenges that they posed to an early
metrician, the two separated strophic pairs in Sophocles give
an excellent picture of what Triclinius could accomplish at his
most advanced, and without the help of ancient material. It
ranks with his best results in undivided choral lyrics and shows
beyond doubt the progress he made since first reading He-
phaestion and beginning to work on the dramatic texts.

Conclusion

Demetrius Triclinius has justly been described as the first
modern editor and textual critic.*’” His often violent interven-
tions, based on varying degrees of metrical understanding, have
not endeared him to his 20"- and 21%-century colleagues, but

# Contrast schol.T2 Ar. Ran. 592b Chantry (see 1n.35) and schol. 1
Aesch. Pm 1065 Massa Positano 0 1fig avnctpoqmg omog neumog anog
e?»hnng AV TpdC TOV Thg oTpoehic: 810 Kol GvarAnpdOn Top’ £uod, kol oipot
&g koAde. In his text Triclinius expanded Pers. 1066 Boa vov dvtidovnd pot
to an iambic trimeter by adding péhog t10eig because he erroneously
thought that the verse ought to respond with Pers. 1060 (31a). Cf. L. Massa
Positano, Demetriv Triclinii in Aeschyli Persas scholia® (Naples 1963) 71, 148.

47 E.g. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Emnleitung in die griechische Tragodie
(Berlin 1889) 194-195; Smith, Studies 3—4; P. J. Finglass, “The Textual
Transmission of Sophocles” Dramas,” in K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to
Sophocles (Malden 2012) 9-24, at 15.
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to his fellow Byzantines his work seemed little short of a
miracle,*® and some of his conjectures (such as the one in Soph.
OC 841) have never been improved on. Most importantly,
however, Triclinius realised that Greek lyric poetry cannot be
fully appreciated without knowledge of its metrical structure,
and he persevered in the study of these rhythms to make the
fruits of his research available to perceptive readers of his and
future times.* In his treatment of non-consecutive responding
stanzas we not only can see a general increase in metrical com-
prehension, but can also identify its source (the old Aristo-
phanes scholia), and we have proof that Triclinius was able to
transfer his knowledge (to Sophocles). It is an interesting addi-
tion to what we otherwise know about his scholarly develop-
ment and the chronology of his work and one point among
many where both should matter to us.?°

January, 2015 The Queen’s College
Oxford OX1 4AW
United Kingdom
almut.fries@classics.ox.ac.uk

# In a note transmitted at the end of the metrical scholia to Pi. Ol 1
Triclinius’ students reverently speak of him as their pvotaywyoc: E. Abel,
Scholia recentiora in Pindari Epinicia 1 Scholia in Olympia et Pythia (Budapest/
Berlin 1891) 49. This is also the only contemporary reference to Triclinius’
activities. Cf. G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmussion of the Plays of Euripides
(Cambridge 1965) 28-29; Smith, Studies 4, 48.

4 A very personal statement to that effect can be found in the last para-
graph of the preface with which Triclinius equipped all his final editions
(best consulted in Abel, Scholia 1 43). Cf. Zuntz, Inquiry 28.
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quote his unpublished Oxford dissertation.
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