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NOTES ON FRAGMENTS OF EURIPIDES!

1. ALEXANDROS

Fr. 23.2-8 Snell, 13—-19 Page
This is Snell’s text:

<Xo.> [dAX’ elcopsd yap] EK-ropa é a-ywww[v
[fikovra p,o]x@wv cv'y'yovov T€, maide cd,
[Léovct 87] €ic 8’ duiddav rjrovcy Adyww.
<dnp.> [....... 00]8év’, Scric écti Bucyepric, 5
[aXodc 8¢ Toil¢ waxoict paXfdccer dpévac.
<Ek.> [éyw 8¢ y’ Sclric pikpa éxwy éyxAjuara
[Sewov voluiler kal cuvéctyrev dBwlt.

2-3 suppl. Cronert 4 suppl. Snell 5-6 suppl. Cronert
7 suppl. Pohlenz 8 suppl. Cronert

2 @A’ elcopd yap (which Page, too, accepts) is unlikely to be right. I have observed
elsewhere? that dAX’ elcopd yap is normally followed by the deictic pronoun (rdv8e
or the like). The only exception is Ba. 1165-6 aAA’ eicopd yap éc 8dpouc
oppwpévny | IlevBéwc Ayaviv untép’. In entrance announcements, whatever form
they take, the deictic pronoun is more often present than absent. D. 1. Jacob?
plausibly suggests kat unv 6pd 7évé’). Compare Hi. 1151 kal pnv dmadov
‘ImmodvTov T6v8’ elcopd, Andr. 494-5 kai unv écopd 168€ ctyrpatov | {elyoc mpo
88pwv, 545 kai unv 6édopka Tév8e IInAéa médac, Su. 980 kai unv Barduac Tdcd’
écopd 81, 1009-10 kai pnv opdic Tivd’ fc épéctyrac médac | mupdv, El. 339 kai
w1y 6€édopra Tévde, cov Aéyw mécw, Rh. 627 kai uqv . . . 76v8’ Aré€avdpov BAémw,
Ar. Lys. 1082 kai pqv 6pd katl Tovcde Tovc avrdxbovac, Eccl. 41-2 xai piv opd
kal Klewapérpy kai Cwctpdtny | mpociodcav #8n tivde wal Pawéryv, Plut.
332-3 kal uyy opd kai BAeyidnuov Tovrovi | mpocidvra. For kai unv opd without
the deictic pronoun, Alc. 611 kai unv 6pd cov matépa . . ., S. Ant. 1180 kal uyv opd
TdAaway Edpvdikny Suod, Ar. Ran. 288 kai unv opo vy 1ov Aia Onpiov péya.

Professor Lee (who has examined the papyrus) writes: ‘There is a trace at the left of
ext. It is not compatible with p, but 6 is possible: read 76v]§’ "Ekr.’

3 7xovra (Which Page, too, accepts) is impossible, not only because 7jxovcw follows
in 4, but also (as Jacob observes) because the participle 7jxovra, which properly
describes an arrival which is completed, is not used in this type of entrance
announcement, which describes an arrival still in progress. Jacob suggests €pmovra.
But his alternative suggestion cte{yovra, which he believes to be too long for the
space, is preferable. I shall examine the question of space later. For the moment I
observe that crelyovra is almost formulaic at the beginning of a trimeter in these

' I am grateful for helpful comments on Alexandros to Professor C. Collard and Professor
K. H. Lee, on Erectheus to Dr C. F. L. Austin and Professor M. J. Cropp.

2 ZPE 24 (1977) 291-2 = Euripidea (Oxford, 1994) 171-2.

3 Hellenika 29 (1976) 340-3.
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entrance announcements: Cycl. 85-7 6p& . . . ckddpoc | kdbmme 7’ dvaxrac. . . |
crelyovrac, Alc. 611-12 kal unv opd cov marépa . . . | crelyovr’, Med. 269-70 6pd
8¢ kai Kpéovra . . .| cteiyovra, 1118-19 kai &7 8éBopka 7évde . . .| creiyovt’, Held.
49-50 ép kfpuka Tovd’ Edpuchéwc | crelyovr’, Hi. 51-2 AN’ elcopdd yap Tévde
maida Oncéwc | crelyovra, Tr. 707-8 7’ ad 8éBopka T6v8’ Axauxdv Adrpw |
creixovra . . .;, Rh. 627-8 kal unv kad’ fjudc T6v8’ AXééav8pov BAénw | creiyovra,
fr. 105 6pd pév dv8pdv Tovde yvuvdda ctédov | crelyovra, S. OC 311-12 yvvaiy’
0pd | crelyovcav judv dccov. Similarly, in a messenger speech, Or. 877-8 "Opécryy
keivov ovy Spdic médac | crelyovt’ . . ;.

There is another entrance announcement at fr. 6. 11-12 Snell (1-2 Page), where
Snell and Page print Wilamowitz’s supplements:

<Xo.>  [kai v 8€l6opka maida Klacdvdpav célev
[fixovcalv a6dTwv B[8e Pofeilwv mdpoc.

The 4 of 8¢é]dopra stands above the N of 7jkovca]N. So the former line has eight
letters in the space occupied by six in the latter. If the supplements are written out in
the script of the papyrus, the magnitude of the discrepancy is confirmed. Jacob
suggests [€pmovcalv or [ywpoicalv. I prefer [crelyouvcalv. With [cTelyovcalv we have
nine letters in the space occupied by eight in the preceding line. If the supplements
are written out, they will be found to occupy much the same space. Jacob’s
supplements (seven letters), when written out, will be found to be too short. Then
&[6¢ is probable, fulfilling a role similar to that of the more regular deictic pronoun.
It is used in entrance announcements at S. OT 298 rov feiov 76y pdvrv &8’
dyovcw, OC 1097-8 tac «képac yap eicopdd | Tdcd’ dccov abbic dde
mpocmolovuévac, 1249-51 kai punv 68°. .. &8’ oboimopei. A vocative & [yvvau is less
likely. The objection of H. J. Mette* to Wilamowitz’s wdpoc, and his own proposal
écw, are based on a misconception of the meaning of the perfect 6é8op«xa. Finally (as
Jacob observes, citing Fraenkel on A. Ag. 1035) we must write K[accdv8pav not
Klacdvépav.

4 The supplement {éovct 8’ appears to be Snell’s. Snell attributes it to Koérte, who in
fact proposed dpydct 8°.° “They are seething’ would sound odd even if it were a true
observation, and of Hector at least it is probably not true, for he appears to be very
calm. dpydct 8’ is no better. cmevdovcv (Pohlenz) and cmeddovce §° (Wilamowitz),
both reported by Cronert, have no appeal. wmdpeict (Page), ‘Here they are’,
sandwiched between ‘I see Hector coming’ and ‘they are coming for a quarrel’, is
insufferably otiose. I suggest [dnidoBorv]. Even if (what there is no means of
knowing) Deiphobus was associated with Hector in a preceding narrative, the name
is welcome. If he was not, it is indispensable. That Hector names Deiphobus in 11
counts for little or nothing; Deiphobus names Hector in 9. Compare Hcld. 118-19
kal uwyv 86’ adroc épyerar cmovdny éxwv | Axduac 7’ ddeAddc. Then ‘Perhaps §’
rather than 6” (i.e. elc 8’ duiAdav), R. A. Coles.® The photograph (Coles, plate IV)
certainly suggests that 4 is likelier than 6.

Since no line-beginnings are preserved in this column, we have no guide to the
number of letters lost. The X of ud]xfwv stands above the C4 of eic 8" so

4 Lustrum 9 (1964) 70.
5 APF7(1924) 256.
¢ BICS Suppl. 32 (1974) 45.
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CTEIXONTAMO (11 letters) will have occupied roughly the same space as
AHID®OBONEI (10 letters). The E of “Extopa stands above the C of ctyyovov: so
CTEIXONTAMOX®OQRN (15 letters) will have occupied the same space as
KAIMHNOPQTONA(E) (13 or 14). When the supplements are written out in the
script of the papyrus, they will be found to be compatible in length. Jacob’s [€pmovTa
in 3 is also compatible with the supplements in 2 and 4, but I reject it because
crelyovra not épmovra is the word which we expect in these entrance announcements.

5 Before 05]dév’ Cronert proposed [riud . . . (not Ty wev, as Snell claims), Korte
[rind yap, Miinscher more plausibly [émjwec’, which Page accepts.

6 Cronert’s supplement (which Page, too, accepts) does not appeal. Page translates:
‘Shame on all men who are first indignant, then—captives of misfortune—abate
their temper!’ It is curious to allude to Hector, defeated in the games, as a ‘captive of
misfortune’. Further, the adjective Sucyeprc needs some qualification. I suggest that
this qualification is provided by «axoici, which will be masculine not neuter. The
construction is the same as S. EI. 929 18dc 098¢ unrpt Sucyepric. Then we should get
a suitable antithesis by supplying [ad60ic 8¢ Toi]c: ‘I do not approve of any man who
is hard on the base but then softens his temper towards them.” ‘The base’ alludes to
Paris and his like (cf. fr. 29, 38, 39 Snell [59, 57, 60 Nauck]). For adfic 8¢ see Alc.
502-3 mpiyTa uév Avkdove, | adfic 8¢ Kvkvawe, S. fr. 88. 1-2 Radt . . . ¢idovc, | adfic
8¢ Tuudc (the context of S. fr. 314.235 adric 8’ is lacunose), H. h.Ap. 159, h. Aphr. 23,
Hes. Theog. 50, Sol. fr. 36. 24 West, Bacchyl. 15. 60, Hdt. 3.2.2, 7.105.1, 7.102.2,
8.608, 8.144.2, 9.78.3. As for Toi]¢ (‘there is in fact a slight trace of ink that permits
the Jo in Crénert and Snell . . . but this could have percolated through from the layer
above’, Coles),’ the article, though not indispensable, is appropriate.

7 Page’s [udraioc is less apt than Pohlenz’s [éyw &€ v’ (see Denniston, Greek
Particles, 153-4). Then not uikp’ but cuinp’.t

8 Page (accepting Sewov voluiler) translates ‘Only a fool is led by petty grievances
to think it disaster’. But dewov vouilew is not elsewhere used absolutely, like dewov
moteicBar. At Antiope 23 Page (fr. XLVIIL.23 Kambitsis), where Page and Kambitsis
begin a sentence with dewov voui{wv, which Page translates ‘in indignation’, the
words are likely to have been combined with an infinitive in the preceding line, like
Herc. 281-2 16 xatfaveiv | Sewov voullw. Further, the sense, which amounts to
‘think it a disaster to have petty grievances’, is most uncompelling. Supply peydia
voluilet, like fr. 275. 4 kdv cuicp’ éxmu Tic, peydX’ Exew voulérw.

I do not know what to make of xai cuvvéctnrer $pdBw[i. For a survey of the
renderings which have been proposed see M. Huys, ZPE 62 (1986) 16-17.

2. ANTIOPE

Fr. 187 Nauck, VIII Kambitsis

(Z00c) av-r’p 'yap ocnc ev Biov KeKTT),u.evoc
7 pev kat’ oikovc duellar Tapeic éad,

7 Loc. cit. (above, n. 6) 57, n. 12.
8 See Gnomon 47 (1975) 289-90 = Euripidea 145-6.
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-~ 3 e \ A3 3\ /
woAmaict 8’ fcheic TovT’ del Onpederau,
dpyodc uev oikoic kal méAeL yevijcerat,
I ) 3 ’ € /’ \ >
@idoict 8’ ovdeic 7 dicic yap oixerar, 5
Srav yAvkeiac jdovijc rfccwy Tic A

How are we to translate 4 dpyodc pev oikoic kai méAet yevjcerar? (i) ‘Inutilis quidem
domi et in civitate evadet’ Musgrave; ‘will be lazy in his house and in the state’ Snell.?
But, although oikotc can be taken as a locative dative, ‘in his house’ (so Hec. 682; cf.
Hec. 457, Ph. 1035, both lyric, ‘in [their] houses’), méAe: is not very naturally taken as
locative, ‘in the city’, which is elsewhere (too commonly to need illustration) év
méAet.0 (ii) ‘non civitati, non domo (‘domui’ Barnes) prodest suae’ Valckenaer;
similarly Kambitsis, ‘oikoic et méAet doivent étre, sinon des datifs d’intérét, du moins
des dativi iudicantis . . . apyoc signifie “inutile de par son oisiveté”.” But no parallel
has been offered to support the suggestion that dpyoc can be linked to the datives in
this way and in this sense.

With dpyoc itself no fault is to be found (Kambitsis cites Med. 296 and fr. 512), and
replacements such as dAyoc pév (Dowdall)!! or dxfloc uév or dypeioc (Blaydes)'?
should not be contemplated. And Elmsley’s dcroic for ofkoc has nothing to commend
it, since dctol and mdAwc are tautologous, whereas olkoc and wéAwc form a naturally
contrasting pair: cf. El. 130 7iva méAw, Tiva 8’ olkov, 611 olkov xati wéAw, Tr. 892-3
éfarpei moAewc, | mipmpncw oikove, Ph. 533 moddovc 8’ éc oikovc kal mdAeic
evdaipovac, Antiope fr. 200 N (XIX Kambitsis) 1-2 yvdune (Stob.: yvdparc ps.-Plut.,
Orio, Diog. Cyn., Epict.: BovAaic Clem. Alex.)!® yap dvpoc € uev olkodvrar médeic,
| €0 8’ olkoc, eic T° al méAepov icxver puéya, Archel. fr. 239 N (13 Austin) 2 o7’ olkov
oTe méAw <dv>opbucerev dv (Valckenaer: 7- 8- v Stob. 3.8.13: yaiav - v Orio:
BiloTov ovdev eelei Stob. 3.29.22), A. ScT 190 oikwt kai mdAet, S. Ant. 673—4 alry
méAeic 6A v, 16° dvacrdrouc | oikovce Tifncw, Moschion TrGF 97 F 6.7-8 odire . . .
olkoc oUTe . .. mAic.

The text provokes suspicion not only because of the difficulty of explaining the
datives. It also provokes suspicion because of the plural oikoic. For, in a sentence
which is concerned with a single individual, we do not want a plurality of ofkot. It may
be replied that oikouc, like oikouc at line 2, can be taken as plural for singular. But,
with singular wé)e: following, why avoid singular oikw:? That oikw: (not oikoic) kai
méAeu is the natural pairing is suggested by the passages cited above.

If apydc could be constructed with the datives in the sense suggested by Kambitsis
and others, then we could be satisfied with oikwt «xal méle. But, even if a parallel for
such a construction were to be adduced, I should still regard sense and style as better
served by oikot kav méAer, which gives the sense reflected in Musgrave’s and Snell’s
translations. For oikot see E. Tr. 379, 397, fr. 793, A. fr. 317 Radt, S. OT 1123, Tr. 730
(ofkor Wakefield: oikoic codd.), OC 352, 759,'4 1037, fr. 934 Radt. For other such
contrasts between the domestic and the civic spheres see S. Ant. 661-2 év Toic ydp

¥ Scenes from Greek Drama (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1964) 83.

!2 On locative datives in general see KG 1.441-3.

' Reported by Blaydes, Adversaria in Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (Halle, 1894) 101.

12 Op. cit. (above, n. 11) 312.

1 Not yvpaic (Nauck, Kambitsis), since the singular yvd)un must be understood as subject
of lcxver (so Wecklein, BPhW 34 [1914] 1059, Philologus 79 [1923-4] 56, n. 4). Variation between
plural and singular is regular only in the case of personal subjects (KG 1.56-7, 87), such as at Su.
435-6, adduced (in support of yvdpacc) by Kambitsis.

14 éxei (Wecklein) is needless: see Housman, Classical Papers 769.
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oixelotcw Scric éct’ avip | xpneTéc, paveitar kdv méAer Sikatoc dv, 1247-9 éc méAw
ybou | ok déidbcew, AAX’ 76 cTéymc écw | Bpwaic mpobhjcew mévfoc oixeiov crévew.

After I had written this note I found that R. J. Walker had already proposed
(without discussion) oiot xdv mdAe, together with an unwanted pdpyoc for dpydc.'

Fr. 219. 1 Nauck, XXIV. 1 Kambitsis
récpoc 8é ciyfic crédavoc ardpoc od kakod.

Kambitsis rightly censures Herwerden’s cvy7) creyavoc, printed by Nauck. But it will
take more than the authority of Wilamowitz, which Kambitsis invokes, to convince
me that, whether in sentiment or in style, ‘the ornament of silence is the crown of a
good man’ is better than puerile. Herwerden himself saw this, better than his
detractors: ‘inepte loquacem ipsum poetam fuisse dicamus necesse est, qui scribere
potuerit: ornamentum taciturnitatis ornamentum esse viri probi’.!° But he coupled this
valid objection with the invalid claim that cTédavoc, when used figuratively, never
means merely ‘ornamentum’, but always ‘victoriae praemium’. This is proved false
by Herc. 839 7ov kadAimaida crépavov, Tr. 803 (the olive) odpdviov crédavov
Arapaici <re> kécpov Afdvaic, I4 193-4 (Ajax) Tov Calapivoc crépavov.
Pearson in his note on S. fr. 64.4 (xdcpoc 7 ciyn) quotes the line in the form xdcpoc
8¢ cuyn crépavoc dvdpoc ol kaxod. It should be punctuated xdcpoc 8¢ cuyr,
crédavoc kr). Note the collocation of crédavoc and kdcuoc in Tr. 803, cited above.

3. AUTOLYCUS

Fr. 282. 11-12 Nauck

" ) .
6Tav 8€ mpocmécnu yijpac mkpov,
TpiBwvec éxPardvTec oiyovrar kpdrac.

12 éxBardvrec Athen. 413 D: éxAumdvrec uel éxAeimovrec Diog. Laert. 1. 56

Athletes, when they grow old, ‘go to ruin, (like) cloaks which have lost their nap’.
J. Dumortier'? entertains the curious notion that Euripides has borrowed this image
from deutero-Isaiah 50:9. The proper model for comparison is comedy. This is that
form of brachylogy, identification instead of comparison (like Ar. Vesp. 144 xamvoc
éywy’ é¢épyopar), which is characteristic of comedy and proverbial speech
(P. Shorey, CPh 4 [1909] 433-6, Headlam-Knox on Herodas 6.14, E. Fraenkel,
Plautinisches im Plautus [Berlin, 1922] 51-2 = Elementi Plautini in Plauto [Florence,
1960] 47-8, R. Kassel, RAM 116 [1973] 109-12 = Kleine Schriften [Berlin and New
York, 1991] 388-91) but is comparatively rare in tragedy (A. ScT 835-6 érevéa
TouBwt puéloc | Buidc, Ag. 394 Suwker maic moTavov Spvw, [A] PV 856-7
émTonuévor ppévac, | kipkor medeidv od pakpdv Aedeyupévor, S. OC 1081-2 €if’
deMaia Taxippwcroc mededc | alfepiac vedédac kipcarut, E. Rh. 56-7 Scric p’
edTuyotvT’ évécdicac | folvnc Aéovra, and possibly S. OT 477-8 doirdr . . . meTpaioc

'S Euripidean Fragments emended (London, 1920) 8-9.
16 Exercitationes criticae (The Hague, 1862) 35.
7 REG 80 (1967) 148-51.
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6 rabpoc).'® It is found in satyric drama (Autolycus is satyric) at A. fr. 207 Tpdyoc
yéverov dpa mevbijcerc i ye (on which see Shorey and Kassel, cited above, and Radt
ad loc.). We do not know the genre of S. fr. 800 Avdia Aifloc cidnpov TmAdfev
mpocyydyov, but S. fr. dub. 1122 éyw pdyeipoc dpricw coddc (if it is an example of
this locution) will be satyric or comic.

4. ERECTHEUS

(a) Lycurg Leocr. 100 (fr. 360 Nauck, 50 Austin, 13 Martinez, 10 Carrara)"

4-6 éyd 8¢ Barcw maida Ty éuiy kTaveiv.
Aoyilopar 8¢ moAAd: mpdTa pév TEAW
ovk dv T’ dMn Ticbe PBeAtiw AaBeiv.

6 odk v T’ dAAny Bothe, odk écTw dAAny Kaibel,? odx dv Svvaipmy Prinz, odk
dv Tic A . . . AddBor Blaydes?! AdBow Dindorf,?? AdBoic Blaydes,?® dayeiv
Carrara

The text of line 6, as the list of conjectures shows, has often been impugned. Even
those who believe the text sound differ in their interpretations of it.

‘lunge Aoyilopar . . . AaBeiv’ says Austin, rightly. Conjectures whose purpose is to
alter the construction are needless. I mention only Dindorf’s AdBowv, since it has been
revived by Degani,?* whose motive is to avoid the change from infinitive at 6 to
indicative at 14, a change which (especially at that distance) is natural enough, as
Carrara observes.* And the form of optative is hardly admissible in tragedy. If
Tpédow is right at fr. 903, the line is probably by a comic poet. See also KB 2.52-3.
Further, let us be clear that the whole phrase wéAw . .. 7w’ dAAyv is the object of
Aafeiv. It is scarcely natural to dissociate 7vv’ dAAnv from 7éAw and to take it as
subject of AaBeiv, contemplated by Carrara and advocated by Martinez (‘primero, que
ciudad mejor que ésta ninguna otra se puede encontrar’).

‘AaBeiv suspectum’ adds Austin. Is suspicion justified? Probably not, if the infinitive
is translated rightly. The following translations are not quite right: ‘civitatem non
posse aliam hac praestantiorem habere’ (J. Taylor),?® ‘me numquam aliam urbem,
quae hac praestantior est, habituram’ (Musgrave). Carrara?’ objects that 7éAw AaBeiv
would not so naturally mean ‘have a city’ as ‘get a city’, in the sense ‘assumere una
cittadinanza da parte di chi prima non ne era in possesso’. But his own conjecture
Aaxeiv gives even less apt sense. The only woman who could be said méAw Aayeiv is a

18 See A. C. Pearson, CQ 13 (1919) 119-20, endorsed by H. Lloyd-Jones and N. G. Wilson,
Sophoclea (Oxford, 1990) 91.

1 C. Austin, Noua Fragmenta Euripidea in Papyris reperta (Berlin, 1968), A. Martinez Diez,
Euripides, Erecteo (Granada, 1976), P. Carrara, Euripide, Eretteo (Papyrologica Florentina III,
Florence, 1977). See also the edition by M. J. Cropp in C. Collard, M. J. Cropp and K. H. Lee,
Euripides, Selected Fragmentary Plays, vol. i (Warminster, 1995).

2 DLZ 2 (1881) 161, anticipating Wecklein (SBAM 1890, i, 42) and Blaydes, op. cit. (above, n.
11) 125.

2l Loc. cit. (above, n. 20).

2 Zeitschr. f. d. Alterthumsw. 1839, 1127, anticipating Meineke (ibid., 1844, 14).

2 Op. cit. (above, n. 11) 321.

4 QUCC 1 (1979) 134-6.

3 Sileno 1 (1975) 70.

2 Tn his edition of Lycurg., Leocr. (Cambridge, 1743).
77 Loc. cit. (above, n. 25) 71.

0
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woman who, like the captives in Troades, has been assigned to a city by the fall of the
lot. The right translation is ‘urbem mea reperire quae sit melior haud usquam licet’
(Grotius), ‘ot trouver une ville qui ’'emporte sur la nétre?” (F. Durrbach),?® ‘una citta
migliore di questa non si potrebbe trovare’ (E. Malcovati),? ‘findet man keine bessere
Stadt als diese’ (G.A. Seeck),*® ‘I could not find any other city better than this’
(Cropp). For AaBeiv in this connection Degani cites S. Ph. 1051 odx dv AdBotc pov
wéAov 008év’ edvceB, and Prof. Cropp draws my attention to E. IT 350 8dcvouv ue
Mjipecl’. See LSJ s.u. Aapfdvew A4.

An altogether different interpretation has been advocated by editors of Lycurgus
but is ignored by, or is unknown to, editors of Euripides. A. Petrie’! suggested that
‘daBeiv . . . gives quite a good point with dcbow: “I am prepared to give my daughter,
and I reckon that there is no other city more worthy to receive her”.” This
interpretation was adopted by J. O. Burtt:? ‘there is no state / I count more worthy to
accept my gift’. This is clever, but it has a weakness. For clarity the object of Aafeiv
ought to be expressed. Should we, then, replace 7w’ with vuw? The enclitic pronoun
would stand exactly where we should expect it to stand, in the earliest possible
position in its colon, in obedience to Wackernagel’s law,> after o0k dv, which begins
the colon,* just as, at line 24 of this fragment, odx dv vw (Matthiae: ujv codd.)
é¢émeumov. When the enclitic stands early in the colon, it often separates words in
agreement, as wéAw . . . dGAAnv here. Although there would remain a formal ambiguity
in the syntax (both vw and méAw . .. dAAyv could be either subject or object of the
infinitive), the sequence of thought (with AafBeiv picking up 8wcw) would resolve the
ambiguity, so that the correct relationship between subject and object would not be
more difficult to perceive than it is in other formally ambiguous instances such as Hec.
265 ‘EXévyy vwv alteiv xpiv Tddwt mpochdyuara.’® I was once attracted by this
approach. I am grateful to Dr Austin and Professor Cropp, whose lack of enthusiasm
for it has prompted me to see the superior merits of the transmitted text and of the
translation adopted, most recently, by Cropp himself.

(b) P. Sorb. 2328 (fr. 65 Austin, 20 Martinez, 18 Carrara)
17 pardpide écti keivoc eddalpwy [0’ dua.

Austin’s supplement [’ dua is accepted by Carrara. Although the adjectives
paxdpioc and eddaipwy are distinguished from one another at Arist. EN 11012 6-8
(dBAioc pév ovdémoTe yévoir’ dv 6 eddaiuwy, o puv pardpidc yve, dv Ipiapikaic
TUxaic mepumécne), Euripides and other writers use them with no appreciable
difference in meaning.3¢ At Or. 540-1 éyw 8¢ TdA\a paxdpioc mépux’ avnp | mAny éc
B Lycurge, Contre Léocrate (Budé ed., 1932).
Licurgo, Orazione contro Leocrate (Rome, 1966).
Euripides, Simtliche Tragddien und Fragmente 6 (Munich, 1981).
Lycurgus, The Speech against Leocrates (Cambridge, 1922).

32 Minor Attic Orators (Loeb ed., 1954).

33 Kleine Schriften 1 (Gottingen, 1953) 1-104 (on vw see 9-10). For further literature on
Wackernagel’s law see my The Textual Tradition of Euripides’ Orestes (Oxford, 1991) 59, and
Euripidea 170.

3 See E. Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrdge 1 (Rome, 1964) 101-2.

3 For méAw ... Ay . . . BeAriw (without 7w’) cf. Hi. 292 &Mov . . . BeAriw Adyov.

% The relevant material may be found in C. De Heer, MAKAP-EYAAIMQN-
OABIOZ-EYTYXHZX (Amsterdam, 1969), M. McDonald, Terms for Happiness in Euripides
(Géttingen, 1978).
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Ouyarépac ToiTo 8’ 0dk eddarpovd the expression pakdpioc médura is synonymous
with eddaipovd. At Ar. Eccl. 1112-13 & pakdpioc pév Sjuoc, ebdaipwy 8’ éyd, |
adTy) 7€ por décmowa pakapiwrdry the two adjectives are interchangeable. When
Euripides applies the adjectives to the dead Erectheus, it is hard to believe that he
intends us to read into them any significant distinction in meaning. One would
imagine that they reinforce each other, and bring out the completeness of the dead
man’s felicity, rather than distinguish between two different aspects of that felicity.
They appear together, as a formulaic pair, in a variety of contexts (e.g. Ar. Plut.
654-5 7d7e pnév dBMdTaTov, | viv 8’ €l T’ dAdov pardpiov kevdaipova, Pl. Symp.
193 D, Rep. 344 B, 354 A, Gorg. 507 C, Leg. 660 E, 718 B, Arist. EN 10982 19, 1178
9, Isoc. 5. 228), and are again applied to the dead at Arist. fr. 44 R3 (p. 18 Ross)
paxapiove kal eddaipovac elvar Todc TeTedevtnrdrac vouilew. If we are not
meant to detect any significant difference in meaning between the two adjectives,
then we may doubt whether 6’ dua are the right words to link them. Elsewhere in
tragedy an adjective which is linked by 8’ dua adds something new or even
paradoxical to the adjective or noun which precedes, so that there is a pairing of
items which, so far from being synonymous, are either complementary or antithetical
to each other: Hi. 348 78ictov . . . dAyewdv 0’ dua, Hec. 810 ypaic dmrawc 0’ dua,
Ion 580 Sucyevc mévnc 0’ dua, Hel. 1684 apictyc cwdpovectdrnc 8’ dua, Ph. 499
Kadov . .. copdv 0’ dua, IA 614 afpov . .. dcfevéc 0’ aua, fr. 235 6 mlodToc &’
duabia delddv 0’ dua, fr. 246 mévyc coddc 0’ dua, A. Su. 618 fevikov deTidv 6’
dua, S. Ai. 1008 coc marnp éudc 8’ dua. So perhaps [’ avip: cf. Med. 1228, fr. 157,
both ending eddaiuwv dvijp. Alternatively (as Dr Austin suggests to me) [re viv.

B5 .
dnoiic kdpa: pepdueld’ dydueld’ ém ddrxpva
cé 8’ alai du)ABé ¢’, oipor.

I am still troubled by the repeated pronoun ce.’” But my earlier proposal SujAfev
leaves a question unasked: what is the subject of the verb? The question had been
asked by J. C. Kamerbeek,* who offered two answers: ‘Ou bien il faut ’emprunter a
8dkpva ou un mot exprimant “douleur”’ ou “calamité” est a supposer dans la lacune.’
It is hard to imagine how a noun lost before 34 could be understood as the subject.
And Sdkpua is too concrete; we should need something more abstract, as at Su. 288
kdué yap SuHAGé Ti, Ph. 1285-6 8ia cdpra 8’ éuav | éXeoc édeoc éuore,? S. Tr.
476-7 ipepoc . .. ‘Hparij | S1ijAfe.

As a shot in the dark I suggest cd 8 Auda ihirfec ofuov.*? “You’ (addressed to the
dead girl) ‘have completed the path to Hades’: cf. A. fr. 239 Radt dwAv ydp ofuoc eic
Awdov ¢éper, Alc. Mess. AP 7. 412. 8 (Gow-Page, Hellenistic Epigrams 89) c.dnpeinv
olpov éBnc Aidew, Diod. AP 7. 627. 2 (Gow-Page, Garland of Philip 2131) dlonv
olpov éBnc Aidov, Philet. fr. 6 Powell drpamov elc Aidao | fjvuca, Hor. carm. 1.28.16
calcanda semel uia leti. For the verb see Herc. 425-6 8pduwv v’ d\wv dydAuar’
edrux | 6iiAbe, Hdt. 3.25.4 mvjc 6800 16 méumrov uépoc SieAnAvbévar, Pl. Leg. 685 A
SieXfeiv Tjv 684v, and for this type of genitive in tragedy [A.] PV 394 ofuov alfépoc,
[E.] Ph. 1 odpavod . . . 686v, E. Ph. 842 dctewc 68c, Or. 1003—4 kélevBov odpavod.

37 See Papyrologica Florentina 7 (1980) 58. To the literature cited there add KG 1.660, D. J.
Mastronarde on Ph. 497-8.

3% Mnem. 23 (1970) 121.

% See Collard on the former passage, Mastronarde on the latter.

“ For the aspiration (ofuoc) see Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 1.27, M. L. West on Hes. Op. 290.
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The reference to Demeter (dnodc xdpa) suggests that thoughts of the underworld
may not be astray. The girl was sacrificed to Demeter’s daughter (Demaratus, FGrH
42 F 4 Jacoby).*! So should we also remove the puzzling ‘head’ (xdpa) and replace it
with ‘daughter’ (xdpa)? The same idea has occurred independently to Collard, as
Cropp reports.

40-2 ... 1) c€ Tav 7po méAewc
TOV dviepov aviepov Sciov avéciov
katkopvpyvararall|

41 <dv>dciov Turner

Austin, Martinez, Carrara, and Cropp accept Turner’s proposal. It looks irresistible,
until we ask what is the metre. Line 41 is unlikely to be an iambic trimeter, as the first
three editors suggest, because it has no caesura, and Euripides’ lyric trimeters, no less
than his spoken trimeters, require a caesura.*?

Since we do not know what is the correct text at the beginning of 42 or what is the
metre of any of 40 or 42, or what is the structure of the sentence as a whole,
speculation over the text and metre of 41 is hazardous. But I am struck by the fact that
Tov {dv}iepov dviepov ociov dvéciov gives two dochmiacs, a welcome enough rhythm,
since there are other dochmiacs in the context. 8he former has divided resolution
(- 2 ]¥~ 7). But there are parallels enough for that.** And I doubt if it is desirable to
avoid the divided resolution with a chiastic Tov dviepov {dv}iepdv. The point would be
the paradoxical nature of the girl’s sacrificial death, which was both holy and unholy,
and we should have to assume that the noun which these adjectives qualify occurred in
42 (e.g. B[dvarov). For dcioc and dvdcioc opposed to each other see Tr. 1315-16 uédac
yap 6cce katexdAv-fe Bavaroc 6cioc dvociowc chayaicy, Or. 546-7 éyw & dvdcidc
elpe unTépa kTavdv, | Scioc 8¢ y’ €repov Svoua Tiwwpdv marpl.* The paradoxical
combination of positive and negative words is in Euripides’ manner. One thinks of
Hel. 363 épy’ dvepy’ and the like,* and such formulations as Hec. 566 o0 0éAwv Te
kal éAwv, 948 yduoc od yauoc, El. 1230 ¢idar Te kod ¢idar, IT 512 ody éxav éxav,
Hel. 1134 yépac o0 yépac, Ph.1495 épic odk €pic, Or. 819 70 kadov od kaldv, [904]
Apyeioc ovx Apyeioc, Ba. 395 76 codov 8’ od codia,* and such paradoxical
antitheses as Andr. 420 Svcruvxdv . .. eddarpnovel, IT 559 €b kaxov 8ikaiov
ééempataro, Hel. 644 76 raxov . . . ayaldv, Or. 823 €5 (Bothe: ad codd.) kaxovpyeiv,
891 kadovc (Ad, coni. Hartung: -oic fere codd.) xaxodc, A. Ag. 1272 ¢idwv b7’
éxOpdv, S. Ant. 74 6cia mavovpyrjcaca, and the parodies at Ar. Ach. 396 ok évdov
€vbov éctiv, Ran. 1443-4 érav 7a viv dmcra micd’ jydueba, | 7o 8’ dvra micr’
dmwcra. Positive and d-privative adjectives are combined at A. Su. 862 8éAeoc dféXeoc.

4 The text is cited by Austin 22, Carrara 38. In passing I suggest that the first sentence of
another testimonium, Hyginus 46 (Austin 23, Carrara 40), would be the better for a small
addition: ‘Erectheus Pandionis filius habuit filias quattuor, quae inter se coniurarunt <ut> si una
earum [eorum, by a slip of the pen, Austin and Carrara] mortem obisset ceterae se interficerent’.
Cf. Hygin. 2 ‘iniit consilium cum totius generis matronis et coniurauit uf fruges in sementem quas
daret torrerent’, and TLL 1V.339-41.

42 See Textual Tradition (above, n. 33) 138, n. 18; Euripidea 475, n. 158.

43 See L. P. E. Parker, CQ 18 (1968) 266.

4 For the text of this passage see Euripidea 364-70.

% See Kannicht ad loc.

% For comparable formulations with verbs, see Alc. 521 écrw 1€ kodkér’ écrw, lon 1444
katfavdy Te kod Oavdw, Hel. 138 Tefvace xod Tebvdce, 611 odx éxovt’ Exew, 696 éAvrov od
Auroiica, Ph. 272 mémoifa. . . . kob mémold’ dua, 357 ppovidv €b xov ppovdw, Ba. 332 ¢povav
obdev dpoveic.
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51 iv-v Jwv mérot 1m'.pel.c¢, couminTer c-re"y'r].

Bdfplwv Austin, éx mdvlwv Kamerbeek,*” Swudr]wy uel modéu]wv Martinez

Kamerbeek’s supplement is printed by Carrara, but it ruins the metre (presumably an
iambic trimeter, and, in view of the Attic termination créym, spoken iambic).
Martinez’s first proposal is equally unmetrical, and his second gives no satisfactory
sense (it is not the enemy who are causing the house to collapse but the earthquake
sent by Poseidon).® Bdfp]wv gives good sense. And the genitive might be supported
(as Dr Austin suggests to me) by A. ScT 740 mdvor 8éuwv. But I should prefer
cewcp]dv. Then the line become even more closely reminiscent of Herc. 905 0veAda
celer ddpa, copminmrer créyy. The plural cewcpdv, particularly in combination with
the plural wévot, is unexceptionable.*’

5. CRETES
Fr. 81. 38-9 Austin

— uJacr[oc] 8¢ plnlrpoc 4 Bosc o
— 7plédlov]cwv of Texdvrec ov [

38 ulacr[oc] 8¢ Page, wdplect[t T]be Snell ap. Turner c[0évoc Smell, ¢[¢’
é0Aacev Page, c[uikpov Tpéder Collard 39 o0 k[dT0i8’ émwc Page

How is the Minotaur being reared? By ‘a mother’s breast or a cow’s . . . ’? In view of
the present tense Tplédlov]cww in 39, Page’s aorist é07jdacev is unlikely, as Austin
observes. Collard’s Tpéde. is apt; not so his c[uwcpdv, for a reason which, as he
himself reports,® I have already given. I suggest 6[yAy) 7pépet. One thinks of the
hypothesis to Mel. Sophe OpAaldueva . . . ¥mo pidc Tdv Bodv.!

The letter reported by Turner as ¢[, by Austin as c[, is a circular letter, whose upper
and lower arcs meet the edge of the papyrus. So the circle may have been complete, not
half a circle. There is a short trace, visible even on Turner’s Plate, projecting to the
right from a point a little higher than the centre of the curve, and it is possible that this
is a vestige of a lost horizontal, even though, under the microscope, I could detect no
damage to the surface of the papyrus at this place. If that trace is not part of a lost
horizontal, then the horizontal may have begun lower down the curve, for at the
bottom of the curve the surface is uneven, and it is possible that a horizontal has been
obliterated by an overlap in the fibres.

S.HYPSIPYLE
Fr. 1.1 9-10 (p. 25 Bond, p. 57 Cockle)>?

éxoluely 8’ 8[cJwv 8ei 1[{] o[r’; d]Ad[m]nTor 8d[notc
écd[ulefa ToicSe, 6 8¢ Oy e Exerc wlev]ei.

4 Loc. cit. (above, n. 38) 124.

% Cf. 49 évocdy éuBdAder ITocediv méAer (my supplement, loc. cit. [above, n. 37] 59).

“ For recent discussion of ‘poetic’ plurals see V. Bers, Greek Poetic Syntax in the Classical Age
(New Haven and London, 1984) 22-61.

0 Op. cit. (above, n. 19) 72.

5! Nauck 509, Arnim (Suppl. Eur) 26, Collard-Cropp-Lee (above, n. 19) 248.

52 G. W. Bond, Euripides, Hypsipyle (Oxford, 1963), W. E. H. Cockle, Euripides, Hypsipyle, Text
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This is Cockle’s text, which differs (rightly, I believe) in two particulars from Bond’s
(9 InTo: Cockle, Int[o]: Bond; 10 éyeic u[ Cockle, €xer u[ Bond).

Grenfell and Hunt read 7[{] 7o[7€] Av[mr]npoi (With a question mark after roicde). To
this Bond makes three objections: (i) ‘there is room for three letters after 7o’; (ii) ‘there
are clear remains before o¢, but p is improbable: 7 or ¢ more likely’; (iii) ‘3¢ in 10 is
awkward immediately after a question’. Reasons (i) and (iii) are valid. I shall examine
(ii) later. Accepting (as does Cockle) Arnim’s 7{{] mo[re; d]Ad[n]nTo:, Bond remarks
that ‘the short 7{ mo7e; may be thought rather curt, giving four sentences in 2 lines’,
and ‘r{ more; has no parallel in Euripides, but compare the common 7{ ydp; (A. 4g.
1139, etc.)’. I do not know what 7{ moTe; is supposed to mean in this context. And
there is no secure parallel in tragedy for dAdmnroc in the active sense ‘not causing
distress’, since at S. OC 1662 the variant aAdumerov is probably to be preferred, as it is
by Dawe and by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson.

Grenfell and Hunt observe (and Cockle quotes their observation with apparent
approval) that ‘r after de:. is only fairly satisfactory, and « or v might well be
substituted’. I think K very likely: the vertical descending below the line and the lower
leg not descending at all but written as a horizontal (these are the only visible traces)
are characteristic of K in this script. Then, after a gap of one letter, only a single
vertical is visible, with no trace of a cross-bar, and I see no reason to prefer I7 to I.
After ]H there is a short high trace rising very slightly, and there is a speck near the
foot of H. These traces appear to me to be far more compatible with P (Grenfell and
Hunt) or with C than with T (Bond). The low speck cannot belong to the vertical of
T, for it is too close to the H, and there is hardly space for a lost vertical before the
following O.

I suggest «{a)i o[Oxt] Av[m]npo:i. Between «[ and ]. the space suits 4. In the middle of
the lacuna of three letters between o and ]A, there is, as Cockle observes, a ‘high trace’;

the trace is minuscule, and could belong to either the right arm of Y or the left arm of
X.

Queens’ College, Cambridge JAMES DIGGLE

and Annotation Based on a Re-examination of the Papyrus (Rome, 1987). I have examined the
papyrus.



