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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' 
ORESTES 

424 

My edition of Orestes followed on the heels of editions by Di Benedetto and Biehl, 1 
and has been followed in turn by the editions of M. L. West, 2 J. Diggle 3 and D. 
Kovacs.4 It would be laborious to detail all instances of (partial) agreement and 
disagreement with these successors (with all of whom I have enjoyed personal 
contact), and others who have recently addressed textual issues in this play.5 Suffice it 
to say that, while I am gratified by the acceptance of many of my textual proposals in 
the new Oxford Text, or at least their mention in the apparatus, 6 I remain unrepentant 
about some which have not found favour.7 At the same time, on some issues my 
thinking has changed, partly influenced by Diggle and West8 and partly as a 
consequence of recent correspondence and direct discussions with Kovacs, some of 
the results of which are apparent in his Loeb edition;9 and some further thoughts are 
offered in the following notes. 

67--8 {jAE7TW OE 7Tiiaav ES OOOV <�t> 7TOT' o«/JOf.LUt 
M€v€Aaov ijKovO'· 

1 C.W.W., commentary on Murray's text (Oxford 1986, 1989), with corrections and Addendis 
Addenda; V. Di Benedetto (Florence, 1965); W. Biehl (Teubner, 1975), and previously Euripides 
Orestes erkliirt (Berlin, 1965). 

2 M.L.W., with translation and commentary (Wanninster, 1987); nearly contemporary with my 
edition, but he had seen a draft of my commentary. See also his article 'Problems in Euripides' 
Orestes', CQ 37 ( 1987), 28 1-93. 

3 J.D., Euripidis fabulae iii (Oxford, 1994). See also his notes on Orestes in CQ 50 ( 1990), 
100-23 = Euripidea: Collected Essays (Oxford, 1994), 362-99, and his monograph The Textual 
Tradition of Euripides' Orestes (Oxford, 199 1); c£ my review in CR 41 (1992), 265-6. 

4 D.K., Euripides v (Harvard, 2002). 
5 Reviewers include D. Sansone, CPh 85 ( 1990), 64-7; P. G. Mason, JHS 109 ( 1989), 220--2; 

C. Collard, CR 39 ( 1989), 13-15; J. C. Karnerbeek, Mnemosyne 42 ( 1989), 53 1-9; E. Medda, 
SIFC 1 17 ( 1989), 98-124; also (reviewing Diggle's vol. iii) most notably R. Renehan, CPh 93 
( 1998), 249-60. See also the critical notes of A. and B. Manuwald, WJA 20 ( 199 4-5), 9 1-3, on the 
Finale, and those of J. Hohlzhausen, Hermes 123 ( 1995), 270--80. 

6 There is more to be said (see below) about some of these: 412-13, 823, 847-8, 960--8 1, 966b, 
1501-2, 1612, 1663. 

7 Here and in nn. 8-9 an asterisk signifies 'see further below'. 8 1-2 (I should now press the case 
for aTs more strongly), 155 (commended by Collard), 189*, 2 18 ( -{,w), 536-7 (Brunck), 545* 
(Musgrave), 564 a7TEIAEtiJ, 579-84 (after 585-90), 588-90 (defend), 644-5, 677, 694-5, 932-42, 
933,  1003-4* (prob. Kamerbeek), 1032 (nil mutandum), 1 196 (defend), 1395 (Kirchhoff), 
[1579-84], 1638-42. Further proposals not mentioned by Diggle but accepted or mentioned by 
Kovacs are at 249, 345*, 390--89-88, 424, 43 1, 7 14-16, 1 106, 1402b. 

8 I accept Diggle's proposals at 225, 410, 1041 (Euripidea 416-20, 364, 372) and his arguments 
at 2 12, 304, 555-6*, 8 1 1, 1039 (Euripidea 403, 362-3, 367-9, 370, 372); also (after Sansone) at 50, 
1 10-- ll, 788. At 1184 I should now follow Sansone (against West, Diggle and Kovacs). At 1315, 
where Sansone has defended €a7Teaovaa and Kovacs has followed him, I now incline with West to 
accept Wecklein's €a7Talaovaa as sufficiently supported by Rhesus 560 (also with Diggle, though 
he comes close to excising this verse and the next). 

9 Recent exchanges with Kovacs have generated further proposals: accepted in his text at 
140--3/153-6*, 825*, 827, 143 1, 1493*, 1533; mentioned in his apparatus at 960--8 1  *, 1007. 
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6 7  Er; ollov <d> 7TOT '  Markland: eiuollov ( elr; ollov Musgrave) 7T()-r' codd. 

The construction fJMTTw . . .  TT6-r' oifiop.at . . . has been questioned, but usually 
tolerated.1 0  Markland's €r; ooov <£i> TTo-r' eases the syntax, and correction of 
£i'aooov to £lr;/€r; ooov is otherwise likely; 1 1  there is nothing wrong, pace Kovacs, with 
the 'looking in every direction' .1 2 But there is a neglected issue concerning the 
subordinate clause. We scarcely want 'I am looking in every direction, in case I may 
see Menelaus having come', since it is certain that Menelaus will in due course come 
to rejoin his wife. �(t) (Hbefore II) is at least as easy a supplement, and gives better 
sense: 'every way by which I may see .. .' .1 3 

131, 156. I should now write £i. -raAaw' £yw and £i. -raAar; (non-allocutory).14 

140-6 (HA.) aiya aiya· A£TT-rov i'xvor; dp{JvAar; 
-r{8£T€' p.� KTV'TT£LT'· 
aTTOTTpo {Ja-r' EK£ta' aTT07rp6 p.ot KOLTar;. 

XOPOI: 
ioov, TT£l8op.at. 

HA. a a· avptyyor; O'TTWS 7TVOa 
A£TT-rov 86vaKor;, cL r/>{Aa, rf>wvH p.ot. 

[a-rp. 

145 

Further consideration has persuaded me, and also Kovacs, that Di Benedetto was 
right in continuing aiya aiya . . .  to Electra, against the MSS but in line with ancient 
testimonia. Some new considerations are involved in this recantation. (i) No one, I 
think, has previously identified the strophe as beginning at 144 (-156), rather than at 
140 (-152). This at once eliminates the problem of defective symmetry between 140-3 
and 152-4.15 The Parodos of Herac/idae, in similar iambo-dochmiac dialogue, affords 

10 Diggle accepts elr; oll ov and reports Markland in his apparatus. West keeps duollov, without 
mention of Musgrave or comment on {1M1rw . . .  1ro-re . . .  

1 1  Despite West's concurrence, I no longer think 'every eiaollos' appropriate in artificial 
reference to the two eisodoi in the theatre. It is also dramatically more effective for Electra to be 
looking literally 'every way, in every direction' (including across the orchestra), neglecting only 
the direction by which Helen is about to make her surprise entrance from the (so far unidentified) 
stage building. 

12 Kovacs obelizes {1M1rw tll £ 1riiaav eiaollovt, on the ground that 'only one of the eisodoi 
leads to the harbor', and suggests {1AE7TW ll '  E7T' aK-rar; ,  elr; ollov ...  without explaining how elr; 
ollov is then to be construed with 7TOT'  orpop,at KTA. Against the notion that Menelaus' arrival can 
be looked for only by a particular eisodos that lies in the 'harbour' direction: (i) the palace in this 
play is consistently thought of as surrounded by the town, not as lying in some way between 'town' 
and 'harbour'; (ii) the play begins and continues with a scenically imprecise setting, associated 
with Orestes' 'sick bed' (in some courtyard? but we are offered no clues as to that); and (iii) Electra 
has in any case no reason for assuming that Menelaus will come (when he comes) directly from 
Nauplia. Some hours have passed since his arrival there (the night during which Helen has been 
sent on ahead), and he may well not have spent all these hours in the harbour. His very delay may 
suggest the possibility of business elsewhere. For the greater effectiveness of 'looking in every 
direction', see also n. 11 above. 

13 For the force 'qua videam' rather than 'qua videbo', cf. K-G i.l 73, ii.422. 
14 For this distinction between w (w) and cL, cf. CQ 49 ( 1999), 412, n. 1 7. 
15 Di Benedetto has defended the responsion with asymmetrical assignations, but they 

certainly break a rule with (at best) very rare exceptions. There is also the unequal number of 
dochmiacs if the shorter text is accepted in 141, as attested by Dionysius. Some violence will be 
needed to save -r{(Je-re, p,� KTV7TEI-re p:r11l' lu-rw KTV7To r;  (prima facie incorporating an intrusion 
from 13 7) as two acceptable dochrniacs; conversely, there is nothing to be said, pace Diggle, for 
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a precedent for the structure proem-strophe-mesode (in related metre )-antistrophe. 16 
The lack of speaker-change at 140 is somewhat unusual (and as such a credible cause 
of the MSS' misattribution to the entering chorus); but cf. Andromache's passage 
from trimeters to elegiacs at Andr. 103.17 (ii) It is a marked gain with this assignation 
that the first choral utterance hushed by Electra (as opposed to foot-noise) is the 
chorus's (or chorus-leader's) first utterance. 

As to the metre, ·rt8£.T£ .. . Ko{Ta<; is a three-dochmiac sequence (a common length) 
like Held. 75-6, equally divisible as 215 : 15; and 145 (-157) I now recognize as a 'long 
dochmiac' (oAA/5), rather than ba (or balmo[) + 15; see further on 189 below. The 
sequence /5.-/5 1215 (like Ion 676-7/695-6) recurs at 1465-6. 

189 ov/5€ <n> yap 1ro8ov lx££ {Jopiis. 

This corresponds with 168 8wveaa' tAaaa<; (codd. €fJaA£>) €g v1rvov. The verse -�­
: - - - - - - has generally been accepted as comprising a dochmius abnormally 

preceded by - � -. These apparent compounds of a dochmius with a preceding or 
following bacchius, cretic or molossus typically both begin and end with a dochmius 

(often with the pattern�== : �= : -�-, like 157 oA£L<;, El fJMcpapa KLV�a£t<;), and 
are thus better annotated as OAA/5.1 8 On that basis, my previous tentative suggestion 
merits stronger advocacy. As well as bringing the metre into line as oAA/5 (patterned 
like Hipp. 1276 xpvaocpa�<; ; cpvaw ; opwKowv), the supplement <n> is at once 
technically easy and sense-enhancing ('not at all'; LSJ n<; A.l l .c; ovn<; 1.2). 

329-31 

-345-7 

Tp{7T000<; /:L7To cpanv, av 0 cf>oL­
{Jo<; [lAaK£v] lAaK£, 15£.g­
ap.£vo> ava i5a7T£.0ov. 

iva p.Eaop.cpaAot MyovTat p.vxo{ [yiis] . 

T{va yap ln 1rapo<; olKov /1.).­
Aov ET£pov � 
TOV a7TO 8£oy6vwv [yap.wv], 

TOV a7TO TavTaAov, a€{J£.a8at fk€ xp�; 

330 

3 45 

In the vulgate we have an anomalous sequence - -- - =-� I- --=-� between the 
exactly responsive sequences - -- : - -- - : - - -(2ia) and - --- -- : --- --(215) that 
begin and end this stanza-concluding iambo-dochmiac period. 1 9 The apparent 

excising a dochmius in 153 (see my commentary). His evasion of the metrical objection by writing 
·rl8e•, p.� KTV7TE L in 141 is most unconvincing. 

16 See CQ 41 ( 1991), 525-9; the structure identified there has been accepted by Kovacs. 
17 A reader objects that 'Andromache's lyrics are hardly a parallel'; but they are indeed parallel 

in the essential feature (transition from prologue to Parodos; for this as a function of Andr. 
103-16, see Mnemosyne 54 [200 1], 724-30). There may well have been other parallels known to 
the reputable scholars in antiquity who continued atya aiya ... to Electra. 

18 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 425 -6 (on Hipp. 1276), also CQ 51 (2001), 8 7  with nn. 9 7-8 (with mention 
also of Pindar, 0/. 1.9), and further on 1415 (--- -- - -- ---) and 1465 (---.. : - -- : ---) below. 
As the dochmius (ll) is"=="= (with some limitations in practice), so ll�ll is "= =" = =" = 
(with some limitations). For other instances of /l .. /l (as well as Hipp. 1276) beginning with an 
apparent choriamb, cf. Med. 1256-7/ 1266-7, Rhesus 699-70017 l7-l8, A. Eum. 270-l. 

19 An alternative metrical interpretation as 2ia er is no better, giving not only 'resolution before 
syncopation' at 8€oyo-1vwv yiip.wv, but also adjacent resolutions at ll€giip.€vor; iiv ii (admissible 
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dochmius kaibelianus - -- - � - � is not perhaps impossible in itself, but the free 
responsion does nothing to commend it here. I no longer, however, favour my 
previous notion of reducing EAUKEV EAUK€ to EAaK' EAUK€, with aAAOTptOv in place of 
aAAov ETEpov in 345 (thus obtaining 2ia f 215 1215). 2 0  Rather, with Murray and others, 
I should now begin by accepting the single €AaKE attested in part of the tradition, 2 1 
thus obtaining 3ia followed by 315. Editors favouring that have hitherto omitted either 
a/../..ov or ETEpov in the antistrophe (likewise with some manuscript support). But the 
pleonasm aAAov ETEpov is likely to be authentic; 2 2  and I now believe that yap.wv is the 
intrusive word (like yas in 331, rightly excised by Triclinius). Without yafLwv we have 
3ia plus a followed by 215, with only one inequality (�) , and there is also an 
improvement of sense. The relevant divine ancestry of the Tantalid royal house is 
simply the status of Tantalus as Lids 7TEcpvKws, as enunciated in the prologue (5). Tov 
a7To 8EOyovwv, followed epexegetically by Tov a7To TavnD10v, is straightforwardly in 
line with that. By contrast, the phrase a7To 8EDyovwv yafLwV irrelevantly invites 
speculation concerning the distaff side of the lineage. The coinage (JEoy6vos (here 
only) suits a substantival at least as naturally as an adjectival use, especially in the 
plural (cf. E7T£yovoL, a7Toyovot). For the idiomatic indefinite plural used thus in 
'generalizing' reference to an individual, cf. 97, 819, etc. (K-G i. 18 Anm. 2). It could 
be that the addition of yafLWV following -y6vwv derives from a superscribed variant 
-yafLwv. Tov a7To 8EoyafLwv could well have been an ancient alternative. [I previously 
questioned the logic of T[va yap €n . . .  , and suggested Tfva 15E Tf<va>. But there 
will be no need for that if €n can be understood as 'hereafter' . ]  

338--44 (-322�8). See my further discussion of the 'musical papyrus' (against 
E. Marino) in Quaderni Urbinati 68 (2001), 125�33. 

423-4. West implausibly postulates ill-digested revision by Euripides himself. Kovacs 
prefers to invent two verses between 423 and 424. 

491-3. In 491 I no longer favour Bothe's conjecture Tv. 7TpOS Tov/5' aywv TLS 
<a>aocp[as 7jKEL 7TEpt·, which has now been accepted also by Kovacs (despite 
Renehan's further objections). aywv TLS aaocp£as 7TEPL is a phrase at once too 'clever' 

(as an inversion, possibly with a new coinage, of the normal aywv . . .  aocp£as), and 
too tentative (with the indefinite ns) for the forthright character of the elderly 
Spartan king. West proposes 7Tpos Tov/5' aywv Tfs TOV aocpov y' 7jKEL 7TEpL;, which 
would be more acceptable if it did not involve both the substitution of rov aocpov for 
aocp[as and the addition of y' to avoid hiatus. Diggle reasonably prefers to obelize, 
while favouring Parson's reshuffie 7TpOS TOVI5E aocp[as Tfs av aywv 7jKEL 7TEpL; (or 
something on similar lines). 

Di Benedetto's 7TpOS Tov/5' aywv<a> n1s] aocpfas 7jKEL<s> 7TEpL; merits more 
attention than it has received. Prima facie, Tt aocpLiis is the most inviting correction of 

only within a dochmius), unless we write av (for dvd) 86.7TEOov. West divides differently, beginning 
the period with an even more anomalous tripody - -- - -- -- I . . .  

20 Against anadiploses of the form E'ilaK ' E'ilaKE (with elision) see my discussion of S. Aj. 620 in 
CQ 52 (2002), 58 with nn. 26-8, and further in n. 46 below. 

21 For the false doubling, cf. L's wrong ErV1TEv Erv1TEV at Ion 787 and aTEKvo<; aTEKvo<; at He/. 
689, a fault 'commoner than may generally be supposed' (Diggle, Euripidea 381, mentioning 328, 
834, ?999, ?138 7, 1449, 1454, 1470 in this play alone); here perhaps as a false echo of E'ilaKEv 
EilaKEV in 163 . 

22 Cf. Collard on Su. 573, and Diggle, Studies 14-15. 
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the unmetrical Ti> aocfitiis. But his two further changes d.ywv<a> and i}KEt<>> are less 
appealing. It is more economical, and otherwise better, to write simply: 

'But against Orestes here' (riposting to Menelaus' thrust against Tyndareus' 'unwise 
old age') 'what has the d.ywv to do with aocpta . . .  ?' 2 3  aywv for d.ywv, as in 861, 
Held. ll6, 722, Su. 754, Here. ll9l, He/. 1090, Pho. 588, like av�p for d.v�p, scarcely 
counts as an emendation. There are then other ways of gaining a short syllable (aliter 
T6v8E <y'> or T6v8' <lip'> or TovTov), but none, I think, better than T6v8E <8'>, 
with an appropriate adversative particle. 

I should then, with West ('What has an intelligence-contest to do with this fellow, if 
seemly and unseemly are obvious to everyone?') take 492 (Ei Ta KaAa 7Tiiat cpavEpa 
Kal Ta f-L� Ka.\a) with 491, not as a protasis to which 493 (TovTov Tt> d.v8pwv €yevET' 
d.avvETWTEpo>;) is the apodosis. The illogicality of the latter is evident in Kovacs' 
rendering: 'if good and bad are manifest to all, what man has ever shown himself more 
foolish than he has . . .  ?' . The surpassing lack of avvEaLS' cannot be conditional upon 
the universal manifestness of Ta Ka.\a and Ta f-L� Ka.\a. For 491fT. thus beginning with 
a longer (not single-line) sentence following stichomythia, cf. He/. 605, Pho. 427, 748, 
931(?), 1217, Ba. 509. 24 

544-57(-63). Diggle's discussion in Euripidea 364-70 variously invites a riposte, 
partly in defence of line 545 (first deleted by Paley, and now also by Kovacs), partly 
in opposition to his newly-proposed transposition of 546-7 to precede 557. At the 
same time parts of his discussion are persuasive, and have prompted some changes of 
view (in 551fT.; not, as it happens, in 544-50). 

544-50 Op. cL yepov, €yw TOL 7Tpo> 8€ 8Etf-Latvw MyEw, 
o7Tov YE f-LEAAw �v n .\v7T�aELv cppeva· 
€ycLt8', d.v6at6S' Eif-LL, f-L'TJTEpa KTavwv 
(oaLOS' 8€ y' lTEpov ovof-La, TLf-Lwpwv 7TaTp{)· 
a7TEMIETW 8€ TOIS' .\6yotaLv EK7T08wv 
TO yijpa> TJf-LLV TO a6v, o IL

' EK7TA�aaEL .\6yov, 
Kal Ka(}' o8ov Elf-LL" VVV 8e �V Tap{3w Tp£xa. 

545 y e  (AtZ+) ...  n Musgrave: ae (pier.) .. . TE codd. /..v7Tfiaat VMn+ 
546 .1y£TJt8' Hermann: Jyw 8' codd. 54 8 8 £  Paley: 8 �  codd. 

545 

550 

There is little amiss in this deprecatory 7Tpootf-LLOV (developing a standard rhetorical 
procedure). Note the tripartite pattern (distich-distich-tristich), and the ring 
structure with the opening theme echoed in the third section. There is no reason why 
the 'inhibition' expressed and overcome in such a 7Tpootf-LLOV should not be 
compoundly motivated. 

The vulgate phrasing of 545 with 07Tov aE . . .  a�v TE cppeva is indeed unsatisfactory 
(though tolerated by West without comment); but the variant reading o7Tov yE . . .  

23 Lit. 'what (coming) has it come?'; cf. K-G i.3 10.6. 
24 A scholion agrees with this punctuation: E7TEt8 � o Mev£/..ao s el1rev , "Kal TO  yfipas o v  

aocf>ov", cPTJULV 0 Tvv8 6.pew s ,  O"TL "T(s xp e(a EUTL ao c/>(a s ,  01TOV YE 1Tpocf>av£s TOV 'Op£aTOV 
TO 1TA7Jp.p.£/..7Jp.a;" [Or does his o1rov suggest perhaps that he read -r}t or oJ rather than et?] 
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merits respect. 25 Corruption of aE to yE in conjunction with a�v TE <f>peva is incredible, 
unlike the converse. But if cmov yE • • •  is an ancient reading, it presupposes . . .  fLEAAw 
a�v n (not TE) A.v1r�aEtv <f>peva in the rest of the verse, and this is likely to be the truth. 
The indefinite n ('somewhat') is a nice touch. The corruption will have begun with the 
erroneous TE for n, necessitating 01TOV aE . . .  before it, except in a minority of texts 
which somehow preserved ye. Given the excellent verse as restored by Musgrave, the 
case for excising it (Paley, Diggle, Kovacs) is evanescent. The phrasing is obviously not 

(as Paley suggested, echoed by Diggle) derived from 608 oihw a' d.fLe{{31)t !L' waTe !L' 
d.A.yvvat <f>peva, but protected, rather, by the thematic connection of thought. All we 
are left with is Diggle's statement that 'deletion has the merit of removing a 
superfluous reason for Orestes' inhibition' . On the contrary: 545 very properly (on the 
lips of a grandson addressing his grandfather) makes explicit a reason for the initial 
expression of 'fear' (aetfLa{vw, a strong verb) that otherwise has to be inferred. 

There is nothing wrong with 546-7 in situ (given Hermann's JyJJLa' for Jyw a'), 
provided that 547 oaws 8€ y' . . .  is recognized as a parenthetic qualification of the 
preceding statement: 'I am well aware that I am polluted as a matricide (though holy 
indeed as afather-avenger)'.26 Understood thus, 546-7 sits very acceptably within the 
proem, as another preliminary expression of 'proper (inhibiting) sentiment', framed 
between the aforementioned ring-structured sentences. To justify the transposition 
548-49-50-46-47 (favoured by Paley, Wecklein, West, and others, after Hartung and 
Kirchhoff ), we need more than the observation that Jyw a' can then be kept 

(unconvincingly, in effect). Diggle's relocation of 546-7 before 557 is more plainly 
wrong, as it puts . .. d.v6aws . . .  I oaws . . .  TLfLwpwv 1TaTp{ too close to 563 d.v6ata 
fLEV apwv, d.A.A.d TLfLwpwv 1TaTp{, with only five trimeters intervening. 

a1TeA.6eTW a€ . . .  ('But . .  .') is then a necessary correction in 548. The wrong a� 
(mildly colloquial, with the force ayE a�), though acceptable in itself, is associable with 
misinterpretation of 54 7 as having already effected a shift from 'inhibition' to 
'confidence' . 

551-8 TL xpiJv fLE apaaat; avo yap avT£fJes avow· 
1TaT�P fLEV J<f>vTEvaev fLE, a� a' ETLKTE 1Tats· 
[TO U1TEPfL' apovpa 1TapaA.a{3ova' aA.A.ov mfpa ·] 
[avev a€ 1TaTpos TEKVOV OVK Et1) 1TOT1 av·] 
[JA.oywafL7JV ovv Twt yevovs d.px7JYET1)t 
tf.LaAAOV (!L ')t afLVVat Tijs t!1TOUTUU1)S Tpo<f>aS"] 
� a� a€ 8vyaT7JP (fL1)Tep' aiaovfLat Mym) 
i8towtv VfLEva{owt . . .  

555 

The argumentation (following the 1Tpoo£fLwv) begins with two self-contained verses 
enunciating the dilemma confronting Orestes as a dutiful son. 'Two against two' (with 
a 'mathematical' flavour, the terms indifferent in gender) in the first instance implies 
equality in the items thus antithetically 'balanced'. The 'duality' is then quite 
straightforwardly explained by the antithetically balanced phrases in 552, each 

25 Diggle (in Euripidea) reports 01TOV YE as the reading of AtMnuv(-Mnc)PrYrSgrZZc and some 
MSS of the Lexicon Vindobonense; also S as reading 01Tov YE a€ (sic). 

26 For the force of 3€ yE here (cf. Denniston, Greek Particles 155), the best parallel is the 
parenthesis at IA. 392-3 W!Loaav TOV Tvv3apE LOV opKov oi KaKocf>povE> I c/><Aoya!LO' !LV7JUTijpE >  
( �  3 €  y '  Jh{,, o r!La' !LEV ,  11<6,, I Kat€7TpatEv auro !LUAAOV � au Kat TO  aov a8€vo >) , I OV> 
Aa{3wv arparw'· €ro <!Lo' 3' E iai 11-wpta,  cf>p<vwv .  
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compounded of subject and predicate. 27 In the abstract, the male parent who cf>uTEVEL 
and the female who T{KTEL can be considered as on a par. But (557f() in this instance 
the mother (undeserving of that title) behaved in such a way as to forfeit her status. 
Note the effective collocation thus of 'your daughter' in 552 and 'But your 
daughter . .  .' (again) in 557, now explicitly eschewing the designation 'mother'. 28 

In between 552 and 557 we have four verses, of which three (553, 555-6) elaborate a 
traditional argument for the genetic primacy of the father, and one ( 554, a weaker verse 
prima facie) inconsistently asserts the genetic indispensability of the father, a quite 
different idea. Diggle excises 554 (del. Nauck) and also 555--6 (del. Paley), which I 
previously defended; but he needed to take out 553 as well. He rightly identifies the 
content of 555-6, not only the faults of metre and language impugned by Paley, as 
affording grounds for excision, seeing that the 'genetic primacy' argument is a 
'distortion' in this context introduced by an interpolator ('remembered from A. Eum. 
658-6'). But 553 is surely a feature of the same distortion, likewise genetically 
downgrading the mother. 

It seems likely that line 554, asserting the genetic indispensability of the father, was 
composed for a version of the passage which did not include lines 553 and 555-6 (with 
which 554 is inconsistent); and conversely, that 553 and 555-6 were composed for a 
version of the passage without 554. 553 and 555-6 can of course be taken sequentially 

(as in Nauck's text), and are not so stylistically different as to require the postulate of 
different authors. 29 

What we have, in effect, is alternative interpolations, differently elaborating the 
crisply enunciated antithesis of 'father who cf>vTEvd and 'mother who T£KTEt' .  One 
interpolator merely thought it necessary to counter any 'imbalance' in favour of the 
mother ('your daughter'), his single-line composition thus ranking simply as an 
intelligent 'clarification' . 30 The other interpolator saw this as a moment for actually 
improving the speech (in his judgement) by adding the genetic argument famously 
developed (in Orestean context) by Aeschylus. 

651 

27 Though straightforward, this differs both from my own previous interpretation and from all 
the interpretations considered by Diggle (Euripidea 366-7). The difference lies essentially in the 
fact that no one hitherto has gone straight from 552 to 557. 

28 At once rhetorically effective and in line with the plot: for the latter, the overall effect of Or. 's 
eristic apologia has to be to exacerbate Tyndareus' anger. 

29 I previously accepted both 553 and 555-6 as Euripidean. I now see the style of both as close 
to that of Euripides, but flawed by a certain ineptness. As to 555-6 Diggle allows that the metrical 
'unusualness' of €il.oywap:r1v is 'no sufficient argument against authenticity'; and he should not 
have rejected Su. 1 89 V7ToaTiJvaL 1r6vov (rightly taken by Kovacs as 'to undertake this labor') as 
sufficient support for the expression v7Toa-riJvat -rpoc/>as ('to undertake nurture'); the expression 
TOJL yivov s  apx7JYET7JL is grandiloquent as applied to one's father rather than to the distant 
ancestor of one's clan, but not for that reason out of place, given the speaker's concern to 
emphasize the 'genetic primacy' of the father; and, as I have shown, the unmetrical !Liiil.il.ov 
a!LiJvm is at once certainly corrupt and emendable so as to give syntax harmonious with the rest 
of the sentence. As to 553, more closely considered, 1rapail.af3oiJa '  ail.il.ov 1rapa is somewhat 
inelegant; and ail.il.ov 1rapa is more appropriate to a general statement concerning the source of 
the seed received by the mother than to the particular case in which the source of the seed has 
already been identified. 

30 Note that 554 following 552 is less immediately open to censure (now objectionable only as 
upsettting by elaboration the crisply balanced 'two against two'. Line 561 (del. Reeve, followed by 
Diggle) is another inorganic 'clarifying' single verse credibly attributable to the same author. 
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Diggle, followed by Kovacs, surprisingly accepts Paley's arbitrary transposition of 
this verse to precede 658. As things stand, f:'v av-ri €v6s plainly and properly refers to 
the first item (namely, 'a8tK£a for a8tK£a') in the COmpound claim for repayment, 
before the second item, namely '7T6vos (of one day) in return for 7T6vos (of many 
days)' . There is too much in 646-57 to be referred to as 'one thing'Y 

704-5 lMJwv 8€ TvvB&.pewv r€ aot (aot r€ L) 7TEtpaaop.at . . .  

It is hard to account for this metrically clumsy verse as a corruption of the minority 
reading lMJwv 8' lyw aot Tvv8apewv 7TEtpaaop.at (YPMC), previously favoured by 
me and accepted by Diggle. More credibly, the latter is an 'improvement', at once 
normalising the metre and incorporating both lyw and aot (r€ aot and r' lyw could 
well have been transmitted as metrically equivalent variants), at the expense of the 
unnecessary re. I suspect that we have here another instance of 'proper-name 
interpolation' . 3 2  If the original verse was 

lMJwv 8€ rov ylpovr' lyw 7TEtpaaop.at . . .  

rvv8apewv, written over rovyepov, will all too easily have been mistaken as a 
correction, and the letters reyw will then have readily generated the hypothetical 
variants r(e) eyw and re aot. L's deviant aot r€ for r€ aot rather suggests an error 
due to superscription (whether of aot or re), and consequent insertion in the wrong 
place. 

In 705 I no longer resist the easy correction 7TElaas (Hermann) for 7TEtaat, obviously 
vulnerable to corruption after 7THpaaop.at. The phrase rwt Atav xpf]aOa, KaAws refers 
more aptly (with cryptic ambivalence) to the policy which Menelaus will attempt to 
pursue. 

Uncertainties may remain, but I see no case for Kovacs's bracketing of 704-5 (as 
well as 702-3).3 3 

812-15 

-824-7 

07TOTE XPVCJEas eptS apvos 
NAvOet TavraAt8ats 
oiKrp6rara Ootvap.ara Kat 
acpayta yevvalwv TEKEwv· 

KaKocpp6vwv T, av8pwv 7Tapavota• 
tOavarov yapt ap.cpi cp6{3wt 
Tvv8apis iax7JC1E raAatv'· 
� TEKvov, ov ro,\p.ats oata . . .  

815 

825 

31 A reader opines that '651 disrupts the syntactical coherence of 650 and 652'. Properly 
understood, the 'disruption' (such as it is) is not objectionable. A further argument that the 
answer to £v l:'£v . .. must be the 8 £  in 658, not that in 652, has no force. It is at 652 that the second 
claim begins ( 7TOVOS for 1TOVOS ) .  

32 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea 459, n .  7 9  (but for 'Or. 967' read 'Or. 964'). There is, I think, yet 
another instance in this play at 1478 (see below). 

33 K.ovacs rejects 704-5 partly as conflicting with his assignation of the exits of JYndareus and 
Menelaus to different eisodoi, whereas I have assigned them (and would still assign them) to the 
same eisodos, opposite to that by which Pylades will shortly enter. If there is some uncertainty as 
to exactly what Menelaus means by TCot Mav xpi)aOat KaAws, that is not inappropriate to his 
suspect motivation. 
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West mentions my proposal lTE8a).Et for �Av8e in his apparatus. The responsion thus 
of -vo> €r€8iiA- with -ii· Oiiviirov seemed perfect; but further study has revealed that 
initial • • • . . .  in the glyconic and wilamowitzian occurs only after a full diaeresis, 
with the sole exception of :4p-lr€p.tl3o> at I. A. 185-6 (a proper name, and in any case 
with the three shorts within a word). Previously I cited 826-7 . . .  raAat-!vii· 
TiKVOV . . . in support. But it is easy and otherwise plausible there to write raAatv'· I 
� r€Kvov ... 34 Kovacs has accepted that, and also a later suggestion for 813/825, 
namely, -vo> !JAOe TavraA{l3at> in responsion with Jttl3a yap ap.cpl cp6{3wt (will .wil). 
The choice now seems to be between that and four different ways of obtaining will wil 
again: either . . . €pt> ap-lvo> re8aAEt TavraAtl3at> or ... €pt> <ap.cp '> I apvo> !J)..Oe 
TavraAtl3at> with either :4taa yap ap.cpl cp6{3wt or ap.cpl yap cp6{3wt Oav&.rov. For the 
suggested TE8aAet, cf. Fraenkel on {3e{3aKEL (Keck) at Ag. 407 (similarly with epic 
precedent); AXl3iic, cf. El. 122, etc. (Diggle, Studies 21, 119). 

819-24 rO "KaA6v" oV KaA6v, roK€wv 
7TVptyEVEt r€p.vELV 7TaAap.at 
xp6a p.eAavl3er6v TE cp6vwt 
gtcpo> l> dya> :4eAtow aerga!. 

ro l)' "eo" KaKovpywv d.a€{3Eta 7TOtK{Aa ... 

820 

The chorus are contesting as 'not KaA6v' and 'impious' the kind of positive 
approbation of matricide expressed on one side of the debate in the Assembly-trial. 
They are not accusing Orestes of d.a€{3eta 7TOtK{A7J.35 For him they retain sympathy as 
one suffering from a terrible v6ao> (831fT.). On two points of detail, (i) if the present 
infinitive r€p.vetv is changed to aorist (Porson; so Diggle, West, and Kovacs), despite 
the 'generalising' plural roK€wv and the metrical acceptability of •• • - • . . .  , then 
rap.- should probably be written (cf. Hec. 634. A. Ag. 1410); (ii) the Sun merits a 
personifying, indeed deifying, capital letter in this kind of 'pious' sentiment. 

846--8 Xo. TJKtara· 1TpO> l)' :4pyefov orxerat AEWV, 
tPVXTJ> aywva 'TOV 1TpOKE{p.evov t1T€pt 
l3wawvt, lv W! '"'V � Oavetv vp.os XPEWV. 

Electra, knowing nothing of what has passed since she went within to rest at line 315, 
has re-entered to find Orestes unexpectedly absent. To her question 'Has Orestes left 
this house under the influence of god-sent madness?' (a natural conjecture, in the 
light of his recurrent Avacrf]p.ara), the Chorus-leader replies: 'By no means (TjKtara): 
he has gone to the Argive people .. .'.The expression of 847-8 is unsatisfactory, and 
my previous excision of both lines (848 iam Kirchhoff ) has been accepted by Diggle 
and Kovacs; but I now think it wrong. 846 alone is an incomplete answer to Electra's 
two-line question, and the incompleteness is not made good in the following 
exchange ('Alas, what has he done? Who persuaded him?' 'Pylades; but here comes 
someone who will tell you about your brother's doings there'). It is not in the manner 
of tragic dialogue for questions to be left imperfectly answered; in this case leaving 

34 For the responsion" . - ... , cf. LT. 1092/1109, 1129/1144, He/. 1347/1363, Pho. 208/220, 
Ba. 410/425, LA. 553/568, 7531764, 7541765 (some, but not all, doubtful). 

35 Cf. my review of J. R. Porter, Studies in Euripides' Orestes (Mnemosyne Suppl. 128), J HS 116 
(1996), 195-6. 



NOTES ON E U R I P I D E S '  ORESTES 433 

Electra to infer a motive other than madness for Orestes' departure 1rpos J4pyt:fov 
At:wv. In any case, until 8wawv has been plausibly explained, we cannot properly 
proceed beyond obelization of t1rlpt i8wawvt. We might yet consider bracketing 848 
only (after K.irchhoff ); but that still leaves the hypothetical interpolator's 8wawv 
unexplained; and there is also a question-mark hanging over 7TEpt. Di Benedetto may 
well have been right in arguing that the word-pattern is against taking 7TEpt with 
ifivxfJs; at the same time, his interpretation oi.'xt:Tat 7Tt:pi Tov aywva . . .  cannot be 
what Euripides intended. 

No emendation of 8wawv has proved acceptable; but what if 7TEpt is false and 
8wawv sound? Intrusion of 7TEpt for something different is not unlikely here, whether 
simply to explain the construction of ifivxfJs or from 851 nearby, or both; variants tend 
to proliferate at the ends of lines. Orestes has set off (with Pylades) to speak at the 
Assembly-trial, rather than passively awaiting its outcome. That will at least offer a 
chance of survival: cf. 778ff. (especially 779-80 Ilv. p.o.\6vn 8' €.\1rls €an awOiJvat 
KaKwv; Op. t:l Tvxot ylvotT' O:v). So the truth here could well be TVX17t 8wawv, cf. 
Pho. 1653 €8wK£ TTJt TVX7Jt Tov 8alp.ova, and Alexandros 618.4 K (11.4 D) TVX7Jt 
8t[8wp.t] 7T<f[vTa] (8l8wp.t Cronert, 7T<l[VTa] Aefke). 

960--81 .  The MSS give the whole strophe and antistrophe to Electra. My division 
giving 960-4/971-5 to Electra and 965-70/976-81 to the Chorus has not found 
favour, principally on the ground that there is nothing confirming the changes of 
speaker; and Diggle, West, and Kovacs all accept Weil's transfer of the whole to the 
Chorus, despite my arguments against that (the rightful role of Electra as lgapxos in 
this lament, and the oddity of her long silence following the Messenger-speech, 
broken suddenly at 982 p.6.\otp.t KTA.). I should now prefer a modification which 
might also be accepted as a compromise, giving the whole of 960-81 to 'Electra and 
Chorus'. 36 A similar rubric (H.A.XO.) has been proposed with good reasons by Di 
Benedetto at 1302, and accepted there by both Diggle and West; and the 'tutte' thus 
will be in line with the threnodic avvwt8la forecast in the prologue at 132-3: ai8' av 
ml.pt:tat Toi's €p.ots Op7Jv'IJp.aatv I cplAat avvwt8ol. 

1003--4 Tav 1rpos "Ea1rt:pov KEAt:vOov 
ovpavov 7Tpoaapp.6aaaa 
<Tat> f.LOV07TWAOV €s J4w . . .  

(v.l. €a1rlpav) 
(1rpoaapp.6aas pier.) 

'Combining the (sun's) Westward celestial course with that towards the East'. As 
previously argued, the two courses combined are the diurnal (from East to West) and 
the zodiacal. Since the latter (annual) course is strictly 'to the East' (regressively, in 
relation to the stars), not 'towards the sunrise', an epithet here serves to dissociate 
'Eos' from the four-horsed chariot of solar dawn (as Ion 82, etc.). p.ov61rwAov 'with 
single horse' is to be understood as alluding to the Eastern (or Dawn) Star (€wws 
aaT.fJp,. Ewacp6pos, later �wacp6pos), in a phrase balancing 7Tpos ''Ea7Tt:pov 'towards 
the Western (or Evening) Star'. On these two 'stars' (both, of course, the planet 
Venus), see West on Hes. Th. 381; for their combination in an antithesis, cf. AP 7.670 

36 This proposal is mentioned in Kovacs's apparatus. I have argued for a similar rubric 
IIIIIOAYTO� KAI KQMO� IIPO�IIOAQN at Hipp. 58 (not, as Barrett, at line 61) in CQ 
49 (1999), 410 with n. 13. 
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(Plato). As argued, 1rpoaapp.6aaaa is the mot juste in a context of app.a and app.ov{a 
(or 'disharmony'), as thus additively effected by Eris. 

The argument for this interpretation and the associated technically simple 
restoration of the text has been enthusiastically commended by Kamerbeek, but 
otherwise neglected in favour of West's deplorable conjecture xwv6TTwAov [€s] J:tw 

(with clumsier syntax and duller sense, and taking no account of the well-attested 
difficilior lectio la1Tf:pov). It merits further advocacy against what is in danger of 
becoming the vulgate. But I have made one small adjustment, now reading rav .. . 
<ra,> . . .  (an even easier correction), whereas I previously proposed ra£ .. . 
<rav> .. . 

1011-1 2. In support of the re-division . . . �Mh (Porson, Brunck) 86p.wv I 
TToAvTT6vo,s, Diggle refers to his apparatus on Pho. 1581, where (more relevantly) he 
cites Hel. 384-5 . .. I WAEGEV WAEG€ TTlpyap.a LJapSav{as I o.\6p.EVOVS" ,.' J:txawvs. 
This similarly follows an open-ended 4da verse, and there is another probable 
instance of the same - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - I .:.:. - - - - - Il l at I T. 
1135-7/1150-2 (text as Kovacs). If we keep ... �.\v8E I 86p.wv ... we have 4da l4da 

(so far so good), but an improbable conclusion • - • • •  - .- -. 37 

1244-5 trpWGOLS" cp{Ao'S" yap ElS" aywv, i){K7J p.{a· 
� �ijv aTTaa'v � 8avELV ocpE{AETa,.t 1245 

Diggle and Kovacs accept Nauck's excision of 1245; but 'we must all either live or die' 
is too vacuous to be convincingly accounted for as an interpolation; contrast the 
familiar gnomic sentiment {:3poTOLS" aTTaa' Kar8av€LV ocpE{AETa' (Ale. 419, 782, Andr. 
1272, fr. 10. ). Pylades' episode-concluding speech properly ends with a resonant 
distich mentioning 'life or death'; cf. IT. 1065-6 opar€ 8' WS" rpELS" p.{a TVX7J TOVS" 
cp,,\,.&.rovs, I �  yijs TTarpwws � 8avEtv, lXE' (in turn reminiscent of 11. 10.173--4). I 
previously suggested writing rp,aao!s ... Els aywv· 8{K7J' (or TVX7J'?) p.£a£ ... 
aTTaa'v ... ocpdAETa£ (with a chiastic pattern).38 West's translation supports such 
revised punctuation (though his text remains conservative): 'for this trio of allies 
faces a single trial, a single settlement: one sentence for all of us, either life or death!' 

(my italics). This evidently requires something like IL'a' 8{K7J' with aTTaa£v. But I am 
now less inclined to dismiss as 'feeble' Paley's simpler emendation (accepted by 
Longman): ... 8{K7J p.{a, I�' �ijv ... 

1305-6 t(rdv) A!TTOTTaTopa Am6yap.ov,t a 7TAE{arovs 
lKavEv 'E.\.\&.vwv ... 

1305 

Diggle and Kovacs accept West's .\moyap.<Er>ov, which I too previously 
commended. Renehan justly contests the coinage. ayap.Eros (S. fr. 970) by no means 
verifies -yap.Eros as the second limb of a .\mo- compound. ayap.Eros is associable 

37 S. Ant. 339-411352-4 (4da l4da 1--------IlD should not be looked to for support of the 
paradosis here. The clausula there is certainly sp ith, not x - -- -- --; see CQ 51 (2001), 69-70 
with n. 19, which includes some relevant observations about 4da : x- . . . sequences. Euripides 
could doubtless have imitated the late-Sophoclean penchant for such patterns, but he is unlikely 
to have done so with the rare colon - -- - - -- --(unparalleled in such a metrical context) rather 
than a more straightforward catalectic iambic verse. 

38 For confusion of a,K- and Tvx- cf. also Held. 460 (Ald.) and Pho. 1654 (W).  
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with the large class of d- . . .  -TOS adjectives (as a:rrpaKTOS, aKOtVWVYJTOS, etc.). 39 At7TO­
compounds are quite differently generated: typically with a substantival second 
element (as At7T6vavs 'ship-leaving',  At7T6nKvos, 'childless') or as a related verb in -€w 

(as At7Toif;vx€w 'swoon') or abstract noun in -[a (as At7Tav8p[a, At7To8vp.,£a). At7T6yafLOV 
is impeccable, and we must fall back on the other possibilities considered in my note. 
Hermann's At7T6yafL6v <(}'> still merits a place in the apparatus; but, given 
Herwerden's probable -7T(hpt8a for -7T(hopa, I should now be content with Tiiv 
AL'TTi5'7TiiTpr8ii .\r-''7Ti5yiifLi5v . . .  There are sufficient (if not many) parallels in 
Euripides' dochmiacs for the lengthened -'TTiiTp-,40 and for split resolution of the third 
longum of a dochmius.41  But, in view of the uncertain status of Tav, it may be worth 
mentioning again my o.ther suggestion <Kvvii> .\r'7Ti5'7TiiTpr8ii Ar-''7Ti5yiif.Li5v ... 

1344-9 Ep. 

H.\. 

l8ov, 8twKw Tov EfLov ls 86/Lovs 1r68a· 
aw87](}' oaov YE TOtm' EfLE. 

<' I ' W KUTU UTEYUS 
</>{Aot g,<f>�pEtS, OVXL av.\,\�!{IEa(}' aypav; 

Ep. oi' 'yw, T[vas TOva8' Elaopw; 
H.\. atyav xpEwv. 

[�f.LW yap {jKEtS, OVXL ao{, GWT7Jp{a) 
lxEa8' lxw8E ... 

1345 

My previous excision of 1347-8 has been accepted by Diggle, but not by West or 
Kovacs. I now incline to delete 1348 only, the 'silliness' of 1348 in relation to 1345 
aw87J(J' . . . being the only real fault in the text, once the incorrectness of the 
transmitted assignation of 1347b--8 to Orestes has been recognized (as by Lachmann 
and most subsequent editors). The divided trimeter at 1345, unusual on its own (with 
1347 deleted) as a mid-verse exit, is associable with a dramatic 'coup', as West 
observes, and likely enough to have been associated with further antilabe (cf. S. Phi!. 
974, 981, 985). 

Immediately after Hermione has irrevocably crossed the threshold after 1344-5a, 
Electra calls to the fellow-conspirators within to seize the prey. 1347, beginning with a 
loud exclamation, is heard from within, and 'shushed' by Electra (still outside). There 
is sufficient continuity thus between Electra's exhortations ovxi av,\,\�ifiw8' aypav; 
and lxw8' lxw8E . . . addressed to the <f>£.\ot g,<f>�pHs, before her own scene-ending 
exit into the palace. 

1366-8 Xo. [0..\.\a KTV'TTEi yap KAijt8pa {3aat.\dwv 86/Lwv] 
aty�aaT'· lgw yap ns EK{3a£vEt (/Jpvywv, 
ov '7TEva6fLw8a Tav 86fLots O'TTWS EXEt· 

West plausibly suggests deleting only 1366, not all three verses (notoriously attributed 

39 On the range of meaning of such adjectives, as not inherently either 'active' or 'passive', but 
essentially 'such that there is no -ing', see Barrett on Hipp. 677-9. 

40 N. C. Conomis, Hermes 92 (1962), 38-9, mentions Here. 1045 KaTa ll€ ll a.Kpvots and He/. 
673 fJA€<f>apov iiypa{vw as the most certain instances (both, it may be noted, at the same point in 
the dochmius as Tav Amo 1TiiTptlla .\ t-). 

41 This split is indeed most frequently seen in the wholly resolved sequence- -- -- - - : - 1 - -- • • •  

(like 1364/lta TOV o.\6fLEVOV J_l.\6fLEVOV ... ); but I should have mentioned Tro. 263 1Tap8€vov, &:, 
y€pas o 1 ...  and Rhesus 131 TallE lloKEi, TallE fLEJTa8€fLEvos . . .  
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by I: to 'actors', and deleted by Diggle, postulating a substitution for genuine verses). 
It is only line 1366 that produces the contradiction between the phrasing of the choral 
approach-announcement (some such is certainly needed between 1353-65 and 
!369fT. )  and the Phrygian's immediately following description of his escape from 
death 'over the cedar timbers of the 7Taaraiks (chambers) and Doric triglyphs'. 
Initial aty�aar' with a single yap-clause is a welcome simplification. But I disagree 
with West (and the scholiast) in inferring that the following sung verses must describe 
a visible escape by the Phrygian over the roof of the stage building (scarcely made 
more credible by suggestions of 'a rope' or 'clambering' or 'a wriggle through a gap 
between triglyphs', in conflict with 'over' in the sung verses). 

Dangerous manoeuvres are not to be contemplated for an actor in Phrygian 
costume (including 'barbarian slippers') about to sing a long aria. It should not be 
overlooked that what the scholion actually attests is contemporary performance of the 
entry at ground level. The criticism of that practice comes from a too-literal-minded 
ancient critic (writing in a library), and is not evidential of a different stage practice in 
more ancient productions. We can surely (at least if we delete 1366, with its 
inappropriate focus on noisy door-fastenings) accept a 'charades-style' technique, in 
which a colourless announcement of 'emergence' (with all the emphasis on the 
command aty�aarE) is followed by a colourful lyric narrative describing (doubtless 
with the aid of mime) what we are invited to imagine. 

1414--15 7TEpt o€ y6vv XEpa<; LKEa{ov<; 
€{3alo.ov €{3alo.ov 'EMvas a!Ltfow. 1415 

The resolved 2ia verse with split-resolution is of a standard sub-dochmiac type (like 
171/192, 125311273, A. Sept. 1571165, S. Tra. 1009/1030, etc.; CQ 49 [1999], 420), 
followed by another form of the 'long-dochmiac'.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.:: (oMo); cf. on 189 
above. There is no good reason for regarding the metre of 1415 as 'doubtful' (Diggle, 
Euripidea 108). 

1465 1465 

Not avraxiv raxiv as I previously took it, and towards which Diggle inclines after a 
long discussion (Euripidea 386-97), in the course of which he rejects as 'unappealing' 

(p. 394) the scansion - -- -- - -- : - - -('dochmius + molossus'). The strong aorist 
i'axEv properly has the epic scansion with short a (unlike liix7Jaa etc. from liixEw);4 2 
cf. El. 707 (Elmsley) and the noun lax7J!La (analogous to 7Ta87J!La). Given the 
probable ra.x-, what we have is to be recognised as another instance of OMO (again 
beginning and ending with a dochmius ), this time - -- -- : - -- : -- -in line with the 
typical diaeresis pattern described above (on 189); cf. also Ion 695 tjJ{Io.at, 1r6TEp' : 
E!-LUL : OEa7To{vat (similarly followed by 2o). There is then no case for preferring 

(with Diggle) the negligible variant i'w !La{ /LDL (FPr et Aa), otherwise open to the 
objection that w!JJ commonly corrupts to lw, whereas the converse is rare.4 3  

4 2  On  dx- and iax-liax-, see also my  discussion in  Mnemosyne 56 (2003), 45  n.  42. I do not, 
incidentally, accept Hermann's unique Tax�87J> at He!. 1147 as 'certain' (read KaKa il' iaxij< Ka8' 
'EA.A.av{av). At Phaethon 82 read axovaw (Wilamowitz) as a correction of IT's axEovctv (in 
responsion with --- ... ), not iaxovatv (Diggle). 

43 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 417, n. 29; also CQ 51 (2001), 86-7, and CQ 52 (2002), 55. 
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(v.l. -aa11SaA.o11) 

1470 

There are problems both of metre and phrasing. I agree with Diggle and Kovacs in 
dividing after SaKTVAovs, but now suspect that the words obelized conceal a run of 
three dochmiacs, for example: 

l{>vy«it s� 7T08otll xpva£oaal-'fJaAWII 
tXIIOS ll{>£p£11 ll{>£p£11, . . .  

q,vyat s� . . .  , cf. T6T£ s� ...  in 1485 below. 7TOSotll as Ion 495 (lyr.) etc., cf. X£POLII 
1493; but of course TToSw11 is scarcely less likely. A trace of genitive plural survives 
here in H, teste Diggle.44 For the terminal resolution . . .  - -- in a dochmius before 
change of metre, cf. Hec. 1065-6 (fJAll{>iipoll I iiKlaaio). Alternatively (I now prefer) 
l{>vy«it S' a<7To> . . .  ll{>£p£11 (tmesis, cf. 340-1); 1TO drops out before 7TOS, and 
reappears as To. 

1478--80 l11a11Ta S' �AB£ t IlvA.aS7Jst 
lLA.aaTos olos olos "EK-

Twp 6 tPpvytos � TptK6pv8os Ai'as· 

? 

2iaJ 

,.Jia. 

lvaiiTa S' �AB£11 (OZ, Bothe, Hermann) IlvA.aSas (Wilamowitz) aAtaaTO<; I· .. (as 
Diggle) gives an enoplian verse( - e D -,akin to 'dactylo-epitritic') like Phaethon 272 
all' al8€p' � y«is V7TO K£v8os lLI{>aiiTOII. But that metrical genre appears nowhere else 
in this long aria. Moreover division thus, with . . . I olor; olos "EKTwp 11 • • .  following 
as an ithyphallic, leaves us a syllable short in 1480, where Diggle prints 6 tPpvytas � 
<Kat> TptK6pv8os Ai'as as an unconvincing makeshift. More probably, Wilamowitz 
was right in correcting aAtaaTor; to lLA.aaTos (as advocated in my commentary), with 
lLA.aaTos . . .  Ai'as then constituting a syncopated iambic period of five metra, 
without the 'period-end without pause' when "EKTwp ends a verse. 1478 might then 
be ia eh (with �A0£11); but that too is contextually unlikely. I have suggested that 
IlvA.aS'T}s (sic) is another interpolated proper name (cf. n. 32 above). But I no longer 
favour simple excision ('there came against us as it were a Hector or Ajax . .  .'), 
already disfavoured in my Addenda. Rather, this is likely to be another place where a 
name-gloss has displaced an allusive designation; for which I previously considered 
:4p1JS :4p7Jr;, but now more simply prefer 

l11a11m S' �AB' 6 tPwK£vr;, 
lLA.aaTos olos KTA. 

(2ai.) 

lLA.aaTO<; can be taken a1TO KOLIIOV, describing both Pylades and Hector (cf. //. 
22.261), with whom he is compared. 

1484-5 TOT£ s� T6T£ Sta7Tp£7Tf!.LS 
tJyiiiOIITO tiJpV')'f!.S OC1011 ;ltp€0S aAKallt 

(oaao11 0, lip£wr; M<B>O+) 

44 xpva£oll dp.{JaAwll H, -aa118aAwv Hcuv, o 11  [pro w11 ut vid.] Wm. 
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Diggle obelizes thus, and suggests [€y€vovTo] C/Jpvy£<; oaov J1p€w<; <Jip€w<;> aAKaV 
(or aAKav <aAKav>, after West); Kovacs similarly deletes EYEVOVTO and prints C/Jpvy£<; 
oaaov Jip€w<; aAKav <aAKav> (with J1p€W<; disyllabic). Previously I suggested 
€y€vovT' Jip€0<; C/Jpvy£<; oaov aAKav, but commented in my Addenda that 
€y€vovTo . . .  €y€vop.£8a 'remains hard to accept'. I would now add that, if €y€voVTo 
is thrown out, we can supply the necessary syllables in a different way, thus: 

1492-3 a8vpaot 8' ola VtV [8pap.6VT€] 
{JaKxat aKvp.vov €v X£po!v 
opdav gvv�p7Taaav· 

(-6vT£<; AGKL+) 

Diggle obelizes t8pap.6vT£ . . .  X£po!vt (previously tolerated by West and me) 
between ba er and ba ia dimeters. Kovacs accepts my subsequently suggested deletion 
of the awkwardly placed 8pap.6vT£(c;), leaving {JaKxat . . .  X£po!v as mol ia. As a 
refinement of that, I should now excise €v as well, leaving 

as the same recurrent clausular sequence as 1407 €ppot Tnc; 7Javxov I 7Tpovo£ac; 
KaKovpyoc; c.:Jv and 1472 7TaL£tv Aatp.wv lp.£A-'A£v daw p.€.\av gtf{>oc; (c£ also 1379, 
1447, 1464). 

1501-2 aliter avax6p.€VO<; am) Tpo£-'ac; av6vaT' €.\a{J€ 
Tov 'EMvac; yap.ov. 

There is no need (though still something to be said) for the suggested [d.7To] 
Tpo£a-'8£v. 

1545-8 TEAoc; €x£t 8a£p.wv {JpoTo!c;, 
TEAoc; 07Tat 8€AT]t · 

tp.£yaAa 8€ ne; a 86vap.tc; 8t' aAaaT6pwv 
€7T€G€V €7T€G€t p.EAa8pa Ta8€ 8t' aip.aTWV 
8ta To MvpT£Aov 7TEG7Jp.' EK 8£if>pov. 

1547 aut E7T€G€v €7T€a€(v) aut €7Tata£v €7Tata£(v) fere codd. (utrumque E) 

1545 

These are the last sung verses in the play, in responsion with 1361-5 (8ta 8£Kac; €{Ja 
8£wv : v€p.£at> €c; 'EMvav· 118aKpvotat yap 'EA.\a8a miaav €7TATJa€ <ynv) 18ta Tov 
oA6p.€VOV oA6p.€VOV 'I8a!ov I IlaptV 8c; ayay'. E,\.\a8' £le; '1Atov IlD. 

Diggle and Kovacs have accepted the text which I previously advocated: p.£ya,\a 8€ 
ne; a 86vap.t<; Kat aAaaT6pwv· I €7Tm' €7T€G€ p.€.\a8pa . . . 45 I am now less ready to 

45 Ka{ after West (Ka 1  &MaTw p); l7Tm' l7Tw£ Seidler. 
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countenance the stylistic abnormality of the vulgate 'correction' E7Tf:a' ETTmE;46 (ii) the 
splitting into two sentences, with an uncomfortable asyndeton, of what should be a 
single sentence like the corresponding aetiological sentence in 1363-5, as a terminal 
expression of the 'curse' -a!nov. At the same time I no longer favour alteration of the 
blameleSS phrase Dt ' al\aaTopwv: 'through (the medium of ) al\aaTOpES'' is theologically 
accurate for the operation of the curse.47 The triplication of Dta-phrases (c( LSJ Dta 
A. IILa . l ;  A. IILc.; 111.2) has been impugned; but this is not a feature alien to 
Euripides' lyric style,48 here echoing with interest the prominent aetiological use of Dta 
in the corresponding verses. 

It should not be argued that ETTw' ETTEUE is metrically inescapable, since the same 
letters can properly be interpreted as ETTEUETTEUE (from brEwTT{TTTw ); a verb 
appropriate with 'this house' now as the object, c( Critias 6. 14 ETTEtaTT{TTTH D '  
olKoTpt{3�s DaTTavTJ (with analogously 'ruinous' effect), occurring elsewhere in 
Euripides at Hec. 1042 {3ovllw8' ETTEUTTEawp..Ev (se. 'into these olKot') and Here. 34 
ETTWTTwwv TTollw (of the tyrant Lycus). We still have the aetiological word-play, with 
-Trw- looking forward to Dta TO MvpT{IIov TTEUTJp..a (indeed with Dtd . . .  -Trw- looking 
forward to D!a . . .  -TTEa-, if we keep Dt ' allaaTopwv). 

It remains to determine what, exactly, 'fell (has fallen) upon/into' the Atreid House. 
We cannot extract an appropriate subject from 1546 as it stands. p..Eyalla DE ns a 
DVvap..!S' implies a copula (like S. Ant. 951 d,\,\ ' a p..otp!D{a TL<; Dvvaat<; DHva and Tra. 
497 p..Eya n a8Evo<; a KvTTpt<;), and cannot directly serve as the subject of Dt ' 
allaaTopwv E7T€UE7T€UE p..EIIa8pa TCLDE . . .  Nor would it suffice to write p..Eyalla DE TLS' 
a Dvva1-us . . .  ('the power which . .  .'). Dvvap..t<; is in any case an inappropriate subject, 
since it enables rather than acts. 

We might perhaps consider writing p..Eyalla DE TLS' d! Dvvap..H . . .  (= a Dvvap.. !<; 
dt . . . ).49 The subject continued from 1545 would then be '(the) Da[p..wv' .  But what 'fell 
UpOn the hOUSe through (the medium Of ) UAUUTOpE<;' is not SO much the Da{p..WV 
himself, as the divinely wrought vengeance proceeding in bloody requital for the 
murder of Myrtilus. So I propose, as a scarcely more venturesome conjecture: 

p..Eyallii! DE T{at<; Dvvap..H D ! '  allaaTopwv 
E7TEUE7TEUE p..EIIa8pa TaDE Dt ' a[p..aTWV 
Dtd To MvpT£11ov TTEaTJp.. ' EK D{cppov. 

46 Seidler; cf. Diggle, Euripidea 388. There are no transmitted exceptions in Euripides to the 
apparent rule for the anadiplosis of third person verbs ending in -E(v), namely that neither verb is 
elided. Both verbs retain their unelided length in line with the doubling. Thus we have tAaKEv 
€AaKEV at 162, (329, see above); ETEKEV ETEKEv at 987; Ecf><p<v Eq>EpEv at 1468 (see above), 
Pho. 1568; EjLoAEv EjLOAE(v) at Hipp. 586-7, He!. 195,  1118, Ba. 986-7 (Elmsley EjLoA' EjLoAEv, but 
read E!LoJAEv €/LoA<v, [JJ] {3aKxm, cf. ... [JJ] cp{Am at Or. 186); €1\axEv €1\axEv at He!. 2 14; and 
similarly one instance of a dactylic verb, wAwEv wAwE at He!. 384. I should now accept E7TWEv 
E7TEUE at Or. 1309 (L. P. E. Parker, CQ 18 [1968], 256). Seidler's E7rw' E7TEGE here, if accepted, will 
be uniquely contra stylum. ETTw'  E7TEUE is indeed attested at S. Aj. 620, but probably there, as I 
have suggested in CQ 52 (2002), 57-9, as a corruption of E7TE' E7TEUE. The anadiplosis there is 
otherwise alien to the style of Sophocles in his earlier plays (unlike the later: CQ 52 [2002), 497, 
n. 58). 

47 On this modal use, cf. Fraenkel on Ag. 590 cppvKTwpwv !'ha (s.v.I.: -wpwv Abresch, 8w{ 
Sansone): 'Std with the genitive in the instrumental sense is found especially with ipjLYJVE!J<;, 
ayyEAos (cf. Stevens, CR I [1936], 162).' 

48 Cf. Here. 1035-8, discussed in CQ 38 (1988), 9 4, and He!. 179-83, discussed in CQ 40 (1990), 
9 1. 

49 For the attraction of the noun thus into the relative clause, cf. S. El. 160-4 oA{3ws, ov . . .  
'Op<famv (K-G ii.419). 
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The details then all fall into place. T{ats . . .  E1Tf:abrEaE fLEAa8pa is like 
lrmaTT{TTTEL . . .  Oa7TCtV7J in Critias loc. cit. The 'mighty power' with which the 
vengeance has proceeded (ovvap.EL dative, cf. Andr. 780, Ba. 906)50 is directly 
associable with the preceding statement about the universal TEAOS of (the) oa{p.wv, of 
whom (the) T{atc; is at once the agent and a kind of manifestation: cf. S. fr. 743 T{ats 
o '  avw8Ev Eiatv aifLaTopp6if>os, also 0. c. 228 (with EPXETat). There may be a 
conscious word-play in the sequence TEAos (emphasized by repetition) . . .  T{ats. 
T{ats . . . ot' aip.aTwv is nearly equivalent to T{ats . . .  aip.aTopp6if>os in the 
Sophoclean fragment, while accurately conveying the plurality of bloody incursions 
in the working-out of this curse. 

The corruption, though compound, is easily enough accounted for: nc{tc} is a 
simple haplography; and it is then only a short step from fLEya'Aa(t) OE ne ovvap.E£ to 
fLEyaAa 0€ TLC <a> ovvap.tc (restoring double-short rhythm), the more easily taken 
since fLEyaAa OE TLS a ovvap.ts . . .  gives in itself plausible idiom, in line, for example, 
with S. Ant. 951 (cited above). 

Highgate, London C. W. W I L L I N K  

50 ovvaf..tt> (not llvvaatc;, conjectured b y  Herwerden and widely favoured) is correct with 
adjectives of degree, c£ Ale. 219 (f.1-Ey£am), 1072 (roaavr1Jv), Hee. 336 {f.LE£,w), Pho. 440 
(TT!tdar1Jv). For llvvaatc; with other kinds of epithet, c£ Here. 776 (alltKov), /.A. 1093 (aamrov). 
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