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This paper sheds new light on two Greek texts accompanying Aeschylus’ Prometheus Vinctus,
in the fifteenth-century manuscript Q No. 2 of the Library of the Russian Academy of Sci-
ences in Saint Petersburg. The first text is a didactic poem on iambic versification, allegedly
composed by Michael Psellos, and the other one is a mixture of book epigrams related to the
subject of the Prometheus Vinctus. August Nauck studied the manuscript and published these
texts. All further mentions of the manuscript depend on Nauck’s readings, which nobody
seems to question. In the latest edition of Psellos, prepared by Westerink, the manuscript from
St Petersburg has not been taken into account, albeit the editor mentions Nauck’s publica-
tion. As for the epigrams, they have been published several times, also without taking that
manuscript into account. A new study of the codex shows that Nauck’s edition contains several
minor misreadings, therefore, I propose a new edition, based on the St Petersburg manuscript,
as well as other manuscripts bearing same or similar verses, which were, apparently, unknown
to him. Analyzing the epigrams on Prometheus, I compare our manuscript with others which
contain the same verses (usually in different order). I try to explain some of the mistakes in
these texts and correct them, as well as to compare them with other readings.

Keywords: manuscript, iamb, iambic trimeter, book epigrams, readings, Nauck, Psellos.
1. Introduction

From the philological point of view, the manuscript Q No. 2 of the Library of the
Russian Academy of Sciences in St Petersburg is more than interesting on many levels.

* I thank Elena Ermolaeva and Grigory Vorobyev for their help during my MA thesis writing which
led to this article.
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It contains Pindar’s Olympian Odes and two tragedies of Aeschylus: Prometheus Vinctus
and Septem contra Thebes.! Even though these main texts have not yet been scrutinized
to a satisfactory level, they are unlikely to yield enormous discoveries on the level of the
textual criticism. Beside these texts, the manuscript contains several short paratexts, two
of which I will try to elaborate in this paper. Among the manuscripts bearing Greek plays,
numerous ones contain, apart from usual paratexts like argumentum, hypothesis or vita,
yet another kind of paratext, namely short poems, mostly Byzantine, about the poet or the
play, copied before and after the latter; the codex Q No. 2 is one of such manuscripts. Be-
sides, it abounds in Slavic/Serbian short accounts, inscriptions and glosses, which might
be interesting for the history of the reception of Pindar and Aeschylus in the Balkans af-
ter the fall of Constantinople.? The manuscript also contains several cryptograms, one of
which has been deciphered and others are yet to be researched.? Occasionally, the codex
cites smaller Greek texts of other authors, but such occurrences are rare (one example will
be given below)

The manuscript dates from the fifteenth century, 1474 to be precise.* Where it was
copied and by whom, remains unknown. There is no external evidence, nor does the man-
uscript itself provide information of that kind.> All we know is that it was in the town
of Novo Brdo in the sixteenth century,® and after that in the Monastery of the Serbian
Patriarchate of Pe¢ up to 1857. The hypothesis, made by D. Trifunovié,” that the manu-
script belonged to Demetrius Kantakouzenos, a Greek man of letters who lived in Novo
Brdo and wrote in Slavic, is indeed interesting, but could hardly be proven and remains a
hypothesis. In 1863, the slavist Alexander Hilferding brought the manuscript to St Peters-
burg and it is still kept there to this day.

The same year that the manuscript was brought to St Petersburg, A. Nauck published
his paper about the codex, mainly focusing his attention on the Greek part of it.®> Almost
every other mention of the manuscript depends on his work. His reasoning, even though
mostly correct, still needs correction here and there.” Moreover, nobody seems to have
questioned the conclusions he made on the level of textual criticism or his readings of the
manuscript. Apparently, apart from Mstislav A. Shangin,'® who published a more general

! Nauck 1863, 487-518 (488-492); Irigoin 1952, 442; Turyn 1943, 43-46; Ianrun M.A.
Axanemnueckas pykonuch [Innpapa n Scxuna. Mssecmus Axademuu Hayx CCCP VI cepus, 1927, Tom 21,
BbITyCK 3, 501-502.

2 Bacenko I1.T. Cep6ckue 3anucy Ha rpedeckoii pykonucy XV B., IpuHaiexaieri bubmorexe Axa-
nemuu Hayk CCCP. M3secmus Axademuu Hayx CCCP, VII Cepus, Ota. ryM. Hayk, 1928. Ne. 1; Pagrojunh H.
3axon o pyonuyuma decnoma Cmegana /lasapesuha. beorpan, HayuHo geno, 1962. 11-14.

% For the deciphered cryptogram see Shangin 1927, 499. The other cryptograms are listed below in
the present paper.

4 On exact date see Shangin 1927, 500.

> The manuscript might have contained some information on its initial folios, but those are now lost.
More precisely, around 8 initial folios are missing.

¢ It is quite probable that the codex might have been copied there. Indeed, the economical and cultural
importance of Novo Brdo rose in the period around the fall of Byzantium.

7 Tpudyunosuh 'B. Jumumpuje Kanmaxysum, Beorpas, Homnr, 1963, 23-24, 165.

8 Nauck 1863, 487-518.

® This is also true for the main texts and its later editors. Nauck thought that our manuscript is closely
related to the Paris. gr. 2782A, which is true, but not completely. Comparing them, first we see that they have
not so few different readings, in the text of Pindar at least, but also different mistakes. Paris. gr. 2782A dates
from the XVI century and is, by no means, apographos of our manuscript.

10" Shangin 1972, 499-510.
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article on the whole manuscript in 1926, nobody has studied the Greek part of the man-
uscript thoroughly after Nauck. Nauck also published both poems which are the main
matter of this article. His edition is mostly correct, but nonetheless ought to be somewhat
revised. In his aforementioned article, Shangin corrected some of the mistakes Nauck
made, but not all of them, and, most importantly, deciphered the cryptogram concealing
the exact date when the scribe finished his work. Though Shangin’s article is also quite
important, it is not free from flaws. I will only point to a particular misreading of Shangin,
who published several Greek passages fromain texm the manuscript that had been left out
by Nauck.
Namely, top margin of the f. 91" reads (original orthography preserved):'!

apxn oogi(ag) eoPog k(vpio)v gnot Tig B<e>iog
&viyp et youv cogi(ag) k(ai) od @ maudiov 662 a
yabov dndvtw<v> kputov<a> (kat) DYnAoTepa

Shangin, on the other hand, published this text as follows:!?

apxn oogipoPog kai enoi Tig Belog avijp i yovv cogiag kal ob @ maudiov
06 &yaBov amavta kpvtovog Lynlotepa

Shangin read interlinear cryptograms (f. 14" ogip!* vkafa voiap ; -, f. 157 vra ya vo : -5,
f. 18" a mrpi!s; £. 197 npipopv?” | Lot v ge : -, 18 £. 19" va kpai!?), but couldn’t decipher them.
He also does not mention these cryptograms:

f. 15" +ppmetat exovat nppupovo {tpoeve: xoatpve Tppueg: apvvo (kal)
TAaaovot xauk apodptal- vovtop :- dAmviotit néBaoe- nputd vpootploéve :-
f. 51V:20 BovpkayoTomponUeVToq . ..

f. 120": +aedotprakdthto6?! - eagdviotaud:

2. A poem on iambic versification

Folios 1*-54" contain Pindar’s Olympian Odes.?> On f. 54", before Aeschylus, a
19-verse-long poem is copied.”> Pindar’s text is mostly copied by one hand. Yet, these
verses, on the other hand, as well as the epigrams on Prometheus, are written by hands
different from the main text. The text of the iambic instruction has now partially faded
out, which makes it somewhat difficult to read. These verses are found in at least fourteen

1 The handwriting is different from that of the main text. cf. ms. London, BL, Harley 5624, f. 210"
12 Should be @g.
13 Shangin 1927, 505.
4 Or opip... This line is written between & 07t co@oig &Batov and kdoo@oig o0 piy Swww Pi. O.3, 44.
Written below avtik’ &yyeliav Pi. O.4, 5.
16 Or atapi...Between edhoyiav mpotiBeig, pf) pated and on 0edg yevéobat : — v{ Pi. O.5, 24
17 Bellow dxivdvor & apetai Pi. 0.6, 9.
Bellow 007’ év vawoi Pi. O.6, 10.
Above pavtv T ayabov Pi. 0.6, 16.
Written in monocondylia.
21" A sign resembling a mirrored abbreviation for -ev is written supra lineam above the last letter (6).
22 With minor lacunas, and without the 11% ode.
23 Besides, that folio abounds in Serbian inscriptions, but none of them, as also in many other cases
throughout the manuscript, are related to the Greek text. They date from the mid-sixteenth century as one
can read from their initial lines which usually begin with Tn the year X I...
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manuscripts, including our codex. L. G. Westerink did not know about some of them, such
as Vat. gr. 224, fourteenth century, which has the verses in question (17 lines) on f. 220¥;%*
Madrid, Biblioteca nacional, 4576, f. 38'-39"; Palermo, Archivio di Stato, Pergamene varie,
70, f. 1Y, as well as other two, both from the Vatican, which I will mention below. Several
codices ‘recentes’, quite similar in readings between each other, attribute these verses to
Michael Psellos. Namely, manuscripts Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 125 (f. 81"); and
Vienna, ONB phil. gr. 287 (f. 25") have the title as follows: Tod co@wtédtov Wel\od otixot
Spotot mept Tod iapPicod pétpov. In the Baroccianus, the verses are copied after the work
‘On Meters” by the grammarian Trypho. In the codex Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A
110 sup. (f. 56%), the poem is copied after other anonymous metrical works and bears the
title: Tod WeA\oD mepi Tod avtod pétpov. Yet another codex attributes this text to Psellos.®
It is now held at the National Library of Russia in St Petersburg, ®.Ne 906 (Gr.) 731, f. 2*.
It was earlier known as codex Lesbius Leimonis 267.2° The manuscript itself dates from
the fifteenth century, but it is important to mention that the first three folios (verses are
found on f. 2%) were added later.?” In this manuscript the poem has the following title: Tod
co@wtdtov Yelhod pébodog mept tod iapPucod puétpov. The same title is found in the
codex Vat. Barb. gr. 71, f. 45 (not mentioned in Westerink’s edition either. In the latter
manuscript, there is also another work on iambic meter, on folios 38"~ 36". Besides, two
manuscripts attribute our poem not to Psellos, but to a certain monk Ioannicius. One
of them is codex Ambrosianus H 22 sup., f. 299", (tod povayod kvpod Twavvikiov), but
the name in that manuscript is added, most probably, by a later hand, which makes the
attribution questionable.?® Vat. Pal. gr. 72 (also not mentioned by Westerink) has the same
title (f. 122"). Psellos is known for his vast erudition and diverse writings, often reflecting
his didactic approach to literature. Thematically it is out of the question that a polymath
as he was could write another poetical instruction on versification. But as it is known that
numerous works are attributed to him only because of his importance and popularity, it
might well be that the real author is left unknown. As this paper is not meant to deal with
the authorship itself, we will focus more on the text rather than its author.

I give the text accompanied with an apparatus criticus which has readings from the
manuscript Q No. 2 and is based mostly on Westerink’s edition and other manuscripts,
not mentioned by him. These verses were first published (from the codex Florence, BML,
Conv. Soppr. 20) in 1853 in Paris by N.Piccolos.? After Nauck’s 1863 edition the poem
was published in 1886 by W. Studemund*® from the codex Vienna, ONB, phil. gr. 287. In
1890 G. Cozza-Luzi published his readings from the twelfth-century manuscript now in
Palermo, which contains just seven verses from this poem.*! Nauck’s mistakes and conjec-
tures are also mentioned in the apparatus.

24 Franchi de’ Cavalieri & Mercati 1923, 294.

%5 M. Richard says in his catalogue that the codex Lesbius is lost, cf. Richard 1958, 139-140. Westerink
didn’t know about this manuscript since he thought that it was lost (cf. Westerink 1992, 22).

26 Tlanadoémovhog-Kepapevg A. Mavpoyopddateiog BifAioBrkn frot yevikog meptypagikdg katéhoyog
TOV €v Talg ava v AvatoAnv BipAodnkalg edpiokopévwy EAANVIKOV Xelpoypdpwy katapTtiodeioa
kai ovvtaxBeica kat évtoAlv tod év Kwvotavtivovmoler EAAnvikod Didoloykod ZvAAoyov, &v
Kwvotavtivounodet, tomoig 2. ' I. Bovtdpa (Lorentz & Keil), 1884, 123.

27 Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1884, 123.

28 Westerink 1992, 236-237.

29 Piccolos 1853, 218-219.

30 Studemund 1886, 198-199.

31 Cozza-Luzi 1890, 22-35, (24-25).
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Manuscripts containing this text with Westerink’s and my sigla:>?

j*** — Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci (gr.) 125, XVI cent., f. 81%
Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 110 sup., XV/XVT cent., f. 56";
Vienna, ONB, phil. gr. 287, XVI cent., f. 25™;

j* — Florence, BML, Conv. Soppr. 20, 1341, f. 73Y;
j° — Vienna, ONB, phil. gr. 279, XV cent., f. 86;

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, E 26 sup., XVI cent., ff. 160"-161%;
jt — Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, H 22 sup., XV cent., f. 299%

Va3 — Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 224, XIV cent., f. 220%;

Vb — Vatican, BAV, Barb. gr. 71, XVI cent., f. 45Y;

M — Madrid, Biblioteca nacional, 4576, XV cent., f. 38— 39;

P — Palermo, Archivio di Stato, Pergamene varie, 70, XII cent., f. 1;
V¢ — Vatican, BAV, Pal. gr. 92, XV cent., f. 122V;

L  — StPetersburg, National Library of Russia, ®.Ne 906 (Gr.) 731, XV cent., f. 2*
(ex-Lesbius Leimonis 267);3”
y  — St Petersburg, Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Q No. 2,

XV cent., f. 54Y;
a¢ — ante correctionems;
P¢ — post correctionem.

Note that the manuscript Q No. 2 (y) generally omits iota subscriptum and some-
times it is difficult to differentiate et from a, ‘lying’ € from 1, and n from L.
TO HETPOV OUTW TAV lapPwv pot VoeL-

Kail Tovg odag pev 1 péhooa SetkvoTw
T@V GLAAAB@V 8¢ Thv dpiBunoty kdkAov
1OV {wdtakov eloopdv pavBavé pot.

5  péAwv 8¢ UeTpelv Kal oTiXoUG TTAEKELY, @i,
anaocav &v v 1o okomod Ty eikdva
TPooAapPAvwy EpLoTa TG OTiXOVG TIAEKE.
TPWOTOV P&V 00V Kai Tpitov fj mépmTov mdda
fappog fj omovdeiog edtpemlétw,

10 1OV debrepov 8¢ kai téTaptov &&iwg
fapPov amlodv eiopépwv étoldoelg,
éktog & lapBw tépmetal KOOHOV PEPWY
kol Toppiyiw TV kdpav DYod Qépel.
€0TWOAV 0DV 0OL TTVPPIXLOG UEV AOYOG -

15 omovdelog Alag ¢k pakp®dv xpovwy §bo -
Adxne & Tappog kai Aéfng avd kai Béwv.
160D 10 Tdv elAn@og €v Ppayel pétpw .
pabmv 1o PETpov, ebpLdG TAtke oTixov[g].
{id¢ puétpov iaupPkodv @ gilog ®de.}

32 The apparatus is based mostly on Westerink’s edition, with the addition of readings from the
manuscript Q No. 2 and other manuscripts not mentioned by Westerink, found in Moore 2005, 490-491.

33 These are grouped together since there are practically no differences between them.

34 The sigla from V?to y have been introduced by myself (they are not found in Westerinks edition).

% Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1884, 123.
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1 10 pétpov obtw ] T pétpw TovTew VP 1 pot ] om. Nauck 1 véet ] j%5Y, vo[gty, pétpov L, pétpet
cet. 2 péAooa | péhitta VP 2 Setcvtitw ] Seikviet Nauck, Setcv[vrwy 3 82 ] pev VP 3 kdkdov |
KOKA0G VP, k0k\o [V y 4 {wdiakov ] {wdiak@v Ly* 5 péhwv | Béhwv yjP, péAwy cet. 5 @ile |
@[iAe v, @ilovg L, @ilog cet. 6 &v v@ ] &v @ VP 6 okomod | okdmov VP 7 mpookapavav |
npohapPavev j2Ve ji 7 tobg | kai jPVPL 8 tpitov fj méumtov | moda | mépntov L 9 fapPog A
onovdeiog evtpemiétw | fapPov fj omovdeiov evtpémilé pot j?, edmpemlétw y 11 étopdoes |
y j° dmaptioeig cet. 12 TapPw | idppw j3'VE, lappog y, idppov cet. 13 vyod ] Hyt Nauck
13 @épeL | @epoeL yP<, gépol y, @épel cet. 14 Eotwoav | EoTi pévyjb, #otw pevL 14 oot ] 0y
15 Alag ] yj2V<jP jly, Athag cet. 16 Adxng ] xéAng)PVPL 16 ad ] te y j° 17 Bpaxel ] Bpayd VPL
17 uétpw ] jPVP, pétpog j2VEIL, -ov yj®, Noyw

2 — péhooa because the bee has six feet, just as the iambic trimeter has six metrical
units. It could also be understood as a word-play since péAiooa is a metaphor for poet, cf.
Pind. P 4.60, Aristoph. Ec. 974, Idem Av. 748;

3-4 — kOkAov TOv {wdiakdv; 12 months of the Zodiac, because of the 12 syllables in
the (Byzantine) iambic trimeter.

12 — fapPog in our manuscript is mistakenly understood with &xtog; é&ktog however
would presuppose movg; the verb tépmetal goes with dat., so the correct reading should
be iapPuw;

13 — muppixiw, i.e., movg . a pyrrhic; a foot consisting of two short syllables, used in
a war-dance.

14-16 — \oyog etc.; it may seem curious, why exactly this word is chosen to repre-
sent two short syllables, and other words respectively, but it seems that there is no connec-
tion between their meanings.

Below, I give my translation, without any poetic pretension, just for the sake of under-
standing the author’s instructions.

This is how you should apprehend iambic meter;
And the bee shall show the feet;
As for counting the number of syllables,
Look at the Zodiac cycle and learn from there.
5 Ifyou want to measure and weave verses, my friend,
Bearing in mind the whole picture of the scope
You shall weave the verses the best way.
So, for the first, third and fifth foot
Tamb or spondee should be acceptable.
10 And second and fourth you will properly
Prepare by introducing plain iamb.
Sixth, bringing its adornment, enjoys iamb
And holds its head proud high with pyrrhic.
Now, for pyrrhic you should consider Adyog;
15 For spondee Alag, forming two long syllables;
Adyng for iamb as well as AéPng and Oé¢wv.
There, in short time you have learned completely your meter.
Having learned this meter, weave now beautifully verses.
Look, my friend, at this iambic meter.

Only our manuscript adds the last line (8¢ pétpov iapfucov @ @gidog @de. That verse
metrically does not fit in. Nauck thinks that this is because the versificator does not know
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the meter well. Now, after line 17 in the manuscript a large interlinear space is left. Ap-
parently, this was the end of the instruction. Indeed, the verse 800 10 nav €iAngoag év
Bpaxel pétpov seems to be a logical conclusion. Moreover, after the word pétpov one can
read a usual sign marking the end of a passage (or text), i. e. [. :], and other manuscripts
usually have 17 lines, without the additional two. Nauck does not mention this probably
because those lines were written with the same ink as the previous ones and, most likely,
by the same hand. It might be that the scribe was copying text from another manuscript
and then tried to add his own lines at the end. Line 18 paBawv 10 pétpov, edvpuig mAéke
otiyovg logically repeats otiyovg mAéke/-ewv from lines 5 and 7. The manuscript from
Palermo is interesting in this regard, because it has a similar line which is not found in
other manuscripts but is thematically close to ours. It reads:*

Aountdv otoixile kal otiyovg Shovg ypdge®

However, the last line of our manuscript’s text does not seem to be completely wrong.
It just scans as anapaestic dimeter with catalexis. After the last line one can barely read the
text because of the faded letters, but quite certainly it reads ...téAog fAO<e>, which can
testify that the last line is not a later addition, but that it was written as a whole.

Endings of some words have faded out. The manuscript reading ¢époe: emerged from
a scribal correction.** Our manuscript, among several others, lacks metrical signs at lines
14-16, which read, in j? and partly in j'.

In the codex Q N2, the instruction on iambic meter is followed by usual paratexts, i. e.
Vita Aeschyli and an argumentum to the Prometheus Vinctus. The main text of the tragedy
is copied thereafter.

3. Book epigrams on the Prometeus Vinctus

After the Prometheus, on folio 94%, the manuscript has a poem which consists of four
epigrams mixed together. This paratext is a mixture of so called ‘book epigrams’” written
in dodecasyllables.*’ Such short poems, which can, e. g. represent literary merits of the
poet, are not rare. They were composed as early as in Alexandrian times, throughout late
antiquity and until late Byzantium. Apparently, A. Nauck did not know about the occur-
rences of these epigrams in other manuscripts, hence his edition needs correction. All the
known manuscripts are listed below, together with a complete apparatus. Our manuscript
is textually closest to the codex Vienna, ONB, phil. gr. 197 (dated 1413), f. 180, albeit the
order of epigrams is different. In the manuscript Q No. 2, the text of the epigrams is much
easier to read than the iambic instruction published above, since the ink is much darker
and the writing is more professional. Indeed, these lines were written by yet another hand,
i. e., neither by the one that copied the main text, nor by the one that wrote the verses
on iambic trimeter. Some parts of it are decorated with red ink.*! These epigrams were

3% Nauck 1863, 493.

37 Note that the Palermo manuscript has only 7 verses (verses 8-13 plus an additional one).

38 For more information about this manuscript see Perria 1981, 1-24 and Acconcia-Longo 1981,
25-59 (28-29).

3 Nauck 1863, 493.

40 Byzantine version of iambic trimeter. For more information see Tomadaki & Opstall 2019, 193-220.

41 Byzantine book epigrams are often decorated with ink different from the main text; cf Tomadaki &
Opstall 2019, 194.
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first published by Cougny*? and later by Herington.*’ The latest edition was prepared by
L.Spyridonova and A.Kurbanov in 2021,* but even though they mention the manuscript
Q No. 2 (Sp p. 526.), none of its readings appear in the apparatus, nor is anything said
about the order of epigrams in this codex. In fact, our manuscript provides four lines
(11-14) which are absent from Cougny’s edition. The first epigram can be read in several
other manuscripts, and some manuscripts have the epigrams mixed, as in the case of our
manuscript. The codex Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, No. 175 sup. (fifteenth century), as
well as the Vat. gr. 1332 attribute these epigrams to John Tzetzes.*> A. Allegrini also argues
that these three epigrams were composed by Tzetzes because of his polemical tone, direct
addresses and expressions like av0’ Gv and dpotponWV.*6
The known manuscripts containing these epigrams are:

— Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 31.3, XIV cent., f. 181%;

— Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, G 56 sup., XIV cent., f. 76"

— Madrid, Biblioteca nacional de Espana, 4677, XV cent., f. 152V-153;

— Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Voss. gr. Q° 4A, XIII cent., f. 13%;

— Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 2787, XV cent., f. 39%;

— Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Voss. gr. Q° 6, XIV cent., f. 8

— Heidelberg, Universitatsbibliothek, Pal. gr. 18, XIII cent., f. 111%;

— Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1332, XIII-XIV cent., f. 88";

Wb — Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Reg. gr. 155, XV cent., f. 33%;

Lc — Cambridge, University Library, Nn. III. 17, XIV cent., f. 30";

V  — Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z.468 (coll. 653), XIV cent., f. 59%;

Ba — Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, suppl. gr. 110; XIV cent., f. 23Y;

Nc¢ — Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 28.25, XIV cent., f. 70Y;

X — Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 31.2, XIV cent., f. 46";

Xa — Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, N 175 sup., XV cent., f. 21%

Xc — Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Conv. Soppr. 98, XIV cent.,
f. 126"-207";

Ya — Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 197, 1413, £. 1805

Yb — Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 279, XV cent., f. 8"~ 8;

Yc — St Petersburg, Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Q , 1475, f. 94%;

Yd — Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 2787A, XVI cent., f. 126";

Fd — Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 91 sup. 5, XIV cent., f. 40%;

Rc — Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Conv. Soppr. 7, XIV-XV cent.,
f. 397

Zb — Leipzig, Universititsbibliothek, Rep. I 43, XV-XVI cent., f. 49%;

ST<TO0ZUW

vl dv 1o mop dédwkag avBpwmnwv yével,
TpUXN Pia papayyL TpooTEMNYUEVOG.

42 Cougny 1890, 414.

43 Herington 1972, 240-241.

4 Spyridonova & Kurbanov 2021, 524-537.

45 Tomadaki & Opstall 2019, 196 agree and explain it with its author’s irony and criticism.

46 Allegrini 1971-1972, 219-233 (227-229). For more information about the authorship
cf. Spyridonova & Kurbanov 2021, 531-533.
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10 ndp, [TpounBed, 6 Ppotoig éxapiow,
UAn mpog dxdpavtov evpedn eroya

5  0pyiig katd 60D Tpog Bedv TUPCOVHEVNG.
AloybAe, Ti @1ig; ToLG BeodG ooV TTPOTPEPELS
TaoxovTag aloxpdg ¢k Be@v OHOTPOTWY;
Kal TG dpa AéAnBag cavtodv eig Téhog
Beod oePalwv Tovg mabnTovg TV Qv

10 kai ur) Suvatovg EkPLYELV TIHWPIAG
KAéyag 10 Hp Tapéaye Toig BvnToig yépa
Kail kamretal paotyél taig Aog téhag:
Yevdwvupov Aédoyye TV KAfotV HOvVoG.
npounBiag Settat yap fj mpoPovliag.

15 of ai [TpopnBed, kpd&ov oval cov peya-
X&ptv Bpot@v yap frarnoag tov Aia
Kat AdBpa TovTov TG TO O EKEKAOPELG
eit’ ovd’ émeioBng v mep EoTaVpwEVOG
oV ékBaldvTa T@v Bpovwy eimelv Aia,

20 T® TOL KEPAVVOG €K TIOAOV KATNYHEVOG
€pyov tibnot ouvtpiPiig oe TOV TAAa<V>.
aiale Toivuv- ToDTO Yap TAPETT OOL.

3 Bpotoig | Pppotoiot P, Ppotod W 4 dxdpavtov ] dxdparov BLcNcFdH, dxdpavtov DNPS-
jEaXYaYd 5 | versum om. P 5 mupoovpévng | mupyovpévng Fd 6 AioxOAe ] aioxvlog Le
8 MéAnBag cavtov | oavtov AéAnBag Nauck, avtov Fd 9 Beod | Beovg cet. 10 tipwpiog |
BNPFdYa, tipwpiav YcP© cet. 11 yépa | NEaYaYd y yépag cet. 12 kdntetar pdoteyée | Yd,
kapnetar paotiét Ea, kduntetar paotiét Ya 13 yevddvopov | yevdwvopws Y, -ov cet.
13 povog | povov Y 14 mpounOiag | mpounBeioag y 14 §| mpoPoviiag ] 1} mpoPfovAia Y 15 of
ai ] ovai BNcWVYa, of ai Sj of Yd 15 kpd&ov | kpwlwv Nc, kpa&ov SjWV, kpdtov YaYd,
Kpalwv B 15 ovai | af of y* 15 oov ] Yd y*¢, oot y* cet. 16 Aia ] Siav W 17 nd¢ ] nwg Cougny
18 ¢neiofng ] éneioBeig H 19 éxPalovta ] éxParodvra DVXa 19 1@y Opdvwy | YaXaXc, tov
B8povov BNcW, tod Bpdvov Cougny 20 todov | SjYaYd, moAdod BNcHW 21 cuvtpipiig ot |
ovvtpiPioe BD 22 toivuv | tivoy Yd

2 — Pia papayyt cf. Aesch. Prom. 15.

4 — axapavtov; metrically incorrect.

6 — ToVG Be0vg oov; I wouldn't strongly argue that the author meant ‘pagan gods’ when
he wrote ‘your gods’; he might rather mean ‘gods in your play; gods as you represent them.

9 — OeoD; a mistake that makes no sense. There is no occurrence of the verb o¢fopat,
o¢Pw, oefalw with gen. It has to be Oeovg.

10 — Tipwpiag; ék@edyw is attested with both gen. and acc.

12 — xdmntetay kantw ‘to gulp down’ is very rare and does not really make sense here.
It should be kapmnrtetat.

15 — oval; the word is mostly attested in the Septuagint and the New Testament;
ovai usually goes with dat.; cov is a trace of later Greek influence, ai (expressing sorrow or
surprise) usually goes with voc. or nom.

15 — kpd&ov; this seems to be a better reading than kpwlwv attested in some manu-
scripts.
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19 — ékPalovta; future participle, éxalodvta, seems to be better here. At the end of
the play Prometheus, predicting the future to Io, did not name the one who will dethrone
Zeus.

19 — t@v Opdvwv is better than Tod Bpdvov since it prevents hiatus.*”

20 — ¢k mohov (axis; celestial sphere) is better and it should be kept. ¢k moA\oD is
lectio facilior, which does not quite fit metrically.

Since you have given the fire to the human race,
You are now suffering, fastened to a cliff by force.
The fire, Prometheus, which you have kindly given to mankind,
Turned out to be brushwood for an unwearying flame,
5  For the wrath of gods blazes against you.
Aeschylus, what are you saying? You portray your gods
Shamefully suffering at the hand of same-tempered gods?
And how didn’t you notice in the end that you
Worship gods that are by nature prone to suffering
10 And are not able to escape punishment?
Having stolen the fire, he gave a gift to the mortals
And is bowed down by Zeus’ scourge;
He alone has been falsely named;
For he lacks forethought and foresight.
15 Oh, oh, Prometheus, cry now deeply, woe to you;
For the sake of mankind you deceived Zeus
And how you have stolen the fire without him knowing?
And after that you have not obeyed, even though crucified,
To tell the name of the one dethroning Zeus.
20 That is why a lightning, rushing down from heaven,
Is crushing you much, you wretch.
Therefore weep nows; for this is all you can do.

The manuscript Ea contains only verses 1-12. It marks with a cross (+) the new be-
ginning at the line 11 (kAéyag 0 1tdp ...), but has only two lines of that epigram.*® In N,
the poem starts with kKAéyag 10 mhp... and omits oval ITpounOed.... The codex Yd, which
is very close to our readings, omits lines 9-10. Lc has verses 1-10 with a new beginning
marked atline 6, i. e. aioxOAog, TL @1 ... Nc and H provide a title: Ztixot eig tov ITIpoun0éa.
X and Fd have just lines 1-10. D has a title for first four epigrams: Ztixot €ig tov ITpoun6éa
100 TétCov. In W, the title reads: Xtixot ei tov IIpounBéa avtod T{étlov. W begins with
aioxOAe Ti @r|G... and continues with &v0’ @v 10 mop... It also has +maxovtag aioxpcg...
after ovail mpopnOed... The text of our manuscript seems to be mostly the same as Yd, Sj
and Yd. The main differences are as follows: Sj omits lines 11-14 (kAéyag 10 mop...), Ya
places the epigram kAéyag to mdp... at the end, which seems, indeed, somewhat more
logical.*® It is worth mentioning that our manuscript reads two decorative crosses after

47 Even though the root of the verb efmov had a digamma.
48 Note 700 Oeod instead of 7oi¢ Oeoig and yépa instead of pépag.
4 Note the shift from 2" to 3™ person singular.
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line 14. Yd bears a marginal note at the beginning of the last epigram: £€t(ep)ot maatoi. It
also has the title otiyot, written in red ink.>° Yd adds this line after the verses:

+ TpWTOL Gpa Spapatog Téppa Aioxvlov, +

Ov mpog IIpopn0¢” éNAeimovta mpounOiag :-

The composer of these verses addresses Aeschylus as well as Prometheus in the poem
and, as M. Tomadaki & E.v. Opstall argue,’! ‘warns the Christian reader against too much
impudence’.

They suppose that all of these epigrams were composed after the tenth century, i. e.
after the Byzantine selection of Aeschylus’ triad, because epigrams are not included in the
earliest manuscripts. This seems plausible, but I would argue that the epigram ‘kAéyag
70 7p..." (lines 11-14 in our manuscript), might be older. It is probably older than Byz-
antine. Firstly, this hypothesis can be backed up by the note €repor maAaioi at the right
margin of the manuscript Yd. Secondly, the content and moral of this epigram appear to
be pre-Christian. A Christian most probably would have understood well the self-sacrifice
for the good of others and would not have reproached it. Indeed, line 14 says that if Pro-
metheus, the benefactor of mankind, had known the outcome, i. e. that he would suffer, he
would not have dared to steal fire. In lines 11-14 there does not seem to be any allusion to
a divine martyrdom whatsoever. Besides, the shift from the 279 to the 3* person singular
in lines 11-14 seems very odd and certainly proves that this epigram does not belong here.
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