Classical Quarterly 41 (ii) 340-345 (1991) Printed in Great Britain 340

NOTES ON THE BACCHAE!

242-7

éxeivos elval pnou didvvoov fedv,

éxeivos év unpar mot’ éppddfar Aids,

Os éxmupodTar Aapmdow kepavviais

ovv unrpi, Adlovs 67t ydpovs éfevoaro. 245

Tad7’ ovxi Sewrjs dyxovns éor’ déia,

UBpews VPpilew, datis éoTw o E€vos;
In 246 we should, as Dodds suggests, get rid of the feeble dewrs and adopt Mau’s
dewa kdyyovys. (Dodds suggests that K was misread as IC and the resulting Sewais
was ‘corrected’ to dewrjs.) Verdenius, Mnemos. 41 (1988), 254, defends the reading
of the MSS., saying that Sewjs serves to distinguish the noose of punishment from that
of suicide, but this is untenable : why is one noose more ‘ terrible’ than the other, and
who on hearing ‘worthy of the terrible noose’ would draw conclusions about it that
could not be drawn from ‘worthy of the noose’? The question raised about the kind
of noose is important (see below) but cannot be answered by these means.

There are indications of more serious trouble in 247. Wilamowitz thought it
interpolated, and though Dodds does not agree, he considers it ‘a little weak’. Its
weakness comes, I think, from the fact that the sense is incomplete. It is not that
vBpets ¥Bpilew is in need of an adjective: Dodds cites four similar phrases (H.F. 708
and 741, Hel. 785, I.A. 961) where it has none. Rather, in the sentence ‘Are these
things not monstrous and worthy of the noose, to commit outrages, whoever the
stranger is?’ what is needed is, first, an indication of the person or thing against which
the outrage is committed; and, second, a more plausible connection between the
infinitive and what precedes it than the bare apposition with radra given in our MSS.
As Dodds says, interpolation would be motiveless here, and since the sense of 247 is
incomplete, it would be more economical to assume that a verse has dropped out after
246, e.g.

TadT olxi dewa wdyxdvns éor’ dfia,
(et Tdv8e xaipovt’ és mOAw maprjoouer)
UBpeis OPpilew, doTis éoTw 6 Eévos;

This suggestion also removes a further anomaly: in almost every other place in
Euripides where the word dyyovy is used (Hcld. 243-6, where note also the
‘minatory’ future condition, Hip. 777, Andr. 816, Hel. 200, 299, Pho. 333, fr. 1070.2
and cf. Ale. 227-9; the exceptions are H.F. 154 and the dubious fr. 362.26) the
reference is to the noose of the suicide, not to that of the executioner. That is not its
invariable meaning (see Dawe on O.T. 1374) but it is the meaning dyyovys d§iwa and
similar expressions have in comedy (Ar. Ach. 125) and oratory (Aeschin. 2.38). In the
Acharnians passage, frustration figures as the motive for (putative) suicide, in
Aeschines being ignored, at Hcld. 246 shame at being unable to defend one’s land
against the depredations of foreigners. This last is especially close to our passage.
Pentheus says ‘If we cannot prevent this stranger from insulting us, should we not end
it all?’

! T would like to thank Drs James Diggle and Roger Dawe and Sir Charles Willink for their
helpful criticisms.
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302-5

"Apedss Te poipav peradaBwv éxel Twvd:

oTpatdy yap év émAots Svra kami Tdéeow

ddBos Serrdnoe mpiv Adyxms Ouyeiv.

pavia 8¢ kai Tov7 éori dwovicov mdpa.
‘This panic comes from Dionysus.’ ‘This too is a madness from Dionysus.’ In one
or the other fashion do most translators render 305. The first, as a literal version, is
obviously impossible: if pavia is the subject and a form of od7os modifies it as an
attributive adjective, that form must be feminine. The second is more defensible, for
obviously 7007 éativ dperrj is good Greek, and it is possible to take dwovigov mdpa
as an attributive modifier of pavia: see J. Diggle, Studies in the Text of Euripides
(Oxford, 1981), pp. 69-70 and 28-9, for the prepositional phrase, even without a
definite article to help, in place of an attributive adjective. (Note, however, that in
most of his examples the prepositional phrase stands next to the noun it modifies.)
Still, the logic of the passage —not an enumeration of madnesses but of the
manifestations of Dionysus —leads us to expect the meaning ‘This too is from
Dionysus’, making the prepositional phrase into the self-subsistent predicate. We can
have this at the trifling cost of changing a single letter and altering the punctuation:

oTpaTov yap év émots Svra kdmi Tdfeaw

$0Bos dierrdnoe mpiv Adyxms Ouyeiv

pavia Te kai TooT éati diovioov mdpa.
¢oPos ... pavia Te is hendiadys for ‘panic’. For the second element of a hendiadys?
connected by e after several intervening words, see Jon 1194-5, dpdoov ... BifAivov
T€ TWMATOS.

890-6
oV

yap kpeloaoy moTE TAY VOUwWY

yyvddokew xpn kai pereTdv.

koUda yap damdva voui-
Lew laxdv 168 éxew,

8 T moT’ dpa 70 daiudviov,

73 7 év xpdvwe pakpd vouipov 895
del Ppvger Te mePukds.

893 768’ Heath: 7’ P: 7d8” Willink CQ n.s. 16 (1966), 231

This passage has been much discussed in recent years. The purpose of this note is
to show that there is no good reason not to accept the text of P (with either Heath’s
788° or Willink’s 7¢8” at 893) and the interpretation of Sandys. The objections are
based on a misunderstanding, not of the text but of the intellectual climate for which
the play was written. In particular, I wish to cast doubt on the belief that Euripides
could not have made his chorus of Bacchants identify ‘what in long ages is always
lawful’ with ‘what is grounded in nature’ because the influence of the Sophistic
Movement had made this identification problematical.

Sandys’ translation reads: ‘It costs but little to hold that that has (sovereign)
power, whate’er it be that is more than mortal, and in the long ages is upheld by law
and grounded in nature.’ In order to anticipate one objection I shall later mention,
I would introduce a friendly amendment, in the direction of greater literalness, after

? See D. Sansone, ‘On Hendiadys in Greek’, Glotta 62 (1984), 16-26.
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the second comma, so that the whole reads: ‘It costs but little to hold that that has
(sovereign) power, whate’er it be that is more than mortal and that over the length
of ages is always lawful and grounded in nature.’

Dodds objects to this as creating a single category of things that are (a) divine, (b)
upheld by law, and (c) grounded in nature. Dodds argues that (b) and (c) were
regularly contrasted by Euripides’ contemporaries, and that neither of them could
naturally be equated with (a). This is mistaken, as I will show below. It leads Dodds
to translate as follows: ‘and to consider what has been accepted through long ages
(to be) an eternal truth (de() and grounded in nature’. This takes del as an adjective,
not impossible but, with the verb ‘to be’ omitted, rather difficult.

R. D. Dawe® adds his own objections to Sandys (‘This translation omits dei
altogether, and renders 76 Te vouuov as if it were vouudy 7€’, an objection my
friendly amendment is designed to meet) but cannot agree with Dodds. Like me he
finds det pvioer Te mepuros sc. eivar an awkward predicate. (He might also have added
that to say ‘What has been going on for a long time is eternal’ is a blatant non
sequitur). His solution is to read aiveiv for de(: ‘It costs little enough to believe in the
power of whatever the divine may be, and to accept what has been the custom over
a long period of time and is naturally born in us.’® Dawe claims further that Dodds’
objection to linking the lawful with the natural is without force. He says that ‘the
concepts are not so much linked, or identified, as merged’. He concedes that Sandys’
translation, with his own quite similar friendly amendment, may be right, but finds
that 7d8e followed not by one but by two or three ideas lacks ‘crispness’, which his
own text is intended to supply.

Since Dawe is the first since Sandys to get the essentials right, it seems ungrateful
not to follow him in writing aiveiv for dei. I do not do so, not because it is at all a
terrible thing to add four upright strokes and two diagonals to the text of Euripides
(whatever some critics may think) but because there are less strenuous ways to achieve
crispness. If the discrepancy between Heath’s 768° (for P’s 7) and the plurality of
ideas it introduces is the problem, a more economical solution is Willink’s 7d§’, it
being more attractive to change the part of the text that is already conjectural than
to add another conjecture. For a quite similar 7d8e see 378.

Dawe has performed a service by answering an objection that has bedevilled the
discussion of this passage and should never have been made. But his contribution is
likely to be ignored by those who reject his conjecture, either for the reason given
above or from a general distrust of emendation. Let me therefore argue at greater
length that he is right. In Sandys’ translation the passage makes the kind of
straightforward and common-sense statement that one would expect from a chorus
of worshippers trying to commend in a general way® the worship of the gods and
piety: it costs but little to believe in the validity and authority of what is divine, always
lawful over the long stretch of time, and grounded in nature. (This is precisely the
quod semper et ubique argument that most apologists for religion turn to at one time

3 R. D. Dawe, RAM 123 (1980), 223-4.

* The last person to write on this problem, M. Neuburg, 4JP 107 (1986), 251-2, wants to take
738’ as appositive to loxuv: ‘It costs but little to hold that whatever the divine may be has this
as its strength : that which has been instituted by much time, and that which has always existed
by nature.” But surely the Greek for ‘to have this as its strength’ is loxdv T1jv8’ éxew.

® These lines are not an apologia for Dionysiac religion per se but, as their context shows, an
argument for piety in general and against impiety. Cf. the way that the Chorus and Teiresias
commend the worship of Dionysus as ‘ what is always lawful’ (71) and * the usages and practices of
the lowly mass of people’ (430-1) and disparage irreligion as ‘living outside the laws’ (331),
‘lawless folly’ (387), and (slightly different) ‘practices that are outside of justice’ (1009-10).
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or another.) The identity, or at least the close relatedness, of these three concepts is
simply taken for granted. Sophistication is not wanted or needed here. Dodds has
them arguing that what is customary over a long period of time is in fact an eternal
verity grounded in nature, that nomos is phusis,® but this is altogether too donnish for
the context. Even if the whole culture is agog with new ideas about the opposition
between convention and nature, we do not expect that the hymnic utterances of
proselytizing devotees will address this distinction.

It was in fact perfectly natural and not paradoxical in the latter half of the fifth
century to identify vouos with the gods and to speak of its eternity. Antigone, for
example, in her famous speech Ant. 450ff. asserts that the divinity of immemorial
custom is evident from the fact that it has been the custom not just yesterday and
today but always (cf. del in Ba. 896), and that no one can say when it arose.

. L, s , ,
o0 ydp 7{ pov Zeds 1y 6 xmpvéas Tdde,

ey g S 22
008’ 1) £vvoikos TV kdTw ey dikm
Towovad’ év avlpdimoiaw dpiaoev vipous:
008¢ alévew TogoiToV diduny To ga

/ A \ PP

knpdypal’, dor’ dypamra kdodady fecov
voppa dvvaclar Bvmrov 6v0” vmepdpapeiv:
o0 ydp Tu viv ye kdx0és, dAX’ del moTe

~ ~ 3 \ b i3 L4 2 2.
L TadTa, kovdeis oldev é€ STov ‘ddvy.

As for the third element, ¢vous, consider O.T. 863-72:

p Y L
€l pou Evveln pépovri poipa Tav
ebgemTov dyvelav Adywv
*
épywv T€ TAVTWY, WV VOUOL TPOKEWTAL
wfimodes, ovpaviat v
9y . .
aifép. rexvwbévres, v "Olvpmos
maT)p povos, ovd€ vy
Ovara dvois dvépwy
v sy g , ,
érikTev, 0v8é prjmore Adfa karaxoipdont.
péyas év TovTows Beds, ovdé ynpdoxer.

Holiness in word and deed is established by high-footed laws’ begotten on high,
whose father is Olympus, not the ¢vois dvépwv. This surely implies that some other
@vats, either that of the gods or ¢vois in general, is the reason for their strength.
But, someone will object, these examples are from Sophocles, not Euripides, and
it is the latter who is thought to be the more susceptible to new currents of thought.
Surely a chorus of worshippers in Euripides is more likely than one in Sophocles to
give utterance to this distinction. Yet although traces of fifth-century intellectual
debate are visible in many of his plays, on this particular point he seems to have been
scarcely affected. In all of his plays and fragments I can find only one instance where
¢vais and vopos are contrasted to the disparagement of vouos.” I therefore find no

¢ Neuburg has them anatomizing the divine into ‘a combination of nomos and phusis’
(emphasis original).

7 See especially V. Ehrenberg, ‘Die Anfinge des griechischen Naturrechts’, Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie 35 (1923), 11943, who shows (138-43) that Euripides’ language is
unaffected by this antithesis and that vduos is never in Euripides ‘the merely conventional’:
‘Tatsichlich finden wir in Euripides, obwohl es immer wieder behauptet wird, die eindeutige
Gegeniiberstellung vopwi-dvoer nicht ein einziges Mal’. Fr. 920 N? seems to be the only
exception, but whoever said ‘ My nature willed it, that cares not for laws’ may not have intended
to emphasize the conventionality of those laws but merely the strength of his own natural
inclination. I discuss this subject with reference to Hec. 798ff. in The Heroic Muse (Baltimore,
1987), pp. 144-5 nn. 53 and 56. Note too that in Herodotus vopos is not merely the conventional
but has a considerable element of natural validity, so that ‘he lay with her in an unnatural way’
(1.61.1) is éuioyerd oi o0 kara vduov. All this is in spite of the consciousness that customs differ:
see Pindar fr. 215, a reference I owe to Dr Dawe.
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compelling reason to object to the Chorus’ identification of the divine with ‘what is
over the length of ages always lawful and grounded in nature’. Sandys had it right.
There is also a moral here: the speed of cultural change and the pace at which new
ideas percolate down from philosophers and other intellectuals into the society at
large can easily be overestimated for Greek antiquity. One tends to assimilate the fifth
century to the pace of the twentieth. Tragedy is an essentially popular, not an
intellectual, genre, and the application of Geistesgeschichte to it can be too clever by
half. Why make the Asian bacchants over into the image of philosophers when they
have elsewhere shown no trace of this kind of speculation?

1240-7
oV 8¢, mdrep, 8é€ar xepoiv 1240
yavpodpevos 8¢ Tois éuois dypedpao
kdAet pidovs és Saita’ pakdpios yap e,
wakdpios, udv Towdd’ éepyacuévwy.
KA. & mévBos od perpnrov 0dd’ olov 7" iSeiv,
dovov Tadaivais xepoiv éfelpyacpévwy. 1245
kaAov 76 @bpa karaBadovca Saipoow
émi 8aita Orjfas Tdode kdpué mapaxaleis.
There are two reasons for thinking that the text here is not sound, (a) the grammar
of 1244 and (b) the curious genitive absolute of 1245.

(a) ‘O grief that cannot be measured, that cannot be looked upon.’ That is what
1244 ought to, but cannot, mean. For olds Te is never used in the way that this passage
requires. & ixyfdes ody olol 7" dptBueiv can mean only ‘O fish that cannot count’, and
I have searched in vain the indices, lexica, and concordances to Aeschylus, Sophocles,
Euripides, Aristophanes, Thucydides, Xenophon, Antiphon, Andocides, and Lysias
without finding any example to show that it might mean ‘O fish that cannot be
counted’.® What is required is oids Te¢ modifying a noun as in 1244 (obviously it is no
good citing the impersonal usage as in Alc. 487, Med. 237, etc.), construed with an
active infinitive, but with the meaning of the phrase passive. There are none. I
conclude that 1244 as transmitted must mean ‘O grief that cannot be measured, that
cannot see’.®

(b) A further difficulty, but also a valuable clue about the solution, is in 1245. The
genitive absolute with genitive subject omitted occurs occasionally in tragedy, but the
examples I have found are mostly a single passive or intransitive participle and rarely
more than a single word: Aesch. Sept. 274, Sup. 123 (text uncertain), Eu. 772; Soph.
O.T. 838, El. 1344; Eur. Andr. 998 (the example at Aesch. Cho. 644-5 is dubious).
Suspicions about the phrase ¢dvov Talaivais xepoiv éfeipyacuévwr, four words,
transitive participle, direct object, and dative of means, are not quieted by being told
‘cf. évvruxovrwr, Aesch. Eu. 772°. Dr Dawe per litteras suggests emendation: ¢ovwv
Tadalvais xepaiv é€elpyacuévwy, with the participle passive and the whole taken as
constituent genitive. Though both the passive and the plural are somewhat
unexpected, this is a possibility.

If we wanted, however, to deal with both problems together, what should our
diagnosis be? We might think of interpolation: Middendorf already proposed to

8 Defence should start, as Dr Dawe pointed out to me, with K.-G. II 15 An. 13 where
expressions like d€wov (Beiv, ‘worthy to be seen’, are discussed. In the absence, however, of
evidence that olds Te was so used, we must look on our passage with suspicion.

® It is also odd that for ‘to look on’ Euripides chose a word that normally means ‘to see’.
Grégoire’s Budé translation is unusually frank: ‘O douleur sans mesure, et qu’on ne saurait
voir!” (emphasis mine).
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delete 1245, and Willink per litteras suggests extending the deletion to include 1244.
But it is hard to discover a motive for interpolation. Even more telling, there is no
motive for the bizarre wording of 1245. An interpolator who has gone so far as to
borrow éfeipyacuévwy from 1243 would take his cue from that line and put in a
genitive noun: nothing could be simpler for such a person than to cobble together
something on the lines of pidoual’ Sudv Toudd’ éfetpyacuévwr, and it seems rather
improbable that an interpolator would produce something so bizarre and nonsensical.
We should consider, instead, the strong possibility that something is missing before
1245.

The only change in the transmitted wording urgently required by this hypothesis is
to disjoin perpnrdv from oldv 7° ideiv since if the latter is genuine it cannot be parallel
to the former. And while it is conceivable that 0dd€ is being used in a non-connective
sense (‘not even’), it would be simplest to change it to ody, which might easily have
been changed to 008’ once the omission of a line or two caused a scribe to think that
mévfos had two parallel predicates.

As to the filling of the lacuna, we are more fortunate than usual. We know on this
hypothesis that it contained the subject of the genitive absolute, e.g. cod ye cvyydvwy
7€ owv. But we also have one other invaluable clue. On two other occasions in this
play the word mévfos has been used, once explicitly and once by clear implication
(367, 508) as the etymon of Pentheus’ name. (Cf. also Chaeremon, TrGF 71 F 4,
IevOeds éoouévns ovudopds émdvuuos.) Now, at the climax of the play, we see
Pentheus’ head on Agave’s thyrsus, and Cadmus says o mévfos. While it is conceivable
that Euripides left it to the audience to make this connection, I would guess that he
made it for them, e.g.

& wévhos ov petpnTdy: oy oldv T ideiv 1244
IevBeds dvias ws dp’ v émdbvupos; 1244a
KaAT) pév dypa, god ye ovyyovwy TE GAV) 1244b
dovov Tadalvais xepoiv éfelpyaouévwv, 1245
kaAov 8¢ Bopa karaBalovoa dalpocw 1246
émi 8aita OjBas Tdade kdué mapakaleis. 1247

Cadmus’ 1244b and 1246-7 pick up Agave’s 1241 (cf. 1237) and 1242. I have, in
Housman’s instructively paradoxical phrase, timorously altered 1246 when I might
without temerity have defended it. The absence of a connective might have been
defended by reference to Ba. 243 and to the numerous other examples of asyndeton
in anaphora cited by D. Fehling, Die Wiederholungsfiguren und ihr Gebrauch bei den
Griechen vor Gorgias (Berlin, 1969), pp. 210-12. Still, since none of the tragic
examples involves anaphora of an ‘ordinary’ adjective, i.e. not a demonstrative, efs,
or mds, I have preferred to err on the side of caution and have supposed that an
original 8¢ was corrupted to 76 some time before or after the loss of the lines I
postulate. For an etymology of this type, where the word is explained by a synonym
of the actual etymon, see 508 and the Chaeremon fragment quoted above (Pentheus
from SvoTuxeiv and svudopd respectively), Ton 9 (Athens from Pallas), 802 (Ion from
avrdv), I.T. 32 (Thoas from w«vs), and Hel. 13 (Theonoe from 7a feia émioracfar).

University of Virginia DAVID KOVACS
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