The Supplices of Euripides
James Diggle
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44/45 POipévar vexiwy ol

kaTodelmovct pédy
46/47 Bavdre Avcipedel Onpcly dpefotct Popeiv.

OMMENTATORs and emendators, with few exceptions, find the

antecedent of the relative of in vexdwr in line 44/45:

“...corpses which leave behind their limbs as a prey to
beasts.” The gibbering gy, knocking in vain at the gates of Hell, may
have left its limbs behind as carrion. A corpse on the battlefield has
abdicated control over its limbs: it does not enjoy the privilege of be-
queathing them to anybody. The conjectures of the interpreters in
line 44 are not such as to redeem the improbability of their interpre-
tation: avd pot Tékve Avcer pliuévwr vexdwr ed. Brubachiana and the
early editors, rendered as “ut redimas mihi filiorum extinctorum
cadauera” or “ut eximas meos liberos ex cadaueribus defunctorum,”
and modified by Brodaeus and Markland to dva pot «7A., “surge mihi,
redime filios meos, etc.”; ava Aelpove Adcoaw Kirchhoff, dvd por criye
Mcow Musgrave, amd cdpare Abcar Wecklein,! dvop’ alcyea Adcon
Bruhn apud Murray.

A few have tried a different path. Reiske and Markland find the
antecedent of of in rékve, and Markland offers a choice of three con-
structions for the phrase ¢pfiuévwy vexvwr: (i) “‘ex cadaueribus defunc-

1 Ed. maior (Leipzig 1898) and small annotated edition (Leipzig 1912). The conjecture is
accepted by the latest editor, G. Italie (Groningen 1951), who also changes ¢8iuéven vexdwv
to vexvwy ¢fiuévav. His laconic reason for this change (“zie antistr.” is all he says) I take to
mean that ¢fuévar in the strophe now occupies the same position as ¢fiuévouc in the anti-

strophe. Such correspondences occasionally occur in Euripidean lyrics, but they are not to
be introduced by this sort of mepiepyia.
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242 THE SUPPLICES OF EURIPIDES

torum,”# (ii) genitive absolute, “cadaueribus tabescentibus,” (iii) de-
pendent on uéy (so Reiske). “Haec nobis incerta sunt, quia ea pronun-
ciata non audiuimus: unde nescimus ueram distinctionem’; but it
will take more than punctuation and pronunciation to turn Mark-
land’s text into intelligible Greek. Grégoire3 writes dva por Tékve
Abcar, POuprévawr vexdwy py) keradetmovce pédn kri., which Professor Page
once called—perhaps a trifle indulgently—"pretty, though...un-
convincing.”* Murray produced a text of fits and starts, or, as he
called ir, of “clamores confusos precantium™: évopor . . .—réxve Aca.
—pOipévwv krA., “Impii Thebani” . . . “Reddere® filios!” . . . “qui mor-
tuos feris relinquunt.” This division of speakers was exploded by
Page, who himself conjectured dve po vexpa Abcar phiuévewry Teréwr.®
But Murray has spotted what seems to me to be an obvious truth:
that the only party which may be described as leaving limbs as a prey
to beasts are the Thebans, who are refusing burial to the corpses.”
And this view seems to be shared by the author of the most recent
conjecture known to me: A. Y. Campbell® conjectures, without ex-
planation, dvduovs kardmavcor, “put a stop to the lawless men
who . ..,” in which the sense is more plausible than the alleged cor-

ruption.

In listing the conjectures which take vexvwy as the antecedent of of,
I omitted to record two conjectures which are simpler and better than
the rest. O. Ribbeck? proposed &nd pot for dvopor, with the construc-
tion &nd por Téxva Avcar Pliuévawr vexvwr, “release for us our children
from the dead corpses.” Tmesis is common in Euripides’ lyrics;1®
tmesis of the same verb, in a similar construction, occurs at Hom. Od.

2 Defenders of this construction quote no parallel, so I offer them Aesch. Ag. 1023 7&»
POipévew avayew (“bring up from the dead”™).

3 Budé ed. (Paris 1923).

4 CQ 31 (1937) 96.

& ‘Redime’ in fact, since écdodca in 48 shows that Adeor is middle imperative and not
aorist infinitive. But that would make Murray’s text even less coherent.

¢ loc.cit. (supra n.4).

7 Por xaralelmew used of leaving corpses on a battlefield see Il. 12.226-27 woMove yap Tpdiwy
xaradelfoper, odc kev"Aymol | yadxd Sydcwc. Before Murray the only note of disquiet I can
find is A. Matthiae, Obseruationes criticae (Gottingen 1789) 14: “karaleime uédn de moriente
uix bene dicitur; et hoc loco esse saltem deberet karélenhar.”” I will not repeat his conjec-
ture, which he withdrew in his edition (text 1814, commentary 1823),

8 In his edition of Helen (Liverpool 1950) 123.

* RhM n.F. 31 (1876) 614.

10 Kithner-Gerth I 534-35, W. Breitenbach, Untersuchungen gur Sprache der Euripideischen
Lyrik (Stuttgart 1934) 266.
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12.420-21 &md Tolyovc | Abce kMddwv rpdmoc (“the wave removed the
sides from the keel”).1t But I doubt if éré is the preposition we want
in this context; éic is what we should expect, and éx was neatly sup-
plied by a second conjecture of Professor Page, published but reduced
to uninztelligibility by misprinting in A. S. Owen’s edition of Ion (Ox-
ford 1939) p.117: dve por Tékva Abcau 'k $pbiuévawr. For the preposition
see 346 vexpodc éxAvcopan, and for por see 168 chcov vexpovec pot.
“There are no certain cases of prodelision after o in tragedy,” says
Platnauer.’? But he is wrong: there is at least one. At Soph. OC 1608
mecobeau "kAaiov (Heath, xdaior codd.) the manuscript reading is not
to be defended by the plea that the syllabic augment may be
omitted in messenger speeches: for the conditions under which such
omissions are permitted see Page on Med. 1141. Of the four remaining
possible instances, I have already shown that Platnauer’s doubts
about two of them are justified;'® but two instances which are prob-
ably to be accepted are Hel. 953 aiprjcope *yeb (Porson, eéprjcopen 76 L),
and TA 1396 yevjcopa “ya) (Reiske, yerjcop’ éydd L). Platnauer has
shown that there are seven instances of the prodelision —ue: *yd in
Aristophanes.14
There is only one drawback to accepting this conjecture: the ante-

cedent of ol is still vexdwy. But change the case of the relative and all
will be well:

Gva pot Térva Abcon 'k

POpévwy vexdwv dv

kaTaAelmovct pédy . . .

“arise, and release for us our children from the corpses whose limbs

11 The same construction (as émoldew ¢ Twoc) is used with the uncompounded verb at
470 Mcavra cepvd creppdrav pucrima, “release the puermipie (Demeter’s temple: cf. 173)
from the suppliants” garlands.” So the passage is rightly explained by B. Lavagnini, AJ/P 68
(1947) 84-86. Commentators join crepudrawv pverdpe or, since that is an impossible phrase,
accept Nauck’s éxrijpia. And there is one more place in the play where the verb dmoAdew
ought probably to be restored. At 638-39 the messenger, announcing victory, declares to the
chorus Adyov 8¢ ce | paxpod dmomavew, which, one would suppose, means I shall stop you
from making a long speech,” than which no remark could be less apposite. H. van Her-
werden, Mnemosyne N.s. 5 (1877) 36, conjectured dmoldcws, "I shall relieve you of a long
speech” (i.e. I shall speak briefly). Compare Hec. 918, where Murray very plausibly conjec-
tures xereddcac for keranavcac.

12 CQ N.s. 10 (1960) 141.

13 Heracl. 999, IA 1435; see CQ N.s. 22 (1972) 244.

1 And let me add another instance for consideration: Blaydes’ daivero: <’x > fedv at Aesch.
Pers. 604, which is accepted by Page (OCT, Oxford 1972).
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they are leaving for the beasts.” dva is an invitation to Aithra to leave
the altar and approach her son on the chorus’ behalf (cf. Alc. 276 ¢AX’
ava 7éApa, Tro. 98-99 dva, 8dcdarpov, meddbev kedaijy (P, xepadd V), |
éndewpe 8épmr, 1% Soph. Aj. 192 &N’ dve €€ &3pdwwr). The subject of
karadeimouct is left unexpressed, as well it may be: the identity of the
subject is not in doubt, for this reprehensible behaviour of the The-
bans in refusing burial was described only a few lines earlier. For the
idea ‘release from the corpses’ (i.e. ‘from the corpse-strewn battle-
field’) see 762 Oépamec Wyov €k ¢évov, “the servants brought (the
corpses) out of the carnage.” The corruption of &v to oi is easy enough:
either dv was lost by haplography after vexdwy and of was supplied as
a subject for karadeimovc:, or, more likely, dv was simply assimilated
to the case of the subject of the following verb. The repetition of the
same sound in the adjacent syllables—wv &v causes no offence: see the
passages I have cited in ProcCambPhilSoc 194 (1969) 59.

IT
346 Spdicw T8’ elput ol vexpodc éxAdcopon
Adyorct meifwy- el 8¢ u, Bl Sopoc
70m 168’ écran Koyl cvv Pplovw fedv.
346 Spdcw Kirchhofl, 8pdcwv L. 347 melfwr Nauck,

meicowy L.

“I shall do this. I shall go and redeem the corpses by using persuasion;
failing that, it will be done #8n by armed force and without divine
displeasure.”

The word #6n harbours a problem generally ignored. “Failing that,
it will be done 8y by armed force.” While %8y commonly refers to
what is to happen in the immediate future (‘now at once’), it is not
clear that it may legitimately be used in the apodosis of a conditional
sentence to refer to an event which, so far from being immediate, is

15 | have seen no convincing treatment of these lines. Some, with no warrant, give dve the
force of a transitive verb: “dve construendum uidetur cum repaddy, i.e. dvexe xepaliy”
(Hermann), “éva for dvdewpe, as John Milton (ap. Barnes) rightly took it” (Paley); Murray
prints kegad, with an impossible change of addressee to follow; Parmentier punctuates
kepady | éndepe, 8épny, which is abominable style; only Musgrave’s addition of 7e after
Sépmy deserves consideration (xedadsy | émdepe 8épmy 7°). But I wonder whether weddfer
xedadiy, éndepe 3épyy does not belong to that species of the dnd cowod construction illus-
trated by Soph. El. 105-06 &7’ &v maupeyyeic derpwv | pemde, Aevecw 8¢ 1d8° fuap, Hor. Carm.
1.30.5-6 solutis | Gratiae gonis properentque Nymphae, though in these and all other instances
known to me there is a copula and not asyndeton,
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contingent upon a future event of uncertain time. Or, to formulate
the problem bluntly, can #8n mean 7ér¢? No evidence has been
shown that it can.

Nauck!® deleted 348 and left el 8¢ ur, Ble 8opdc effective enough in
its abruptness; and unless it can be bettered by conjecture, the dele-
tion deserves serious consideration.l? Such a conjecture is not Wila-
mowitz’s ai 8, for it gives to the line a frigid aimlessness which, had
the manuscript presented this reading, would probably have been
despatched by Nauck with the same remedy. That Beck conjectured
7% & I mention only because it is creditable to make even a bad con-
jecture when others are asleep.

If the text is unsound, then perhaps the replacement of 768” by ré7°
will mend it:

€l 8¢ w7, Bie Sopoc

L4 s 2 ¥ 3 A\ 3 ' -~
Ao 767" eran Koyl cdv $dvew Bedy.

Similarly Pl. Prt. 351E écw pév mpoc Adyov 8ok elva . . . cuyywpncdpeda-
el 8¢ wif, ére 7O audicfnricoper. See also Aesch. PV 910-11 (Zeus will
be overthrown) warpdc 8 ape. | Kpdvov 767" 1 mawredds kpavbicera,
Ag. 970-71 8rav 8¢ Tedyn Zedc am’ Sudaroc mpéc | olvov, 767° 487 iyoc
év ddpoic méder, Cho. 819 ket T67° 6m (Blomfield, 7dre 67 M) . . . pebfj-
copev, Soph. OC 437-41 ypdvew 8 67 78y wéc 6 udyboc v wénwy . . . 76
ik’ 58n TobTo pév mélic Bl | HAavvé i’ éx yijc. See also Thuc. 7.59.1,
Ar. Pax 341, Plut. 694, Pl. Resp. 4178, Lys. 1.19, 12.66, 25.22, Isoc. 12.25,
Isae. 11.22, 33, Dem. 16.27, 18.193.

I have retained the dative i, though others may prefer to write
Biee. The dative phrase gives a better balance with the following cdv
$0vew Bedov; and the combination of elvou, its impersonal subject unex-
pressed, with an adverb or equivalent phrase is illustrated by Aesch.
Sept. 68384 elmep karov pépor Tic, alcxvvme drep | éctw, Ag. 217 €5 yap
ey, Cho. 868 ein & émi viky, Eur. Med. 89 b yep écrar, HF 1292-93 ¢ &’
el koKD I ecr’, Hel. 1273, Or. 1106.

II1

e X ’ LI
365 CHo. {mméPorov *Apyoc, & mwdrpiov éuov médov, STR.
3 ’ /Q9 b /
éxlvete Tad’, éxAvere
Fed L4 1 \
avarroc Seue wept Beodc

18 Bull AcImpSt.Petersburg 22 (1877) 92.
17 [t is accepted by Wecklein in 1898 but not in 1912.
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kol peyade Iedocyle
A ¥
kot ket *Apyoc;

370 €l yop éml Tépua kol TO TAoV €UV KaKDY ANT.
ikdpevoc €t parépoc
Gyadue doviov éfédat,
y&v 8¢ Ppidiov *Iveyou
feir’ dwjcac.

375 kodov 8 Gyadpa moAecw edeefic mévoc STR.
’ bl r k]
xoepw T Eyer Tav éc alel.

I have transcribed the first strophe in order to present it with a
question-mark at the end. All the editors I have seen, with the excep-
tion only of Italie, make the sentence a statement: “Argos, you heard
this good news from king Theseus.” If Argos heard it, fifty miles
away, then Athens is ruled by king Stentor. I translate the remainder.
“May he, in going as far as the ending of my miseries and still fur-
ther,'® remove the bloody dyedue of a mother and make the land of
Inachus friendly to himself by doing it service. Labour undertaken in
a pious cause is a fine dyaApa for cities and wins everlasting gratitude.”
The “bloody dyedpe of a mother” is taken to mean the bloody corpses
of their fallen sons, and there is no reason why the words parépoc
dyadpo poviov should not have that meaning: see 631-32 76 cov dyedue,
76 cov ibpupe | wédeoc (“the glory, the stay, of your city,” meaning
these same dead heroes), 1163-64 odxére pidov | dpidac dyadp’ Spouai ce
potpde (“no longer shall I see you, dearly beloved delight of a loving
mother”), IT 273, Aesch. Ag. 208, Soph. Ant. 1115, tr. fr. adesp. 126.3.
And for the adjective ¢dviov see 812 cdhpal’ aiparocreayij. But there are
two difficulties. First, the recurrence of &yaApa only eleven words later
and with a different connotation betrays clumsiness to a high degree.
Negligent repetition within a short space of common and colourless
words is a well-known feature of tragic style: the word é&yadue is
neither colourless nor common. Second, the failure to define the verb
‘remove’ is troublesome: contrast the precision of 571 fdifw vexpoic
yijc ééedaw *Acwninc (similarly 38 e 4 76 Todrwy Avmpov éfédy yBovdc).

18 ¢l 14 wAdov enaw kaxdv ixduevoc is compared with Theoc. 1.20 xai r&c BouxoAixéc ént 7
mAéov Ixeo poicac by Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea (Berlin 1875) 94. And for 76 mAéov see

also 158 76 (Musgrave, 7¢ L) 8¢ mAéov “further than that’, ‘moreover’, a certain conjecture, in
spite of G. Zuntz, The Political Plays of Euripides (Manchester 1955) 69 n.5.
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I will add that ¢dviov in this context is not apposite, although I am
well aware that others will find it a choice epithet.

In place of dyedua I suggest duvype: “may he put an end to a
mother’s bloody cheek-tearing.” This clause defines réppa rév éudv
kardv in the same way that 76 7#Aéov ére is defined by yév . . . dmjcac.
The noun appears at Andr. 826-27 dviywy 1€ 8di” quiyuoara ficopar,
Soph. Aj. 634 moli@c duvypo yairac, and its cognates at Eur. fr.925a
Snell yevdwy 7° auvydc, Aesch. Cho. 24 mpémew mapyjc dolvicc’ dpvypoic
(text doubtful, mapnic gowioic auvypoic Stanley, mapfice powicic duvypdc
Conington). ‘Bloody’ is the epithet which this activity warrants: 76-77
Sué mapfidoc Svuxt Aevkov | alparobre xpdTa Ppoviov: <& €>,.1° Hec. 655-56,
Hel. 373-74, 1089, Or. 961-62. For the verb éfoupeiv in the sense ‘put an
end to’, with an inanimate object, see Phoen. 991 marpoc éfeidov $éfov,
Med. 904 veixoc woarpoc éfoepovuévn, Pl. Resp. 387D kal rodc dduppovce
&pa efaupricoper kol Todc oikrove TAY ENoyiuwy avdpdv, 3878, Isoc. 12.165
éfaupeiv . . . Tac Swadopdc, LS] s.u. 1w init.20 Comparable to the whole
expression is Plut. Sol. 21.6 auvycc 8¢ xomropévwy . . . adeirer (Solon
“put an end to the cheek-tearing of mourners™).

Iv

476 créfiou €, kai un Toic éuoic Buuovpevoc
’ € \ ’ 3 Fd 14
Adyoicty, we &1 méhw éAevfépav éxwy,

chpiydvr’ duelfm ptbov éx Bpoyidvwr.

éAmic yap éct’ amicTov, 1) moAdac moAeic

corify’, dyouce Buuov elc vmepPolcc

1 For the text of these and the corresponding lines in the antistrophe see G. Zuntz, An
Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides (Cambridge 1965) 65-67; A. M. Dale,
The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama® (Cambridge 1968) 75 n.1. I have two points to add: (i) the
expression Aevkdv | afparobre xpdra dvov, where ypare is qualified by two epithets, the one
descriptive, the other proleptic (“bloody the white flesh gory™), is so insipid that one of the
adjectives must be altered. Since doviwe (“with gory nail”: so Hec. 657 8laupov évvya, Hel.
1089 Svuye ddweov) requires an improbable correption (Zuntz’s objection to “the separation,
excessively wide, of noun and adjective’ is unwarranted: see Breitenbach, op.cit. [supra
n.10] 243ff), perhaps we should consider Aevxéc (Page): see Med. 923, 1148, El. 1023; (ii) the
credit for first adding (& &> in the strophe should be assigned to Wilamowitz, Griechische
Tragoedien, 1II: Euripides, Der Miitter Bittgang (Berlin 1899). The textual notes were not
added until the fourth edition (1904), bur this reading is presupposed by the 1899 version,
as are most of the other prescribed readings. But Wilamowitz ignores the conjecture in
Griechische Verskunst (Berlin 1921) 267 n.2.
20 Phoen. 516 né&v yap efaipei Adyoc (“removes every obstacle’ Pearson) also belongs here

and not in the class which L8] invents for it. Euripides makes similar use of ddapeiv: e.g.
Med. 456, HF 99.

2 ger* Gmicrov Fix, éere wdncrov L.
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“Take careful thought, and do not, in your anger at my words and
because you suppose that yours is a free city, deliver in reply a speech
flushed with pride éx Bpayidvwr. For hope is not to be trusted: it has
brought many cities into conflict, by tempting the spirit to excesses.”

A commentator’s first instinct is to suppose that Bpayidvwr must be
a comparative adjective. Then he finds the grammarians writing
“Bpoyiwy nur bei alten Grammatikern. .. sonst Bpeyvrepoc’2? and
“Bpayiwv (nur als Subst., woraus lat. bracchium) Bpayvrepoc.”’?® And so
he writes such notes as these: “Distinguendum opinor: cépry@dvs’
apeifn pdbov: éx Ppayidvw | édmic yop écri wdkicrov, 7 moArac, &c.
Bpaylovec Graecis, ut brachia et lacerti Latinis, robur et uires denotat;
Fidens juuentus horrida brachiis, Horat. III. Carm. iv. 50, et véw Bpayiovt
Noster Hecub. 15, hac fab. 748 [738] véoi Bpayiocw” (Markland); “uide
ne efficias uerbis contumeliosis, ut urbs nostra tibi respondeat ser-
monem robustum e brachiis torosis” (Reiske); “ne lasciuiens mihi
reddas responsum ex lacertis, id est, ad lacertos, uel ad uim, rem
deducens” (Heath); “ex brachiis: interpretor ex uirium fiducia” (Mus-
grave); “Poet. as a symbol of strength, éx Bpayidvwy by force of arm, E.
Supp. 478" (LSJ s.u. Bpoyiwy; but LS] Suppl. is more cautious—“for ‘as
a...478 read ‘of strength of arm, véot Bpayiociv, E. Supp. 738°”’); “non
voler . . . ricambiarmi d’una rumida risposta per effetto (della forza)
del tuo braccio” (Ammendola);?* “vertrouwend op uw kracht (cf. 738
Bpaxioaw)” (Italie). And finally Grégoire: “me faire une résponse gonflée
de ta force. Bperyidvewv est bien le génitif du mot Bpayiwy, ‘bras’, et non
un prétendu comparatif de Bpaxdc, comme le veulent certains mo-
dernes (Wilamowitz, Wecklein). Euripide, ainsi que les autres tra-
giques, ignore absolument un tel comparatif; par contre, il emploie
plus de vingt fois le substantif Bpoyiwv.” And so there we are: Eurip-
ides uses the noun Bpayiwy “more than twenty times” (I count nine-
teen, even when this alleged instance is included);?* not only Eurip-
ides but also Aeschylus and Sophocles “absolutely ignore” the com-
parative adjective Bpayiwv. And, to show how absolute is their
ignorance of this comparative, they make great play with the other
comparative Bpayvrepoc—do they ? Not a bit of it: not even once, not

22 Kiihner-Blass I 555.

23 B. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik I (Miinchen 1953) 538.

24 G, Ammendola, ed. 2 (Turin 1956).

5 Allen-lItalie, A Concordance to Euripides (Berkeley 1954), record this instance under the
adjective Bpayde. Mr Collard in his Supplement to the Concordance (Groningen 1971) has
restored it to the noun Bpayiwy.
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even in one of the three dramatists, is there to be found a comparative
Bpeyvrepos.2® So that when Grégoire says that they “absolutely ig-
nore” the comparative Bpayiwr, he really means that they never find
an occasion on which they need to use it. So much, then, for this inter-
pretation. I should consider it to be an absurdity even if there were no
alternative interpretation to offer. But with its absurdity I am less
concerned than with the reasoning by which it was attained. It was,
like Marvell’s love, begotten by despair upon impossibility.2?

And now what have Grégoire’s fractious moderns to say for them-
selves ? “Sieh’ dich auch vor, auf meinen Antrag nicht| kurg angebunden
ein entriistet Nein | zu sagen” (Wilamowitz)?*®; “gib nicht als eben
‘einem freien Staate’ vorstehend eine gu kurge und hochfahrende
Antwort” (Wecklein 1912). And not only “certains modernes”; for
“certains anciens” had the same idea. Barnes gives the translation:
“superbum reddas responsum, paucioribus prolatum.” But this will
not do: the length or shortness of Theseus” reply to the herald is a
consideration of the profoundest irrelevance. The correct interpreta-
tion was given by Paley: “éx Bpayidvew, like é¢ aédmrwy, Aesch. Suppl.
351 [357], from Bpoyic, ‘on small grounds’, from an inferior and
weaker cause’.” And E. B. England, CR 15 (1901) 55, writes: “the
words éx Bpaxidvwr, which some editors have thought corrupt, seem
to me sound, and to mean ‘though on the weaker side’. Cf. v.518f od«
old’ éywr Kpéovra Secmdlovr’ éuod | ovbé chévovta peilov.” Paley’s cita-
tion of Aesch. Supp. 357 é¢ aédmrev is less apposite than the following
passages: Heracl. 148-49 xlvdvvov & dunydvwr | pimrovrec (“hazarding
a risk in a desperate situation”), Soph. Trach. 1109 yewpdicopon rx
révde (1 shall destroy her even in my present state of health™), Phil.
91-92 ot yap €€ évéc modoc | . . . yewpwceren (“he will not defeat us with
only one leg to stand on”); see also Eur. Med. 459 and Hipp. 705 rax
7&vde, Aesch. Ag. 1423 éx 1&v duolwy, Soph. El 455 é€ vmeprépac yepdc,
OT 528 é¢ Supdrwr Spfdv 8¢ kaé dpbic ¢pevic, Trach. 875 é¢ axuwrjrov
mo8dc, OC 807 é¢ dmavroc. And very similar is Thuc. 5.103.1 éAmic . . .
Tovc pév amo mepuovciac (“from a superabundance of resources,” “from

2¢ Nor a superlative Bpaydraroc. Sophocles twice has Bpdxicroc, the form which presup-
poses a comparative Bpayiwr.

27 The citations by F. H. M. Blaydes, Spicilegium tragicum (Halle 1902) 242, of Hermippus
fr.58 Kock cplyet . . . Bpayidvwy, and by R. Goossens, RBPhil 16 (1937) 625-26, of Achaios fr.4
Nauck (4 Snell) Bpayiovac . . . cpprydvrec (-rac Bergk) have no relevance to the present
question. I shall ignore the conjectures which have been offered in place of Bpaxidvawr.

28 Griech. Trag. 1I (supra n.19).
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a strong position”’) ypwuévove adr, rdv BAdn, ob kafetdev. The adjec-
tive has the same sense as at Heracl. 613 rov pév ad’ dymAdv Bpoydv drice,
Phoen. 738 cfévoc Bpayd, Soph. OC 880 ya fpaxdc vixg péyav.

v

CHo. — & pédeon pedéwy parépec Aoyoydv, STR.
o € 3 & A ~ ’
¢ poi VP’ fmare YAwpov Setue Odccer . . .
600 — 18" addov Tovde mpocdépeic véav;
— crparevpa 7@ IlaAAddoc kpilbrjcerou.
— S Sopoc elmac ) Adywv Evvaldayaic;
/2. ? N 7 k] » 3 !

— yévour’ dv képdoc: €L & apeidoror

$dvor pdyow cTepyvoTumeic T ave TTOAW

605/606 kTUmoL amjcovTan, TaAauve, Tive Adyov,
607 T &v Tewd’ alriov AdPoyue;
— dAa Tov edTuyle Aepmpov &y Tic alpol ANT.

poipo waAw: T68e pot Gpdcoc audiBaiver.

599 Occcee Murray, rapdccer L. 604 7° dva wrédw Murray, ¥* ave 7émov wdAw
L, iam ¥ ave wrédw wdAw Markland. 606 rddawe Hermann, & rddowea L.
608 edrvyle Markland, edrvyfi L; aipot Matthiae, aip#j L.

This, for the most part, is Murray’s text. I differ from him in two
respects. First, I have followed Dale’s?® colometry in 605-07 ~ 615-17.
And, second, I have restored airiav at 607, where almost all accept
Hermann’s lrie, since I cannot believe that the iteration rive Adyov
70" has any but an enervating effect in this context.3 The meaning is
“What word of reproach, what blame would I receive ?” For Adyov
AoBeiv see Heracl. 165-66 kaxov Adyov | kmijcy mpoc acrawv,3! and for
alrioy AoBeiv see Thuc. 2.18.3 olrlev 1e odx élayicyy ’Apyldouoc
éAefev an” adrod, 6.60.1. The two emendations of Murray himself, at
599 and 604, are admirable. At 599 3¢’ fjmare . . . defua fdccer may be

20 “‘Metrical Analyses of Tragic Choruses,” BICS Suppl. 21 i (1971) 78,

30 glriow is also retained by W. Headlam, CR 15 (1901) 19, and by Grégoire, and approved
by Zuntz, op.cit. (supra n.19) 73.

31 Adyoc cannot by itself mean *word of reproach’, and it is no good supposing that such a
meaning is possible at 565 moMode dmexdiiyoic &v dvpdmav Adyovc, where dyovc (first con-
sidered and rejected by Markland) is needed. It depends on what qualification is given to
Adyoc. Here 7ive AMdyov dv AdPoyu; means “what sort of Adyoc [i.e. an unfavourable one]
should I receive ?,” and +éve performs much the same function as the adjective in xaxov
Adyov kricy (Heracl, 165-66).
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compared with Aesch. Ag. 982-83 fdpcoc edmefec il|er (Scaliger,
iec F Tri) dpevoc didov Opdvov, Eum. 517-19 &b’ dmov 76 Sewov €5 | ko
Ppevdv émickomov | Sei pévew kabijuevov, Bur. Alc. 604 mpoc éud Yuyd
fcpcoc feraw. If dudefaive: is the right reading atr 609 (and there is no
good reason to doubt it), then I cannot see how correspondence be-
tween that word and the end of line 599 will be achieved more neatly
than it is by this conjecture; and I should hope that nobody will re-
turn to Markland’s fpdcce:.3? Equally, in 604 dve 7rréAw very simply
restores correspondence with the antistrophe at a point where the
text of the antistrophe seems unimpeachable.

But Murray, while curing one fault of responsion in 599, has left
another fault in the line unmended. In 609 the third dactyl of the
praxillean (uot fpdcoc) cannot be answered by a spondee in 599
(xAwpdv). Further, the break between yAwpdr and Seiua presents “a
unique example of word-end after long biceps.”3® Most of the solu-
tions offered are either improbably violent (8efpa yodjy rapdccer
Camper, Setpa ppévac Tapdcce. Hermann) or metrically unsafe (Seiua
xAoepdv Tapdccer p ~ uot <76 > [Musurus] or poi <7i> [Musgrave] or 7ol pe
[Blaydes]34 fpdcoc dudiBaiver). The simplest solution yet proposed is
Hartung’s xAwpdv <7> Sefpa ~ pot Bdpcoc audi-, giving a hemiepesand
ithyphallic, as in the previous line, but it inspires little confidence. In
Dale’s®® modification of this, yAwpdy <76 > deiua, the article is stylistic-
ally abhorrent.

“Tutissima proinde corrigendi ratio est, uocularum, si opus est,
transpositio,” said Porson.3® And here, by shifting the position of
yAwpdv, and changing it in the process to yAoepdv,3 we may achieve
the praxillean dic yAoepov por 5¢° sjmare Seipa Bdccer. The displacement
of an adjective so that it may occupy a position next to its noun, or of a

32 But the corruption may well have arisen by way of fpdacce: cf. Hesych. Gpdrren- évoy-
Aelv, rapdrreaw; Suda Bpdrren Tapdccew.

33, P. E. Parker, CQ N.s. 16 (1966) 24.

3¢ Aduersaria critica in Euripidem (Halle 1901) 539.

38 Joc.cit. (supra n.29).

38 Two leading advocates of this method of correction are in the habit of misquoting this
remark with uocabulorum for wocularum: Headlam, CR 16 (1902) 243; G. Thomson, CQ n.s.
15 (1965) 164, and Oresteia (1966) 1 71.

87 The two words are confused at [Hom.] Batrach. 162, Philox.Leuc. PMG 836 (b) 17,
Theoc. 13.41. Since they are semantically akin, and since ylwpdc is very much commoner
than yloepde, it can be of no consequence that only xAwpdc is attested in application to such
nouns as defua, déoc. For discussion of the shades of meaning of yAwpéc see Jebb on Bacchyl.
5.172 (Appendix 473-74), Page on Med. 906.
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noun so that it may stand next to its adjective, is a common error, and
illustration exists in abundance.?® The same type of error has also
been detected at 274 odc 576 relyect Kaduelowcw amdece kavpove, Where
Hermann (“in notis mscrpt.” Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea) and
independently Nauck restore the caesura and the rhythm by writing
odec dmo Kaduelowcw amwdeca relyect kovpovc.3® This transposition must
stand or fall with the decision on an equally anomalous hexameter in
the same passage, 282 wjd’ ardgovc Tékvov év yfovi Kaduov ydpuore
fnpdv, where Wilamowitz proposed év Kddpov xfovi. Dale 40 claims
that these are “irregularities which should not be emended away,” but
does not explain why not. Fraenkel#! cites 274 in defence of Ag. 111
méumer Edv dopl kol yepl mpdrropt Bovproc Spwic, where others will prefer
the colometry of Murray and Page; he also cites Ag. 156 roiade Kadyac
Edv peydlowc dyalfoic améxdayéev, where the strong caesura in the
fourth foot makes all the difference, and the textually dubious Eum.
365 Zedc [yop] alpocrayéic (aiuorocrayéc codd.) aiduicor évoc Td8e
Mcyac. As to 282, L. P. E. Parker4? shows, in favour of Wilamowitz’s
transposition, that word-end after the spondaic fourth foot is an
equally grave anomaly. I therefore conclude that Hermann’s and
Nauck’s transposition in 274 is to be accepted. And I shall soon be
suggesting a further transposition for which a similar desire to
simplify the word-order may be given as a cause: see on 699, infra
p- 264.

V1

650 Mess. Aopmpo pév rric HAlov, kevwy cadric,
éBarre yaiov: audl 8 *HAékTpac midac
» \ 4 3 -~ ’
écrny Bearnc mipyov edayd) AaBdv.
op& 8¢ PpbAa Tple TPLdY cTpaTevpETWY"
4 A h} 2 7 y ¥
TevyecSpov pév Aaov éxtelvovr dvw
655 “Iepariov mpoc Sxllov, dic pev fv Adyoc,
k] 7 3 ¥ -~ 1 y 2
Ty T avakTe, malda kAewov Alyéwc,

38 Headlam, op.cit. (supra n.36) 243-56; J. Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica (Oxford 1955) 228-
231; E. W. Whittle, CIMed 29 (1972) 14.

3 The same adjective has suffered transposition at Soph. Ant. 1115 Kaduelac dyadpo
viudac Nauck, Keduelac viudac dyadue codd., and so too has the adjective yAwpdc at Ar.
Lys. 255 Bdpoc yAwpéic ¢épwv éAdac Bentley, pépwrv Bapoc yAwpéic éAdac codd.

49 op.cit. (supra n.19) 29,

1 Aeschylus, Agamemnon 11 (Oxford 1950) 57-58.

42 [oc.cit. (supra n.33) 21.
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KoL TOUC Cuy aUTC‘l) 8€§LOV TETOC')/'LLGVOUC
Képoc, madadc Kexpomioc olknropac,
todrov 6¢ Ildpadov écrodicpévor Sopi

660 kprjymy moap’ admyy "Apeoc immdryy <8 > ExAov
mpoc kpactédorct crpaTomédov TeTayuévov,
3 3 4 < A > 4
icovc apilfudv: appdrwy 8’ oxjpore
» -~ s > 14
évepbe ceuviv pmpdrwy *Audlovoc.
Kdadpov 8¢ Aadc Fero mpdcle Teryéwv

A} L4 5

665 vexpovc omicller Béuevoc, dv éxer’ aydv.

irmeber 8 immijc Heow avBwmlicuévor

’ f 3 3y ow y o
TETPAOPOLCL T CVTL OC,O!J.OCH CPpLLOCLY .

653 crparevpdrwy p, cvcrparevudrwv L. 659 8¢
re Murray. 660 8 add. Reiske; 8yAov Scaliger,
éyov L. 666 8’ Hermann, 6 L.

“Lectori etiam attentissimo multum et irritum negotium facesset
subsequens narratio, ut nunc habet contextus,” writes Markland at
line 650. Markland’s was the first serious discussion of this passage;
the latest discussion is that of Mr Christopher Collard.#* Mr Collard
provides a convenient synopsis of the views of earlier commentators,
and he has disposed of many of their mistaken notions (in particular
he has vindicated the order of verses against the popular expedient of
transposition), and these earlier mistakes I shall ignore except where
they are relevant to my argument. But I have grave doubts about Mr
Collard’s own interpretation of these lines, and it is this which I wish
chiefly to examine %4

First, I shall set out the facts which may be taken as established.
The Athenian army is drawn up before the walls of the Cadmea in
three separate detachments, 653 (,61'3/\06 Tpfoc TPLOY crpa*revyof'rwv, clearly
distinguished as (i) 654 revyechdpor pév Aadv, the infantry, (ii) 660
irmdrnw 8’ SxAov, the cavalry, (iii) 662 apudrwy 8’ dyripare, the chariots.
The infantry is divided into a right wing, led by Theseus (656-58),1%

48 CQ n.s. 13 (1963) 178-82.

44 ¢ js substantially the same as that of J. Mesk, WS 55 (1937) 48-54. The literary and
archaeological evidence for Theban topography is collected by F. Schober, “Thebai (Boio-
tien),” RE 5A 2 (1934) 1423ff [hereafter cited ScHOBER with column number]. Both Mesk
and Mr Collard ascribe this article to L. Zichen, who wrote only the section “Kulte.”

5 Murray ought not to have printed in 658 madaiéc Kexpomice <r°> oixfiropac (“distinguun-
tur Thesei comites et indigenae Cecropii”), where the r¢ is anomalously placed: see ]J. D.
Denniston, Greek Particles (Oxford 1954) 517, Fraenkel, op.cit. (supra n.41) 130-31.
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and a left wing, possibly led by Paralos (659-60). This is quite clear:
see Mr Collard, especially 179 n.3 and 181. The messenger, whose
vantage-point is a tower near the Electran gate (651-52), defines the
position of the three detachments by reference to three distinct land-
marks. The right wing of the infantry stretches *Icuajviov mpoc Sxbov
(655), “towards the Ismenian hill,” whose location is at the southeast
of the walls.#® The left wing is drawn up xpfjymy mep’ avriy “Apeoc
(660), “alongside the fountain of Ares,” which is located at the south-
west of the walls.#? The infantry, therefore, invests the whole south-
ern circuit of the walls.4

Before proceeding to the third landmark, I will speak of the text
and interpretation of line 659, which I have marked as corrupt. Our
chief uncertainty attaches to the noun ITdpadov: is this name intended
to signify the hero Paralos, or the Paraloi, the inhabitants of the
Paralia named after him ? First, let me explain why this name is intro-
duced here ar all. In old king Cecrops’ day Attica was a conglomera-
tion of towns: ém 'y&p Ke’xpo'n'oc Kol TGV wpa’wwv Bacr.)te'wv 'r') ’A‘rﬂm‘] éc
Oncéa alel kara moAeic @keiro . . . kal ondre i T Selcetav od Euvijcaw
BovAevcduevor cic Tov BaciAée alX’ adroi €xacror émoAitevov kai éBov-
Aedovto . . . émedn 8¢ Oncedc éPacirevce . . . (Thuc. 2.15). Cecrops lived
in Athens. But there are texts which hint at an even more specific loca-
tion for ‘Cecropia’: Ion 936-37 Kekpormilac mérpac | mpdcfoppov dvrpov
(Acropolis); Mel.Soph. 10-11 Bvydrnp *EpexBéwc Kexpominc én’ adyéwm |
"Iy’ érwcrev (“on the side of the Acropolis,” unless the traditional
site of Ion’s birthplace has been changed); and the Acropolis again
looms large in El. 1289 éyfov (Valckenaer, olkov L) Kexpomiac eddai-
pove. These are the only tragic passages specific enough to help in the
location of ‘Cecropia’; they suggest that Cecrops was imagined as
having his palace on the Acropolis. I do not say that Cecropia was felt
to be synonymous with the Acropolis; but it does seem likely that
Cecropia was felt to be limited to Athens, as centred on the Acropolis.
Now, the Paralia is not a part of Athens. It is a part of Attica, and so it

48 See the plan in Schober, loc.cit. (supra n.44) 1426. In Mr Collard’s diagram (reproduced
below) it has strayed a little too far north. Mr Collard rightly commends Murray’s inter-
pretation of the words dic pév fv Adyoc in 655; bur the credit for this interpretation should
go to P. P. Dobree, Aduersaria 1 81.

7 The evidence for this location, and against the location given by Pausanias, is decisive:
Wilamowitz, Hermes 26 (1891) 241-42, Pindaros (Berlin 1922) 32 n.1; Schober, loc.cit. {supra
n.44) 1426. In Mr Collard’s diagram it has strayed a little too far south.

43 Mr Collard’s diagram unaccountably shows the infantry investing only the southeast.
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would not be under the direct control of Cecrops. Theseus unified
Attica, and Theseus therefore would be (or so Euripides might reason)
the first king who might appropriately be described as leading an
Attic, as opposed to an Athenian, army. It is proper that Theseus him-
self should lead the “inhabitants of old Cecropia,” while someone
else leads the outsiders. The epithet wadaudc reinforces the distinction
between the past and present states of Athens-Attica.

At the beginning of 659 «drdv cannot be tolerated: it is one thing to
say abrov T dvakra, “the commander himself,” quite another to say
adrov 8¢ ITdpadov, “‘Paralos himself,” when this is the first we have
heard of him. Furthermore, adrdv +° dvarcre . . . adrov 8¢ Ildpadov . . .
kprjym map’ adriy is very clumsy writing. It looks as if the second adrdv
has intruded under the influence of edrdv overhead at 656 (for a simi-
lar intrusion from above see on 1090, infra p.266). We therefore have
a free hand to replace ad7dv with anything suitable. We might bring
in the Paraloi simply enough by writing Aacv 8¢ ITapddwy (Aaov Jacobs,
also Dobree, Aduersaria 11 81, ITepdAwy Kirchhoff). But what one would
expect to be told, after hearing that Theseus and the Cecropids are on
the right, is that Paralos and/or the Paraloi are on the left. Reiske’s
Aoy for adrdv, whether interpreted as masculine in agreement with
Ildpadov or as neuter in agreement with the noun in the phrase «épac
rerayuévov (mentally supplied), is unsatisfactory for the reasons given
by Mr Collard, p.181. I can see no economical way of introducing a
reference to the left-wing position of a plurality of Paraloi; but we
may specify such a position for Paralos by writing A 8¢ ITdpatov
écrodicuévor Sopl, where Sopl, as often, has a collective sense. Paralos
may stand as eponymous part for the whole of the folk named after
him. He was a sufficiently celebrated hero, with a portrait in the
Propylaea and a shrine at Piraeus.®® Wilamowitz’s claim53® that Para-
los would have been named only “wenn er in der Schlacht etwas
thite” is unconvincing. Apart from the deliberate contrast which
Euripides is exploiting between Cecropids and Paraloi and which
alone would justify the introduction of the eponymous hero, the
commander of the cavalry is later given a name (680 Phorbas), but for
no conspicuous achievement.

A final point. I think that we must accept Murray’s 7e in place of 8¢,
for these reasons: (i) 8¢ interrupts the essential triple division revyec-

49 RE 18 (1949) 1208-09 s.u. ParaLos 3.
50 Joc.cit. (supra n.47) 233 n.1.
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ddopov pév Aadv . . . immdryy <8 > 8xdov . . . apudrwy & dSyfjuare, (ii) in
adTov T dvakra . . . Tadrov 8¢ Ildpadov the first e does not join adrov
avarxre to what precedes but rather looks forward to a corresponsive
particle; a second e is needed to correspond to the first, so that the
two wings may be seen to be coordinated as subdivisions of the revyec-
$dpoc Aadc. It may be argued in reply to (i) that the secondary con-
trast thus interposed is so straightforward that it does not confuse the
picture, and to (ii) that examples of corresponsive re . . . 8¢ are offered
by Denniston, Particles 513 (the Euripidean instances are an unhappy
and precarious collection). But we ought not to scruple to make a
change which could be documented a thousand times over when the
gain in lucidity is substantial.

We may now proceed to the third landmark, the “sacred monu-
ment of Amphion” (663), that is, the tomb of Amphion and Zethus.
It is the location of this monument that I must make the beginning of
my contention. Aeschylus at Sept. 527-28 (quoted by Mr Collard, 180
n.2) speaks of Parthenopaeus as mpocrayfévra Boppaioie modaic | TopBov
kor’ adrov dioyevoic *Audlovoc. The Borraean gate can be situated no-
where except on the northern side of the city; Aeschylus says that
Amphion’s tomb is situated near that gate. This is significant evidence.
Archaeologists have attempted to identify this 7dupoc or prijue with a
hill directly north of the Cadmea. It has been replied that this hill is
too large to permit such an identification, since Pausanias (9.17.4)
describes the monument as y&pa ot puéya. A further piece of evidence
has been adduced: that Pausanias locates the tomb vaguely in the
neighbourhood of the Proitidian gate, which is believed to have been
situated in the northeast of the wall. But this evidence must be treated
with caution. Pausanias locates his buildings and his sites by reference
to three gates only: the Electran, the Neistan (believed to be in the
northwest) and the Proitidian. The sites which he mentions as being
near the Proitidian gate he locates in the vaguest terms, and they are
probably scattered over a wide area. We need not therefore suppose
that there is any contradiction berween Aeschylus and Pausanias. The
tomb of Amphion may safely be located in the north or northeast.
But Mr Collard follows neither Aeschylus nor Pausanias. Instead he
locates the tomb due east.>* Why he does so I do not know, since he is
able to offer no evidence in support. He does, indeed, say that Eurip-
ides “seems to bring the tomb of Amphion a little nearer the gate of

5t Mesk, loc.cit. (supra n.44), who does not give a plan, seems to require the same location.
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Electra than its northeast location (confirmed by archaeological evi-
dence) strictly requires.” I think that “a little nearer” is perhaps an
understatement for what is a movement through forty-five degrees,
from northeast to due east. But let that go. I ask only, whart is the
archacological evidence which confirms the location of the tomb in
the northeast? Mr Collard quotes none, and none is quoted by
Schober 1446. The archaeological evidence which Schober does quote
supports the location of the tomb due north of the walls. Further-
more, Buripides says that the chariots were disposed “beneath” the
tomb. Mr Collard is obliged to dispose them between the tomb and
the Ismenian hill. He says that “the chariots would seem to be below
it (éveple 663) to an observer looking northward from a tower at the
gate of Electra.” If all else were in favour of Mr Collard’s interpreta-
tion, this further geographical imprecision might be overlooked. As
it is, it must be accounted as another difficulty created by his interpre-
tation.

And so the position which we have reached is this: Mr Collard,
following unspecified archaeological evidence which locates the tomb
in the northeast, locates it due east; I, following Aeschylus and the
archaeological evidence presented by Schober 1446, which may or
may not be relevant (for I have no competence to assess it), locate the
tomb north of the Borraean gate. I shall therefore locate the chariots
at the north of the city in order to see what effect this has on the re-
mainder of the narrative.

I now come to the disposition of the cavalry: 66062 {mmérqy &
Sxdov | mpoc wpacméBoict crparomédov Teraypévov’ | icove dpifudv. The
old interpreters took these words to mean that the cavalry was dis-
posed on the edges of the army in two detachments of equal number.
Mr Collard (p.180) rejects this interpretation for the following reason:
“In 680ff. the cavalry come to the immediate aid of the chariots, which
began the barttle (674f.) and are stationed évepfle cepvdv pmpdrwv
*Apdlovoc (663). The cavalry therefore was on one flank of the army
only.”?2 It all depends on where you place the chariots. If you place
the chariots where Mr Collard places them, then the only way to
make sense of the succeeding narrative is to place the cavalry where
he places it. If you place the chariots elsewhere, then you can think
again about the disposition of the cavalry. But, before we do think
again, consider this. Euripides says that the cavalry was drawn up

52 Similarly Mesk, loc.cit. (supra n.44) 52.
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mpoc kpacmédovct crparomédov. It is essential to Mr Collard’s interpreta-
tion that this should refer to one edge only; so, for the moment, let us
allow that xpacmédoice refers to a single edge. Here will be the pro-
gress of the messenger’s description: (i) the infanty is disposed be-
tween the Ismenian hill and the Fountain of Ares, (ii) the cavalry is
disposed “on the edge of the crpardmedor.” Immediately the reader
asks himself two questions: which edge, left or right ? and whose edge,
that of the infantry, or some other edge ? To the first question—left or
right >—the reader must answer “I cannot tell.” And if Mr Collard
denies this by reminding us that “in 680ff. the cavalry come to the
immediate aid of the chariots,” who according to his arrangement are
on the right, I reply that 680ff are twenty lines away and that we
cannot be kept waiting until the fighting is nearly over before we dis-
cover what position the combatants were occupying before the fight-
ing began.5? To the second question—whose edge ?—his reaction will,
I think, go somewhat like this: “We are told that the cavalry is drawn
up on the edge of the crpardémedov. It must therefore be contiguous
with the infantry, for no other edge has been mentioned, nor do I
know that any other edge is going to be mentioned. I cannot possibly
retain an open mind about the identity of the edge, because I have no
means of divining that in the next line but one the poet is going to
mention the chariots and so create another edge or two.” No, it will
not work: if you are to retain your reader’s comprehension, you can-
not define the position of X by reference to Y, when Y does not yet
exist. Moreover, if Mr Collard were correct in locating the cavalry on
the right edge not of the infantry but of the combined forces of the
infantry and the chariots, then Euripides has chosen a very odd way of
defining the position of the chariots. Why did he locate them beneath
that problematic monument, the tomb of Amphion, when he could
have avoided all ambiguity and imprecision by simply telling us that
they were located between the infantry and the cavalry?

And now let us see what happens when the words mpdc xpacmédoice
crparomédov Terayuévov are interpreted to mean “drawn up on the
edges of the infantry.” Everything will be found to fall into place. The

83 In fact, the staternent that “the cavalry come to the immediate aid of the chariots” is
a misunderstanding of 680ff. Euripides says that when the Athenian and Theban cavalry
saw that the chariots had begun fighting, they coriipar dhip xdxpdrovy fccdvrd Te (683). The
words coiiav dAxijy mean the same as cwvfjpar pdynv “they joined bartle (with each
other),” not “they went to aid (the chariots).”” The mistake goes back to Wilamowitz,
Analecta Euripidea 106.
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cavalry, in two detachments of equal number (icove &p:fudv), invests
the east and west;** the infantry invests the south; the chariots invest
the north. The city is surrounded, as it was when the Septem atracked
it. And now consider a consequence of that earlier investment. Since
the Septem and their contingents attacked the complete circuit of the
walls, the dead, whose bodies have not been moved from the places
where they fell, must be assumed to be lying at intervals around the
whole circuit. If the Athenians are to invest only the southeast, as Mr
Collard wishes, then, since we are explicitly told that the Thebans
stationed themselves directly opposite the Athenians contingent for
contingent (666-67), Theseus must be severely faulted for his general-
ship if he failed to despatch Paralos or a handful of the Paraloi to col-
lect at least those corpses which lay unguarded around the northern
and western sides. Reason conspires with the indications of the text to
suggest that, when the Thebans took their stand “in front of the
corpses, for whose possession the battle was being fought™ (665), they
stood in front of them all, not half of them.

I give overleaf a sketch of Mr Collard’s battle plan and a sketch of
my own. I have tried to reproduce Mr Collard’s plan as accurately
as possible; my own sketch of the walls describes a circle, for reasons
which will become clear later.

It remains to consider two possible objections to my arrangement.
First, offence has been taken at the words Icovc ¢pifudv, placed in
apposition to 8ylov. Mr Collard says on p.180 that they are “very
difficult to explain and to substantiate grammatically,” and again on
p-182 that they are “supposedly constructed ‘koro civecw” with yAov
in 660, but they are unclear in meaning . . . nor does the account else-
where state that they [the cavalry] were placed equally on both sides
of the army; I doubt if the Greek will bear that sense.” If the words
immér & Sxdov | mpoc kpacmédoict crparomédov Terayuévor are under-
stood, as I have argued that they are most naturally understood, to
mean that the {mmdre dydoc was arranged on both edges of the in-
fantry, then we already have a mental subdivision of the yAoc into
two parts. To append the phrase icovc é¢pifudv to that now plural con-

54 The two wings of the infantry were the regular station for the cavalry in fifth-century
warfare: Thuc. 4.93.4, 99.1, 96.5 (Delium), 5.67.1-2, 73.1 (Mantinea); A. W. Gomme,
Historical Commentary on Thucydides I (Oxford 1956) 15. For xpdemeda used of the wings of an
army see Xen. Hell. 3.2.16 Todc 8¢ medvacric émi 7¢ xpdcmeda écarépwmber kablcracho kot Tole
inméac, quoted by Markland.
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cept creates no difficulty either logical or linguistic.5® Mr Collard’s
own solution is to emend line 662 as follows: icwv <8 > ¢ptfudy dppudrwy
[8'] oxnuare, “the chariots, equal in number (to the cavalry).” I find
icwv apufpév a rather ponderous atrribute to be borne by ¢ppdrev when
this is dependent on éyxjuare, and Ishould rather have expected that
style would have dictated the attachment of such an attributive
phrase not to the genitive but to the governing noun. “Es ist im
Griechischen ein véllig zu Recht bestehender Sprachgebrauch, dass
ein Adjektiv zu dem regierenden Substantiv tritt, auch wenn es dem
Sinne nach eigentlich nur zu einem von jenem abhingigen Genetiv
gehort,” says Wilamowitz on HF 468; see also Jebb on Soph. Ant. 794
and Fraenkel on Ag. 504. I will quote only one example of such enal-
lage: Soph. Trach. 656 moXvkwmov Synue vade. But it is not a necessary
part of my case to invalidate Mr Collard’s conjecture.

The second possible objection to my arrangement is that the
messenger, immediately after describing how first the chariots and
then the cavalry joined battle, proceeds: 684-88 Aedccwy 8¢ raire xod
kMwy (éxet yop 7 | &8’ dppat’ fywviled ol v’ émepfdrar) | Tarel mapdvra
moMa mipar’, odk éxw | T{ mpdTov clrw, mérepa v éc odpavov | kv
mpocavréAdovcay, e moly) mapiy, krA.5¢ The messenger was on a tower
near the Electran gate, which, it is believed, was situated at the south-
east of the wall.’” He now claims that he was on the spot where the
gpuoare and the émepfora fought. There is a preliminary problem to
be considered: are the éreufdras the charioteers or the cavalry? In
spite of 585 wawr’ &vdp’ SmAirqy apudrwy v émeuPdryy, I think it more
likely that they are the cavalry. There is no reason why émeuBdmc
should not mean a cavalryman (so Bacch. 782 lnmwv . . . émeuBdrac),
and the sequence of thought favours a mention of the cavalry. In
674-79 the messenger has described the clash of the chariots; in 680-83
he describes the engagement of the cavalry; when he proceeds
Aevccww 8¢ TabTa ko kAVwr—ékel yop 7 | &, we expect him to say not
“where the chariots and the charioteers fought” but “where the

56 In the same way Ycou is applied to two groups, equally distributed on right and left, at
Hel. 1573 &\ou 8¢ Tofyovc Sefiovc Aawode 7 Icot.

88 Line 686 raxel mapdvra wodde mjpar, odr éxw was deleted by Herwerden, Mnemosyne
N.S. 5 (1877) 37, not without reason: “uide quam inuenuste interpolator usus sit uocabulis
mapdvra moddd, sequente tertio post uersu wodly mapfy, quamque ridicule is qui moAAa
mjueTa narraturus est, primo loco memoret puluerem. rem minime iucundam esse experti
nouimus. sed quis tamen puluerem seric afue uocauerit ?”

57 Schober, loc.cit. (supra n.44) 1430. See also Wilamowitz, loc.cit. (supra n.47) 210-11; J. G.
Frazer, Pausanias V (London 1898) 36.
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chariots and the cavalry fought.”38 But let us leave the answer to that
difficulty in suspense. The charioteers at least cannot be brought any
closer to the Electran gate than northeast. Therefore, if the Electran
gateis situated in the southeast, why does the messenger claim to have
been on the actual spot where the chariot fight took place? Paley
faces the question with blunt common sense: “the Athenian chariot-
eers had advanced from below the tomb of Amphion (v.663), i.e. from
near the moda Ilpoiri8ec, 10 the midar "HAextpou (v.651).” Wilamowitz
damned the messenger as a liar, who speaks “mit offenbarer Riick-
beziechung.”’*® Grégoire damned him as a braggart: “L’Argien un
peu hableur exagere visiblement en décrivant cette mélée homérique.
En lui faisant développer la formule courante Aedecwv kot xAdwr®®
jusqu’a lui faire dire un mensonge évident pour quiconque connaissait
un peu la ville de Thebes, Euripide a voulu nous montrer que les
récits de bartaille des témoins civils n’éraient pas toujours plus strs que
ceux des combattants.” But there is a simpler solution: imagine that
the position of the Electran gate, for the purpose of this narrative, is
higher up the eastern wall.

We must consider what sort of picture of Theban topography
Euripides was trying to implant in his listener’s mind and what sort
of picture an Athenian mind was capable of apprehending from such
a verbal narration. BiBAlov 7° éxywv éxacroc pevfdver Ta defid: the
BiBAiov with which Mr Collard must equip his spectator is, I fear, a
publication by Bartholomew & Co. The picture at which Euripides
was aiming was a picture of broad outlines: he could not aspire to
anything more precise. His listeners had never seen a ground plan of
Thebes. Few of them knew where the Electran gate lay, and the Is-
menian hill, the fountain of Ares and the tomb of Amphion were no
more than names to them. Euripides knew the location of those land-
marks well enough; and he was bound to construct a narrative which
was not inconsistent with that location. He chose to mention the Is-
menian hill, the fountain of Ares and the tomb of Amphion because
the names are decorative and contribute an air of precision and veri-
similitude. He located the Athenian forces by reference to those land-
marks, and he placed the Theban forces contingent for contingent

58 ] exclude the possibility that the émepBdrar are the mapoufdrar mentioned in 677 and 679.

5% Joc.cit. (supra n.47) 234.

0 Cf. Aesch. PV 266 kul wiv mapdv ye xob Adyove dMwv «Adwy, Soph. Trach. 747, Eur. IT
901. See also Theseus’ speech at 846-56,
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facing the Athenians. That the Thebans, thus deployed, are able to
protect the corpses which lie around the circuit of the walls is the
strongest indication to the listener that the whole circuit of the walls
is invested. The listener does not need to know the precise location of
each individual landmark; for, even if he did know it, he would not
have time during the messenger’s narrative to piece together the
facts which might complete in his mind a consistent picture of the
topography and of the fighting. The plan of battle which I have
sketched is therefore the plan which I believe Euripides would have
sketched if he had been called upon to explain his narrative. He would
have claimed that he had envisaged the three landmarks as occupying
equidistant points around the circumference of the Cadmea and that
he had envisaged the Electran gate as located somewhere on the
eastern circuit of the walls. Not even Meton himself would have found
fault with such an explanation.

VII

) A ’ A A
KoL CU,U.7T(¥TO££CCVT€C JECOV TOVTO CTPUTOV

700 éKTElVOY eKTElVOVTO . . .

Of Euripidean lines which have been alleged to lack a caesura few
emerge from scrutiny with their claim untarnished: 303 c¢adsjc yap év
To¥Tw pdve TEAX' €8 dpovdv is emended with certainty by Marchant;
Hec. 355 yvveufl mapBévorc amdBAemroc pére and El. 546 éxeipar’ 3 THjcbe
ciomove AaPaww ybovdc have other faults and are marked as corrupt by
Murray; Andr. 397 arép =i rabr’ 68Upopcr 7 8 év mociv requires little
ayyivowe to set right; Hel. 86 drop 7ic €l mdfev; tivoc 8" addav ce xpij;
ought never to have been cited, since 8’ a08év is merely a bad conjec-
ture for éfawday; IA 630 kol Setipo 87 marépa mpéceume cov ¢idov is prob-
ably not by Euripides, but, if it is, it is easily emended. The only three
serious claimants are Hec. 1159 yévowro Siuaboyaic cueifovcar yepdv,
fr.495.6 (=Page, GLP 13.31) dpbfocTadov Ayyaic émelyovrec dévov, and
perhaps Bacch. 1125 Aafotce 8 wAévauc (wAer[alict IT) apicrepav xépe,
though this verse is troublesome on other counts. Some® would
create a caesura in all three places (the papyrus has already done so in
one) by writing -auc’ for crc. Dodds on Bacch. 1125 calls this “a rather

61 See P. Maas, Greek Metre (Oxford 1962) § 103.
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artificial device.” Perhaps it is; but it is a well-nigh miraculous coinci-
dence that the same three lines in which alone we have any justifica-
tion for suspecting that Euripides may have dispensed with the
caesura also happen to contain a word ending in -cuc immediately
before the division of the verse.

In 699 only two conjectures are known to me. The conjecture
copmarafavr’ éc is ascribed by editors to Blomfield, Museum Criticum 1
(1826) 184, but it should more correctly be assigned to Dobree,
Aduersaria 11 (1831) 81, for Dobree died in 1825. The authors of this
conjecture call it a nominative absolute (“i.e. copmarafdvrow Tolv
Bactdéow,” “Creon sc. ac Theseus. Est nominatiuus, quod aiunt, pen-
dens”), and the conjecture is accepted by almost everybody. To me it
seems that the economy of this solution is an inadequate recompense
for the hispidity of the construction and style. Murray’s reshuffle
crpatdv 8¢ mavta cvumardfovrec uécov is a more hopeful approach, but
his introduction of 8¢ for xei lessens its probability. I think that trans-
position may well be the solution; and perhaps we have here another
example of that scribal habit which I discussed on 599 (supra p.251),
the habit of bringing closer together words in agreement with each
other. If we alter the order of words and add one letter, we shall have

3 ’ L4 A s 82
KoL pecov <o o>mavrd cvp,na'rocfav'rec CTPOTOV.

The meaning will be “they dashed together the whole of the centre
of the army.” The centre of the army will be the infantry; and per-
haps this is a reasonable way of designating the infantry, since the
conventional placing of the cavalry on the infantry’s wings®? suggests
that the infantry, led as it is by the commander-in-chief, may be
looked upon as the army’s centre. But perhaps a further improve-
ment is desirable; for I fancy thar, if the manuscript had presented
the verse in the form in which I have given it, the verse would have
attracted a further very slight change, that of «éc for ai:

Kac pécov GravTe cupTaTELavTEC CTPATOY.

The infantry is now designated by crpardc, as it was by crpardmedov

82 A similar transposition will solve a metrical problem in the tragedian Ezechiel
(B. Snell, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta [Gdttingen 197111 128, pp.288ff). Line 164 reads
ciceth tidepor e mavl Sv dvfpamoc Péper, and Snell suggests cxedn Te kdcpov 8 Sdov. Simpler
is mdvro cxety xécpov &, where the scansion of cxedy is defended by 209 krjvn Te modAa xai
Sépwy dmockev].

3 Supra n.54.
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at 661. For éc pécor used of combatants advancing to meet each other,
see Il. 23.814 éc pécov dudorépw cuvirmy pepadre pdyechou, Soph. Trach.
513-14 (Heracles and Achelous) oi 767" doAXeic | {caw éc pécov, Eur.
Phoen. 1361 é\@évr’ éc pécov peraiymov. For word-end after initial
dactyl see 93 unrépa; it is found in plays produced before or about the
same time as our play at Aesch. Ag. 7 acrépac, Cho. 216 rai rive, 986
nAwc, Soph. Aj. 846 jhe, Eur. Alc. 802 od Bloc, Telephus (C. Austin,
Noua fragmenta Euripidea [Berlin 1968] 102.10) unrépe, Erectheus (65.56
Austin) mévrie.

VIII

811 mpocayeTe < > SvemdTuwy

¢ ~
copald’ awpoTocTayd].

mpocdyeTe < > SvemoTpwy ~798 crevayuor & parépec. Hermann's
Tpocdyere <Tdv> restores respomsion, but mpoc<dyer’ > dyere does so
more stylishly and shows why the loss occurred. Similarly Alc. 400
Umraxovcov arovcov, Hipp. 1374 mpocamddvré w’ SAvre (mpocaméivr’
amdMvre Wilamowitz), Hec. 167 amwlécar’ dAécar’, Or. 181 Sioryduet’
olyopebe, Bacch. 1065 karfjyev fyev fyev. The same corruption is found
at Med. 1252 kariber’ idere OL, karibere AVBP, and at Or. 1465
aviayev lwyev, where one manuscript has avlayev alone.

IX

3 1 A 3 3 -~ !
(IpHis) €y yop aldovc elcopdy Texvovpévove
I 3 b} o e 3 2 /
maidwy épactic 7 60w T dwwAAdpny.
tel 8 éc 108’ fAbov kafemepdbiny Tékvwy
1090 olov crépeclon marépa yiyverar Tékvwy,
oUk & ot éc 100 NAbov elc & viv kakow T
ScTic PuTedcoc Kal veavioy TeK@Y

dpicTov elra ToBde vV creplckopal.

This is the text of L and Murray; and Murray’s are the obeli. I para-
phrase Iphis’ speech (1080-93). “Why is it not possible to become

84 On the habit of following a compound verb with a simple verb in which the force of
the compound is mainrained, see the works cited by Fraenkel, op.cit. (supra n.41) Il 175 n.3;
to which may be added C. Watkins, HSCP 71 (1966) 116-19; R. Renechan, Greek Textual
Criticism: A Reader (Harvard 1969) 78-85; E. J. Kenney on Lucr. 3.261 (Cambridge 1971).
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young again and live one’s life afresh ? In matters of domestic manage-
ment® if something goes wrong it can be set right by a change of
plan. But mistakes concerning one’s life cannot be set right in this life-
time. And yet if we had our lives to live again we should avoid making
the same mistakes twice. When I was young I wanted children. But if
I had realised what it means for a father to lose his children, I should have
had none, and so I should have avoided my present plight. For I fathered a
fine son, and now I have lost him.”

The words in italics represent the evident sense which must be
borne by the obelized lines. The repeated réxvewr (1089-90) betrays
corruption, and some have also found offence in the repetition of éc
768 fHA0ov (1089, 1091). Canter proposed to replace rékvwy by Texdv:
“if T had come to this and had experienced, by having fathered a child,
what it is for a father to lose his children...” Grégoire claims the
conjecture as his own, which is surprising, since it had received the
approval of Reiske, Heath, Markland, Musgrave, Porson, Hermann,
Dindorf and Paley; and it is also accepted by the most recent editor,
Italie.%¢ That is an impressive crowd of supporters; but now listen to
Elmsley. “This is an emendation, of which we may say, in the lan-
guage of Mr Wakefield, friget, uehementer friget. When two contiguous
verses end with the same word, and there is reason to suspect that
word to be erroneous in one instance, the critic may be allowed to
take a greater latitude of conjectural emendation, than has been
taken in the passage before us...In our passage the reader is at
liberty to replace the first rékvwr by any word which appears to him
to improve the sense.”’®? Availing himself of this liberty Elmsley con-
jectured wdpoc and rére. And the following disyllables have been

85 For év ddpoic in 1082 Nauck, Bull AcTmpSt.Petersburg 9 (1866) 390-91, proposed év vduouc,
which is perhaps an improvement, though not a necessary one.

8 And at 479 Grégoire claims for himself a conjecture by Musgrave which went out of
fashion long ago. While I am defending Canter’s conjecture against misappropriation, let me
take from Canter a conjecture to which, through no fault of his own, his name has become
wrongly attached. At 174 Markland writes: “Canterus uertit quas ipsas, quasi legisset &c
adréc.” The version to which Markland refers is by Portus, not Canter. “Insigni sane fraude
Porti uersionem, obscuri scilicet hominis, et cuius nomen libro praefixum parum gratiae
conciliaturum esset, sub illustriore Canteri nomine uenditauit Paulus Stephanus,” Elms-
ley, preface to Heracleidae (cf. Quarterly Review 7 [1812] 454-55). And yet the conjecture
should not be ascribed to Portus either, for quas ipsas is already the rendering of Melanch-
thon, the second edition of whose translation (I have not seen the first) was published at
Frankfurt in 1562. Indeed, Portus’ version is merely a revision of Melanchthon’s, just as

later Latin versions are revisions of Portus’.
87 Classical Journal 9 (1814) 60.
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offered in emulation: caddec Hartung, éyds Hirzel, xaddc Holzner,s8
pefav Nauck, ropde Prinz, draé Fritzsche and later Hartman,® mdAou
Naber,?® 7afdév Paley and later Blaydes.” Not one of these conjectures
amends the line, for there is still a fault to be found in the words « &
€c 768" 4Afov. “If T had come ro this”—come to what ? There is nothing
to which 748¢ may refer. Editors appear to suppose that it refers
either to the acquisition of a second youth or to the fathering of
children in the first youth. But it can refer to nothing of the sort. No
good is therefore served by repunctuating with a comma after «dfe-
mepdbny and writing xoxdv for rékvewr in 1091: rékvwv | olov crépechon
marépa ylyveroar kerdv.” And it is a desperate man who will consider
replacing e 8’ éc 768” #Afov by any of the following proposals: e &
eladav 768° Hartung, el 8’ 9cfduny ve xaéemeipfny v66e Heimsoeth, el
& &b 788’ éyvwv Hirzel, €l 8’ fic éyw viv éfemeipdfiny Tdyme Schenkl, e &
adroc éualbov kafemepcfny riyne Wecklein olim,”® € 8 Hv wpddniov
Holzner, i 8 adroc 8n Nauck, € 8’ 5 768> 7dn Haupt™ (accepted by
Wilamowitz in 1875 and by Wecklein in 1912). I forbear to transcribe
the verses of H. G. Viljoen, Acta Classica 5 (1962) 12-13.

The only fault in the words el 8" éc 768° JAfov is that 7é8¢ has noth-
ing to refer to either before or after it; but if it is to be retained, it
must be made to refer one way or the other. In fact, the problems of
768¢ and 7ékvwy are not two but one. To prove thar, I must set out the
evidence for the various uses of the locution éc 7¢8° épyopar and cog-
nate locutions. These uses may be distributed into four classes: (i) 765e
refers back to a clear conception expressed immediately before:
Soph. Aj. 554-56 év & ¢povelv yop undév sdicroc Bloc . . . Srow 8 lky
mpoc ToiTo (L.e. 70 dpoveiv), OT 1157, OC 548, 981,”5 Eur. lon 1411, Tro.
401, Bacch. 1380, IA 1368; (ii) 768e refers forward and is picked up by
an epexegetical clause: Hipp. 1298-99 aAX’ éc 768” 9)Afov, maudoc éxdeifou
$pévec | Tob cob Sikalew, HF 1356, Phoen. 1328, Antiope (Page, GLP 10) 7;
(iii) 768¢ is qualified by a noun in the genitive, and this phrase refers

8 Studien zu Euripides (Vienna 1895) 83,

89 Mnemosyne N.s. 10 (1882) 313.

70 Mnemosyne N.s. 10 (1882) 155.

1 Paley in his school edition of Supp. (Cambridge 1888), a reference I owe to Mr Collard;
Blaydes, loc.cit. (supra n.34) 152.

"2 kakdy is Toup’s conjecture, the punctuation is Lennep’s.

73 JahrbCIPh, Supplbd. 7 (1874) 331.

74 Hermes 8 (1874) 4=0puscula 111 (1876) 606.

75 Editors punctuate as if 748’ agreed with avécior erdpe. They are corrected by Housman,
AJP 13 (1892) 156-57=Classical Papers 196, approved by Jackson, op.cit. (supra n.38) 194.



268 THE SUPPLICES OF EURIPIDES

forwards and is picked up by an epexegetical clause: Med. 56-57 éya
yop éc ToOT éxPéfni’ ahynddvoc | dere, Hipp. 1332, Andr. 170, HF 1281,
1294, EL 918, Phoen. 963, Or. 566; (iv) ré8¢ is qualified by a noun in the
genitive, and this phrase refers backwards: Soph. OT 124-25 méic . . . éc
768’ &v 7éAunc éBnc;, Eur. Ion. 244,

It should be clear, then, that & 8 éc 768" §Mov, if sound, requires
some qualification. And it is likely that this qualification will take the
form of a noun in the genitive, whose place has been usurped by
rékvwv. The choicest noun available is #dfovc:

€l & éc 768’ fAbov kafemeipalny <mafovc >,
olov crépecOou marépa ylyverar réxvev,

v > 3 3 Q3 Y A ’
ovk av 7ot €c 1768  TAlov eic & viv KaKdv.

The noun mdfovc is governed jointly by both éc 748” JjAfov and éfe-
mepafny, and the expressions éc 768° #Afov wdfovc and éfemeipdfny
wdfovc may be said to form in combination a single unit which paves
the way for the epexegesis in the following line: “if I had come to
such a length of suffering and had experienced it—what it is like for a
father to lose his children—I should not have come into this my
present misery.” For a similar turn of phrase see Med. 34-35 &yvwre &’
% rdAawe cupdopdc dmo | olov marphac py dmodelmechur yhovic.

I have chosen the noun mdfovc because of its similar application in
the following passages: 11-13 .. . . wdfoc maboiicon Sewdv- aupt yap midec |
Kdduov fovévrwv émra yewaiwy tékvwy | dmadéc elcw, 83-85 76 yop
Bavdvrawv Tékvwy | émimovdy T kara yuvaikac | éc ydove mdfoc médukey,?®
786-93 dyopdy w éru Sebp’ dei | Xpdvoc madaoc marip | dpeX’ apepdv
(Porson, auépa L) kricar. | 7iydp pw” é8er (Markland, pe Set L) maiwy; | 7¢
(Nauck, 70 L) pév yap fAmlov dv memovBévou | wdfoc mepiccdv, €l ydpwy
amelvyny; | vov 8 Jpd cadécrarov | kaxdy, Tékvwy didrdrwy crepeica
(Markland et fortasse L, crepeicfon 1, crépecfoun Blomfield), 1120-22 ¢
yop Gv petlov 7008’ &r Ovmrolc | mdboc éfevpoic | § Téxva Bovdvr’
écidéchou ;.

No further change is needed. The variation e 8 éc 768" Afov mdfovc
.. . 0Bk G mor éc 768” HAfov eic 6 viv Kaxdy, if it is not very imaginative,
is not inept (“if I had [in a previous life] come to this length of suffer-
ing . . . Ishould not have come to this my present plight), and Toup’s
weaxcod for kardv, approved by Porson, Aduersaria 245, and by Hermann,
but destroying the variation, is best avoided. The expression éc 768

76 On the text see supra n.19.



JAMES DIGGLE 269

BAfov . . . kaxdv is perhaps sufficiently defended by Andr. 126 76 wapov
Kkakov elc omep Tjreic, f1.449 Tov divra Gpnreiv elc 8¢’ Epyeran Kowd.T?
Finally, consider the two lines 1092-93 which are appended to the
passage I have discussed: Scric duredcac kol veaviav Texiw | dpicrov
elre Toiide viv crepickopar. Iphis now applies his general reflections to
his own personal case: he had a son, and now he has lost him. Poor
Evadne! What has become of your glorious suicide ? Forgotten, after
twenty lines. Your father’s heart is riven with grief, but not for you.
At the moment of his daughter’s death he protests that it is grievous
to lose his son. A son, moreover, whom he has not only procreated
but also begotten (pvredcac kai . . . rexdv), and of whom he is being
deprived at this very moment (viv crepickoncn: the only appearance
of this verb in tragedy, apart from Agathon fr.5 Nauck [5 Snell]).
True, editors can rewrite the passage and bring back Evadne to share
her brother’s limelight;?® but, had Dr Johnson been a student of
Euripides and not of Shakespeare, he might have said without unfair-

ness that “no amendment can be made to these lines but by a general
blot.”7?

QueeNs’ COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE
January, 1973

7? The author of the '‘Danae’ fragment ({Bur.] fr.1132 N.) perhaps had our lines in mind
when he wrote (line 65) odx dv mor’ fAfec Téc 763¢ Opdcouct. Porson supplied éc 73" <eic 6
viv > Bpdacovc.

8 Wecklein suggested in 1898 a lacuna after guredeac, which in 1912 he filled with
naide cwppovecrdrny | €ldde 7* dynrijv>; Schenkl suggested a lacuna after 1093 ; W. Gilbert,
ActaSocPhilLips 6 (1876) 337, proposed Seric duredcac <rijvded ai veaviav [texdn] | dpictov elra
T@vde (Bothe) viv cr., Or Seric duredcac <Tijvde> kai veaviav | Texaww dpictov elra [roide] viv
cr. ; H. G. Viljoen, Acta Classica 5 (1962) 12-13, deric Gvyarépa xal veavioy Texaw | dpictov elre
roivde (Camper on El. 333 [Lugd. Bat. 1831}, a reference I owe to Mr Collard) viv (or 7oiv
Suoiv) cr. The tautology duredeac rai . . . rexdv is defended by Wilamowitz on HF 1367,
though he proposes to read ¢urevcac xai Texdw veaviav k7A. The remarks directed against
Wecklein’s and Gilbert’s proposals by G. Kiefner, Die Versparung (Wiesbaden 1964) 97,
show that he had no inkling of the problem which they were tackling.

7% ] am indebted to Professor Sir Denys Page for invaluable criticism and to Mr Christo-
pher Collard for the loan of copies of Ammendola’s and Italie’s editions and for further
helpful discussion,



