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452f. THE FIRST STASIMON
Metrical Analysis

452-491: Aeolo-choriambic, admitting of anapaests (457, 470): 467 is a major textual

problem.

$ — — — =Ly — Polyschematist®
vy—— VY= Choriambic heptasyllable
V- — V=" Pherecratean

U — - — = U — Pnlyschﬂmatist"
e —m U — Uu — Choriambic heptasyllable
VY — YU — l 0 Y pa— ]E’EII"EJII.E'—I]:Iiﬂ.*.'::1

LE AF e ddip s 19 ” Reizianum, resolved base
Ve o —myv — Polyschematist

Uy — Uy — — Reizianum, resolved base
—_—— U — U — Telesillean

L v — U — Telesillean®

Vuu —LVuU ”‘i?" Glyconic, double resolution
'} 17 gp— Reizianum

G o — =LY — Polyschematist
LUY e UU — U — Glyconic with resolved base corresponding to polyschematist

— ey
) [ 7 Loc. desp., see note ad loc.

UL — Ly — VU — Telesillean, resolved base

'See n. 2 ad 1. 122.

2Reading nTva at 457 - see note ad loc.

*Reading uecbualrog at 462.
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by — LV — v — Telesillean, resolved base
LV — L - lu v —Lu — Anapaestic dimeter

L — Yy — — Reizianum
492-509

Analysis

In the epode, the aeolo-choriambic measures are interlarded with dochmiacs, jiambics
and anapaests; it concludes with a dactylic pnigos worthy of the name. There is room for
disagreement on colometry, notably at 503 and 505 - fin. Biehl (p. 117£.) subjoins to his
analysis a further distillation of the epode into five symmetrical phrases, counted off by the

number of metra they contain and adding up to thirty-four metra. The flow of the sense does

not seem to benefit from this treatment.

— v~ TVL = Polyschematist
y— — — Yv — Choriambic heptasyllable
y — VI — Reizianum
VU U e — — UL ~— Polyschematist, resolved base (= glyconic)
K — =& ¥ = Polyschematist
~ ey P . ;
Uvu b \ Vo=V Iambic dimeter
L, L Dochmius

Choriambic heptasyllable
gy - - Telesillean
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—_ U~ - — [thyphallic’

VLo u — VYV Dochmius’

— A = VY e D Glycunic, dadjﬂc base’

—_—— — — Anapaestic monometer

— —— gy - — Reizianum®

—_— GV - U Dochmius

—_— v - u - UN l\ Choriambo-iambic dimeter with brevis in longo at period end

—uU—UL =Uy —bu = v~ LU Dactylic pnigos (cf. n. ad loc.)’

!Or reizianum, with Hartung’s tolg coloy.
’Keeping PolBq in the MS position, with Diggle, against Murray.

’If the MS & uehéa is retained; Badham deleted & (= normal glyconic). Biehl prefers
a curious hemiepes with an extra anceps - Dx (the spectre of hypercatalexis?), followed by
a spondaic dochmius, the latter of which goes violently against the natural phrasing, and
against the laws of metre: napO&vog & uehéa Pptlpog would have to end with anceps (i.e.
Bpe-) and a dochmius begins with anceps. Anceps iuxta anceps is only permitted in the case
of verse end - on this arrangement, however, we would have synartesis (BpE-dog).

*Reading é?;n:ﬁpme. Murray’s éE6pLoev is accommodated by its author and Diggle, who

follows him, with different colometries. I adopt:

napBévog, w ueréa, Ppédog

Dolfe wravolg

¢EdpLoe Bolvayv

Bnpoi te gowviav

datta, mkp@v yduwv Vfpw’

out’... fin.

SHere editors differ on colometry and most prefer the epode to conclude with a run of
anapaests. However (see commentary) this wrecks the integrity of this impressive pnigos
which must obviously begin with otrte not Oppwv and must therefore be dactylic, a conclusion
merely confirmed by the poignant Homeric allusions in the vicinity. I therefore propose the
colometry set out above. (A. Ag. 106 is surely proof, in its context, that an allusion to Epic

usage is not an illusion).
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THE FIRST STASIMON

452f Ion retires and the stage empties: the chorus come on to sing the first great formal ode

of the play.

In the strophe they invoke Athena and Artemis as 600 8eai 600 napBévol (466). A
direct appeal to Apollo is pointedly left out - we have seen that Creusa (410f.) aiso directs
her prayer to Leto rather than to the author of her misery. Itis a sensitive touch.

In the antistrophe the theme changes to the desirability of children in itself. There 1s

perhaps a certain playful irony in 485f.: the handmaidens who are slaves reject the life of
wealth and kingly palaces for tpodai kfjderor. The former are in their case unlikely: the
latter, legitimate marriage, by Athenian law in Euripides’ day, unattainable.

Finally in the epode they turn their attention to the predicament of Creusa’s "friend"

which they have heard of in 336f. and movingly apostrophize the heights of the Acropolis,
the haunt of Pan, where the outrage occurred. Who is to say whether we are to think that

they have gleaned that tekoDo& Tig is no other than their mistress? The juxtaposition of

ideas in this chorus invites us to speculate at least.

The latter part of the chorus (503£.) is rich in echoes of the opening words of the Iliad

(see ad loc.). This is Euripides at his very best: for the contrast in subject matter there and

here is poignant in the extreme. See notes on 505f.

The ode is characterised throughout by highly wrought syntax and innovative

language.

452-44: ot Tov wdivav AoyLav
GvelheibBuiay, guov

"AB&vay, IXETEVW,

286



dvelheiBuia occurs nowhere else in extant Greek literature and is a formation of some
considerable interest in that we have the proper name of a deity used adjectivally with the
privative prefix. (L reads eileiBuiav: doubtless owing to extreme unfamilianty).

The word is correctly kept in the text: any attempt at emendation is ruled out by the
secondary tradition - in this case the the Suda and the glossographers: Photius 130 16
Reitzenstein and Hesychius all gloss the word with reference to this passage, and Eustathius
(ad Od. p. 1861 42) éx b¢ Tijg katd yEvvnow allnyopouutvng elhelbuiag, 0 Evpwnidng
napapépetal T toig nalalolg avelhelBuiay ey v ) vevvijoooav" is evidently
referring to it. Pollux III xv gives a slightly more extended notice 1) y&p Gtoxkog KOLVOV
npdc v gmkén tiktovoav. The reference in Eust. is to Od. XIX 188 66t te oneog
eidetBulac, where Odysseus took his rest. Eustathius observes: 1 ufjnw texovoav N xai
&veheiBulay dilov toic momtaic xahelv which might be taken to imply that more than
one poet employed the term: however toig mountals could well be a vague reference to fon

in the same way that ol nepi + acc. with the name of a philosopher frequently is no more

than a reference to the works of that particular philosopher. (GvmAelBuwa (phonetic
similarity) occasionally appears in the testimonia.)

Modemn editors have differed as to whether the adjective should be understood as
active (which is the unanimous testimony of the ancient scholars,” or as passive ("bom
without the aid of Eileithyia"). Both clearly are appropriate to Athena. Grégoire favours the

latter ("qui vis le jour sans 'aide d’Ilythie"): LSJ and Biehl both prefer the active sense and

Owen suggests both applications ("Athena had no mother and had never been a mother").

In the sense "who had no truck with Eileithyia" this may be so; but a passive meaning seems.

Lrove maharote? Cf. Luc. Charid. 19.

2of. too Anecd. Bekk. 1 396 12: Anecd. Bachm. 1 89 6.
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preferable, one that is elaborated upon in 455f. The word is of sufficient oddity to constitute
a griphos, which is then explained, by a well known stylistic device in tragedy. As this is
evidently a "gloss word" peculiar to Euripides, the testimony of ancient scholars may be set
aside:; see Breitenbach, 77f. on Euripides’ propensity to invent a- privative adjectives, many
of which are confined to him. See too Di Benedetto on Or. 162f. and, on the coinages
doodia, dEvveola (Archelaus fr. 257 N.) and ouvaoodelv, Willink on Or. 491.

It is customary to adduce here Or. 621 wg UdrjYe dOY’ avneaioty mupi where the
boldness is to some extent lessened by the use of "Hparorog at an early date as a synonym

for fire (equivalent to &mupoc) - cf. Dodds on Ba. 274-85, 625. It is also, as employed of
Electra’s "incendiary" behaviour in inciting Orestes to matricide, an example of "a fire that
is no fire" (cf. Fehling, Hermes XCVI (1968), 142f.,, id. Wiederholungsfiguren, 286f.).
"Héowotoc is so used as early as Il II 426 - often later, cf. S. Ant. 120f.,, 1007 etc.
eirelBui might be considered to be on the way towards this, especially in its usages in the
plural (Jl. XI 270 (Béhog) T te mporeior poyoordkor Etheibuion | “"Hpng Buyatépeg
mupdc ®dvag Exovoon). The transliation has certainly occurred in Oppian Hal I 477
("birth pangs"; at IV 505 it has the further extension of meaning "(fruit of) birth pangs”
(Bovvng 82 Bapdppovog eireifural).)

See further on this type of oxymoron: Wackernagel, Vorlesungen 11, 291, Bruhn,

Anhang, 129, para. 222.

There are also a number of nouns, used as nouns, which have a most irregular
privative prefix. It is possible that Hes. OD 355 ddrry utv g tdwke, dddty 6’ oL T
5wicev is a nonce-word, coined as the opposite number to dd@ng (though see Ernst Fraenkel,

NA 1, 118). However Aeschylus’ &titng (Ag. 72, Ewn. 256 - see Fraenket ad loc. on the

former) is not used in any context which would suggest this process - though West (0D loc.
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cit.) speculates that it may have occurred in some lost play in such a context. A simtlar
problem confronts afotmg (OD 451, cf. E. Risch, Wortbildung der homerischen Sprache,
(1974), 35) - it is difficult to see what the antithesis would be.

Our form may well also be assisted by the idea that forms in -via were in ongin
participial adjectives (cf. &yuia,' Gpyura, aifuia, Gpruia etc. - on this group cf. Chantraine
Formation, 439f., id., Histoire du parfait grec, 45). Indeed, forms such as éneAevoti,
¢neLhevoon are known from the Gortyn inscription (Willet, Law Code index, p. 84) and a
form Ehevoa[v is known to Ibycus (P. Oxy. 1790 = PMG 282 1. 18). This is also the ancient
derivation as known from Eustathius, I 843 59 EileiBuiax napd to el ¢ig eAevOiv Ta
Eufpuva. See other sources for this in Schulze, QF, 259f., 262 n. 3, Kalkmann, Pausanias
der Perieget (1886), 214f. The oldest form is EiAfj@uia/-e0Bua, as inscriptions show and
the by-form "EAevB® suggests (AP VII 604 3, Call. h. Del. 276 (cormr. Schneider)). On the
orthography of the word see Nilssor, MMR, 519 n. 43, S. Pingiatoglou EIAEIGYIA (1981)
app. X, Threatte, GAI [, 342f. On the idea of Eileithyia "leading to light", it is possible that
Il XVI 187f. uoyootdxog EikelBuira éEGyaye npd §owabde (cf. Pind. Nem. VII 1-5) refers
to this idea; "Elsvoic would also suggest this ("where one comes, the end of the journey").
'Elevoia is a Laconian by-form of EikeiBuiwa. (Further discussion of this philological
connection and its implications in R. F. Willetts, "Cretan Eileithyia", CQO n.s. VIII (1958),

221f). The name ereutiya is known from Linear B (A. Heubeck, Kadmos 11 (1972),87L.

455f. TlpownmBetl Titave Aoyev-
Beloav xot’ akpotartog

xopupag Awdg, ® tudkopat Nika.

A only in later sources i.e. EM xiv 21.
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Various deities (see below) were traditionally present at the birth of Athena, and
Euripides should not be understood as repudiating the presence of Eileithyia with
avelheiBuiav. In the earliest representation of this class (a seventh-century pithos from
Tenos (LIMC 1II I s.v. Eileithyia (Olmos), A (a) I), she stands behind Zeus’ throne bearing
the knife symbolic of child-birth, while the fully armed Athena nises from Zeus’ head. This
is not typical however - in other versions she is never in the role of the midwife, and her
gestures in this scene are uncertain of interpretation. Her hands are generally raised - in
LIMC A (b) 2 shield band (d) she seems to be uttering the ololyge at the birth, in (e) and (g)
she holds Zeus’ head. As Cassimatis (LIMC l.c. p. 1022) suggests, she is certainly playing

some 1ole, probably that of comforter - the arm gesture may also signify honour paid to the

goddess. Euripides will here be referring only to the unconventional manner of her birth.
Nothing is known of her role in any of the literary accounts of the birth before
Euripides - Stesichorus 233 PMG, h. Hom. xxviii, Hes. Theog. 924-6, Hes, fr. 343 10f. M.-W.

(on which see below), Ibycus fr. 298 3 PMG. Cf. Sigrid Kauer, Die Geburt der Athena im

altgriechischen Epos (1959) - also, concerning Eleithyia, K. Fittschen, Untersuchungen zum

Beginn der Sagendarstellungen bet den Griechen (1969), 129f., Pingiatoglou, o.c. last note,
13f.

Nor do we learn anything from the unknown Euripidean source contained in the
composite "birth of Athena" commentary (P. Oxy. 2260 col. ii 11f.) which is the source of
the two lyric fragments quoted above (Lobel deduces GJxovti cuykhada [(vouvd’ g]nfjomoe
koUd’ and Afiog).

It has been remarked that in E.’s account here the fairly standard role ot Hephaestus

has been usurped by Prometheus. The only account that tallies with E. is Apollodorus’

composite (v. Kauer o.c., 44f) account (I 3 6) ax & 0 Tijg YeEvEOoewg EvEotn XpOvog,
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mAfEaveos avtol (Znvog) tiv xepohfv nehéker [pomBiws 1), xabénep dilol
Aéyovowv, ‘Healotou, ix xopudfic éni motouotv Tpltwvog 'Abnva oiv OmAoeg
anéBopev.

Ion will presumably be the source for Prometheus, though he may well have had other
accounts before him, and his language - anéBopev for example - may imply a poetic source
(embedded semi-citations from poetry have long been detected in Apollodorus, e.g. 1 6 3
(Typhon), III 1 3 (Minos’ labyrinth)). And apart from Hephaestus and Eilethyia, various gods

make sporadic appearances - Apollo, Ares, Poseidon, Hermes and Dionysus, all for

independently cogent reasons (see the useful table in Brommer, "Die Geburt der Athena”,
Jahrb. Mus. Mainz viii (1961), 76 n. 10£.). According to schol. Pind. OL VII 66, v tolg
Movoaiou Palamaon played Hephaestus’ role (likewise "Eumolpus”, quoted in Philodemus
de pietate 59 Gomperz), whereas Sosibius relates that it was Hermes.

Pindar seems to be the first author to include any deity in this role - OL VII 35t.
c'rv{x’ ' Apatotou téyvalow | xahxerbtp nehike natépog Abavala xopueav kot
&xpav | &vopodoara’ dh&hakev Unepudiker Bog the wording of which might even be
alluded to here. Cf. id. fr. 34 5.-M. ((Zevg 8¢ xai Tuneig ayvd neléxel vEkero Eavbav
' ABévav). From the problematic Hesiodic account we learn only that Zeus inveigled Metis

atgvAiolo Adyowou to permit herself to be swallowed, after which he gave birth to Athena
without the aid of Hera which is the point of the story. On the problems of the whole

Hesiodic account, which is composite and confused in purpose, see West’s discussion
(Theogony, p. 401£.) of its authenticity and composition and that of the Chrysippan fragment

(fr. 343 = Chrysippus fr. 908 v. Amim). We learn from the source of the latter (Galen de

placitis 111 8, 11£) that it certainly belongs to Hesiod, though his phraseology, particularly

where it concerns the Theogony account, leaves room for doubt. West is inclined to deduce
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from the fact that Galen quotes it év Toig uetd Tatta, after giving most of the Theogony
account, that it came in a following poem - the Melampodia or Catalogues. But as these
words are followed by wAsiw dLeAnivB6toc aitob, not the way one would refer to another
work from that already cited, it is possible Galen knew of a text of Theog. that included it.
In Theog. 886f. the birth of Athena is not included; it is mentioned briefly at 924f. and his
wrath against Hera is there unexplained and unconnected - so the Chrysippan fragment,
beginning as it does &x Tadtng Epudoc could well fit after 929 (contra, H. Erbse, Phtlologus
CVIII (1964), 19-26). Kauer o.c. regards it as a fragment of an early Orphic theogony. Here

too Metis is the prime mover: no one is present at h. Hom. Ap. 305-354 in this role.’

There were reliefs depicting the birth at both Athens and Sparta (Paus. I 24 2, Il 17

3) of which nothing is known. The first certain appearance of Hephaestus in his supposed
role is in a series of shield band reliefs of the late seventh century from Olympia (illustrated
in LIMC s.v. Athena no. 361), perthaps too in a relief pithos from Tenos (K. Schefold,

Frithgriechische Sagenbilder (1964) fig. 13 = LIMC o.c. 360) of around 680 B.C. which has

already assumed the distinctive type of the later black-figure Athenian version (from c. 570

B.C.) - see LIMC commentary 1022: in the Olympian shield bands he is unmistakably present,
complete with his axe.

Cf. Loeb, Die Geburt der Gétter in der griechischen Kunst (1979), 14-28: Cook, Zeus
111, 656-726: Brommer o.c. index p. 67f.: LIMC, ‘Athena’, ‘Hephaestus’ and ‘Eileithyia’.

Some reason for the Euripidean innovation should be sought, but over-precision should

be avoided: it is possible that an older Attic version which might in some sense be called the

original existed on which Euripides is directly dependent: thus Wilamowitz (GWissGdtt

'Nor for that matter in Homer, though the allusive manner of his only reference (/1. V
875f.) implies that the story was already well established.
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(1895), 240 = Kl Schr. V 2 30,cf. Eckhardt RE XXIII 1 696 para 25). But Wilamowitz’

reference to the reliet on the Parthenon does not help us, as we have already seen: a more
cautious view is taken by Delcourt (Hephaistos ou la légende du magicien (1957), 140) who
remarks that the Euripidean version "n’est peut-étre pas une tradition ancienne mais
simplement ’hommage d’un Athénien au Titan que sa ville était seule 2 honorer comme un

dieu". A further reason will be the relation of Doppelgdnger that exists between them. The

glaring exception to their connection, confirmed at Athens by a joint cult, 1s the appearance
of Hephaestus in the act of nailing his associate to the cliff at the start of the PV. Here
Aeschylus innovates: in the version of Theog. 521 it was Zeus, which for obvious reasons
would be dramatically undesirable. However it is aiso not unknown for two gods closely

associated, or indeed two characters of myth, to be portrayed as polar opposites, in various
ways - Apollo and Hyacinthus, for example, if we regard Hyacinthus as an earlier form of

the deity as the etymology of the latter would suggest, almost certainly Cycnus, with his
Apolline title, as portrayed in the pseudo-Hesiodic Scutum, Callisto, a by-form of Artemis
Kalliste and metamorphosed into the very animal sacred to Artemis, although shot by her

according to one version of the legend, Io the rival of Hera in myth but also her priestess and,

again, changed into Hera’s animal form, the cow. The relationship between Dionysus and
Orpheus, as the gold-tablets above all indicate, is at best ambiguous. Whether in the battle
between Xanthus and Melanaegis which forms the aetion legend for the Athenian Apaturia
we are to see two forms of the same fertility god ("'Year God") locked in conflict is uncertain.

The cult association is most obviously represented by the Athenian I&mpadepharia
whcih began from the joint altar of Hephaestus and Prometheus in the Academy (Paus. I 30
2: cf. Harpocration s.v. Aaunég, schol. Ar. Ran. 131, 1087, 1093). The most important

source for their association in general is the scholium on OC 56 -
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wOpog utv lepoc nag 86’ Eov’,Exel O€ viv | oguvdg Mooeddv’
gv 0 6 mup¢dpog Bedg | Ty TpormBeic”

- note the verbal parallel with E. here):

Scholiast: ITept to0 tov [IpoumPéa nepi tijv "Akadfjuerav kai tév KoAwvov
idpDoBan, "Amol\bdwpoc yphder oltwg év Tif nepl Oedv y'.' (FGrHist 244 F 147).
ouvtudrton [0 delevi] kal év " Axadnulq T4 "Abnvq, koBanep 6 "Hpowotog, kai Eotiv
aUtol mohawdv Wpuuo xal Pwude &v T teutver thg Beo0. delcvuton {82 delevit
Eimsley] xai pé&ow apyaia katd tiv elgodov, év 1) To0 e [IpomBEwg ot Tomog KOl
100 'Hé¢alotou™ nerxolnton 82, dg xal Avowayidng ¢noiv (FGrHist 366 F 4), O ugv
[MpoumBevc npdtog kai ntpeoPitepog, v deEwG oxnrpov Exwv, 0 8 "Heouorog vEog
kail deltepos. kail Puuds dupolv kowvds Eotwv £v Ti) fAOEL ATOTETUTWUEVOS.

The curious legend making Prometheus the elder of Hephaestus is noteworthy (npeofiitepog)

very possibly indicating a chance survival of folk memory in which Hephaestus, the pan-

Hellenic god, in fact supplanted the local cult of the potter god. The source of the scholium
quoted is unknown, but it clearly reflects a good authority doubtless used by Didymus. It is
discussed by Wilamowitz, Aischylos Interpretationen, p. 142 and note 3.

Further afield, Prometheus is associated with the foundation legend of the Theban
Kabeirion (Paus. IX 25 6); there is evidence for worship of him independently at Phocis
(Paus. X 4 4)? and of a pvfjua at Opus and Argos (Paus. II 19 8).

Cf. Eckhart RE o.c. 1 {A) 1, Delcourt, o.c. 192-3, Brommer, Hephaestos: Der

legév> Jacoby, reliqua C. Miiller, Wilamowitz.

2the sacred stones said to be ‘surplus’ from the clay from which P. formed mankind, and
an &yoiuco of his own making.
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Schmiedegott in der antiken Kunst (1978), 242-4.

[IpormBel Titave: Not, as Jebb remarks on OC 56, merely because he was seen as
in opposition to Zeus and therefore as acting like one of the Titans, though this may have

played some part: he is (Hes. Theog. 510) son of the Titan Iapetus.

kot dxpotdrtac kopvdag Ards: The usage of katd is noteworthy, as against ex (as
in h. Hom. XXIV 4f.). We are invited to contemplate the very first moment of her
appearance over the head of Zeus and the xata will refer primarily to position, which would

admittedly be easier if we read the accusative. Alternatively we should understand the

preposition proleptically - the first action Athena takes after having been released from Zeus’
head is to leap down from it (¢EavéraAto as in the Ibycus fragment (298 PMG) quoted
above). L has xkopu¢ds <acc. pl.>. Matthiae was responsible for the genitive accent.
Wilamowitz accepts the textus receptus. The plural of one person’s head is not found -
usages such as A. Nu. 270, O\Uumcov kopuais lepaig cf. Pind. Pyth. 1 27, I1. 1II 10 Opeog
Kopudrjou are more to be expected.

It may be best to read

AKPOTATAY KOPUHaV
(kepah, x&pa and kep&rarov are similarly never found in the plural of a singular subject -
kepGhawov only is distinguishable from singular in the metaphorical expression &v
xepaialolg vel sim. = in conclusion, or meaning ‘the principal points’.)

AhoyevBetoav: The verb has a very wide semantic field. This appears to be the sole
example of its application as "being born" in the sense of the child being delivered, as seen

from the viewpoint of the child. It elsewhere means bear (+ acc.) of the mother, beget, or
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bring forth (of the midwife). Hence the more usual employment of the passive to mean "to
be brought to parturition" - Ba. 3 Aoysvlelo’ dotpannddpe mwupl {Semele at the birth of
Dionysus), Tro. 602 etc.

The construction whereby the dative of agent appears solus after an aorist passive, as
against a perfect or pluperfect is slightly unusual, though the indiscriminate usage of the
dative in this way in later Greek should prevent us from limiting it to the category of
"rarities" - cf. Jannaris, HGG, 1365, Menander Sententiae 751 Jaekel tainBig aviponolowy
oty evploketan - it occurs with the present kteiveaBan as early as Homer (/1. V 465) and
the perfect/present té0vnxev may be so used in S. Aj. 970, though Schneidewin suspected
the preceding line, and the dative may be amenable to other explanations {ethic?). For the
aorist passive compare e.g. Il III 429 d&vdpi daueis xpozepd, XVIII 103 etc. The
appearance of the imperfec-t at Thuc. I 51 toic de Kepkupaiolg - énénheov yap udhhov £X

Tob dpavoic - ovy ewpdvro may be doubtful.® Cf. K.-G. 1 p. 422 (c).

456-7: kopudac Audg, @ pudxarpa Nika,
udAe [ThBov olxov,
udkapa codd.: néeva Tr.

Nixa: Athena bears the title that is particularly Athenian: cf. 1529; it is so common
that it is alluded to in Hcld. 352 vikwuivn yép [Ialhag oux aveEetal.

The reference in S. Ph. 134 is more difficult: Nixn v’ ' ABd&va [Tokudg 1 o@Cew &’ Gei. The
problem is not so much the one that concerned Fraenkel so that he contemplated wholesale

deletion (Due Seminari Romani, 46 f.), namely that the goddess could not be given mo
epithets, but with the syntax of te. If the text is kept as it is we must assume a pause after
Nixn with 'A8&va IMolusg effectively a gloss on it. If the three words are to be taken
together, the reading of a 15th century codex descriptus Harleianus BM 5745, [TalAcc,
whether arrived at by an earlier corruption into moAA&g or by emendation, is worth

'‘Perhaps the dative is influenced by énéxAeov following. |
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considering (also suggested by Burges); no one would be surprised to find Pallas Athena as
one name, but with the addition of Polias which is a distinct function of the goddess different
from Nike confusion arises, both religious and syntactic.!

Cf. Aristides or. 1 29 ouk tndvuuog tiic Nikng torv &AM dudvuuog. A full

account of the epithet is contributed by Ellendt-Genthe p. 469. In Ar. Lys. 317 the women
invoke déomowva Nixn, Evyyevoiy

The line as it is transmitted fails to respond with 477: 457 is a perfectly regular

enoplion
477 a no less regular paroemiac. Whereas irregularity in a kindred metre such as aeolo-

choriambics (cf. Page SA4, 81, Barrett on Hipp. ad 552, 555-8, Diggle ad Phaethon 1. 69 f. 1d.
Dionysiaca, 174 = Euripidea, 195) is tolerable, and despite the frequent intermixture of
anapaestic cola with aeolic, an example of this responsion has so far failed to appear. One

or other must be changed. (For Euripidean examples of both cf. Diggle, PCPS XX (1974),

19: he adds a further parallel for the enoplion (/T 884) at Studies, 102.)

First among attentions to the antistrophe is the "radical reshuffle” (Diggle (1)) that
Murray offers: Adumwor vedvideg Bahduorg evi narpiowowv fjai. On this see below - it
is (Diggle (2)) ruled out of court by the fact that &vi in tragedy always implies some part of
the verb -eoty and cannot be used as a mere byform of the preposition. For other possibilities

cf. Prinz-Wecklein.

Alteration of the strophe is by far the easier course and I shall argue that it is the only

'"The second objection of Fraenkel l.c. is more important "Perché s’ invocherebbe Atena
dopo Hermes!" However - Sophoclea, 181 - it is natural for Odysseus to invoke his personal

protector with the trickster god.

At Ar. Eq. 581f. they are disjoined - ® noAtotye [TahAds... devp’ aplkov Aapoioa
V... fuetépayv Evvepydv Nixknv. Cf. the tailpiece attached to the end of the Dyscolus and
possibly to other comedies 1 8° eUné&teipa prhoyéhwg te napbévog | Nixn ued’ Mudv
evueviic Emwort’ oei (cf. Gomme-Sandbach, Menander: A Commentary (1973), 288 for
discussion. Nixm is referred to allusively as Awdg nalg in Aristides or. 1 322.
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path we should consider.

Wilamowitz removed the unwanted extra syllable in 457, at the expense of the
received colometry, thus leaving the antistrophe’s wording intact

Kopupag Avdg, w udkap | Nixa, udie [T0Bw0v olkov ~
natpiolol vedvideg | NPat, diadéxtopa rhovtov

paxap as the teminine is possible, and does occur in E.: Ba. 565, Hel. 375, IT 647.
Cf. too Ar. Av. 1722, uoxaipg (Cobet), Eubulus fr. 102 K.-A. and v. Leeuwen on Av. o.c.
It requires an almost inconceivable brevis in longo at vedvidec.

A reading, written 10 "an unusual hand" {Owen) in L has nétva. This solves the
problem with a minimum of tears and fuss, both the word and the metre are unexceptionable,
and the author of the "unusual" handwriting is of course Triclinius (Tr.?). On the intriguing
question of where he might have come by this learned conjecture, see below. It would appear
not to have been surpassed, and that I think is what we should read in the text.'

I find it, with due respect, difficult to agree with Diggle on the text of the strophe.
Following Page he wrote ud\e for udkaipa producing kopuddg Awdg, w ubhe Nika, | ubhe
[T06ov olkov responding to rnatplowon veavibes NPou | Suadéktopa nhovtov
(Diggle (1)).

There is indeed no shortage of examples of this double imperative, of the vocative
interposed between them, and of @ with the imperative. However they differe in several
respects from the tone of respectful entreaty addressed to the patron goddess of Athens that
we might expect from the chorus here. It has invariably an imperative or even frantic tone.
Consider the following: Hec. 1091 f. i& ' Ayoatof, id "Atpeidas,| Bodv Podv &itd Bod,

| ® Tve udAete npdg Bed@v Polymestor at this point in the play has little time for civilities.

'thus Dale, Metrical Analyses 11, 121.

298



Ba. 152 qua & e0éGouacwy toad’ EmPpéusy,| & tre Baxyar | [®] tre Baxyow.' A ritual
and ecstatic invocation. Phaethon fr. 773 69 N. = 112 Diggle o ze Acol (the xfjpvE). This
is a colloquial and standardized formula introduced into verse akin to de0p’ Ute nGvreg Ae@

as is shown by Ar. Pax 298, Plut. Thes. 25 1 etc.

A strange confusion has been made over Hipp. 1453 o yaipe xai o0, yaipe noAlé uor,
néep inasmuch as the passage in Barrett, following Wilamowitz,> appears in the order 1452,
1455, 1454, 1453, 1456. The principal grounds for this are the notion that (1) @ xaipe koi
ou ought to be Hippolytus’ final leave-taking (despite the fact that we hear from him for
another two lines which nobody has succeeded in wresting from him - 1457-8); (2) that 1456
M vuv npodPe ue, tékvov, aAAd xkaptépew comes more appropriately after 1453 @ xaipe
xai o0, xaipe woAAd uor, nietep than after 1455 Toudvde natbov yynoiwv ety ov tuyelv.
To answer these in reverse order: 1456 follows quite logically from 1455 in which Hippolytus
mentions the nobility that Theseus might expect from his children: Theseus merely follows
up the point vuv (inferential: "since this is the case from what you have said") continue until
the last in such conduct". And 1453, being as I have argued, a set expression, not an
astonishingly original expression of emotion, accords very ill with its involuntary neighbours
in Wilamowitz’ rearrangement - 1454 and 1456. There is moreover a positive reason for
keeping @ ycipe etc. quite early in the final dialogue: Theseus in 1454 reacts to the greeting
with admiration of Hippolytus’ good nature, less apposite after 1455. And the greeting is
highly appropriate as a start to the moving reconciliation scene after Hippolytus has released
Theseus from blood-guilt, less so at the very end. A further point is admirably made by
Segal, GRBS XI (1970), 101f. "Theseus’ words in 1452 are, by the very nature of the
situation, a pronouncement on the final act of his son’s life and are so understood by
Hippolytus" (i.e. in the wording of 1453). Thus in his acknowledgements of his own
absolution from blood guilt which only the dying man can pronounce, Theseus is effectively
saying his own farewell and Hippolytus responds accordingly. If this point is taken, there is
no cause to be concemed about xat ol in 1453. ... xail o0 does not, as Barrett suggests,
require xaipe as an antecedent: that is effectively provided by @ ¢lAvate in 1452. The
difficulty that both Barrett and Willink (CQ n.s. XVII (1968) 43} find in xal is illusory -
it does not mean "farewell you too" which requires us to think of Artemis departing, but is
adequately explained by Segal L.c. Willink’s suggestion that @... xai o0 answers @ ¢iAtate
and should therefore be placed first followed by yaipe yaipe is both grammatically
implausible (the ellipse) and introduces an element of comedy into this most serious scene
that we could well do without (the double imperative).’

' Murray’s text: incerta multa - servato @ secundo, ad dua... Touad’ obelos posuit
Diggle.

’An, Eur., 220f.

’Indeed it merely exacerbates the problem: with o0 dividing xafl and xaipe we must take
xai as copulative, not as focusing light on the one word yaipe. (The cheerful double xatipe
in 64 suits the mood.) Naturalism rears its head when Willink informs us that "the
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In Ag. 22 @ yaipe hAauntip vuxtds we are in the language of both "common life"
(Fraenkel ad loc.) and that of excited exclamation (little distinction in the MSS was made
between the w of the vocative and the @& of exclamation, little perhaps in usage, see below:
see 0o Porson on Or. 476f. @ npéofu yaipe... ® yaipe xat o0 and on the expression
xoipe... @ Giangrande, CQ XVII (1968), 52f., especially his useful treatment of it as a
hymnic formula)! @ yaip’ 'A8é&vo xaipe Swoyevic téxvov is pointed and ironic in the
mouth of the crazed Ajax. Hel. 616 is slightly different again: @ yaipe Afjdag BOyartep,
tvOGad” Nob’ Gpa is the sarcastic, indeed deliberately impolite, mode of address that the
messenger uses to Helen, when he 1s still under the impression that the supposedly fickle
Helen has slipped his grasp.

The colloquial tone of it is demonstrated by: Ar. Ran. 269 w nats nave tapafaiov
@ xwnip Lys. 1269 @ detp’ 10y, debp’ b kuvayt napoéve 1304 elo... E4fin] @ ela kol da
néddhwv Ach. 971 eldec & eldec & ndoa ndA TOV dpdvuov &vdpa xth. Ach. 1231 (W
vella kalAlvikog), Pax 1353f., Lys. 853, Menander Georgos 1. 41 Sandbach, E. Cycl,
52 Unay’ @ Unay’ o képaocta, Theocritus I 144 @ yaipete roAAGxL Moloon. It is clear
from these examples that the idiom of o with the imperative should find a place in Stevens’s

most valuable collection of colloquial expressions in Euripides. It is no less clear that

brachyology suits a dying man" as it does when Segal l.c. argues against Wilamowitz’ logic
that a dying man may not know for certain the day and hour of his going. Characters in
tragedy need not be judged so empirically.

Of Wilamowitz’ remaining arguments, the idea that the upshot of 1454-5 is that H.
absurdly "ita laudatus paullulum reviviscit" may be refuted by the oluov of 1454 - this
expresses the grief of the survivor. That yevvaiog and yvnolwy should come in juxtaposition
is manifestly wrong: yevvaiog refers to the pardon that H. has bestowed; how many other
sons are in question from the point of view of being placed in this situation? yvfioroL of
course means "not v60our", a different point altogether and certainly not the counterbalance
of yevvaiow. The tone of 1455 is gently wistful, akin in tone to 1441.

'to which add Blaydes on Aj. 91. On the accent see the important assemblage of
information in Fraenkel ad Ag. l.c.
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because of its character it has no place here in the fon. The repeated £E6v of the
image/goddess in Call. Lav. Pall., 33, 43,55, 137 is quite in accord with the urgent tone of

the ‘cult’ hymn that was never performed.
On the question of @ (acute) and @ (circumflex) cf. Schulze, Ki. Schr., 423, Fraenke!

l.c. LSJ s.v., iv, Seaford, Cyclops, p. 111 - the latter correctly rejects Tugétw on Cycl. 659
Toper’ @ xaietr’ & tOv Altvag imAovéuov. Cf the semi-satyric Alc. 234 Bdacov @
otévatov ® Pepala xBdv. Hipp. 64 is a typically ambiguous case yoipe yaipé uot w
xOpa... xarlAiota - is © an expression of amazement and awe, in which case we should

probably place a raised stop after it, or the usual vocative? The distinction in all of these

cases is a fine one, but the ancient grammarians had rules on the matter of ® Bavuactikdv
and & xAnTikdv (E.M. p. 79 13, Et. Gud. 576 40 etc. - cf. Chandler, GA® p. 254) and it is
to be presumed that they were relying on ancient authority and actual usage, in some cases.
If we do not accept Diggle's conjecture, we return to nétva. It is a matter for
personal judgement whether métva would have been within Triclinius’ competence: the
shortened form occurs three times in the Odyssey (V 215, XIII 391, XX 61) which might
perhaps have suggested it 1o Triclinius:* it reappears in Hellenistic poetry - AP 'V 253, 285,
Theocr. I 69 in the repeated notva ZeAGva formula. On the general question cf. Zuntz,
Transmission, 193-201: contrast Kannichi, Helen 1, 102 n. 17.
Triclinian readings in Euripides
Zuntz has shown in a number of cases in Triclinius’ dealings with the alphabetic plays

that the superior reading is (a) better than his usual standard (b) not such as could

immediately be deduced from the context, palaeographically or otherwise (c) demonstrably

'as might his work on Ba. ('Oota abtva Gedv - 370). moétva: dionowva, oefaot,
etriyeoc might have been found in Hesychius. ndétva was rightly conjectured by Meineke
in fr. 453. 9 N. Wrongly in Q at Zro. 292, though metrical.
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not the reading of his immediate archetype for L.' (see p. 199)

As Diggle has taken Kannicht’s arguments (o.c.) against this situation, as seen in Hel.

74-5, as a sufficient basis for dismissing the lot, [ will deal with that instance first and then
mention some other particularly salient proofs of Zuntz’ contention that in these - admittedly
rare - cases, Triclinius was not acting on his native wit but had before him an older exemp!ar
as well - E in Z.’s notation, the "Eustathian" copy, as it is supposed to be.

L: Beoig 6oov pionw’ &xewg,| 'EAévn,o’ dnorThoatey,

Triclinius’ corrections:* Oeol o', doov ulumu’ Exews | ‘EAEvnme,dxonthoatey,
This speaks for itself: uizmua sharpens the insult - palacography helps not at all and the
metre is unatfected. 'EA&vng results from acute common sense and logical thought: unless
Teucer i1s being abnormally and obscurely sarcastic, how can he call the woman he sees
betore him Helen, when he is still in complete ignorance. Kannicht’s arguments that all this
is mere Tricitnius are based on (a) the highly subjective one that if Brodaeus could hit on
pumuo. or a version of it, so could Triclinius (b) the extremely weak one that as in 76 he
glosses what must be the true text andhovow’ (Gxdrivo’ L) eixode with Evexa which
Is in complete harmony with ufumuo. in 74, he is therefore the author of the latter. This
carries with it the implication that if Kannicht adopts an improvement made by, say, Porson,
in his text of the Helen, he must be assumed to have done so without any perception of why
1t 1s better than the texrus receptus and is certainly debarred from going on to explain the

significance of his reading in the Commentary: only his own conjectures merit such treatment.

'l am very grateful indeed to the late Professor Zuntz for his kindness in answering my
enquiries at length on this point.

*arontioewav had to await L. Dindorf.

° Reiske.
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El 311 is particularly striking:
avaivoual de yvuvag T oboa napdévoc,
8€ yuuvag L: 8¢ yuvaikac Tr

yuvaixag again is certainly not a Deutung of a corrupt text, the sense is much the
same, and the metre is unaffected.' The point is that, with 8¢ already added as a line filler
betore yuuvag in L’s exemplar, it is likely that at this late stage (7r%) Triclinius found his
change elsewhere.”
Su, 840 Teig ta o ubboug, viv 8’ 'Adpactov tioopd 1

elooa Elmsley: &g ta oG L, iotopd Tr: etoop®d L: “Adpaoct’ dviotopd Jacobs.
As Zuntz points out (p. 76) the etacism that would have made his change seem a fairly light
one is not sufficient to rule out another authority: in the immediate area there are uncorrected
errors quite as easily put right.

Another important argument may be drawn from Triclinius’ occasional decision to
place what are known to be yp. readings in origin in the body of the text, such as Sw. 183
tépnewy Gv Grhovg: tpénewrv L. yp. tépmewy - transp. Trl. A list of such occasions is
assembled by Zuntz, 131-2. If this was the case in the MSS he knew, and many of these
variants will be ancient, why should he not adopt the same policy of eclecticism with ancient
and reputable variants such as nétva, if he found them in a source which was not the direct
‘source’ of L.?

Finally, 1t i1s surely important that Triclinius did practife just such a procedure of

searching for older and better copies in his work on other authors. Why in this, the fipal and

'For Page’s sensible dicta on this point cf. Dawe, Collation, 46 n.

* 8¢ remains in Triclinius - finally deleted by Bames. Here is an example to confute
Kannicht - for 8¢, possible with yuuvég as introducing a new train of thought, is out of place
with yvvatkag - and yet Triclinius retains it with his discovery.
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third stage of his labours on L - many of the relevant examples are to be assigned to Zuntz’

Tr' by ink colour - should he not apply it to Euripides, all assuming that E was still in
existence, or any other source of which we know not, though Occam’s razor can be applied
with more than usual success here, as any thing resembling a plurality of archetypes would
make L look a very different MS from what it is: the ypédetar would abound, as would

notes and variants and the resemblance to the format of L in the plays of the triad would be

very much closer. The standard and unquestionable proof that this was his practice is
contained in the scholium on OT 472 (bewvai 6’ du’ Etovrar § Kijpeg dvamAdxntol) - ovtw
APV YPOPELV... EUpnTOL Yap EV Tive TV tadatdv oUtw BiPriwv (dvarotddaxmtol recc.)
[t is the reading of both Triclinian MSS, also, by chance (or as proof of Trinclinius’ assertion)

that of the mutually unrelated L, P and D.

The Triclinian branch of Hesiod is demonstrably contaminated with material from
more than one source (see West, Theogony, p. 59). It is perhaps true of his work on the
Mount Athos MS of Babrius - cf. Turyn, Tradition, 250 n. 236.

The above arguments convince me that xétva is to be regarded with great respect,

both as a reading in itself, and as being in all likelihood not a product of Triclinius’

imagination but a part of the paradosis or at very least a variant of considerably greater
antiquity and value than Trnclinius’ age or Triclinius’ philology.

As to the reading in the MS itself: ndTva is clearly written above uGxalpa in L with
the high fau that seems to be a feature of Triclinius’ style. udxouwpa is partially erased with

a lack of concem for the aesthetic appearance of the MS that is not at ali characteristic of the

scribe himself: the offending word is encased in an oblong box with a line through the

middle: the same method is employed to cormrect the metre at 677 and to remove an intrusive

gloss at 886.
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459-60: "OAGumov xpuotwv OolGuwy
mougva npds Gyuldg,

OaAGuurv: The plural is common in poetry: cf. 486 below (= palace), Cycl 57, Pind.
Ol. V 13 xoA\G te oradlwy Baduwv Tayéws piyuwov Ghoog (Camarina). The singular
and plural are interchangeable: note [TH8wov olxov above 458 as against IT 1272: [TuBiwv
OOuwv.

OAvunov... Galduwv is an ablatival genitive of ‘motion-from’, which in prose would
require a preposition. This is a usage particularly associated with Sophocles. Cf. OT 151 <ig
note Tdg moAuypooov | [TvBdvog dyhads Eag | OfPac OC 572 yic onoiloc NABov
eipnkds OT 142 B&Bpwv lotacBe (see Jebb ad loc.), fr. 491 2 Radt 6ndv... oté&lovia
touf|s (seeping from the wood).! In E. cf. Med. 70 to00de natdac yhic tAGv Kopwbiac
| oUv pmyTpl wédhol. Dobree’s 'x ypuoéwv is therefore redundant and stylistically unlikely.

Cf. K.-G. Il 1 para. 422 D. 394: Bruhn, Anhang, para. 41 1, Moorhouse, Syntax, 66
para. 26.

wrautva npdg dyvlag: &yvion refers to a collection of streets and therefore comes
to mean effectively the city itself. Cf. Pind. Pyth. VIII 53f. viryq Oe@v | d¢piEetar Aad otv
&dprafet | “APavrog £Dpuydpoug &Tufcr.g thid. 11 58f. {of Hieron) mpUtav. xOpLe noArav
HEV EVvOTEPOVOV ayuLlav xal atpatol. The singular is apparently so used at Nem. VII 92
vaiewv... mpoydvwv evktiuove Cabéav ayviayv: the scholia oddly gloss Beiav 6d6v ie. a
reference to the way of life. At Ol IX 34 the ayvwa Bvgoxovrwy is indeed Hades but is

more likely to be referring to it from the point of view of the "descensus”. Neither 066¢ nor

k€levBog is used in this way.

nvoueva: Flying is a divine attribute (see on 377) so there 1s no need to nsist on

'Likewise Ant. 417, Ph. 630 vedx Gyovta etc.
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allusion to the statue type of the Winged Victory: Athena is compared to a bird in Homer -

Il. VII 59, Od. 1 320 etc. (cf. F. Dirlmeier, Die Vogelgestalt homerischer Gétter, SBAH
(1967), 2). However she does appear in winged form on Attic pottery from circa 540. Cf.

L. Savignoni, "Minerva Vittoria", Ausonia V (1910), 76: LIMC 11 1 nos. 59-66. The evidence
from coins is collected by Imhof-Blumer, "Die Fliigelgestalten der Athena und Nike auf

Miinzen", Num Zeit III (1871), 1-50.

461-464: Pofnjog evla yag
uecOuparog eotla
Mapa (OPEVOUEV) Tplmod
UOVIEDUOTO KPOLIVEL,
Poprog: The lengthened form used occasionally for -etog in Euripidean lyric; I4
756.
The eotia is personified as the source of oracular wisdom. OT 964 approaches to this
turn of phrase: Tl 6fiv’ Gv @ yivar okonoltd tg [ Thv mubduavty totiav, fj Tovg dvw
| kA&Covrag Spvews where the éotia symbolizes the whole apparatus of seeking an oracle.

It 1s common enough as a general way of referring to the place (OC 413 avdpav Dewpirv
Aeldikiic a¢’ eotiag etc.).
uecduparog sotia: Cf. Or. 591 uecoupbroug Edpag vaiwv, Ag. 1056, Cho. 1036

ete.t

We here of an area called the usocoupario (Hesychius: 1) ugéoog varv AeAdpdv néAg). On

the oupar6¢c see the discussion on 223f: Fraenkel on Ag. 1056.

'Or. 331 va usoduparor Aéyovton wuyol, A, Septem 747 peaoupddrowg MubBucois
xpnomplolg
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The MSS have uecbupahog with single sigma. Nauck establishes exact responsion
by writing uecoouparog. The formation is not elsewhere found though it would be perfectly
legitimate 1n another dialect in view of the large number of ueoco- compounds with the

Homeric double consonant. However it is wholly unnecessary as the correspondence within
the Aeolic base is free, in all poets at all periods provided both syllables are not short.
Murray should not have been tempted by this unnecessary and dialectically dubious
alteration.’

Yo uscouparog ectia: How is one to explain the genitive? Owen, comparing OT
480 & puecdupara yag anovoodilwv | uovieto (th &nd péoov duparot yag Jebb),
suggests that the yac is not solely to be explained by the presence of ueco - but could have
tones of a possessive genitive, which he feels might be facilitated by the legend of the rule
of Ge at Delphi before Apollo. However this last point may be, it is certainly true to say that
in an adjective such as ueodudparoc used with a genitive, the case is felt to go with both
parts of the compound independently.’ vyac Supalrdc is indeed a title for the Delphic
omphalos: ancother example is Pind. Nem. VII 33 napa utyov ouparov evpuxdArou udAev
vBovog cf. Pyth. IV 74 nap uéoov Supardv evdtvdporo pnbev... uatépog (I'ala) Livy
XXXVIIL 48:* "Delphos, umbilicum orbis terrarum”. Likewise, for example, dwudtwv
vndoteyor (S. EL 1386) which effectively means und oréyy dwudtwv. This is the best

explanation for the genitives in such phrases as Unéyyvog Bavatov Hdt. V 71 "under an

‘The original function of the pre-cadential part of the verse - West, GM, 30.

*The same invention appealed to Wilamowitz in Aristonous’ Aymnus ad Hestiam 1. 3 p.
164, fr. 2 Powell - wuydv yalag uecduparov (‘quod displicet’ Powell).

’An "amphisbaena" word might be a suitable appeliation. ("Which s the head and which
the back?". Housman’s amusing poem of the same title pinpoints the issue precisely.)

‘CE. XLI, 23.
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gyyon that consists of Bavarog": et al. It is a telescoping of the syntax that cannot be

precisely conveyed in English and there is no technical phrase for it (I suggest one above).

Nonetheless, as a logical category it is distinguishable,' and should not be confused with the
type of phrase discussed in the section on avelhe{Buia above in which the second part of the

compound adjective either duplicates or exactly negates the content of the noun in the

genitive following.

rapa Yopevoutive tpinod: The phrase is possibly echoed in Aristonous’ Delphic
hymn to Hestia (Powell CA. p. 165 fr. ii l. 16f = Fouilles de Delphes 11 217 - see further
below): AutapdBpovov aupt aav Buuihav xopevewv. Cf. Pho. 234f. on yopol at Delphi
eiMoowv 'Aptéudog B0l | xopds yevoiuav &dofog | napd ueodupara yoako Poifov.
[ venture to include in the text what I believe to be my own "Aptéudoc. The MSS offer
either dBavatag or aBavatou, the latter rarer (see Mastronarde-Bremer, The Textual
Tradition of Euripides’ Phoenissae {1982), 132). In addition a gloss " AndAAwvog seems to
derive from the masculine form. As M.-B. suggest, this form is probably a simplification of
the rarer cBavartag not an attempt to "comrect" the scholia vetera and the text, who both
paraphrase T\¢ Beov dbBavérag (the former who should not however be cited by Murray as
if it were a reading derived from them) and continue in the next note by beginning vijg
"Aptfundog and proceeding to discuss the xowd wvotipua of Apollo and Artemis. It is
very possible from the format of this second note that [tijc] *Aptudog is in fact a lemma,
not a gloss, and therefore evidence from the tradition for my proposed text.

The difficulty is that aBovérac might be considered too vague in a Delphic context.
This has led a number of scholars to replace Apollo here - Porson simply adopted the
masculine reading of a small number of codd. - aBavéroug Beold yopovg (Wecklein)
afBGvarov Oebv (Kinkel). Seyffert subsumes both into dBav&rovg Beoidg. However a
mention of Artemis rs apposite. In the context the Delphic deities are invoked in turn -
Dionysus in 228 and Phoebus is named in 237 by way of conclusion. Much better therefore

here is reference to another deity and one most important to Delphi, rather than two closely

juxtaposed ones to Apollo, the first less specific.
How did the error arise? A combination of phonetic similarity with the expected

adjective with 8edc might be the solution.
The phrase yopevoufve tpinod is more likely to mean "the tripod in the vicinity of

which yopol take place" - it is hard to imagine a formal chorus taking place 1n the guyot:

what the maidservants have in mind are performances of the type that Anistonous catered tor,

'‘And was, by the ancient grammarians: the scholiast glosses A. Cho. 932 (moAAdrv
aiudrwv Enficproe) where the verb is used in a way analogous to here with én’ Gxpov ABe
and that is the way it should be taken: Orestes was endxpLog KouaTwy.
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or the formal paeans of Pindar. The passive xopevoutvey is explicable in the light of the
internal accusatives of: S. Anf. 1153 ai oe... névvuyoL yopebovon E. Ton 1084 (middle)
yopevduevar | Tav ypuoceootédpavov kdpav | xai uatépo oeuvéyv Cf. Pind. Isthm. 1 7E.
1ov axewpexkduav Doifov yopedwv etc.! At HF 871 o’ éyd udrlov yopevow has more
sinister connotation "I will lead you in the dance of madness". The passive appears again in
the difficult OT 1090f. 0¥ tév " Olvunov &nelpov, @ KiBapdv, ok Eoy tév alplov |
navothnvov, ufj ol of ye xai matpudtay Oldlnovy kol npoddv kal uatép’ abEewy, | kai
yopeheaBal mpdg Nudv | kg éninpa ¢épovra. If Oidlnouv (Voelcker, Gleditsch) is right,”
the construction must change - Oedipus is to honour Cithaeron as the place of his nurture, but

the mountain itself become the subject of the passive yopeeoBau - it will be the subject of
choric song from this chorus.’

The MSS have the vox nihili napayopevouéve by false division, which 1s easily

'The citation of Pind. Pyzh. III 14 in Philostratus ep. XVI may guarantee the form axeip-
- here: in the latter the MSS of Pindar vary as Philostratus does not, in the Isthmian citation
akepo- is due to Schroeder.

2 Not accepted by the OCT. However this seems inevitable, as does Campbell’s
explanation of Thv alipLov navofinvov "midnight festivities”. xal xarpubrtav remains a
problem - cf. Sophoclea p. 104. «xai preceding natpubrav was emended to Tdv by
Wilamowitz (KL Schr. V1, 227 f). He understood the subject of avEeLv to be Tav auvplov
navoéAnvov but how can the festival be said to honour Oedipus in parallel with tpog6g and
ufitnp when it is in the latter relation that the last two stand to Oedipus, hence their mention.
Oidixov is adopted by the OCT (making Cithaeron the notpidrtav - simple, but an
impossible usage (presumably by analogy with yeltwv méhigk o’¢ué (Blaydes). The
accusative is Oedipus, if the unwanted first kal is emended. It is claimed (Sophoclea l.c.)
that it is against the word order that Oedipus should govern of ye, tpo¢bv and poatépa. This
is much alleviated by changing xai to oov rather than tov, thereby producing a telling
disjunction with oé. It is easier for a mountain to have a natpung than vice versa if one
considers that Cithaeron might be taken as representative of Thebes and Boeotia, as the

Acropolis of Athens, or Parnasus in allusive language.
The great discovery that the chorus wish to emphasize is that Oedipus has been shown
- in all likelihood - to be a true Boeotian: all they have so far established is that he 1s not the

son of Polybus.

'See Dawe here and at 896.
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rectified. There 1s however a passage of Himerius that appears to owe something to this
passage of Jon (quoted by Photius),’ AeAgoi..latpefiovon utv &ei t@ 0 ol
REPLYOPEVOVTL UETG TaLavwy Tov Tpinoda. Musgrave accordingly wrote nepuyopeuoutvip
which is accepted by Biehl. The verb occurs in E. Pho. 316 éxetoe xal ©d deipo

nepryopevovoa and it is applicable to the context (on religious application cf. Lucian de

salt. 24). However the syntax and the mixed metaphor are unthinkable. It is already a
stretch of the imagination to understand éotla as in some way representing the whole
"system” of Apollo’s prophecy: if we are now to believe that the hearth is to be considered
as doing so "by means of" the tripod itself on which the Pythia sits to discharge her duties,
an attack of mental indigestion seems imminent, and locative would only confuse.
uovreouata xpaivel: cf. 569f. ¢ utv onv dveipeowv Bedg | 6pBdc Expave In
connection with prophecy cf. trag. adesp. fr. 414 N., (Gkpavra) which may well be from the
initial prophecy scene in Euripides’ Alexandros, (a scene now confirmed as part of that play
by the papyrus hypothesis (see Coles, The Hypothesis of Euripudes’ Alexandros (BICS
supplement XXXII (1974))1. 28), and to be fr. 42b in Kannicht’s forthcoming editio maior
of the fragments of Euripides): Gxpavta yap 4’ €dnke Beonilery 8edg. The idea in Ag, 249
téyxval 68 K&hyavrog ok akpavrol is similar, in that xpaivewy is regarded as a potential
latent within Calchas’ words that will affect the ensuing events. Dreams that bring prophecies
for the future are referred to in a fashion closely parallel to Ion here: Od. XIX 565f. ol ¥
thedpaipovran Ene’ dxpéavra dépovres... ol p’ Etvua kpalvovol (A further explanation
of this passage is offered by Amory, YCS XX, 26-7 who prefers to explain in terms of

xpaivw = "have power" like Od. VIII 390f. dddexa yap xortd bijuov apurpenteg faoiitieg

' = or. X1I 28 Colonna.

“with accusative, as at D. Mort. 15 3.
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| dpyol xpaivouvor - wrongly, I think, in view of the other parallels). It would be nice to
have the context of the Aeschylean gloss autoxpévov (fr. 295 Radt) explained by the writer
of Anecd. Bekker 467 in precisely the terms we require here: Adyov Ttov £E Eautol ©d télog
tnpépovia, ovtwg Aioybhog (cf. Hesychius, EM. 173. 34). Dindorf suggests
avtoxkpavtov. The root may be xpaviov; see Radt ad loc.

The idea behind this usage of the verb is certainly to be distinguished from the
interesting conglomerate of meanings that it more usually represents "ordain" sliding into

"actually bring about" ("no sooner said than done" in the way that Aristotle occasionally

speaks of syllogisms in language that seems io imply that they exercise some actual control
over their conclusions, bringing them about). But it is clearly closely connected: a prophecy
divinely inspired carries within itself from the moment that it is uttered the seeds of its

ouicome.

On the etymology (probably from xé&pa) cf. Chantraine DE s.v.: see too Fraenkel on

Ag. 369.

It is striking and of considerable interest that in this passage Euripides should
"nersonify” the Delphic hestia as a general term to cover the mantic process." In this
connection it should be borne in mind that éotia was more than an especially sacred part of

the temple, located in the g (cf. 229). The associations of Hestia, both a godess and an

"object" of veneration, were of great importance at Delphi. It is of the essence of a hearth
to be central and to represent the idea of centrality, an idea that was not born with the Paris
structuralist school {cf. in primis Vernant,"Hestia and Hermes" in Myth and Thought amongst

the Greeks (Eng. 1983)), 127¢. but goes back to the allegorisation of the Neo-Platonists.* As

' am grateful to Robert Parker for a discussion of this section.

’See Solmsen, Hermes LXXXVIII (1960), 1-13.
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such the hestia at Delphi occupies a unique role as associated (uecduporoc) with the

omphalos in the temple, the centre of the world.
Hestia was worshipped at Delphi,' and there is little doubt that this facilitated
Euripides’ use of kpalveu here which alludes to the practice while not naming her outright -

a capital epsilon is ruled out by the oddity of the formation thereby produced with ®ofiloc.

Our evidence for this cult is largely literary, and it remains uncertain whether we should be

thinking in terms of an actual cult subordinate to that of Apollo or of a related concept.

465-471: Aatoyeviig: The form next occurs as such in an "alphabetic" and probably

Orphic poem in AP IX 525 1. 12 to augment the number of epithets beginning with lambda.

The feminine Aatoyéveiwa occurs in A. Septem 148.

466: For the anaphora of the numerai cf. S. Ant. 141f. and Jebb ad loc. for parallels.

'‘The best known evidence for this is of course Aristonous’ hymn to Hestia which
accompanies his paean to Apollo, both inscribed at Delphi (cippus IX in Colin, Fouilles de
Delphes 11, p. 217 no 170 = Powell CA p. 164 fr. ii. (It is possible that her name should be
replaced in the list of standard Delphic deities in the oath quoted by Aeschines in Cies. 111.
She was represented on the north facade of the treasury of the Siphnians at Delphi (LIMC V
2 "Hestia" no. 9).) near the treasure house of the Athenians (Cf. in primis Wilamowitz GV
496-7. Audiat BCH LVI (1932) 299 f., other bibliography in Powell o.c.). Its language is
reminiscent of these verses (cf. |. 3 yavdg ueoduparov (xOxkAov?)... xactéyovoa l. 5 vady
&v V[yplrud]ov Polfov xopeldeg L. xii f. dldov... uas... dupl oav Buutlav yopeldewv.
cf. h. hom. Hest. 1. 1-2 'lotin 1) te Gvaxtog "AndAhwvog éxarowo | TIvbol év Nyabén
lepdv bOuov qupunoreews. Little else is known of her cult at Delphi. SIG 826 col. II 1.
14 = F. de D. 1II 278 col. B includes her in the Amphictyonic oath with Apollo, Leto and
Artemis (Roman). At Delos (cf. Roussel "Hestia 2 ’omphalos”, Rev. Arch. (1911, II), 86f.
an inventory from the second period of Athenian occupation) mentions a representation e’
oudpah® xabnuévny, of some interest here. No votive offerings in her name are known at

Delphi: she is formally honoured by the stephanephorot at Delos (BCH XXXIV (1910), p.
392). SEG XIX 515 1. 3 (Inscriptions de Délos p. 38) has a votive of the third century BC,

SEG XXXI 728, 9 two from the second. Cults are known in honour of both at various parts

of the Greek world, doubtless offshoots of Delphi.
Literary references to the Delphic hearth abound, cf. A. Cho. 1037 {., Eum. 282, E.

Su. 1194 £., Andr. 1066f., 1239 {.
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468: The idea of these not undistinguished deities "supplicating” may seem strange.

Actually, vase paintings show innumerable scenes of gods and goddesses in positions of
prayer, and arrangemenis on Olympus were in any case hierarchical. A well known literary

example is the actions of Thetis in IL. I 500 f. It is well known in oriental art too.’

469: maAalov: Obviously not a revision of the ancestry aiready given, and Owen need not
have raised the question. Like Latin anfiguus it can perfectly well express a tone of
admiration with no implications as to time. Cf. fl. VI 215 Eévog S. Tr. 263 Eevov talaidv
dvra (Eurytus) E. Alc. 212 o0 &’ el wahouwde deondralg suoilg ¢thog (the Bepdmasva to

the choregus (presumably), on the arrival of the chorus).

470: evtexvia. Apparently a Euripidean invention. The passage resembles Phaethon l.

115. Diggle = fr. 773 70f. N.:
knpvoow 16’ doiay Bachiiov,| alrtd & avdday F
gvtexviav te yauolg, av EEobdog | &b’ Evey’ ke,
natdog motpog te THO' £V MUEPQ AEYM
kpaval Bsldviav’ arla oly’ Eotw AEws.
whatever else may be wrong with the text at this point: cf. too E. Su. 66

wot’ evtekvig dvoruylov Tav nop’ euol kabBeiely, cf. 935.

'This is a possible interpretation: it requires ixetetvw to bear the unexampled sense of
"intercede" (thus Grégoire). x6pn is a respectable title for a goddess, and in specific
circumstances groups of goddesses are so termed in poetry: Phorcides, PV 794, Funes, Eum.
68, Nereids, A. fr. 174 Radt ap. schol. Ar. Ach. 883, E. Tro. 561 of Pallas etc. But these are
specific groups - the action of ixeteic one might feel is the one that the chorus should
undertake. For iconographic examples of Artemis apparently involved in a sort of cultic
iketela (the "opfernde Gotter” so common a motif in oriental art), see LIMC "Artemis” 966-
1011, for Athena LIMC "Athena" 574f. most notably 582 if correctly interpreted; the great
Athena in Promachos guise stands bowed with her helmet in her hand before a small altar.
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sUtexvog first in A, Sw. 275: the verb evrtexvelv is also to Euripides’ credit - fr. 520 N.:
Nmodemy ol el napatedEeé tig
APMOTP oV POV AEKTpOV, OUK GV EUTEKVELY
eofBAotlv & an’ dudolv E0BALOV Gv ¢dlivar yovov.

The emendation to the difficuit corruption in Phaethon are collected by Diggle: the main

point of agreement is that the basic sense of Festugiére’s atreiv &’ at)dd is the one required.

470-1: ypoviov kabBapoig uavretuaot kipoat. ypoviov will mean "long delayed" as
Owen points out (cf. on 1615). Thus Od. X VI 112 é\0ovta xpdviov S. Ph. 1446 xpovidg

te paveig (see Jebb ad loc.) and on OC 441 fAavuvE i ex yig xpOviov "after all that time”,

elc.

kaBapotc: Not so much "morally pure" here though doubtless that tone 1s present:
rather "free from falsehood". Cf. E. Rhes, 34f. ©é utv ayyéhhew deiuat’ axolewy,| Ta 62
Bapaivelg, kovdiy kabap®s... oA yoap eindv | o0dEv tpavdg anédeiEag.
Ar. Vesp. 631 oin@nod’ oUtw kabopde | obdevdsg rjkoloauey ovdé Evuverds Aéyovtog
cf. MacDowell ad loc.). Also in prose: Isoc. V 4, Pl. Phaedo 66 E.

The direct, impassioned prayer of the chorus for the fortunes of their mistress is now

finished: in the antistrophe they pass on to general reflections, and the mood alters.’

'Cf, Kranz, Stasimon, 248f., 251. His admirable observations on the "progress of
thought” technique - from specific to general - are perhaps a little vitiated by the insistence
that this is a feature of "das neue Lied", for which, apparently, we have Euripides to thank,
in his later period. This type of theory, ever unsafe in itself, is particularly unreliable in the
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