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ON THE MANUSCRIPTS AND TEXT
OF EURIPIDES, MEDEA:
II. THE TEXT!

11-13 avédvovca pev

dvyf molTdww v adikero xbéva,

adth) Te mavta Evudépouc’ *ldcowt.
12 moAvrdw I codd. et ZPV: modirawc V3, sicut coni. Barnes xfovoc IT! 13 7e codd. et
gE: 8¢ Stob. 4. 22. 30

The two Sophoclean passages by which Page supports his plea that “roAcr@v stands
for molAiTaic. .., being attracted by the following dv into the genitive case’ do not
inspire much confidence, since both (as he acknowledges) are capable of being
explained differently.? Further, as a recent writer has remarked, ‘on cherche en vain
la raison qui aurait pu inciter Euripide. . .a écrire moAwréw a la place de modiTaic. Le
vers n’ aurait rien gagné a cette substitution, sinon une obscurité inutile’ (G. Roux,
REG 85 [1972], 40).

Proposed substitutes for ¢uyn, designed to give a construction for moAirdv,
are rightly dismissed as unsatisfactory by Page. No good comes of the proposal to
construct ¢uyit with moAwrdv, in the sense ‘by avoiding the citizens’ (so, most
recently, Roux, loc. cit., R. G. Ussher, Eranos 59 [1961], 1-2, who even places line
12 after line 30; the proposal is as old as Nauck).? Even if it were appropriate, which
it scarcely is, for Medea to be described as gaining favour by living in seclusion, the
words dvyije moArav, ‘ by flight from the citizens’, are not the right words to describe
this behaviour.*

What objection is there to moAirawc?® “error ortus est e scripturae compendiis” said
Porson; ‘but these compendia were not invented in the time of our Scholia’s sources,
which undoubtedly read moAcr@v’ objected Page. But although Porson’s explanation
is invalid, it does not follow that woAiTasc is wrong. moAirdv dv for moditaic dv may
be explained as an error of assimilation. True, it is much commoner for the ending
of the following word to be assimilated to that of a word which precedes. But it is
not unexampled for the ending of the word which precedes to be assimilated to that

! For part1(‘ The Manuscripts’) see CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 339-57. I refer to the following editions:
R. Porson (1812), P. Elmsley (1818), J. Lenting (1819), A. Matthiae (1821), F. H. Bothe (1838),
F. G. Schone (1853), A. Kirchhoff (1855), F. A. Paley (ed. 2, 1872), J. A. Hartung (ed. 2, 1878),
H. Weil (ed. 2, 1879), A. W. Verrall (1881), H. von Arnim (ed. 2, 1886), C. E. S. Headlam (1897),
R. Prinz and N. Wecklein (1899), G. Murray (1902), M. L. Earle (1904), E. Diehl (1911),
N. Wecklein (ed. min., ed. 3, 1891, ed. 5, 1909), L. Méridier (1926), D. L. Page (1938),
E. Valgiglio (n.d., post 1955). In addition I refer to P. Elmsley, ¢ Annotatio in Euripidis Medeam’
(1815) (= Museum Criticum 2 [1826], 1-44), and G. Hermann, ‘ Adnotationes ad Medeam ab
Elmsleio editam’, CI. Journal 19 (1819), 267-89, 21 (1820), 338-57, 22 (1820), 402-28 (reprinted,
with a fourth part, in the Leipzig ed. of Elmsley in 1822 and the Oxford ed. in 1828 and in
Hermann’s Opuscula 3 [1828], 143-261).

2 InS. El 653 Benedict proposed Téxvouc for Téxvwv, and this has now some slight manuscript
support: see Dawe, Studies i. 182, and the apparatus criticus to his Teubner edition (1975).

3 loc. cit. (part 1, p. 357 n. 73), 107-8.

4 Roux’s ‘en fuyant la société des citoyens’ and Ussher’s ‘in avoidance of the townsfolk’ do
not do justice to the meaning of the word ¢uy4.

5 moAirawc (V?) is not necessarily a genuine variant or even conjecture but may owe its origin
to the scholium in V (76 8¢ moAurdw qvri SoTikdic, Toic moliracc); cf. B8 roic moAirac.
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of a word which follows: so 1330 87’ éx 86uwv (86pov LP) ce BapBapov 7° amd xBovéc,
Ale. 23 peddbpwv 1dnvde dpudtatny créyny (ravde dulraryy X Hi. 1437: tivde
durrarny LP: tévde didrdarwv BOV et TP Hi.), Andr. 43 $6puwv mapoikov (86pwv
MBLV?: 86uov AVP), Herc. 456-7 & poipa Sucrddaw’ éuy (Kirchhoff: éudv L) 1€
Kkal Téxvwv [Tvd’ (apogr. Par.: To0cd’ L) odc k7., 1156 deArdarwe (Reiske: -rwv L)
Eévav éuaw, A. Ag. 1299 xpévov mAéw (Hermann: ypévwe mAéw codd. (mAéw: Tr)),
and so probably the papyrus at Med. 1188 mémdor 8¢ Aemrrol, cov Téxvwv dwpipara
(m{AYemAwy 8¢ A[ IT°).

The real objection to ¢uyi moAiraic lies elsewhere, and it is an objection which
applies equally to @uyit molrdw (as interpreted by Page). With which verb
(av8avovca or adikero) is duyn to be constructed? ‘Pleasing to the citizens by her
flight” is the obvious construction (so X dpeckouéry Tdr mpoc Tovc Kopwbiovc
medevyévar). ‘ Equidem non uideo quo sensu Medea dicatur Corinthiis ¢uyije adeiv’
objected Naber (Mnem. 10 [1882], 8), with good reason. It was not so much by her
flight as by her later conduct (by stopping a famine, as another scholium says) that
Medea pleased the Corinthians. Wecklein speaks of ‘die gegensitzliche Beziehung
zwischen dvyi und moAurdw. .. Sie gefillt denen, in deren Land sie gekommen ist,
obwohl sie der Biirgerschaft als eine fremde, landesfliichtige Person gegeniibersteht ™’
(i.e. ‘although only an exile’, ‘obwohl sie nur eine Fremde. ..ist’). ‘But’ (as Verrall
objects) ‘why is this simple thought obscured by the instrumental ¢uy#:? The
alternative, to construct ¢vyn. with ddikero (so Schone, Hartung, Weil, Paley, von
Arnim, Méridier, Valgiglio), gives unexceptionable sense but a most unwelcome
hyperbaton. The truth, I think, is still to seek.

Modern editors pass over adr# in 13 without comment. And yet what point can
there be in saying that Medea ‘herself” complied in all respects with Jason? ¢ prorsus
inutile’, ‘beziehungslos und ungerechtfertigt’, ‘pointless’, are terms with which the
last century found it appropriate to describe the word.® Replacements have been
offered: mavry Nauck, réwc Ritschl.” Embarrassed explanations were devised by
Schoéne and Wecklein. I have heard it suggested that adT1 has the meaning illustrated
by Page on 729 (éx Tijcde 8 admy yfic amardrdccov mwéda, ‘by yourself, of your own
accord’; cf. 727). But ad7éc is so used only in combination with a verb of motion:
to Page’s examples add others cited by K-G i. 653 (c), LSJ s.u. 1. 2, Gow on Theoc.
11. 12. The problem is admirably formulated by M. L. Earle: ‘ The word adr), as it
stands, marks a contrast between two actions of the same subject, between the action
expressed by avdavovca...and that expressed by fuudépovca. Medea is thus
represented as ““ pleasing” somebody and “herself in accord with Jason”. But it is
obvious that the function of a form of adréc in the second half of a balanced compound
clause should be the intensification of the latter of two contrasted terms — here (we
should expect) Jason as opposed to the citizens of Corinth.’® Earle’s adrau is surely
right. It was proposed again in the same year by Herwerden, RPh 18 (1894), 72 (to
whom alone Wecklein attributes it), but it had been anticipated (as Earle acknowledged
in CR 9 [1895], 395-6) by G. M. Sakorraphos (1891 ed.).® The conjecture gained the
qualified approval of Verrall, CR 19 (1905), 361.

72-3 6 uévror pudboc €l cadmc 68
OIZIK 0{80.' BOU/\O{}I.'I]V 8’ &V OI:IK GTVCN. TO’8€.

¢ Elmsley (Annotatio, p. 4), Kvicala (Denkschriften der Kais. Akad. der Wiss. Wien, Phil.-Hist.
Cl. 29 [1879], 238), Verrall.

" RhM 21 (1866), 148-9 = Opusc. 1 (1866), 749-50.
® In Classical Studies in Honour of Henry Drisler (1894), p. 11.
® Known to me only from Bursian (1892), 256.
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H. D. Broadhead, Tragica (1968), pp. 166-7, proposed éBovAéunv, on the ground that
‘BovAoiunyv dv, like the Latin uelim, expresses a desire for the future...In Med. 73
the wish concerns the present ratker than the future: “I hope it isn’t true”, and we
should expect éBovAdunv av’. This is wrong. The distinction between Bovdoiunv av
(uelim) and éBovAéunv v (uellem) is that the former is used in a wish which may be
fulfilled, the latter in a wish which is contrary to fact (see Lewis and Short, Latin
Dictionary, s.u. volo 1. C). So, in Lys. 12. 22 (quoted by Broadhead) éBovAdunv dv
adTovc aAnbi Aéyew, ‘I could have wished that they spoke the truth’ (but they do
not), Jon 567-8 Suwc 8¢ kal décmowav éc Téxv’ edTuyeiv/éBovAéuny av, ‘I could have
wished that my mistress too were blessed with children’ (but she is not); cf. EL 397-8
€BovAduny 8’ dv, €l kaclyvnTéc pe coc/éc edTuyodvrac fyev edTuxdw dépmovc (but he
is not doing so). For further instances see K-G i. 214, Wyse on Isaeus 10. 1. 1.
Broadhead’s conjecture entails the nonsensical ‘I do not know if this story is true;
but I could have wished (what is contrary to fact) that it is not true’.

106-8 8hdov 8 dpyiic éaipdpevov

védoc oluwyic wc Tdy’ avdpe

peilove Bupin.
106 8 HBCDEAVTI'ZV: 8 & O(LYPVSEY 107 dvdéed L et nouit Z"P, unde dvdife
Hermann (noluit Elmsley)
‘I see no reason either to emend or indeed to consider the sentence especially difficult.
Construction: 87Adv éctw wc Taya peilove Buud dvdpel védoc olpwyijc éfarpdpevoy
dpxic, “it is clear that soon with greater passion she will kindle the cloud of
lamentation that is now rising from its birth,” i.e. her grief now is less than it will be
soon’ (Page). But dpync ééaipbuevor, ‘rising from its birth’, will not do. One may
describe something as ‘rising from a small (or whatever) beginning’,!° but one does
not describe anything simply as ‘rising from a beginning’.!! Nor does there appear
to be any parallel for the use of a bare genitive with éfaipecfar.

I propose 87dov am’ dpxijc k7A., ‘it is clear from the beginning, as it arises, that
Medea will soon kindle the cloud of lamentation with greater passion’.!? For the
expression see Alc. 111 xpncroc am’ dpxic vevduicrar, Ph. 1595 ém’ dpxiic de p’
éducac dBMiov, IA 1541 Mééw &’ am’ dpxiic, A. Su. 344 elmep y’ &’ dpxiic mpayudrwy
kowwvoc M, S. Ai. 1097 ein’ am’ dpyijc adbic, Hes. Th. 425 dic 76 mpdTov am’ dpxijc
émdeto Bacude, Pi. Pyth. 8.24-5 tedéav 8’ éxer 66éav am’ dpxdc, Hdt. 2. 50. 3,
2.104.2,2.113. 2,9. 46. 3, Ar. Vesp. 1031, Pax 84, Ran. 1030, Pl. Critias 112e, Tht.
206d, Tim. 48b, Leg. 720d, 768d, Dem. 8. 6, 18. 175, 19. 315, 21. 12, 23. 148, 23. 153,
35. 27, 45. 25, Isoc. 4. 26, Theoc. 14. 30. Note in particular Ar. Equ. 324 an’ épxfic
&81Aovc dvaibecar.

10 Cf. Andr. 642-3 cpukpic am’ dpyijc veikoc avBpdrmoic péya/yAdcc’ éxmopiler, fr. 32 kakijc
{am’) dpxijc yiyverar Tédoc karév, [Hes.] fr. 43(a). 61 M.-W. & dpxic dAiync, Sol. fr. 13. 14
West dpxijc 8’ é£ 6Aiync (West: dpxm 8° é€ dAiyouv cod.: dpxny 8’ €£ 6Aiyov Arnott ap. West)
ylyverar dcre mupéc, Bacchyl. 11. 64-5 veikoc yap dpaudreror BAnxpdc dvémadro xaciyvyroic
am’ apyac. Paley, indeed, claims that ‘Had the poet written cuikpdc dpyijc é€., no one would
have found the slightest difficulty. But cuixpac is virtually implied in pei{ove Quude.” The first
claim is right, the second wrong.

11 Cf. Hermann: ‘nubesque diceretur sublata ex suo initio, quod dici absurdum esset, quia
nihil est, quod non nascatur ex suo initio’.

12 This is the sense demanded by Hermann (‘ Apertum vero, hoc dici debuisse, ex initio, quod
fecisset Medea, cognosci, multo eam graviora nubila concitaturam esse’), though he attempted
to extract this sense from the bare genitive dpydc. Note also XV an’ dpyijc 8¢ 16 védoc ijc
olpwyiic éawpbpevov A6y éctw 87i kTA.
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A desire to eliminate asyndeton will have caused the corruption (for the interpolation
of connecting particles see Barrett on Hi. 40; there is a notable instance at Med. 1094,
discussed in part 1, p. 357). But why was a7’ lost? Perhaps because &’ began life above
the line and was then taken as a correction for an’. Note that the interpolated é¢ in
O(L)P is written above the line in V.* Apparently easier changes are dpyaic
(Schneidewin, and tentatively Weil) and apx7v (Sakorraphos,'* Michelangeli'®). But
I can find no parallel for dpyaic so used; and dpx7v, though used in prose in the sense
of am’ dpyijc (see LSJ s.u. I ¢),'® is used in tragedy only with negatives, in the sense
‘at all’ (S. El 439, Ant. 92, Ph. 1239).

avaer, which has found much favour,!? is certainly wrong. Page observes that the
metaphor of dvdiper védoc ‘is perhaps derived from lightning breaking through a
cloud’. Rather, what lies behind the image is the idea that thunder is caused by the
effect of fire on a cloud — the sound of thunder, not the flash of lightning, is the image
which is relevant to Medea’s oipwy. The idea is found in Anaxagoras (DK A 84;
see Guthrie, History of Greek Philosophy 2[1965], p. 312) and the fifth-century atomists
(Guthrie, p. 425), and it gains memorable expression in Lucr. 6. 145-51 fit quoque, ubi
e nubi in nubem uis incidit ardens/fulminis; haec multo si forte umore recepit/ignem,
continuo magno clamore trucidat . . . aridior porro si nubes accipit ignem,/uritur ingenti
sonitu succensa repente (see Bailey ad loc., pp. 1575-6).1® Euripides is often called the
pafnric of Anaxagoras: see Diggle, Studies, 94.

131-8 Xo. éxAvov pwvdv, éxAvov 8¢ Boav 131
Téc ducrdvov Kodyiboc' obdémw
fmoc; AN, & yepard, Aéfov: 133
auduridov yap écw perdfpov ybov 134-5

» sQ ’ Py ,
éxAvov, odde cuvidopar, & yvar,
dAyect ddparoc,

3 ’ ’ ’

émei pou dulia kéxparar.

133 interrogationis notam post fmioc habent BDA: om. HOCEVLP ynpaid V. 134-5 due-
mddov Weil: én’ dug- codd. et TV 460y Elmsley: Boav BODEALP: Boiy HCV
138 pol ui) VETr (~ <{VYV3)  ¢uia kéxparar Porson: ¢idov kéxparar OE: dpidov kéxpavrar
HUYBCDAVLP (pidwc VS) et 1.2PP: dida xékparar Tr

Text and metre are in doubt. I have printed the version which I prefer. Analysis
of the metre will depend upon the view which we take of the text of 134-5, given

13 We could retain the 8’ by reading 87Aa 8’ an’, as Dr Dawe suggests to me. For the neuter
plural see e.g. Barrett on Hi. 269, Bond on Herc. 1058. But the asyndeton is not only natural;
it is, I think, preferable. For a very similar asyndeton see 119.

14 See above, n. 9.

15 L. A. Michelangeli, Saggio di note critiche al testo della Medea (1878), known to me only
from Wecklein, BPAW 21 (1901), 1284 (‘ein unniitzes Wort’) and A. Levi, Boll. di Fil. Cl. 5
(1898-9), 211 (‘felice e prudente’).

16 Note also Theogn. 425 (u.l.), Sol. fr. 13. 14 (cj., cited above, n. 10).

17 It is accepted by Hartung, Wecklein, Méridier, von Arnim, and Wilamowitz (Hermes 15
[1880], 506 = Kleine Schriften 1 [1971], pp. 41-2, and on Herc. 1140); and Paley and Weil have a
good word for it. For the confusion avdiei/dvae: see Or. 609, A. Ch. 131; similarly Med. 1382
mpocaopev (uel -opar) codd.: -dfopuev Choerob. epim. p. 112, Et. Ma. p. 750. 44.

18 The Lucretian passage is cited by O. Regenbogen, Eranos 48 (1950), 24, who, however,
derives the idea from Anaximander (DK A 23), Empedocles (DK A 63), and Heraclitus (DK
A 14). But the two former explain thunder in terms of the effect of wind, not fire, on a cloud;
and Heraclitus is explaining lightning, not thunder. Anaximander’s theory is reproduced in Ar.
Nub.404-7; cf. C. H. Kahn, Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology (1960), pp. 100-2,
108-9.
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by the manuscripts as én’ dudimddov yap écw peddfpov Boav (-7v).'* Some
editors divide Aéfov- ém’ audumbddov yap écw peddfpov PBoav/éxAvov, odde
cuviidopat, & yivar, dAyea(v) (so Hartung, Murray, Diehl, Page, also Fraenkel).*
But —vou—vu—uu—uvu—vu—, whether interpreted as ‘aeolic dactyls’ or as a form of
prosodiac, is unparalleled in tragedy.?* This division makes it necessary to divide the
preceding lines either as (i) Tac Sucravov Kodyioc, 008é mw /fimioc: &4AX’, & ynpaid
(ynpasd V; so Murray, Page, Valgiglio), which entails a paroemiac with objectionable
word-division,? or as (ii) KoAyi8oc, 008é mw fmioc: 4AAG, yepard (& del. Hermann;
so many editors, and Wilamowitz), a dactylic pentameter with spondaic ending,
perfectly acceptable (cf. 7r. 837 ~ 857, Hel. 166, Ph. 792 ~ 808), but gained at the cost
of deleting &. Dale? prefers to write 4AX’, & ypaia; but this gives a pentameter which
ends in two spondees, for which there is no parallel in Euripides. She adds: ‘Hermann
saw that the anapaests must end with the monometer rdc Svcrdvov...leaving the
correption 008é mw mioc for dactyls’. There is no reason why the anapaests must
end at that place, for interlinear correption in anapaests is legitimate (see E/L 1331,
Ion 221, both at change of speaker).2

There is a linguistic problem in 134-5. If duimrddov (which appears only here) is
taken as an adjective, with peXdfpov, then émi becomes unintelligible.2> Some,
following the scholia, take audimdlov as a noun, meaning ‘doorway’: ‘““[standing]
at my doorway” — which is where she might naturally be standing when she heard
the cry’ (Page, following Wecklein).?® For this use of éni they quote Hdt. 5. 92y. 4
écredyrec émi Taw Bupéwr.?” But the notion that the members of the chorus were
standing each by their own individual doorways when they heard Medea’s cry is
irrelevant or worse. If we can tolerate the omission of a verb meaning ‘standing’, we
should more naturally take the meaning to be ‘standing at her doorway’. This would
have to refer to some door other than the front door, since the front door is in view
of the audience, which can see that the chorus has not been standing there. But why
ever should the chorus have been standing at one of Medea’s doors?

We should expect duguriddov to be an adjective, synonymous with augifupoc, as
used at S. Ph. 159 olkov. . . dudifupov (Philoctetes’ cave, with front and rear entrance)

19 Statements that A has poAwv for Boav (-7v) are false.

20 Fraenkel, RhM 72 (1918), 177 = Kleine Beitrige 1 (1964), pp. 181-2. Similarly Valgiglio,
following Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst, p. 538, but with &\yect dwuaroc, which gives a
pure dactylic hexameter for the second line (on this line see below, n. 33). Wilamowitz had earlier
suggested peAdBpoo (Hermes 15 [1880], 510-11 = Kleine Schriften 1 (1971), pp. 46-7), on which
see Page. 21 See Dale, Lyric Metres, pp. 29-30, 117, 167.

22 See L. P. E. Parker, CQ n.s. 8 (1958), 86.

23 WS 77 (1964), 26-7 = Collected Papers (1969), pp. 198-9.

24 Page’s note illustrating correption in non-lyric anapaests is strangely irrelevant, since these
anapaests are lyric. His discussion is supplemented by Barrett on Hi. 246 (Addenda, pp. 432-3).

2 ] doubt whether &ri peddfpov can mean ‘in the house’ (phrases like ém’ olxfuaroc
kabiclas, ‘work in a brothel’, cited by LSJ s.u. émi A. 1. 1, are of a specialized kind). Even if
it could, it would have to be referred to Medea, which would give no sense; her cry could not
be described as being émi peAdfpov. It certainly cannot mean ‘at (near) the house’ and so be
referred to the chorus.

26 Page’s statement that the scholia take it as an adjective is mistaken. They offer three different
explanations: (i) Z"V 76 &yov 8bo mhAac kai eicéovc, uilav pev Ty adBevrikiy, érépav 8¢, Hv
“Opmpoc (Od. 22. 126, 132, 333) Aéyet bpcofipny (i.e. a house or room with two doors), (ii) Z"PY
¢miTob dudimddov. . . TovrécTw &ml Tod muddvoc (i.e. doorway), (iii) I 6 mepl Tac 8dpac rémoc
(i.e. the area around the doors). For 2" see S. G. Daitz, The Scholia in the Jerusalem Palimpsest
of Euripides (1979), p. 96.

27 The prepositional phrase écw peldfpov then depends on Bodv, ‘a cry within the house’.
Wecklein and Page compare Hi. 234-5; see also Diggle, Studies, pp. 28-9, 69.
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and elsewhere.?® audifipw is apparently used as a noun at Theoc. 14. 42, but its
meaning remains in doubt (‘ porch’ Gow). Against taking audimriddov as an adjective,
Page says that ‘there seems no point whatever in saying that the hall had a door at
each end’, and he finds ‘most unconvincing’ Elmsley’s explanation that ‘duo ostia
habere fingit poeta quo facilius clamores eius ad aures vicinarum perveniant’. But I
think that this explanation is on the right lines. As Dale says, ‘ The chorus had heard
her through the back door and now comes to call at the front’.?? Paley proposed a=’
for ém’ (‘I heard a cry within from the house’). Page has a sympathetic word for this
and Dale accepts it. But écw is then uncomfortable; Vitelli and Dale change it to éyd,
a wholly unwanted pronoun. Schéne proposed v7’, comparing S. Ant. 1248-9 dmo
ctéymec écw. . .mévboc oixeiov cTévew, but there w6 suggests ‘in the privacy of’
(Jebb), which would be inappropriate here. Badham’s ér’ calls imperatively for a
participle.3°

At the end of the line Boav/éxAvov, besides interrupting the flow of dactyls, gives
a feeble repetition of the preceding éxAvov 8¢ Bodv. Elmsley’s yéov restores the flow.
Elmsley divided Aéfov. . . peAd-/fpov ybov éxAvov, 0ddé cuvidopar, with unappealing
word-division. Dale divides Aéfov...ydov/éxAvov...aAyec, two dactylic pen-
tameters; this, after KoAyidoc, 006é mw djmioc 4AX’, & ypaia (or 4AAG, yepard), gives
a sequence of three dactylic pentameters, for which there is no parallel in Euripides.
Others divide Aéfov. . . ybov éxAvov,/odde. . . 8duaroc (so Hermann, Schone, Paley,
Wecklein, C. E. S. Headlam), giving a dactylic hexameter and pentameter (they also,
like Dale, make 133 a pentameter, so giving an equally unparalleled sequence).

Sense and style are restored, and the metrical difficulties are eliminated, if, in
addition to accepting yéov, we delete &’ (Weil, and independently Herwerden,
followed by Méridier). 131, 132, 133 are anapaestic (for the breuis in longo in 133 see
Diggle, Studies, pp. 96-7);3 134-5 and 136 are two dactylic tetrameters, and 137 is
a dimeter consisting of two pure dactyls (for precisely the same arrangement, two
tetrameters followed by two dactyls, see S. OT 155~7 ~ 163-5; similarly E. Ph. 15025,
three dactylic tetrameters and two dactyls, S. OC 234-5 dactylic tetrameter and two
dactyls).?3

Two matters remain. First, I have returned to the old custom of printing 008érw
fmeoc; as a question. Modern editors® have followed Elmsley in printing 098¢ mew
Mmoo as a statement. A question gives a better introduction to the request for in-
formation which follows. Furthermore, 008¢é 7w is rarely used in tragedy as a con-
nective (‘necdum’): only S. OT 731 nddaro yap Tadr’ 008é mw (radra koddémw 0)*

2 For references see Gow on Theoc. 14. 42. Dawe (Studies iii. 123-4) has not convinced me
that Philoctetes’ cave did not have a rear entrance. For other caves with two entrances see
Kannicht and Snell on TrGF 11 646a 21-2.

2 Joc. cit. (above, n. 23), p. 27 n. 20 =p. 199 n. 1.

30 Proposed in his edition of Plato, Philebus (1855), p. 92; also proposed by F. D. Allen, HSCP
9 (1898), 42-3.

31 Mnem. n.s. S (1877), 23.

32 Verrall prints 133 as I do; Page’s objection that this ‘breaks the symmetry of the two lines
of lyric dactyls which follow’ is no longer valid, once én” is deleted and yéov accepted.

3 Weil, von Arnim, and Méridier, like W. J. W. Koster, Traité de métrique grecque (ed. 2,
1953), p. 197, join 137 to 136 to form a hexameter of six dactyls. In view of the dactylic, rather
than spondaic, end, it is more natural to keep the dimeter discrete. Line 133 Weil and Méridier
print (remarkably) as a hexameter ending in two spondees (KoAxi8oc, 008¢é mw fmoc: &AAG,
yepaid, Aéfov).

3 With the exception of Verrall and of F. D. Allen, loc. cit. (above, n. 30).

3 This tempts one to suggest nddaro [yap] radra koddémw, but the temptation should
probably be resisted. For kod8énw see Med. 60, A. Pe. 814, Ar. Equ. 168, Au. 1227.
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Méavt’ éxer; with a word interposed, Hi. 919 008’ é0npdcaché mw and (but with
ovdé intensifying, not connecting) Hec. 1222 cv 8’ o0dé viv mw. By contrast, oddémw
(‘nondum’) is found at Med. 60, A. Pe. 760, 814, Ag. 296,%¢ [A.] PV 320, S. OT 16,*"
Moschion fr. 6.6 (Nauck, Snell). Similarly Aristophanes has ten instances of
non-connective o08émw (Equ. 168, Vesp. 940, Pax 327, Av. 1227, Lys. 1158, Thes. 552,
555, 846, 867, Plut. 696), one of 0d8¢. . . mw (Thes. 498), none of connective ovdé mw.

Second, we are left at the end of the passage with (8wuaroc) émei por didov
wéxpavrac:®® “The house is appointed, determined, my friend”, i.e. I have decided
to befriend the house’ (Page). But the verb xpaivew (‘make valid, ratify’, usually of
gods and kings)*® does not suit this context, and its use with a predicative adjective
is remarkable.*® It has been alleged that a predicative adjective is found with xpaivew
at fr. 52. 8 vépw: 8¢ yadpov adro kpaiver xpévoc. The fragment, as Verrall says, is
only ‘half intelligible’; and I can make no sense of this line in its context (‘ Time, by
means of convention, appoints it (sc. 70 edryevéc) proud’ is Page’s translation). If the
line is corrupt, the corruption lies probably not in xpaive:, for kpaiver xpévoc rings
true (cf. Phaethon 99; Verrall proposed xpive. or Suakpived), but in yaipov (yadpov
S: yabpwv M: yavpav AY), for which kvpov might be suitable,** with adT6 changed
to adTa (sc. 76 7’ edyevéc kai 7O Sucyevéc).®? Porson’s ¢idia xéxparar deserves to
be revived.®® In illustration Porson quoted Hi. 253-4 xpiv yap perpiac eic aA-
AMdovc/dudiac Bvyrodc dvaxipvachar, A. Ch. 344 veoxpata ¢idov, Hdt. 4. 152. 5
Kuvpnvaiowt. . .éc Caplovc. . .pikiar peyddar cuvexpifncav, 7. 151 v mpoc
Eép&nv iy cuvexepdcavro.

336 un 8ira 10076 y’, 4AAG ¢ alroduar, Kpéov.

aiteicfar is not elsewhere used with accusative of the person asked unless the object
asked for is also expressed. This object may be expressed in several ways: (i) by a simple
accusative (Jon 28 xdp’. .. alteitar Tdde), (ii) by an accusative and infinitive (Med.
869-70 aitodpual ce. . . cuyyvapov’ elvar), (iii) by a command, in apposition (4/c. 308
w1y 69Ta dpdcnic TaiTd y’, alrovpal ¢’ éyd). If not expressed, the object may be

36 Some editors print 098¢ mw. We do not need a connective here, and I am not sure whether
editors, by so printing, mean to imply that 098¢ is connective (Denniston and Page show by their
translation that they do not).

37 But not S. Ph. 446.

38 As for the metre, if ddypuatoc is taken with this line, we have iambus + cretic + bacchiac;
if with what precedes, we have the colon v--.-o--, discussed by T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22
(1975), 84-8.

3% See Fraenkel on A4g. 369. At Hec. 740 I am sorry that I can no longer agree with Dr
Matthiessen (GRBS 10 [1969], 302), with whom I formerly agreed (JHS 95 [1975), 198), that
kpavfév should be preferred to mpaxfév. D. Bain, Actors and Audience (1977), p. 14 n. 1, has
convinced me that the verb is less suitable.

% This point is made by G. F. Schoemann, Opuscula Academica 3 (1858), p. 193, and by
Verrall.

41 Cf. the reading of C at Hi. 746: kvpcv DLP et B2VYP: vaiwv 2VE: yuiov C. But possibly
the answer here is xpaivwy (Wecklein): cf. Hec. 219 xpavfeicav] xvpweicav ME'OE!.

42 As Herwerden says (RhM 58 [1903], 143), ‘ad76 non habet quo referatur’. What precedes
(nia 8¢ yova/Té 1’ ebyevéc kai 16 Sucyevéc) makes no metrical sense. Wilamowitz (De
tragicorum graecorum fragmentis commentatio [1893] = Kleine Schriften 1 (1971), p. 205; see also
Hermes 62 [1927], 289) suggested 76 7’edyevec {méduxe) xrA. (cf. Snell, Hermes, Einzelschriften
5[1937], 14). Korte (ap. Luria, Hermes 64 [1929], 493 n. 2) suggested Sucyevéc (médec). I should
prefer 76 7’ edyevéc kai [10] Sucyevéc, like 7a 7° vra xai uédovra (Ion 7, Hel. 14, 923, S.
EIl 1498).

4 ] am glad to find that Stinton, loc. cit. (above, n. 38), 85, calls it ‘attractive’;
hardly anyone else has ever been attracted by it.
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understood from the context (S. Ph. 763—4 ra 76¢€” éAaw /78, dcmep furov u’ dprimc,
sc. 7a T6€a or Ta T6€a éXetv). At S. Ant. TT7-8 Tov "Aidnv. . . alrovuévn mou Tedéerar
76 un Baveiv Jebb and others are wrong in taking 76 w1 faveiv solely with rebéerar,
when it should be taken jointly with airovuévy. In Med. 336 the problem cannot be
evaded by marking aposiopesis, as many editors do,** much less by punctuating u7
89ta’ Tov7é v’ 4AAG ¢’ (Schaefer, followed by Bothe).

Because of this, A. Dihle, Sitzb. Heid. Ak. d. Wiss., Phil.-Hist. K1., Abh. 5 (1977),
50, proposed dAAa for GAAd, a suggestion which had already been made by F. Wieseler,
Nachrichten Géttingen (1890), p. 68. But such an abrupt statement as ‘I am asking
you for other things’ does not suit the train of thought. Medea is, indeed, proposing
to ask Creon for something other than she has been asking him for up to now (see
338, 340 ff.); but that request is not appropriately adumbrated by dAa ¢’ alrodpat
in 336. And aAAd is defended by Hel. 939 w7 877a, mapbév’, 4AAG ¢’ ikerebw T8,
S. Ph. 763 py) 877a Tod7é y’, GAAG KkTA., 1367 uy) Sfra, Téxvov, GAX’ KkTA.

The probable solution is Wecklein’s avropar (SBAM 1899, ii. 320). He compared
Alc. 1098 p1), mpéc ce Tob cmeipavroc dvropar (LPQ: ailroduar BOV) dibc. Now
consider 942-3 ¢ 8’ GAXa e kédevcov aiteicBar maTpoc/yvvaika maidac THvde uy
dedyew xB6éva. Here the genitive of person with aireicfa: (‘a remarkable construc-
tion. .. the appearance of the regular construction two lines before (airot Kpéovra)
makes this instance especially unwelcome’, Page) gains little support from the equally
unparalleled genitive in wapairijcn marpéc at 1154, for airicne mapa marpde would
be without offence.?* Numerous implausible changes have been suggested. Perhaps
the solution, once again, is avrecfar (A. Weidner).*® For the genitive see Hcld. 364-5
Beawv iktipac dAdrac/kai éupdc xBovoc dvropévouc (Nauck: évrexopévove L).
Although avrecfa: is nowhere else found with a genitive, the construction will have
been encouraged by the analogy of dvrdw (cf. K-G i. 352-3).

3734 v’ adijrev Nuépav
petval w’. ..

‘Constr. as in Hdt. vi. 62.2, etc.: aiévar 7w c. inf., suffer some one to do something’
Page. Similarly LSJ s.u. dinuc A. v ‘c. acc. pers. et inf., suffer, permit one to do
athing, &. Twa dmomAéew Hdt. 3. 25, cf. 6. 62, al., etc’. This is wrong. Powell, Lexicon
to Herodotus, s.u. &minu. 6, rightly lists these passages, with eight others, under the
heading ‘release, let go persons, animals, etc....w. consec. inf.’. I quote only the two
passages to which reference has been made: 3. 25. 7 rodc "EAAprac dmijxe amomAéew
(like the immediately preceding dmeic 7ov ém’ Aifiomac crédov), 6.62.2 iy
yuvaika émewpiro dmdyecBor...6 8¢...amle dmdyechar. Nauck’s édfxev should
be accepted. For the corruption see Hi. 1324 é¢ficac HDE: d¢- BOAVLP, Ph. 5
(a¢ijkac V), A. ScT 786 (dprixer BOPYP),47S. 4i. 495 (4peic parscodd.), 1297 (ddixer
Q). The reverse corruption has occurred (in my judgement) at Med. 634 (ageinc
Naber: é$- codd.).®®

Another place where the support of Herodotus is mistakenly invoked is 738-9

# Cf. D.J. Mastronarde, Contact and Discontinuity: Some Conventions of Speech and
Action on the Greek Tragic Stage (1979), pp. 60-1.

4> There remains the anomalous genitive at /4 1242 ixérevcov marpéc. But I am not as
f}c::sf;d]?::;sas Page (Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy [1934], p. 185) that Euripides wrote

¢ Kritische Beitrdge zur Erklirung der griechischen Tragiker (1883), known to me only from
Bursian (1884), 105, Philologus 43 (1884), 710.

47 See Dawe, Collation and Investigation, p. 283.
8 For the confusion of émi- and &mo- see p. 61.



58 JAMES DIGGLE

kamuicnpuxetpara (ZPV: -pacv) codd.)/odk dv mifoio. Page quotes with approval
Weil’s defence, that ‘[leifecfar émukmpuxeduara est dit comme weifecfar Ta
kelevépeva . . . [TelfecBar Taira est une locution usuelle’, and he quotes in illustration
Hdt. 8. 81 ovk émeifovro Ta écayyeA@évra. This is to conflate two separate usages,
neither of which justifies such a usage as meifecOar émknpvkedpara, meifecfar Ta
xedevéuera. The first usage, illustrated by Hdt. 8. 81 (cited above), is ‘believe in the
truth of a report’. The only other Herodotean passage quoted for this use of the
accusative by Powell (s.u. meifw 1. 1. b) is 3. 116. 2 meifopar 6¢ ovde ToiT0, SKewc
«tA. LSJ s.u. B. 11 quote 2. 12. 1 1o mepi Alyvmrov dv kai Toict Aéyovct adra
metfopar kal adToc ovTw rdpra Soxéw elvar, where the accusatives are governed
(either partly or wholly) by Aéyouvci. The second usage is illustrated by Hdt. 1. 98. 3
melfouévwr 8¢ kai Tadra T&v Midwy (similarly 4. 116. 1, 7. 141. 2, cited by Powell
1. 2. d). In these phrases Traidra is an accusative of respect, ‘be obedient in respect of
this’ (K-G 1i. 310). The extension of such a usage to a phrase like meifecOar
émumpureduara, ‘be obedient to proclamations’, is not justified.

1181-2 78m 8 dvédkwy k@Aov éxmAebpov Spdpov
Tayvc Badicrnc Tepudbvwy avbhmrero.
1181 dvédxewy codd. et ZPV: &v éAxwv Schaefer: aveAfow Lenting  éxmAebpov L: éxmAebpoy

BODEAVP et 1.Zbeav: [y [1°: éxmAéfpov Reiske 1182 &vbfmrero codd. et ZPV: dv fmrero
Musgrave

Page’s discussion of this passage (which is based on that of J. U. Powell, CR 47[1933],
210-11) has come under critical scrutiny from N. Levitt, CR n.s. 14 (1964), 1-2,
J. A. Davison, ibid. 240-1, and L. Bergson, ibid. 18 (1968), 268-9.4®* The reader of
these articles is likely to sigh, like Terence’s Old Man, ‘incertior sum multo quam
dudum’. I shall indicate what progress I think they have made and why I think that
they have not solved the problem.

I agree with Levitt that, if k®Aov designates the leg of the race and not the leg of
the runner, then éxmAefpov and not éxmAéfpov is right. Six plethra make one cradwov
(about 200 yards, the length of the stadium at Olympia).*® A k@Aov éxmAebpov is
therefore one stadium’s length. A x@Aov éxmAéBpov Spépov would be a k@Aov of half
a stadium’s length. Levitt rightly objects that there is no warrant for this application
of the word. And the argument by which Page (following Powell) supports his
preference for the shorter distance is rightly impugned by both Levitt and Bergson.

I also agree with Levitt that k@®Aov is more likely to be the leg of the race. If it were
the runner’s leg, either we should have to allow that dvéAkwy kdAov is acceptable
Greek for ‘ running’ or we should have to emend the verb. The proposed emendations
are worthless and I shall not catalogue them. The attempts which have been made
to justify dvédkwy kddov (or dv Edkwy k@Aov)® fail for two reasons, of which

49 To the articles referred to here and in what follows may be added H. Weil, Jahrb. f. cl. Phil.
13 (1867), 381-2, R. Rauchenstein, ibid. 21 (1875), 838-9, J. Kvicala, loc. cit. (above, n. 6), 274,
E. Schwartz, Hermes 32 (1897), 493-5, J. Harry, The Greek Tragic Poets (1914), pp. 217-21,
O. Regenbogen, loc. cit. (above, n. 18), 49-50, G. Miiller, loc. cit. (part 1, n. 43), 81-2,
C. W. Willink, CQ n.s. 16 (1966), 240 n. 3.

50 Page’s statement that ‘ the pduoc at the stadium at Olympia is 210 yards’ is a slip (it would
be right if by 8péuoc he meant crddiov; but a moment before he used 8pduoc for diavioc). On
the length of Greek stadia see E. N. Gardiner, Athletics of the Ancient World (1930), p. 128.

51 The &v is indispensable, whether it is restored here or in the next line (so Davison and
Bergson, against Levitt). Its position is perfectly natural in either conjecture: with éAxcwy it owes
its position to its tendency, shared with enclitics, to be placed as early as possible in the sentence;
with av@#mrero it owes its place to its tendency to stand next to the main verb (for its late
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commentators are alert to only one. First, as Page admits, ‘éAxew is more suited to
slow movement’; and his citation of Ba. 1066~7 7poxoc. ..éAxe Spéuov does not
disprove this, nor does that of éAxew wépdara (Ar. Nub. 540; cf. Pax 328), ‘where
a swift circular movement seems to be described’ (not necessarily swift: see Dover,
cited below). Davison and Bergson, like Paley, cite Theoc. 7. 21 7a¢. . . m68ac éAkerc;,
where ‘the expression denotes the effort expended, not necessarily the speed achieved,
and can thus be used indifferently of decrepit hobbling or energetic dancing’ (Dover
ad loc.). But even if (av)éAkwv k@Aov could here mean ‘energetically moving the leg’,
a second objection remains: the lack of any qualifying epithet for x@Aov. It is one
thing to say ‘moving a swift leg’ (cf. Ba. 169 k@ov dyer Taxdmovv), another to say
‘energetically moving a leg’. How else does one run except by energetically moving
a leg? The expression remains unconvincing in its baldness; claims that it is a
colloquialism are wishful thinking.

Page expresses sympathy with Lenting’s dveA@wv, comparing Call. fr. 24. 4 Pf. veiov
avepyouévwe, which, following LSJ, he translates as ‘traversing’. This conjecture was
advocated by H.J. Munro, JPhil 11 (1882), 277, and F. Wieseler, Nachrichten
Gottingen (1890), p. 71, but they gave the verb a different sense: ‘coming back (on the
second leg of the dlavdoc)’. With this interpretation xdAov is accusative of space
traversed, as at e.g. Hel. 598 macav mAavnfeic Tivde BapPapov x0éva, Ba. 748-9
xwpodct. . . mebiwv dmotdcewc, S. Ai. 30 mpddvra media (see K-G i. 312-13, Schwyzer
ii. 69, E. Bruhn, Anhang zu Sophokles §61).52 Against this interpretation it may be
objected that in tragedy dvépyopas rarely — perhaps never — means ‘return’ unless
maAw is added: Or. 810 maAw aviAf’ &€ edruyiac (‘ went backwards from happiness”),
Ion 933 and Ph. 1207 aveABé pow maAw (‘ go back over the details’),’ and it is probably
with these last two passages (rather than with Call. loc. cit.) that we should connect
the unique transitive use of the verb at Held. 209 maAw 8¢ 78’ dvewul cot yévoc (‘ go
back over the details of their ancestry’).5* At Hec. 802 6c (sc. véuoc) éc ¢’ aveAfv
the verb seems to be synonymous with dveveyfeic, ‘ having been referred” (cf. Su. 562
€lc éu’ X0, sc. vépoc). At Herc. 607 dveAfaw é¢ avnAiwv puxdv it means ‘come up’
not ‘come back’ (cf. S. Ph. 625). I am not sure that 7r. 61 éxeice mpor’ dvefe is
an exception. There, although the meaning we need is ‘first return to that point’, we
may get that meaning by giving the verb the sense ‘go up’: we go up the page to revert
to what has preceded, just as we go down the page to find what is yet to come. In
short, I am not convinced that aveA@wv kdAov, without some further qualification,
would naturally be interpreted as ‘returning on the second leg’ (contrast the fullness
of A. Ag. 344 kédupar Stadrov Odrepov kdAov maAw).

I suspect that the interpretation given above of veiov avepyopévewr (in which vewdy
is taken as direct object of a transitive verb) is wrong. We may describe a person as
‘going up and down a field’, and we may imagine him as going up when he moves
away from us and as going down when he comes back in our direction (and
xarépyopar does actually mean ‘come back’). I think it likely that veiv is accusative

position, again with a participial clause preceding, see 190-1 cxaiotc 8¢ Aéywv xobdév T
codovc/Tovc mpbche BpoTodc ok av audpTowc). Cf. Page on 250, Barrett on Hi. 270 — I observe
that no parallel has been adduced for the sense which must be ascribed here to the compound
verb, ‘reach, attain’; for the simple verb in this sense see LSJ s.u. u1. 6.

52 The accusatives in Herc. 662 iccotc dv éBav diaddouc, 1102 8lavdov. . . poAdv are perhaps
better explained as internal (8{avdoc being treated as a nomen actionis), like 686v (et sim.) éXfeiv:
cf. K-G i. 303-11, Schwyzer ii. 74-8.

33 On these expressions see Mastronarde, op. cit. (above, n. 44), p. 67 n. 46.

54 Cf. Moschion, TrGF 97 F 6 1-2 mpdrov 8 dveyut ral diamtdéw Adywt/apxmy Bporeiov
kal katdcracw Biov.

3 ocQ
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of space traversed (‘going up the field’) and that dveA@wv x@Mov has the same
construction (‘going up the 200 yard leg of the racecourse’).

‘I cannot see any reason why this [aveA@wv] should have become avélxwy’ objects
Bergson. The corruption is a simple error of anticipation: aveAfaw kdAov = GréAKQv
KQ)ov, like A. Su. 905 mpéuor Sduvapar = mpéMNov 84MNapa:, Ag. 119
épuctpova  déppart = épucdMATa dépMAT. (see Fraenkel ad loc.), 552 dv
Mééetev edmerddvc = EY Néfewev EYmerdre, Ch. 30 mpécrepvor crodpol = mpéc-
CTeAvor CToAuol, E. Andr. 27 cwBévroc réxvov = T|EXOevrfoc TEKvov II,
Hec. 424 pactol 6’ ol = pac®0I ©’0I MAR, 1206 7aAn07 Aéyew =-0EIN
AéyEIN A, El. 435 didavioc. . .d0eAdic = pAdAdEADPoc AEADic, Su. 162 dHlece
crpargrdrac = HAAce crparHAArac, IT 1104 kidrhiov. . . xoxvoc = KYKNe-
ov...KYKNoc, Ba. 276 évopa 8’ émérepov L = OIIOua 8 OITIO7epov P. See also
Jackson, Marg. Scaen., pp. 223-7.

Bergson argues in favour of the scholiast’s interpretation of Badicriic as ‘horse’.
This cannot be right: 200 yards is the length of the course run by athletes; horses ran
much longer courses.?®

1222-3 kal ot 76 pev cov ékmodwy éctw Adyov:
yvarequ yap adty {nuiac dmoctpodiv.

‘And let your circumstances indeed be removed out of my consideration; for you will
yourself have to decide upon the means of escape from punishment’ (Paley’s
translation). It is odd that the messenger should disclaim responsibility for advising
Medea on how to escape from punishment, because his opening words (1121-3)
contained just such advice. That the messenger said something quite different is
suggested by the scholia, whose renderings are incompatible with the text of 1223. They
give three separate paraphrases, all of which amount to ‘ You will experience a turning
round of punishment against you’: Z®V (a) {nuiac 8¢ dmocrpodiy 7v dvravarxAacw
Thic cupdopic e §édpakac karainpouévny ce, (b) i melpar yvden émavacrpedo-
wévny elc ce T {nuiav kal copdopdv, (c) adry yap yvient 7 Aoumd éx Tic €lc cé
avaxvklovuévnc (drxodovfoicnec ZV) {muiac. This gives a much better point: ‘I
forbear to speak about your predicament: for you will experience the penalty
yourself*.*8 For yvdcn in this sense see Andr. 1006 yvicerar 8 éxOpav éuiv, Rh.
667 yvaremu 8¢ kai cv v éuny mpobuuiav.

Kirchhoff, who is followed by Schone, Weil, and Méridier, proposed avricrpodiv,
on the basis of Chr. Pat. 800 (adT) Te yvoinc {nuiac dvricrpodiy), allegedly
supported by the scholia’s dvravdxdacw. But, as Page says, ‘The word dvricrpod
seems not to be used until its appearance as a technical term in Aristotle; nor was
it ever used except in various technical senses by rhetoricians, grammarians, logicians,
etc. It is doubtful whether the word existed in Euripides’ time; and, if it did exist,
whether he could have used it in poetry’.

Lenting proposed émicrpodriv. Nobody has appreciated the merits of this conjecture,
which I think is probably right. The word will have the same sense as in two
Sophoclean passages: (i) OC 536 uvpiwv v’ émctpodai kaxdwv (‘horrors untold sweep
back upon my soul’, translated Jebb, commenting that ‘His troubles are likened to
foemen who, when they seem to have been repulsed and to be vanishing in the
distance, suddenly wheel about and renew their onset...Philopoemen made his

55 On the length of the hippodrome at Olympia see Gardiner, op. cit. (above, n. 50), p. 225,
H. A. Harris, G&R n.s. 15 (1968), 113-26.

56 The connection of thought was apprehended by 2PV (¢): 70 xatd ce€ odk éfepydcopat
Tén Aéywr: adTy yap yvdem kA, ZPY (@) and (b) misunderstand 1222.
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cavalry deic mpéc Te Tac kar’ odAapuov émctpodiac kai mepicmacuovc (Wheeling
sharply in troops) «at Tac ka8’ immov émcrpodac kai xAicewc (Wheeling and changing
direction singly), Plut. Ph. 7°); (ii)) OC 1044-5 Saiwv avépdw. . .émcrpodai (‘the
wheeling-about of Creon’s guards...when overtaken by the Attic pursuers’, Jebb).
Note also Thuc. 3. 71. 2 émwc uf) Tic émictpodn yévyrar (‘lest some counter-action
be taken’, Gomme, remarking on ‘the military use of émicrpod, of a force changing
direction in a counter-manoeuvre: cf. ii. 90. 5°). The scholia’s émavacrpedouévyy
supports this conjecture, for the verb has the same military connotation as émwcrpod,
‘turn back upon one, wheel round and return to the charge’ (LSJ). For the confusion
of émi- and dmo- (that of ém- and an- is very common)®” see 835 émi LPV3: énd
BOCDEAV: an| in en| corr. IT®;, Andr. 246 &mofA- MBVLP: émBA- A; 402
émcmacleic MBAV: amo- LP (this offers strong support for Pierson’s émiwcmacac for
amo- at A. Su. 909); El. 148 ém kolpuyuov Barnes: amox- L; and perhaps Andr. 1034
(d¢mofac Wecklein: émi- codd.). The corruption will have been helped by the
occurrence of dmocrpog earlier in the play at 603, 799.

An alternative suggestion is G. H. Franssen’s®® dvacrpogiv (‘turning back,
return’): cf. fr. 301. 1 @éAmrovc (Nauck: -wv codd.) pvpiwv dvacrpoddc, S. Ant. 226
kukA@V éuavtov elc avactpodiv, E. Ba. 793 4 cow mdAw avactpéfw Sixny; (‘cause
justice to turn back’ Dodds). And I record, as a further possibility, dmocrpodsv. This
noun occurs at S. El. 725 éx 8’ vmoctpodiic/Terodvrec. ..8pduov (‘as they wheeled
round’, of chariots at the turning-point of the racecourse), the verb at Alc. 1019 Jxw
Sedp’ vmocTpépac maAw, Herc. 736 mdAw dmocrpéder BloTov é€ "Aida (Wilamowitz:
eic 4idav L), 14 363, fr. 495. 3.5° But neither dvacrpodsqv nor mocrpodiv seems as
suitable as émuwcrpodiv. For, while 8iky is sometimes said to ‘come back’ or ‘turn
back’ (EI 1155 madippovc. . .8ixa, Herc. 739 i dixa xai fedv madippovc mérpoc,
Ba. 793 cited above), this is less naturally said of {nuia, which is better suited by the
image which émicrpody affords, of punishment which turns upon Medea in requital
for her actions. For a similar image see Andr. 492-3 ér. ce, mérvia, perarpoma/Twd’
émewcw épywv. The Suda (ii. 384 Adler) has the remarkable entry émicrpods, %
avréxticic (‘retribution’).

1255-7 ~ 1265-7 cdc yap 4mo ypucéac yovac 1255
éBAacrev, Beod 8 alua miTvew
$dBoc O’ dvépw.
~ Setdala, Ti co ppevirv Bapic 1265
x6Aoc mpocmiTver kal Sucuevyc
ddvoc dueiPerar;

1255 cf. Chr. Pat. 116 yovac yap amd xpuvcéac EéBAacté pou 1256 huius u. tantum
Jevrerdal . mrvew $of] in IT7 leg. Lewis, quam lectionem in dubium uocauit Snell; equidem
nihil legere potui feot OEAVPTT: fedov DL et B aut B'e: [I17] alua ELPV?: aipare
BODV et '2%: afua 7t A: [IT7): cf. Z® 76 Oeiov alua...mecetv, Chr. Pat. 117 kawov 8¢
mirvew alp’ Om’ aépwv Oeod 1265 huius u. tantum ] gdnradot. [ .ppelvwv Bapyc in IT7
legi (JaAadnrader: ppevawr Bapuc leg. Lewis, ]Aadnrador: c[ot dpelvwr Bapuc Snell)  Setdaia
BDEAV?: §eidaia O: detréa V: dijA*** L: dndala PTr: de 117 uide supra 1266 xoAoc mwet
(7 super v scr.) xae IT7 (fort. k in 8 uel 8 in k mut.) Svcpernc etiam IT7 (sed Sac super duc
scr.) 1267 ¢évoc dueiferar BODEAVL (-oif- L*Y, ~ Tr): JeiBerar I17: &- ¢- P(-elp-)Tr

57 See p. 57 for some instances of ép- and d¢- confused. Note also 552 épéAxwr] vg- O:
ad- A.

%8 Quaestionis de scholiorum Euripideorum in poetae verbis restituendis auctoritate et usu
specimen (1872), pp. 38-9. The same proposal was made by Stadtmiiller, Beitrdge zur Texteskritik
der Eur. Medea (1876), p. 34 n. 1. Barthold’s elaboration cupdopdc dvacrpodiiv, where cupdopdc
is taken from the scholia, is needless.

5% On YmocTpédwy at S. Tr. 221 see Dawe, Studies iii. 81-2, Bond on Herc. 736.
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Page considers two methods of restoring correspondence between 1255 and 1265:
(i) Seidler’s {rac) cac in 1255;% (ii) Musgrave’s ypvcéac amé yovac in 1255 with
Seidler’s ¢pevoBaprc in 1265. The first method yields unsatisfactory metre and
unsatisfactory style. The metre (- -« —| - -) gives an iambic metron sandwiched
between dochmiacs (for iambics occurring with dochmiacs see N. C. Conomis, Hermes
92 (1964), 47-8; as he says, ‘In most cases the iambics occur either at the opening
or at the closing of dochmiac passages’). Further, as Hermann said of {rdc), ‘languet
articulus’. And in 1265 ¢pevaw. . .xbdoc (‘anger of mind’) is intolerably flat. With
the second method we get unexceptionable metre and excellent style. The metre is
better taken as —---|v-cov— (molossus+dochmiac, as at Or. 145, 168) than as
———u=|c>v- (dochmiac + cretic). Page takes it in the latter way, just as he takes the
opening of the stanza (1251 ~ 1261) to be v—-v—|-v~ rather than v-—|o—-u-
(bacchiac + dochmiac, as at Or. 158). Like iambic metra, cretics normally come at the
beginning or end of a series of dochmiacs not in the middle. ¢pevoBapc, not elsewhere
found, is analogous to yuioPapic (A. Ag. 63) and fupoBapic (Ant. Sid., AP 7.

146. 2 = Gow-Page 209).%

Since éBAacrev Beod 8’. . . ddPoc Im” avépwv ~ xbMoc mpocmitver. . . pévoc dueif-
era: are unmistakably dochmiac and are not obviously corrupt, it is likely that
dochmiacs are concealed in alua (alpari) mitvew ~ kai Sucuevic. In the strophe feod
8’ alua mirvew cannot be far from the truth (what alarms the chorus is the shedding
of divine blood). In the antistrophe Sucuevic is not an apt epithet for ¢évoc®? and
was plausibly replaced by Porson with {auevic, a word which it glosses in 2'S. Ai.
137.8® We need not linger over Page’s reconstruction, which reposes far too much faith
in Lewis’s speculative readings in the papyrus.® Sense, no less than metre, suggests
that something has been lost in both places: for (a) we need to be told where the blood
falls, (b) $pévoc dueiferar is meaningless without some addition, as Page notes, and
the efforts of editors to explain it are vain.%®

The following supplements will mend both metre and sense: feod 8’ alua {(xapai)
nitvew/$éBoc bm’ avépwy ~ -mitver rai Lapevic {pévov)/pbvoc apeiferar. Blood,
when shed, does not simply fall, but falls on the ground:*® Phaethon 219-20
cradayuodv. . .€l mob tic écTw alpatoc xapal mecaw, Or. 1491 ovarn xapaimerei,
A. Ag. 1019-20 76 & émi yav mecov. . . alpa, Ch. 48 mecévroc aiparoc médwe (médor
Dindorf); similarly yapai meceiv of a person at Med. 1170. The addition of yapai

80 De Versibus Dochmiacis (1811-12), p. 291.

81 Scribes tend to resolve compounds into their component parts:e.g. Cycl. 610 Levodarrupdvoc
(¢évwv 8-), El 735 amepéSpocor (dmeipor 8pécov), Herc. 883 ékaroykepdowc (éxatov
repadaic), Tr. 536 &ufporomdlov (&ufpéra m-), 603 Epmuémodic (Epnuoc m-), IT 405-6
mepiriovac vaobe (mepl xiovac vaod). Cf. Fraenkel, Ag. ii. 376 n. 1, Friis Johansen and Whittle
on A. Su. 198.

sz ‘ein nichtssagendes Epitheton’ Nauck, loc. cit. (part 1, n. 73), 135, “épithéte faible et
insignifiante’ Weil.

3 p. 210 ed. Elmsley, ii. 48 Christodoulou.

#4 For references to Lewis and Snell, see below p. 63.

65 “pévoc dueiBerar sc. pévawr, caedes caede permutatur, caedem caedes sequitur’ Matthiae,
“Nescio an Anglice significet fo ensue’ Elmsley, * Why, instead of love and duty, is murder adopted
as a new and sudden impulse?’ Paley, ‘“comes in the place of, succeeds” (supply adrod sc.
x6Aov)’ Verrall, “ Avec Arnim nous sous-entendons aprés apeiBerar quelque chose comme dvri
Tiic mpéchev didiac’ Méridier.

ss bV pertinently observe that Medea calls upon * Earth’ in 1251 dic uéAovcay 8éxecBar Tic
pardoviac 76 alua. — It would be just possible to take alua as ‘offspring’, a sense inadequately
illustrated by LSJ s.u. 11 2: see Pi. N. 6. 35, thereafter not apparently before Hellenistic poetry
(Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 67. 7, Gow on Theoc. 24. 73). But the verb mirvew makes such a sense
unlikely here.
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was proposed by Hermann; but he added it after wrirvew. It would much more easily
drop out after alua (AIMA xAMAI). Wecklein proposed alua {médoc), Allen aly’
{é&mi yai) (better yav, as Wecklein notes), but again the omissions are less easily
accounted for.

{pévov) $évoc dueiferar means ‘murder is replaced by (succeeded by) murder’.
Wecklein compared Or. 1007 dueifer Oavitovc Oavdrwv and H. Il. 11. 547 yévu
youvoc GueiBwvy; very similar is Hel. 1533 épyov 8’ épyov éénueiBeto.®” The verb
aueifew tends to attract to itself pairs of words of the same stem: Hi. 1108 @Ada yap
aMofev aueiferar, Or. 816 dévwe pévoc éfapeifwv 8. aipnaroc,®® 979 érepa &’
érepoc (Porson: érépoic codd.)® dueiferar mipar’, 1503 dueifer kawov ék kawdv
T60€.

Hermann™ had already suggested {¢évov), which might be expected to mean
‘murder repays murder’ (cf. El. 1093 dueiperar/dévov Sikalwv $évoc,” Ph. 1727
dueiferas (sc. dixa) Bpordv dcuveciac) or ‘murder gets murder in return’ (cf. Cycl.
312 képdy movypé {nuiav Hueiparo). But these do not give a suitable sense, since
the murder of the children is a sequel to, not a requital for, the murder of Glauce.
Hermann in fact translated ‘ Glaucae necem excipit caedes ipsius Medeae liberorum’,
and Dodds,” accepting ¢dvov, translates dueiferar as ‘is succeeded by’. But I doubt
if there is a fully satisfactory parallel for such a neutral sense of the verb. At Rh. 615
éwc v vd¢ dueinrar ddoc (‘until night is succeeded by day’), which Dodds quotes,
the verb expresses something of the reciprocal nature of the phenomenon (‘ shall have
taken light in exchange for itself’, Paley; cf. Cycl. 312). Any notion of reciprocity or
exchange would be foreign to our passage.”

1282 tav 87 kAbw ulav T@v mdpoc. ..
® Ui ® P
wiav alterum om. A et (sec. Lewis et Snell) /17

The claim of Lewis (Etudes de Papyrologie 3 [1936), 59) and Snell (Hermes,
Einzelschriften 5 [1937], 71) that IT7 omitted piav is, I believe, wrong. Here are their
transcriptions of lines 1275-85 (= col. III 21-3):

Lewis:
Jer pot dovfov)c — Tadg[wa we apa ncba merpoc 4 cildapoc atic Tlex[v]wy 21
Jv avroxeip: TloA]uar krevec uliav 8y KAvw Twlp mapoc yuvaixlwy 22

I¢ xepa Badew we ex Blewly otle n Sioc Sapap) eée[meupe dwpat)wy adar 23

® The genitive is of the same type as in /T 397-8 *Acirida yaiav/Edpdimac Siapeipac, Hel.
11867 mémdovc pédavac. . . Aevkaw dpeipac’, S. Tr. 736-7 Awrovc ppévac/Tdw viv mapovcav
Tawd’ dueipaclar, E. Med. 967-8 Taw 8” épudww maibwv duydc/puyiic av aAraaiuel’, od ypucod
wévov, Andr. 1029 évadddfaca $pévov favdrov (Stevens: favérw: codd.). Cf. K-G i. 378,
Schwyzer ii. 127.

% [t is perhaps best to take ¢pévwe dévoc as an independent phrase (‘murder upon murder’,
as in Ph. 1495 odk épic 4AAa pévwe pdvoc: see K-G i. 444 Anm. 4, Schwyzer ii. 156, Kannicht
on Hel. 366), and to take éfapeifwv with 8¢ aiparoc (‘passing through bloodshed’, as at Ph.
1051-2 8¢ aipdrwv &8 dueiPe/pucapov eic dyava).

# Erepov (M. L. West, BICS 28 [1981], 69) should perhaps be preferred.

" So also Weil, Jahrb. f. cl. Phil. 13 (1867), 383 (‘ évwe, oder vielmehr ¢évov, ist vor ¢pévoc
ausgefallen’).

"1 For a different interpretation see J. H. Kells, CQ n.s. 10 (1960), 129-30.

"2 Humanitas 4 (1952), 15-18. I cannot approve of Dodds’ other proposals in this passage:
to place the question-mark after {apevrjc instead of after dpelBerar, and to read alpa {udrav)
in 1256.

78 Similarly {éévw:) would give the meaning ‘murder is repaid by murder’ (LSJ s.u. dueiBw

3).
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Snell:
Juor dovfov]e — Tala| c. xxx litt. T]ex[vewr 21
Iv avroxepr ToAuar xrevec — [pav 8ln kAvw Twlp mapoc ywva]wy [iii-vi
litt.] 22

Ixetpa Badew ¢ ex flew]y otle 7 Sioc dapap vw] efe[meppe dwpatlwv adar 23

My own transcription? would be:

Ixer pou dovfolc [-] Tara[wa wc apa nchla we[rpoc c. xiv litt.] [ 21
Jv avroxepr ToAuar rkrevec pliav piav 8y Kdvw Twlw mapoc yuvaik]wy ] 22
I¢ xetpa Badew wc ex Blew]y or[e n Sioc dapap vy efenleupe dwpatlwy adar 23

In 22 the word xAvw is preserved on a small fragment of papyrus, which also
preserves traces from the preceding line and the following line. Lewis and Snell
identified the traces from the following line (only the tops of letters are visible) as EZE
(¢ée[mepipe). They did not attempt to identify the traces from the preceding line,
although these are much better preserved. One of these letters is almost certainly I7
(it has a short right leg curving outwards, the characteristic shape of = in this papyrus).
The traces which follow it are compatible with E (the cross-stroke is missing, but the
slightly curved downward stroke is characteristic of E). Before the IT is a low dot,
compatible with the tip of the left leg of A (no trace of the tip of the right leg is visible;
this is not surprising, since the left leg of A in this papyrus is regularly longer than
the right). I believe, then, that we have here ncfla 7e[rpoc.

This is my transcription of the three lines of this fragment:

Jame
Inkdvwrre]

Jveéenl

Before xAvw, the letter identified by Lewis and Snell as H might possibly be N. The
right vertical survives, and before it a high trace, compatible with the upper tip of the
left vertical. What makes me more inclined to identify H rather than N is a tiny speck
on the right vertical, which may represent the juncture of the cross-bar with the
vertical; but since this speck is much darker than the vertical, I am not confident in
this diagnosis, and regard N as not excluded. In this case the papyrus probably had
pliav 8n pealv. The identification of 7w (Lewis and Snell) is almost certainly right.
In the third line, from right to left: of the last letter, the left end of a high horizontal,
attached almost at its end to a descending stroke, compatible with (indeed suggesting)
the left upper part of I7; before this, a short high horizontal which, at its left end,
slopes sharply down towards the left, compatible with (indeed suggesting) the top of
E; before this, a long high horizontal which, at its left end, slopes sharply downwards
to the left, compatible with (though this is speculation) EZ, their top strokes touching
each other; before this, a high trace compatible with the tip of the right leg of IV, and
possibly a further high trace compatible with the tip of its left leg.

If this fragment is located where I have suggested, the gaps before and after it will
be found to be of the desired length:

(@) Tara[wa wc apa ncbla Te[Tpoc
pliav pav 8ln klvw Twlu
ole 7 Sioc Sapap vily efementpe

I have aligned the initial gaps ([wva, [tav, [€) in the way they are aligned in the papyrus.

74 See part I, n. 15.
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If we take the 2 of xAvw as our point of reference, we find that between u[ and £
there are 12 letters. In the first line, IT stands directly above the £2, and between qf
and IJ there are, again, 12 letters.” In the third line, NV stands directly below the £,
and between 7[ and IV there are 13 letters. In Lewis’ version, we have 8 letters in the
second line ([tav 8]y xAv) occupying the same space as about 11 in the third line, and
even then the figure of eleven is attained only after the arbitrary assumption has been
made that the papyrus omitted v in the third line. In Snell’s version (where no such
assumption is made) we have 8 letters in the second line occupying the same space
as about 13 in the third line.

() 7elrpoc 1.0
wtelp mapoc yvvaw]wy| ]
vebem[eube Swpar]wy adar

I have aligned the initial letters as they are aligned in the papyrus. At the end of the
second line, the £ of yvvawc]wy stands directly above the N of Swuar]wv. From the
initial w to the Q of yuvvawc]wy there are 16 letters. From the initial v to the N of
Sdwpat]wv there are, again, 16 letters. At the end of the first line, Lewis identified
7ex[v]wv, Snell 7]ex[vwr. I can see traces of (probably) two letters, which I cannot
identify and cannot reconcile with any of the letters identified by Lewis and Snell.

If uliav peav 8]n is the correct restoration, the reading may instantly be dismissed
as unmetrical. But I have not excluded the possibility that we should read u[wav 87
wealv, which preserves the dochmiac. The word order uiav 87 uiav is comparable to
Alc. 222 mépile 81 mopile, Hec. 909 Sopi 87 Sopi, 930 wére 87 mére. And repetition
of this same type is contained within a single dochmiac at El. 169 éuoAé Tic éuolev,
594 rhyar cow Thxar, Ph. 103 6peyé vuv Speye, Antiope 54 Page (fr. xlviii. 57 Kambitsis,
fr. 223 Nauck) 8ika 7ot ika, S. OT 685 dAwc éuoty’ GAwc. But the corresponding line
in the strophe, 1273 dxodeic Boav drovewc Téxvwr, decisively confirms the order uiav
87 kAdw piav T@v mdpoc. Repetition of a word at the beginning of successive
dochmiacs is common: Hec. 1064 rdAawar képar TdAawar Ppuvydv (Seidler: 7- 7-
x- @- codd.), Hi. 836, Or. 142, 1353, 1537, 1541, A. ScT 134, 171, S. Ai. 349-50, 879,
925, OC 842, 885, 1480. Similarly when the repeated word stands in anaphora: Ph.
1291 opoyevi) 8épav, dpoyeviy Yuxav, Hi. 571, 826, Hec. 695-6, IT 847, Hel. 667-8,
Or. 154, 180, 323. See also A. Tessier, BIFG 2 (1975), 130-43.

The inferences which have been made from the alleged agreement between A and
the papyrus (Snell 74-5, endorsed by Page) are therefore invalid. But there is a possible
connection between the papyrus’ transposition and A’s omission of the same word:
I have observed (part 1, p. 352) how often a word transposed in one manuscript may
prove to be absent from another.

Queens’ College, Cambridge JAMES DIGGLE
75 Assuming that [wa wc and apa 7cf] were not elided. The general practice of the papyrus

(there are a few exceptions) is to elide before the same vowel (e.g. 8(¢)ex) but not before a different
vowel. In the third line we may compare o[re 1 with 1102 1€ omofev.
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