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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES’
ORESTES

My edition of Orestes followed on the heels of editions by Di Benedetto and Biehl,!
and has been followed in turn by the editions of M. L. West,2 J. Diggle® and D.
Kovacs.* 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.’ 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,® I remain unrepentant
about some which have not found favour.” At the same time, on some issues my
thinking has changed, partly influenced by Diggle and West® 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;? and some further thoughts are
offered in the following notes.

67-8 BAénw 8¢ mdoav és 68ov <Hi> mot’ Sopar
Mevédaov 1rovh™

! 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 erkldrt (Berlin, 1965).

2 M.L.W, with translation and commentary (Warminster, 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), 281-93.

3 1.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, 1991); cf. 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. Kamerbeek, Mnemosyne 42 (1989), 531-9; E. Medda,
SIFC 117 (1989), 98-124; also (reviewing Diggle’s vol. iii) most notably R. Renehan, CPh 93
(1998), 249-60. See also the criticalnotes of A. and B. Manuwald, WJA 20 (1994-5), 91-3, on the
Finale, and those of J. Hohlzhausen, Hermes 123 (1995), 270-80.

¢ There is more to be said (see below) about some of these: 412-13, 823, 847-8, 960-81, 966b,
1501-2, 1612, 1663.

" Here and in nn. 8-9 an asterisk signifies ‘see further below’. 81-2 (I should now press the case
for afs more strongly), 155 (commended by Collard), 189*, 218 (-{{w), 536-7 (Brunck), 545*
(Musgrave), 564 dmreleid, 579-84 (after 585-90), 588-90 (defend), 644-5, 677, 694-5, 93242,
933, 1003-4* (prob. Kamerbeek), 1032 (nil mutandum), 1196 (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, 431, 714-16, 1106, 1402b.

& T accept Diggle’s proposals at 225, 410, 1041 (Euripidea 416-20, 364, 372) and his arguments
at 212, 304, 555-6*, 811, 1039 (Euripidea 403, 362-3, 367-9, 370, 372); also (after Sansone) at 50,
110-11, 788. At 1184 I should now follow Sansone (against West, Diggle and Kovacs). At 1315,
where Sansone has defended éomecodoa and Kovacs has followed him, I now incline with West to
accept Wecklein’s éomaloovoa as sufficiently supported by Rhesus 560 (also with Diggle, though
he comes close to excising this verse and the next).

® Recent exchanges with Kovacs have generated further proposals: accepted in his text at
140-3/153-6*, 825*, 827, 1431, 1493*, 1533; mentioned in his apparatus at 960-81*, 1007.
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67 és 60ov <ei> mor’ Markland: elcodov (eis 80v Musgrave) wo7’ codd.

The construction BAénw . .. mér’ Siponar . . . has been questioned, but usually
tolerated.!® Markland’s és 68ov <ei> wor’ eases the syntax, and correction of
eloodov to eis/és 6dov is otherwise likely;!! there is nothing wrong, pace Kovacs, with
the ‘looking in every direction’.!?> 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. 1j(¢) (H before I]) is at least as easy a supplement, and gives better
sense: ‘every way by which I may see .. .’.1

131, 156. I should now write & TdAaw’ éyw and @ rdAas (non-allocutory).!*

140-6 (HAX.) oiya aiya: Aemwrdv ixvos dpBidas
tilfere un krumeir™
k] \ ~ )y 2 a3 D /7 s
amompd Bar’ éxeic’ dmompd ot koltas.

XOPOX [o7p.
{80b, melfopa.
H)\. é & odpyyos omws mvoa 145

AemrTod 86varos, & pida, pdver wot.

Further consideration has persuaded me, and also Kovacs, that Di Benedetto was
right in continuing ofya oiya . . . 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 152-4.1° The Parodos of Heraclidae, in similar iambo-dochmiac dialogue, affords

10 Diggle accepts els 686v and reports Markland in his apparatus. West keeps eloodov, without
mention of Musgrave or comment on BAérw . .. mére . . .

' Despite West’s concurrence, I no longer think ‘every e/codos’ 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 BAémrw T8¢ mdoav eloodovt, on the ground that ‘only one of the eisodoi
leads to the harbor’, and suggests BAémw 8’ én’ dxrds, els 6&v . . . without explaining how eis
683v is then to be construed with o7’ Siopar «7A. 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 1.173, ii.422.

!4 For this distinction between & (&) and &, cf. CQ 49 (1999), 412, n. 17.

5 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 riflere, un «krumeite und’ éorw krimos (prima facie incorporating an intrusion
from 137) as two acceptable dochmiacs; 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. !¢
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. 103.7 (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, 7ifere . . . koi7as is a three-dochmiac sequence (a common length)
like Hcld. 75-6, equally divisible as 28 : §; and 145 (~157) I now recognize as a ‘long
dochmiac’ (6~08), rather than ba (or balmol) + §; see further on 189 below. The
sequence 6m3 | 26 (like Jon 676-7/695-6) recurs at 1465-6.

189 006€ <71> yap mélov éyer Popds.

This corresponds with 168 Qwiiéac’ édacas (codd. éBales) é¢ dmvov. The verse — - —
i .« . — . — 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 « v« .« i « o i —. —, like 157 dAeis, €l PAépapa rwijoers), and
are thus better annotated as 8,8.'® On that basis, my previous tentative suggestion
merits stronger advocacy. As well as bringing the metre into line as 83 (patterned
like Hipp. 1276 ypvoodars i ¢vow : dpeokdwv), the supplement <7:> is at once
technically easy and sense-enhancing (‘not at all’; LSJ 7is A.11.c; odris 1.2).

329-31 Tpimodos dmo ¢drw, dv 6 Doi-
Bos [éAaxev] édaxe, Set- 330
duevos dvo. 6dmedov,
{va peadupador Aéyovrar pvyol [yés].

~345-7 Tiva yap ér. mdpos ofkov dA- 345
Aov érepov 1)
Tov amo Beoydvaw [ydupwy],
76v amo Tavrddov, aéBecfal e xpi;

In the vulgate we have an anomalous sequence « -~ « -~ - == | - <. .. . == between the
exactly responsive sequences « «« i « v« i —« —(2ig)and « v« —< — i . —— . —(29) that
begin and end this stanza-concluding iambo-dochmiac period.!” The apparent

excising a dochmius in 153 (see my commentary). His evasion of the metrical objection by writing
7i0er, w7 rrvmedin 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 [2001], 724-30). There may well have been other parallels known to
the reputable scholars in antiquity who continued oiya oiya . . . to Electra.

18 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 425-6 (on Hipp. 1276), also CQ 51 (2001 ), 87 with nn. 97-8 (with mention
also of Pindar, Ol. 1.9), and furtheron 1415(<<<vc e ———)and 1465 (=<~ .. i ... i ——-) below.
(with some limitations). For other instances of s~8 (as well as Hipp. 1276) beginning with an
apparent choriamb, cf. Med. 1256-7/1266—7, Rhesus 699-700/717-18, A. Eum. 270-1.

19 An alternative metrical interpretation as 2ia cr is no better, giving not only ‘resolution before

syncopation’ at 6&5y5-W@v yduwv, but also adjacent resolutions at Seéduévss dvd (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 éXaxev édake to édax’ édaxe, with dAXSTpiov in place of
dAov érepov in 345 (thus obtaining 2ia [ 28 | 26).2° Rather, with Murray and others,
I should now begin by accepting the single élaxe attested in part of the tradition,?!
thus obtaining 3ia followed by 38. Editors favouring that have hitherto omitted either
dAdov or €repov in the antistrophe (likewise with some manuscript support). But the
pleonasm dAov érepov is likely to be authentic;?? and I now believe that yducwv is the
intrusive word (like yds in 331, rightly excised by Triclinius). Without yduwy we have
3ia plus 8 followed by 28, 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 4.os medukds, as enunciated in the prologue (5). Tov
amo Beoydvwv, followed epexegetically by Tov dmo TavrdAov, is straightforwardly in
line with that. By contrast, the phrase dmd feoydvwy yduwv irrelevantly invites
speculation concerning the distaff side of the lineage. The coinage feoydvos (here
only) suits a substantival at least as naturally as an adjectival use, especially in the
plural (cf. émiyovoi, amdyovor). 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 yduwv following -ydvwv derives from a superscribed variant
-ydpwv. Tov dmo Beoyduwy could well have been an ancient alternative. [I previously
questioned the logic of 7iva yap éri. .., and suggested 7iva 8¢ 7{<va>. But there
will be no need for that if ér. can be understood as ‘hereafter’.]

33844 (~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. mpos 7évd’ dyawwv s
<d>cogias rrer mépr-, which has now been accepted also by Kovacs (despite
Renehan’s further objections). dywv Tis dooglas mépu is a phrase at once too ‘clever’
(as an inversion, possibly with a new coinage, of the normal dyawv . . . coglas), and
too tentative (with the indefinite 7is) for the forthright character of the elderly
Spartan king. West proposes mpos 76v8” dywv Tis Tod codod y’ rker mép;, which
would be more acceptable if it did not involve both the substitution of rod gogod for
coglas and the addition of y’ to avoid hiatus. Diggle reasonably prefers to obelize,
while favouring Porson’s reshuffle 7pos 7dv8e codias 7is dv dyav rjxer mép; (or
something on similar lines).

Di Benedetto’s mpos 76v8’ dydv<a> 7is] coplas 7rei<s> mépi; merits more
attention than it has received. Prima facie, 77 od¢ias is the most inviting correction of

only within a dochmius), unless we write dv (for dva) ddmed ov. West divides differently, beginning
the period with an even more anomalous tripody « «v « o« . =/ . ..

2 Against anadiploses of the form éXax’ €\ axe (with elision) see my discussion of S. 4j. 620 in
CQ 52 (2002), 58 with nn. 26-8, and further in n. 46 below.

2! For the false doubling, cf. L’s wrong érvrev érvmev at Ion 787 and drexvos drexvos at Hel.
689, a fault ‘commoner than may generally be supposed’ (Diggle, Euripidea 381, mentioning 328,
834, 7999, 71387, 1449, 1454, 1470 in this play alone); here perhaps as a false echo of élaxev
élaxevin 163.

22 Cf. Collard on Su. 573, and Diggle, Studies 14-15.
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the unmetrical 7is o5¢ias. But his two further changes dy@v<a> and fjxer<s> are less
appealing. It is more economical, and otherwise better, to write simply:

Tv. mpos T6vde <8’> dywv 7{ codias fret mépt . . .;

‘But against Orestes here’ (riposting to Menelaus’ thrust against Tyndareus’ ‘unwise
old age’) ‘what has the dyawv to do with godia ... dywv for dyaw, as in 861,
Hcld. 116, 722, Su. 754, Herc. 1191, Hel. 1090, Pho. 588, like dvp for dvjp, scarcely
counts as an emendation. There are then other ways of gaining a short syllable (aliter
Tév8e <y’> or 76v8’ <dp’> or TodTov), but none, I think, better than révée <6’>,
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 (e! 7o xala mdot pavepa
kal Ta u1 kaAd) with 491, not as a protasis to which 493 (rodrov 7is dv8pdv éyéver’
douverdTepos;) 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 gdveais cannot be conditional upon
the universal manifestness of 76. kaAa and 7a w7 «ald. For 491ff. thus beginning with
a longer (not single-line) sentence following stichomythia, cf. Hel. 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 5467 to precede 557. At the
same time parts of his discussion are persuasive, and have prompted some changes of
view (in 551ff; not, as it happens, in 544—50).

544-50 Op. & yépov, éyd ToL mpos 8€ dewpaivw Aéyew,
4 ’ 4 / /7
omov ye uéddw ony T Avmijoew dpéva: 545
éydi8’, dvdaids elut, unyrépa kTavdy
(aros 8¢ y’ érepov Svoua, Tipwpdy TaTpi):
3 / \ -~ ’ 3 \
amedférw 8¢ Tois Adyoiow éxmodwv
Voo P S AR , /
T0 yijpas Yuiv 70 adv, 8 u’ ékmAjocer Adyov,
kal kal’ 686v el viv 8¢ oy TapBa Tpixa. 550

545 ye (AtZ+) . .. 7« Musgrave: oe (pler.) . . . 7e codd. Avmjoar VMn+
546 éyd8’ Hermann: éyw &’ codd. 548 8¢ Paley: 87 codd.

There is little amiss in this deprecatory mpooiutov (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 mpooiutov should not be
compoundly motivated.

The vulgate phrasing of 545 with dmov ge . . . ofv Te ¢péva is indeed unsatisfactory
(though tolerated by West without comment); but the variant reading émov ye. ..

2 Lit. ‘what (coming) has it come?’; cf. K-G i.310.6.

A scholion agrees with this punctuation: énedy) 6 Mevélaos elmev, “Kal 76 yipas od
godV’, ¢nalv 6 Twwddpews, 6 “Tis xpeia éori gopias, Smov ye mpopaveés Tob *Opéarov
70 mAnuuédnua;” [Or does his Gmov suggest perhaps that he read 7 or o0 rather than €:?]
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merits respect.?’ Corruption of ge to ye in conjunction with o1y 7€ dpéva is incredible,
unlike the converse. But if dov ye . . . is an ancient reading, it presupposes . . . uéAw
o T (not e) Avmjcew Ppéva in the rest of the verse, and this is likely to be the truth.
The indefinite 7. (‘somewhat’) is a nice touch. The corruption will have begun with the
erroneous e for 7., necessitating émov ge . . . 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 odrw 8’ duelfme p’ dore p’
dAyidvar ppéva, 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’ (Setpaivw, a strong verb) that otherwise has to be inferred.

There is nothing wrong with 546-7 in situ (given Hermann’s éyd’ for éyw §°),
provided that 547 dawos 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 a father-avenger)’*® Understood thus, 5467 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 éyw &’ can then be kept
(unconvincingly, in effect). Diggle’s relocation of 546-7 before 557 is more plainly

wrong, as it puts . . . avdouos . . .| dotos . . . Tipwpdv marpl too close to 563 dvdoa
wev Spdv, dAda Tiuwpdv marpl, with only five trimeters intervening.
ameAféTw &¢ ... (‘But.. ) is then a necessary correction in 548. The wrong &7

(mildly colloquial, with the force dye 81), though acceptable in itself, is associable with
misinterpretation of 547 as having already effected a shift from ‘inhibition’ to
‘confidence’.

551-8 7{ xp7v pe Spdaar; 8bo yap dvrifles Svoiv:
maTnp pev épiTevoéy ue, or) 8’ érkte mais
[76 omépu’ dpovpa maparaBoio’ dAdov mdpa]
[dvev 8¢ maTpos Tékvov odk eim mor’ dv']
[éAoyroduny odv Téd yévous dpxmyérm 555
TudAdov (n')t dudvar s dmoordons Tpodds:]
1 o1 6€ Buydaryp (unTép’ alboduar Aéyew)

Q7 € 14
dlowow dpevaiowoe . . .

The argumentation (following the mpooiutov) 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

% Diggle (in Euripidea) reports émov ye as the reading of AtMn™(~Mn°)Pr*SgrZZc and some
MSS of the Lexicon Vindobonense; also S as reading 6mov ye o€ (sic).

2 For the force of 8¢ ye here (cf. Denniston, Greek Particles 155), the best parallel is the
parenthesis at 1. 4. 392-3 duocav 7ov Tuddpetov Sprov of kaxdppoves | puddyauor uvmoripes
(1) 6€ v’ éxnmis, olpar uév, Oeds, | kdéémpabev adTo udAdov 1) ov xal 76 aov ofiévos), | ods
AaBwv oTpdTev’ €Toyuor 8’ elol pwpiar ¢peviv.
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compounded of subject and predicate.?” In the abstract, the male parent who ¢urede
and the female who 7{xTe: can be considered as on a par. But (557ff.) 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’.?®

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.?

What we have, in effect, is alternative interpolations, differently elaborating the
crisply enunciated antithesis of ‘father who vrede’’ and ‘mother who 7ikre.’. 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’.>® 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 év pév 788’ Huiv dvl’ évos Sodval oe xpr.

21 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.

2 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.

¥ 1 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 éoyiadunv is ‘no sufficient argument against authenticity’; and he should not
have rejected Su. 189 dmoorijvar wévov (rightly taken by Kovacs as ‘to undertake this labor’) as
sufficient support for the expression dmoorijrar Tpodds (‘to undertake nurture’); the expression
7@ yévous dpxnyérn 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 udAlov
aubva 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, mapatafBoiic’ dAdov mdpa is somewhat
inelegant; and dAAov mdpa 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, év dvri évds plainly and properly refers to
the first item (namely, ‘ddukia for adikia’) in the compound claim for repayment,
before the second item, namely ‘mévos (of one day) in return for mdvos (of many

days)’. There is too much in 646-57 to be referred to as ‘one thing’.3!

704-5 éNaw 8¢ Tuvddpedv 7€ gou (oo 7€ L) mepdaopar . . .

It is hard to account for this metrically clumsy verse as a corruption of the minority
reading éAwv &’ éyd) gor Tuvddpewv merpdoopar (**MC), previously favoured by
me and accepted by Diggle. More credibly, the latter is an ‘improvement’, at once
normalising the metre and incorporating both éyd and oot (7€ gow and 7’ éyd could
well have been transmitted as metrically equivalent variants), at the expense of the
unnecessary te. I suspect that we have here another instance of ‘proper-name
interpolation’.3 If the original verse was

3 \ \ \ /7 3y ’ 4
0wy 8¢ Tov yépovt’ éyd) mewpdoopac . . .

Tuvddpewv, written over rovyepov, will all too easily have been mistaken as a
correction, and the letters 7eyw will then have readily generated the hypothetical
variants 7(e) eyw and Te gou. L’s deviant gou 7€ for 7¢ oot rather suggests an error
due to superscription (whether of ot or 7€), and consequent insertion in the wrong
place.

In 705 I no longer resist the easy correction meloas (Hermann) for meioat, obviously
vulnerable to corruption after meipdgopar. The phrase 7éde Alav yprfofar kadds 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).33

812-15 émoTe xpuoéas €pis dpvos
tHAvlet Tavraridas

3> ’ /7 \
olktpérara fowduara kal

opdyia yevvaiwy Tekéwy: 815
~824-7 kakoppdvwy T’ dvdpdv mapdvota:
t0avdrov yapt dudi $éBwe 825

Twdapis laxnoe TdAaw’™
M ’ > ~ e
Téxvov, ob ToAudss dowa . . .

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 év uev . . . must be the 8¢ in 658, not that in 652, has no force. It is at 652 that the second
claim begins (mdvos for mdvos).

32 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea 459, n. 79 (but for ‘Or. 967’ read ‘Or. 964°). There is, I think, yet
another instance in this play at 1478 (see below).

33 Kovacs rejects 704-5 partly as conflicting with his assignation of the exits of Tyndareus 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 &t Alav xpfiofaw kalds, that is not inappropriate to his
suspect motivation.
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West mentions my proposal érefldAe: for 7Avfe in his apparatus. The responsion thus
of -v5s €réfal- with -a- Oavdarov 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 Ap-/Téuidos at I. A 185-6 (a proper name, and in any case
with the three shorts within a word). Previously I cited 826-7 . . . 7dAat-/vd-
Téxvov . . . in support. But it is easy and otherwise plausible there to write 7dAaw ™ |
A Téxvov. . 3 Kovacs has accepted that, and also a later suggestion for 813/825,
namely, -vos A0 Tavralidacs in responsion with 4ida yap dudi $éBwe (wil ! wil).
The choice now seems to be between that and four different ways of obtaining wil | wil
again: either . . . €pis dp-jvos Tefdrer Tavradidais or . .. épis <dud’ | dpvds HAfe
Tavradidais with either Aida yap dudi péBwe or dudi yap $péfwe Bavdrov. For the
suggested TefdAe, cf. Fraenkel on Befdrer (Keck) at Ag. 407 (similarly with epic
precedent); Aidac, cf. El. 122, etc. (Diggle, Studies 21, 119).

819-24 70 “kaAdv” 0d kaAdv, Tokéwv
~ / 4

mupLyevel Téuvew maldua 820

’ 4 /7 7
xpda peAavderdv Te dévawr
éidos és avyas Aeliowo Seifar

\ )M ~ k] 4 ’

70 8’ “€0” kakovpydv doéBeta mowida . . .

The chorus are contesting as ‘not xaddy’ 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 doéBeta moukiAn.>> For him they retain sympathy as
one suffering from a terrible véoos (8311f.). On two points of detail, (i) if the present
infinitive réuvew is changed to aorist (Porson; so Diggle, West, and Kovacs), despite
the ‘generalising’ plural Toxéwv and the metrical acceptability of - . — - ..., then
Tapu- 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. jkworar mpos 8’ Apyeiov oiyeTar Aedbv,
Yuxhs dydva Tov mpokeiuevov Tmépe
Sdowvt, év du [y 1) Oaveiv duds ypedv.

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 Avoofjuara), the Chorus-leader replies: ‘By no means (fjxiora):
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

3 For the responsion « - - . . . ,cf. LT 1092/1109, 1129/1144, Hel. 1347/1363, Pho. 208/220,
Ba. 410/425, 1. A. 553/568, 753/764, 754/765 (some, but not all, doubtful).
35 Cf. my review of J. R. Porter, Studies in Euripides’ Orestes (Mnemosyne Suppl. 128), JHS 116

(1996), 195-6.
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Electra to infer a motive other than madness for Orestes’ departure mpos Apyeiov
Aeaw. In any case, until sdowv has been plausibly explained, we cannot properly
proceed beyond obelization of tmépt | dbowvt. We might yet consider bracketing 848
only (after Kirchhoff); but that still leaves the hypothetical interpolator’s dcwowv
unexplained; and there is also a question-mark hanging over 7ép:. Di Benedetto may
well have been right in arguing that the word-pattern is against taking wép. with
Yuytis; at the same time, his interpretation oiyerat mepl Tov dydva . . .cannot be
what Euripides intended.

No emendation of ddowv has proved acceptable; but what if 7ép: is false and
dwowv sound? Intrusion of mép: for something different is not unlikely here, whether
simply to explain the construction of yuyys 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 ITv. woAdvre 8’ émis éoti cwbhijvar
kak@v; Op. € 10yot yévorr’ dv). So the truth here could well be riyn: ddvoww, cf.
Pho. 1653 édwre it Toxmu Tov Saipova, and Alexandros 618.4 K (IL4 D) tdxme
8{6wut] md[vra] (8{8wut Cronert, wd[vra] 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 é€apyos in
this lament, and the oddity of her long silence following the Messenger-speech,
broken suddenly at 982 uddowur «7A.). I should now prefer a modification which
might also be accepted as a compromise, giving the whole of 960-81 to ‘Electra and
Chorus’.*® A similar rubric (HA.X0.) 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 suvw:8{a forecast in the prologue at 132-3: aid’ ad
mdpetow Tois éuois Bpmpvipacw | pidar cuvwidol.

10034 Tav wpos “Eomepov xélevhov (v.1 éomépav)
oUpavo?d mpocapudcaca (mpocapudoas pler.)
<Tdt> povémwov és Ad . . .

‘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.). povémwlov ‘with
single horse’ is to be understood as alluding to the Eastern (or Dawn) Star (édtos
aotip, ‘ Ewoddpos, later Pwaddpos), in a phrase balancing mpos “Eomepov ‘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

% This proposal is mentioned in Kovacs’s apparatus. I have argued for a similar rubric
ITITITIOAYTOZX KAI KQMOZ ITPOXTIOARN at Hipp. 58 (not, as Barrett, at line 61) in CQ
49 (1999), 410 with n. 13.
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(Plato). As argued, mpooapudoaca is the mot juste in a context of dppa and dpuovia
(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 yiovdmwlov [és] Ad
(with clumsier syntax and duller sense, and taking no account of the well-attested
difficilior lectio éomepov). 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 té....
<rav>...
1011-12. In support of the re-division . . . §Afe (Porson, Brunck) &éuwv |
moAvmévous, Diggle refers to his apparatus on Pho. 1581, where (more relevantly) he
cites Hel. 384-5 . . .| ddecev ddece mépyapa dapdavias | SAduevovs 7’ Ayarovs.
This similarly follows an open-ended 4da verse, and there is another probable
instance of thesame — . . — . —c e — v o | —c v —vc—v v | —v——||at LT
1135-7/1150-2 (text as Kovacs). If we keep . . . fAvfe | 8éuwv . . . we have 4da | 4da
(so far so good), but an improbable conclusion « —« « « — . — %
1244-5 trpiocois didows yap efs dydv, 8ikn ula:

7 {iv dmaow 7 Baveiv ddelderar.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 Bporois dmact karfavelv ddeiderar (Alc. 419, 782, Andr.
1272, fr. 10.). Pylades’ episode-concluding speech properly ends with a resonant
distich mentioning ‘life or death’; cf. I.T. 1065-6 opare 8’ s Tpeis ula Toxn Tods
dudrdrous, | 9 yhis matpaias 7 Baveiv, éxew (in turn reminiscent of /1. 10.173-4). I
previously suggested writing Tpiocois . . . efs dydv: 8lkm (or TOYM?) wide. ..
dmaow . .. dpeiderar (with a chiastic pattern).’® 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 uide 8{/kme with draocw. But I am
now less inclined to dismiss as ‘feeble’ Paley’s simpler emendation (accepted by
Longman): . .. 8(ky ula, | fe {iv. ..

1305-6 F(rav) Amomdropa Aurdyauov,t & mAeloTovs 1305
éxavev ‘EXdvov . . .

Diggle and Kovacs accept West’s Mmoydu<er>ov, which I too previously
commended. Renehan justly contests the coinage. dydueros (S. fr. 970) by no means
verifies -ydueros as the second limb of a Auro- compound. dydueros is associable

3°S. Ant. 339-41/352—4 (4da | 4da|-—— - — - —— |I) 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.

3 For confusion of duk- and Tuy- cf. also Held. 460 (Ald.) and Pho. 1654 (W).
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with the large class of d- . . . -ros adjectives (as dmpakros, dkowdvyTos, etc.).® Auro-
compounds are quite differently generated: typically with a substantival second
element (as Avrdvavs ‘ship-leaving’, Avrdrexvos, ‘childless’) or as a related verb in -éw
(as luroyhuyéw ‘swoon’) or abstract noun in -(a (as Auravépia, Amofupia). Aurdyauov
is impeccable, and we must fall back on the other possibilities considered in my note.
Hermann’s Aurdyaudv <6’> still merits a place in the apparatus; but, given
Herwerden’s probable -wd7pida for -wdropa, I should now be content with rav
Nimémarpidd ANi-lmoydudv . . . There are sufficient (if not many) parallels in
Euripides’ dochmiacs for the lengthened -7arp-,* and for split resolution of the third
longum of a dochmius.*! But, in view of the uncertain status of rav, it may be worth
mentioning again my other suggestion <«vd> ANimdmaTpidd Ai-mSydausv . . .

1344-9 Ep. 800, Stdkw Tov éuov és 8duovs méda
0lnb’ Soov ye Tobm’ éué. 1345
H\ @ katd oTéyas

didor Eudripets, oyl cuAdfeal’ dypav;
Ep. ol yw, tivas 10068’ eloopd;
HA oLyav ypedv.
[fuiv yap ke, odyi ool, owrypial
éxeald’ éxeobe . ..

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
ocwbnl’ . . . 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. Phil.
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 ovy! cvAAjestd’ dypav;
and éyeal’ éyeabe . . . addressed to the dpidor Eupripers, before her own scene-ending
exit into the palace.

1366-8 Xo. [dAda kTumel yap kAfbpa Bacireiwy 8éuwy]
owyfoar’ éw ydp Tis éxPaiver Dpuydv,
od mevaduecta Tdv 8duois STws éxer.

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

% 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.

% N. C. Conomis, Hermes 92 (1962), 38-9, mentions Herc. 1045 kara 8¢ daxpvois and Hel.
673 BAédapov ype aivw as the most certain instances (both, it may be noted, at the same point in
the dochmius as rav luromarpida Ai-).

4 This split i is indeed most frequently seen in the wholly resolved sequence « «v «v v« i < 'c oo,
(like 1364 8i0. Tov SASuevov 3-'Aduevov . . .); but I should have mentioned Tro. 263 ﬂapeevov, at
yépas 6| . . .and Rhesus 131 7dSe Soxei, 7d8¢ pe-rabéuevos . .
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by 2’ 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
13691f.) and the Phrygian’s immediately following description of his escape from
death ‘over the cedar timbers of the maorddes (chambers) and Doric triglyphs’.
Initial ovyfjoar’ with a single ydp-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 cuyrjoare) is followed by a colourful lyric narrative describing (doubtless
with the aid of mime) what we are invited to imagine.

1414-15 mept 6€ ydvu xépas ikeaiovs
éBalov éBalov EAévas dudw. 1415

The resolved 2ia verse with split-resolution is of a standard sub-dochmiac type (like
171/192, 1253/1273, A. Sept. 157/165, S. Tra 1009/1030 etc.; CQ 49 [1999], 420),
above. There is no good reason for regarding the m-ege_of- 1415 ;s—‘doubtful’ (Diggle,
Euripidea 108).

1465 & 8 aviayev layev: "Ruot por. 1465

Not dviayév tayév 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 — <« <« « .« i — — — (‘dochmius + molossus’). The strong aorist
{ayev properly has the epic scansion with short a (unlike laynoa etc. from layéw);*
cf. El. 707 (Elmsley) and the noun iiynua (analogous to wdfnua). Given the
probable idx-, what we have is to be recognised as another instance of 86 (again
beginning and ending with a dochmius), this time — -« <« : - .. { ———in line with the
typical diaeresis pattern described above (on 189); cf. also fon 695 ¢idar, mérep’
éudr i Seomoivar (similarly followed by 28). There is then no case for preferring
(with Diggle) the negligible variant {w pol pot (FPr et Aa), otherwise open to the
objection that &/d) commonly corrupts to (w, whereas the converse is rare.*?

2 On dx- and {ax-/idx-, see also my discussion in Mnemosyne 56 (2003), 45n. 42. I do not,
incidentally, accept Hermann’s unique T&Xﬁﬁns at Hel. 1147 as “certain’ (read xaxa 8’ lax7ie xaf’
E)\)\avz.av) At Phaethon 82 read axouow (Wilamowitz) as a correction of IT’s ayeovcw (in
responsion with —— —. .. ), not ayodow (Diggle).

“ Cf.CQ49 (1999) 417 n. 29; also CQ 51 (2001), 86-7, and CQ 52 (2002), 55.
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1468-70 thvydr 6€ mobdi 70 ypvaeoaduBaltov (v.1. -odv8alov)
{xvos épepev édepev,t
és kduas 8¢ Saxtvlovs 1470

Sk *Opéoras . ..

There are problems both of metre and phrasing. I agree with Diggle and Kovacs in
dividing after SaxrdAovs, but now suspect that the words obelized conceal a run of
three dochmiacs, for example:
duydr 67) modoiv ypvoeocapBdAiwy
i{xvos édepev épepev, . . .

duydr 87 .. ., cf. 7éTe 67 . . . in 1485 below. modoiv as lon 495 (lyr.) etc., cf. yepoiv
1493; but of course modav is scarcely less likely. A trace of genitive plural survives
here in H, teste Diggle.* For the terminal resolution . . . « «. in a dochmius before
change of metre, cf. Hec. 1065-6 (BAépdpdv | dxé€aats). Alternatively (I now prefer)
duydr 8’ d<mo> ... épepev (tmesis, cf. 340-1); mo drops out before mod, and
reappears as 7o.

1478-80 évavra 8’ §A0e TITvAddnst ?
dAaoros ofos ofos “Ek- 2ia
Twp 6 Ppiyros 1) Tpidpubos Alas- A3ian

évavra 6’ jABev (OZ, Bothe, Hermann) [TuAddas (Wilamowitz) dAiaotos | . .. (as
Diggle) gives an enoplian verse (- e D -, akin to ‘dactylo-epitritic’) like Phaethon 272
av’ alfép’ 7 yds Omo kedfos dpavrov. But that metrical genre appears nowhere else
in this long aria. Moreover division thus, with . . . | ofos ofos “Extwp || . . . following
as an ithyphallic, leaves us a syllable short in 1480, where Diggle prints 6 @piyios 7
<kat> Tpdpuflos Alas as an unconvincing makeshift. More probably, Wilamowitz
was right in correcting dA{ao7os to dAaoTos (as advocated in my commentary), with
dXaotos . .. Alas then constituting a syncopated iambic period of five metra,
without the ‘period-end without pause’ when “Exrwp ends a verse. 1478 might then
be ia ch (with #Afev); but that too is contextually unlikely. I have suggested that
ITu)ddys (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
Apns Apns, but now more simply prefer

évavra 8’ HA0’° 6 Pwkels, (2aia)
dAacTos ofos kTA.

dAacTos can be taken dmo kowod, describing both Pylades and Hector (cf. 11
22.261), with whom he is compared.

1484-5 706T€ O7) TéT€E Srampemeis
téyévovro Dpiyes daov Apeos dAravt
(8aoov O, dpews M<B>O+)

“ xpvoeov duParaw H, -odvd arwv H™, ov [pro wv ut vid.] H™.
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focoves ‘EAAdSos éyevdued’ aiyuds:

Diggle obelizes thus, and suggests [éyévovro] Ppiyes Soov Apews <Apews> dAxav
(or dAxav <aAwav>, after West); Kovacs similarly deletes éyévovro and prints @piyes
docov Apews dAwxav <dAxav> (with Apews disyllabic). Previously I suggested
éyévovr’ Apeos Ppiyes Soov dAxdv, but commented in my Addenda that
éyévovro . . . éyévouela ‘remains hard to accept’. I would now add that, if éyévovro
is thrown out, we can supply the necessary syllables in a different way, thus:

<fuev> Ppiyes 6a(c)ov Apews dAxav kTA.

1492-3 dfvpoor 8’ ofd vwv [Spaudvre] (-évres AGKL+)
Bdkyar oxdpuvov év yepoiv
dpelav Evvipmacay:

Diggle obelizes fopaudvre . . . xepoivi (previously tolerated by West and me)
between ba cr and ba ia dimeters. Kovacs accepts my subsequently suggested deletion
of the awkwardly placed Spaudvre(s), leaving Bdxyac ... xepoiv as mol ia. As a
refinement of that, I should now excise év as well, leaving

Baxxat oxduvéy xépoiv! Spetav Evvipmicay:

as the same recurrent clausular sequence as 1407 éppor Tds 7odyov | mpovoias
raxovpyos @v and 1472 nalew Aaypdv éued-dev elow wédav Eldos (cf. also 1379,
1447, 1464).

1501-2 aliter dvayduevos dmd Tpoi-las dvévar’ élaBe
Tov ‘E)évas yduov.

There is no need (though still something to be said) for the suggested [dmo]
Tpola-'0ev.

1545-8 Tédos éxer Saipwy Bportols, 1545
Tédos Smar BéAqu:
tueydda 8¢ Tis a Svvaus 8¢” draoTdpwr
émecev émecet puélabpa Tdde 8¢’ alpdrwy
8ua. 76 Muptidov méonu’ éx Sidpov.

1547 aut émecev émeae(v) aut émraicev émarae(v) fere codd. (utrumque X)

These are the last sung verses in the play, in responsion with 1361-5 (8ia dikas éBa
Oeqv : véueais és “EXévav: || Sakpiowat yap *EANdSa mdoav émAnoe <yav)|8ia Tov
dASuevov A8uevov ’I8aiov | Ildpw &s dyay’ ‘EANAS’ els *TAwov |||).

Diggle and Kovacs have accepted the text which I previously advocated: peydla 6¢
Tis d Svvaps kal dAacTdpwy: | émes’ émece uédabpa .. *5 1 am now less ready to

% ical after West (kal dAdaTwp); émea’ émeae Seidler.
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countenance the stylistic abnormality of the vulgate ‘correction’ émeo’ émeae;*® (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’-ai'riov. At the same time I no longer favour alteration of the
blameless phrase 8. dAaordpwr: ‘through (the medium of ) dAao7dpes’ is theologically
accurate for the operation of the curse” The triplication of S.d-phrases (cf. LSJ &ud
A. IIl.a.1; A. Ill.c.; II1.2) has been impugned; but this is not a feature alien to
Euripides’lyric style,”® here echoing with interest the prominent aetiological use of 8id
in the corresponding verses.

It should not be argued that émeo’ émece is metrically inescapable, since the same
letters can properly be interpreted as émecémece (from émeiomimTw); a verb
appropriate with ‘this house’ now as the object, cf. Critias 6. 14 émeiomimrer &’
olkotpfns Samdvy (with analogously ‘ruinous’ effect), occurring elsewhere in
Euripides at Hec. 1042 BoiAec’ émeoméowpev (sc. ‘into these olkod’) and Herc. 34
émeomeowv méAw (of the tyrant Lycus). We still have the aetiological word-play, with
-mea- looking forward to Sia 76 Mupridov méonua (indeed with 8w . . . -mes- looking
forward to 8ua. . . . -méo-, if we keep 8’ dAaoTdpwr).

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. ueydda 8¢ s d
8tvaus implies a copula (like S. Ant. 951 GAA’ d poipidia Tis Svvaois Sewd and Tra.
497 péya 1 obévos a Kimpis), and cannot directly serve as the subject of 8.’
dAaoTépwy émecémece pwélabpa 7dde . . . Nor would it suffice to write ueydAa 8¢ Tis
& 8vvaus . . . (‘the power which . . *). 8dvauus is in any case an inappropriate subject,
since it enables rather than acts.

We might perhaps consider writing pueydla 6€ s dv Svvduer . .. (= d Sdvaps
& . . .).*° The subject continued from 1545 would then be ‘(the) Saiuwy’. But what ‘fell
upon the house through (the medium of) dAdoropes’ is not so much the daipwy
himself, as the divinely wrought vengeance proceeding in bloody requital for the
murder of Myrtilus. So I propose, as a scarcely more venturesome conjecture:

ueydAar 8€ Tigis Suvduer 8¢’ dAaoTdépwy

3 /7 /’ 4 ) 3 4
émecémece uélabpa Tdade 6’ aiudrwy
8w 70 Mvpridov méonu’ éx Sidpov.

4 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 -€(v), namely that neither verb is
elided. Both verbs retain their unelided length in line with the doubling. Thus we have éAaxev
édaxev at 162, (329, see above); érexev érexev at 987; épepev épepev at 1468 (see above),
Pho. 1568; éuolev éuole(v) at Hipp. 586-7, Hel. 195, 1118, Ba. 9867 (Elmsley éuol’ éuolev, but
read éuo-Nev éuodev, [d] Bdryas, cf. . . . [A] il at Or. 186); édaxev élaxev at Hel. 214; and
similarly one instance of a dactylic verb, dAecev wAece at Hel. 384. 1 should now accept émecev
émeae at Or. 1309 (L. P. E. Parker, CQ 18 [1968], 256). Seidler’s émea’ €meae here, if accepted, will
be uniquely contra stylum. émea’ émeae is indeed attested at S. Aj. 620, but probably there, as I
have suggested in CQ 52 (2002), 57-9, as a corruption of éme’ émece. The anadiplosis there is
otherwise alien to the style of Sophocles in his earlier plays (unlike the later: CQ 52 [2002}, 497,
n. 58).

7 On this modal use, cf. Fraenkel on 4g. 590 ¢pvkrdpwv 8id (s.v.l.: -wpdv Abresch, Sial
Sansone): ‘5ud with the genitive in the instrumental sense is found especially with épunveds,
dryyedos (cf. Stevens, CR 1 [1936], 162).

% Cf. Herc. 1035-8, discussed in CQ 38 (1988), 94, and Hel. 179-83, discussed in CQ 40 (1990),
91.

4 For the attraction of the noun thus into the relative clause, cf. S. EL 1604 6\Bios, 6v. ..
’Opéorav (K-G ii.419).
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The details then all fall into place. tiois . .. émecémece uédabpa is like
émewominrer . . . Samdvy in Critias loc. cit. The ‘mighty power’ with which the
vengeance has proceeded (Suvdue: dative, cf. Andr. 780, Ba. 906)*° is directly
associable with the preceding statement about the universal 7é)os of (the) Saiuwv, of
whom (the) 7{aus is at once the agent and a kind of manifestation: cf. S. fr. 743 7{ats
8’ dvwlev elow aifparoppddos, also O.C. 228 (with épyerar). There may be a
conscious word-play in the sequence Télos (emphasized by repetition) . . . Tiats.
tiows... 8’ aludrwv is nearly equivalent to 7iais . .. aipatoppddos 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: 7ic{cc} is a
simple haplography; and it is then only a short step from peyada(s) de Tic Suvaue to
peyada 8e Tic <a> Suvvauic (restoring double-short rhythm), the more easily taken
since peydAa 6€ Tis d Svvauts . . . gives in itself plausible idiom, in line, for example,
with S. Ant. 951 (cited above).

Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK

% Svvaws (not 8vvacs, conjectured by Herwerden and widely favoured) is correct with
adjectives of degree, cf. Alc. 219 (ueyiora), 1072 (tocadTny), Hec. 336 (uei{w), Pho. 440
(mAeloTn). For 8Yvacis with otherkinds of epithet, cf. Herc. 776 (48ukov), I A. 1093 (doemTov).
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