NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

EURIPIDES (?) RHESUS 56-58 AND HOMER ILIAD 8.498-501:
ANOTHER POSSIBLE CLUE TO ZENODOTUS’ RELIABILITY

The speech of Hector that follows the parodos in the Rhesus (ascribed by the MSS
to Euripides) comprises the preface to the nocturnal events narrated in this tragedy
(and already in Homer, //. 10). This retrospective summary plays, at least up until
line 62 and again at lines 70-73, a virtuoso intertextual game with Iliad 8, which had
described the day and dusk preceding the night of Iliad 10 (and of the Rhesus). The
speech’s primary focus is Hector’s fear that the Greeks are secretly escaping, taking
advantage of the darkness of night (Rh. 53—62):

avdpeg yap £k yTig thiode vuKTEP®L TAGTML
raBOvTEG Opupo Todpov aipecbat euynv
pEAMAOLGL caivel W Evvuyog epuKkTopio.

& daipov, doTic 1 edTLYODVT EVEcPLaaC
Boivng Aéovto, mpiv TOV Apyeiwv oTpaTOV
cUpdnv dravra TS dvaidoor dopi.

el yap poagvvol pr Téuvéoyovt fiiov
Mapntiipeg, oVTav E6yov gdTLYODV 86pL,
TPLV VOOG TUPMOAL KOl Std CKNVAV LLOAETV
Kteivov Ayolobg Thde tolvedvar yepi.

These men are about to give my watchful eye the slip

and escape from this land by night voyage;

the import of their night fires comes home to me.

O fate, you have robbed me of the feast,

like a lion of his kill, before I could destroy

in one swoop the whole Argive army with this spear of mine!
If the bright lamp of day had not immobilized (?) me,

I would not have checked my victorious spear

until I fired their ships and passed through their tents

slaying Achaeans with this murderous right hand!!

Hector assumes that the Greeks are already trying to flee? and is unhappy that this
is the case, since he would have liked to continue exploiting the “impulse” of the god
who had provided him with ebtuyio (63-64):

1. Translations of the Rhesus are from D. Kovacs, Euripides: “Bacchae,” “Iphigenia at Aulis,” “Rhesus”
(Cambridge, Mass., 2002), with modifications.

2. At Rh. 54 the future infinitive dpeic6at, proposed by Nauck and shortly after by Wecklein, is usually
printed in twentieth-century editions of the text. I think that the present infinitive aipec6ot, the reading of
almost all the MSS, should be retained. péiAewv is combined with a future infinitive to express an action
that is going to take place in the (more or less) near future, whereas péddewv + present infinitive almost always
expresses the “probability of the present” (LSJ), and is used to describe an action that is to take place in a

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author.
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K&y® pév 1 mpdbupoc iévar 86pv

&v vokTi Ypficbar T edTLYET POUML Oe0D.

I myself was keen to hurl the spear in the night

and to make use of the lucky momentum the god had sent.

His seers, however, had prevented him from advancing an attack early in the night.
At this point, given that the vast number of fires lit in the Greek camp was evidence
enough for him that the Greeks were running away,’ he conceives of at least attempt-
ing a late raid in order to kill some of the remaining Greeks still in the process of
embarking onto the ships (70-73):

GAA OG TdyloTa YPpT TOPAYYEALELY CTPOTOL

tebyn Tpdyepo Aappdvety Afjgat 6’ brvov,

O¢ AV TIg adTOV Kol veds Opdiloknv Emt

v@tov yapayBeic KAipokag pavnt dvet.

So we must quickly order the army

to wake up and put on its ready armor:

that way even if someone is leaping onto his ship

he will be speared in the back and drench the ladder with his blood.

Hector’s idea that the Greeks would attempt to board the ships and escape during the
night, and thus that he should have burned their ships earlier, is reminiscent of the
Greeks’ desperate wish to flee as enunciated by Agamemnon in /liad 8.242—44 and
9.9-28. It also reiterates the real danger that Hector might actually come to the
Greek ships and burn them, as is expressed twice in the first part of /liad 8: once by
the narrator (8.217) and once by Hector himself, at 8.182-83: &g nupt vijag évinpnow,
Kteivo 8¢ kol adtovg / Apyeiovg (“so that I can set their ships on fire, and cut down
the very Argives”). Indeed, nightfall was the only thing that could have prevented Hec-
tor from doing so: see 8.487-88 (Tpwoiv pév p° dékovotv £8v eaog, advtap Ayoroig /
domaocin tpiddiotog émniube vO& épeevvn, “the daylight sank against their will, but
for the Achaeans sweet and thrice-supplicated was the coming of the dark night”).
In the Iliad Hector does not conceive of an actual night attack as he does in the
Rhesus, but Agamemnon at least fears that the Trojans may try it at /liad 10.100-
101: 006¢ T Tdpuev / pun mwg Kal dud vOkTo pevolvnonot payecot (“nor do we know
that they might not be pondering an attack on us in the darkness”). What is more,
during his final speech in Illiad 8, Hector had confessed that he would have liked to
start the final attack on that very day, and warns the Trojans to remain vigilant so
that they might still harm the Greeks as much as possible during their embarkation,
should they actually decide to run away (498-503 and 507-15):

more immediate continuation of the present (cf. most recently L. Basset, Les emplois périphrastiques du verbe
grec MEAAEIN [Lyon, 1979], 135). The latter temporal perspective fits the sense of our passage better.
Hector is disappointed to be missing the opportunity to massacre as many Greeks as possible while they
embark (¢évoogioag, 56), and this embarkation is feared to be an event occurring that very night: only an
immediate assault (&g tdyiota, 70) might surprise some Greeks still leaping onto their ships and lead to
their destruction (70-75). Moreover, the chorus too will respond to Hector’s statement (G vdpeg . . .
péllovot, 54) not with a future, but with a present indicative: Gvdpeg yap i pedyovorv odk Topev (77); cf.
also kav ptv aipovrar puynv (126).

3. Most likely because lighting fires in camp before abandoning it was a common strategem for an army
trying to flee in secret; this was a way of counterfeiting their continued presence there while they escaped:
cf. Hdt. 4.135, Thuc. 7.80.1 and 3, Joseph. AJ 13.178; R. Goossens, Euripide et Athénes (Brussels, 1962),
p- 299, n. 71.
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VOV gpapuny vijdg T dAEécag Kol mavTag Ayotovg
ay drovootrioelv npoti “Thov fvepdecoov:
aANG TPl KvEQag NABE, TO VDV écdmoe pdiota
Apyeiovg kot vijag émi prypivi Boldoong.

AN fTor VOV uEv metbodpeda vokTi pedaivnt
dopma T Epomhoopecbar

... &mi 8¢ E0ha morha AéyeoBe,
®g Kev mavvoylol pEo@’ fodg Nptyeveing
Kaiopev mupd moAld, célag & €ig odpavov Tknt,
pn Teg Kot dtd vOKTo KapT Kopdovteg Ayotol
eevyey dpunomvtal 1 edpéa vdto Baidoong,
ut pov domovdi ye vedv émiPaisv knhot,
AN B¢ T1g TovTOV YE BENOG KOl oikob técomnt
BAuevog T it ) €yyel 6&udevtt
vNog EmBpdLGKOV. . . .

Now I had thought that, destroying the ships and all the Achaeans,
we might take our way back once more to windy Ilion,

but the darkness came too soon, and this beyond all else rescued
the Argives and their vessels along the beach where the sea breaks.
But now let us give way to black night’s persuasion; let us

make ready our evening meal;

... and heap many piles of firewood,
so that all night long and until the young dawn appears
we may burn many fires, and the glare go up into heaven;
so that not in the night time the flowing-haired Achaeans
may set out to run for home over the sea’s wide ridges.
No: not thus in their own good time must they take to their vessels,
but in such a way that a man of them at home will still nurse
his wound, the place where he has been hit with an arrow or sharp spear
springing to his ship....*

In conclusion, lines 52—62 and 70-73 of Hector’s speech in the Rhesus fully reflect
the speech of Hector at the end of Iliad 8. Only the motif of the blame placed on the
seers (Rh. 63—68) is apparently foreign to /liad 8, but this theme as well has a precise
Homeric model, since it originates from a reproach given by Hector to the quasi-
Beonpomog Polydamas at 12.211-50. There are thus only a couple of points in the
Rhesus that seem to be “innovative”: (1) Rhesus’ Hector is persuaded that the inter-
ruption of his gdtuyio comes from a Soipwv’ (& daipov, doTic P’ edTVLYODVT Evdo-
eloag, 56), and (2) that this edtuyia had been due to the favor of a 8¢ (ypficbai T°
gOTUYET pouML Bgod, 64).6

4. Translations of the /liad are from R. Lattimore, The “Illiad” of Homer (Chicago, 1951).

5. Here daipwv is hardly more than the personification of the idea of “destiny,” as often in the literature
of the fifth century; cf. V. Giannopoulou, “Divine Agency and Tyche in Euripides’ lon: Ambiguity and
Shifting Perspectives,” ICS 24-25 (1999-2000): 267-71; cf also Eur. TGF 901.2: gite toyo <tg> gite
daipwv td Ppdteta kpaivet.

6. In my opinion, daipwv and 0edg are nearly synonymous, as it is usual in Euripides for these two words
to be, especially when they are expressing the divine agent exerting control over human affairs (i.e., the
god/fate who had provided the support to Hector would have been the same one to suspend it): on the near-
synonymity of doipwv and 6edg; cf., e.g., Eur. TGF 1073; W. S. Barrett, ed., Euripides: “Hippolytus” (Ox-



NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 271

The second “innovation” is not entirely new. Nowhere in Iliad 8 or even before
lliad 11 does the Homeric Hector appear to be fully aware that his victories come
about because of Zeus’ support (at /1. 8.526 he only hopes to have the favor of “Zeus
and all the other gods” for the next day), but the readers know perfectly well that this
is the case (cf., at least, 8.469-83) and, from Iris’ message at 11.195-209, Hector
himself will learn of Zeus’ special favor for him. The author of the Rhesus appears
to acknowledge the divine support that the text of Iliad 8 clearly emphasizes as lying
behind Hector’s successes, but at the same time the Hector of the Rhesus “rational-
izes” the jumble of initiatives conducted by the Homeric Zeus, Hera, Poseidon, and
Athena in favor of either himself or the Greeks, attributing the edtvyia to the agency
of an unnamed 6gdc.

More evidently innovative—in a context of strict dramatization of the Homeric
intertext—seems to be Hector’s other idea that the interruption of his success is due
to a daipov (Rh. 56-58); lines 59-62, which strongly connect (see ydp) the action of
the daipmwv who évooeioe Hector of his ebtuyio with the disappearance of the sun-
light, may also be meant to “explain” this disappearance as the effect of the interrup-
tion of divine favor. In contrast, the Homeric Hector simply acknowledged that
the nightfall had forced the interruption of his victorious fighting and “saved” the
Greeks (cf. Il. 8.500-501, quoted above). Nobody could rule out the possibility that
Hector’s idea in the Rhesus derives from an interpretation or adaptation of the con-
stant overlapping of divine interventions and the alternate successes of Trojans and
Greeks in the k6log pdymn of Iliad 8: nowhere else in the lliad do gods influence the
results of the fight in favor of either army as frequently and variably as they do in this
book. But another, and more concrete, possibility is that this apparent innovation in
the Rhesus originates from a text of Homer in which that darkness of night that
saved the Greeks from utter destruction is itself ascribed to one of Zeus’ “changes
of mind.” According to the X A to Iliad 8.501,

gml prypivi Bardcong ott Znvddotog ypaeet “émel A1dg étpdmreto epnv.” €& dAlov
8¢ otiyov 10 Nuiotiydv éott VOV dvapudotwg npootebetpnévov: od yap kotd Atdg
npoaipeciy wWE éyévero.

“along the beach where the sea breaks”: Zenodotus writes: “because the mind of Zeus
had changed.” The hemistich has been incongruously added here from another line
[sc. 1l. 10.45]: it was not according to Zeus’ will that the night had fallen.

¥ A 1l. 10.45 confirms:
Ot 1O fuotiyov 6 Znvidotog pethveykev Enl tov “Extopog Moyov katd TV KOAOV Hdynv.
Zenodotus moved the hemistich to the speech of Hector in the eighth book.

Indeed, in the text of the vulgata and of our manuscripts,

aMNG TPl KVEQag NABe, TO VDV écdmoe pdiota
Apyeiovg kal vijog Eml pnypivi Bardcong,

ford, 1964), ad 1111-14; G. Francois, Le polythéisme et l’emploi au singulier des mots 0edg, daipov dans
la littérature grecque d’Homere a Platon (Paris, 1957), 113-51; J. Carriere, “«Démon» tragique,” Pallas
13 (1965): 15-19; R. Schlesier, “Daimon und Daimones bei Euripides,” Saeculum 34 (1983): 267-79. It is,
however, not impossible that doipov means a more impersonal “fate,” whereas 0ed¢ implicitly points to
Zeus; cf. Rh. 319-20: todpov edtuyel 86pu / Kal Zebg tpog NUAV EGTLV.
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the fall of night is not ascribed to the will of a divine agent—but it certainly is in the
variant text favored by Zenodotus:

GG TPl KvEag HABe, TO VOV Ecdmoe pdiota
Apyeiovg kal vijog, Emel Alog Etpdmneto epnv.

In conclusion, Rhesus 53—73 and Iliad 8.498-516 (plus Il. 12.211-50) are speeches
whose intertextual connection is more than sure for all motifs but one, namely, the
connection between dusk and divine agency. However, this very motif of the Rhesus
would also find its close parallel in Iliad 8.501, if we read the text of Homer as sug-
gested by Zenodotus.

E. Fraenkel’s reaction” to the last, as well as the brightest and most learned attempt
at defending Euripidean authorship of the Rhesus, by W. Ritchie,® has helped to estab-
lish a kind of suspension of judgement on the problem of the authenticity, which had
absorbed nearly all of the scholarly attention devoted to this tragedy over the last two
centuries.” However, there is general scholarly agreement that if this tragedy is not by
Euripides, then it has to be dated to the fourth century. I suggest that the author of the
Rhesus may have read the same text of Iliad 8.501 that Zenodotus was later to prefer.

An agreement between the Rhesus and Zenodotus on a non-Aristarchean text of
Homer would not be surprising. Another probable case is, in my opinion, Rhesus 175:

o0 ufv tov TAéog maidd u &arteic haBeiv;
Surely you are not asking me to receive the son of Ileus [sc. Ajax the Lesser]?

Here i\éwg is transmitted by V, cf. also Tiedv O, both of the family A; duidéwg L, its
apographon P, and Q, all of the family A. Our post-Aristarchean text of the /liad
always gives the name of Ajax the Lesser’s father as ’Otkev¢, and so do all the
authors after Lycophron, but up until at least the Hellenistic age the /lii excidium
(according to Proclus’ summary: Bernabé, PEG, p. 89),'° Hesiod (frag. 235.1 M-W),
Stesichorus (PMGF 226), Pindar (O!l. 9.112), and Lycophron (Al. 1150) called the
father of Ajax the Lesser 'Thev¢, a form that Zenodotus unsuccessfully defended in
Homer, and Aristarchus opposed: cf. X lliad 1.264; 2.527; 12.365; 13.203, 694, 712;
14.442; 15.336; 23.759.11 Both names result from an original filebc, with ’Othebc pre-
fixed with an o-, which is also attested elsewhere as a trace of (. 121n the Rhesus, where
Ilion is frequently attested, a mechanical banalization of an original ’'Ot\éwg to "TAéwg
is of course possible, '3 but in the light of the canonical status of Aristarchus’ textual
options, and of the postclassical standardization of the form *Otievg for the name of

7. Gnomon 37 (1965): 228-41.

8. W. Ritchie, The Authenticity of the “Rhesus” of Euripides (Cambridge, 1964).

9. Following Pohlenz, Fraenkel (Gnomon 37:240) had hoped that, instead of the interminable battle of
opinions about the authenticity question, a more adequate evaluation of the literary and historical aspects
of the Rhesus as a text in its own right might come from a more thorough exegesis of the play. I hope that my
forthcoming commentary will contribute to filling this gap.

10. This form of the name is also attested in a scene describing the sacrifice of Polyxena—included in
the 1lii excidium—on a sixth-century amphora; cf. H. B. Walters, “On Some Black-Figured Vases,” JHS 18
(1898): 284-86 and pl. XV.

11. Cf. K. Nickau, Untersuchungen zur textkritischen Methode des Zenodotos von Ephesos (Berlin and
New York, 1977), 36-42.

12. Cf. W. A. Oldfather, RE 17.2 (1937): 2175-83 (s.v. “Oileus”); H. von Kamptz, Homerische Personen-
namen: Sprachwissenschaftliche und historische Klassifikation (Gottingen, 1982), 295-98.

13. This possibility had been pointed out to me by J. Diggle.
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Ajax’ father, ‘TAéwg appears to be the lectio difficilior, and should be preferred for the
strong external evidence supporting it.'* The two manuscripts of Euripides’ Iphigeneia
Aulidensis (L. and its apographon P) are relatively coherent about the form OiAéwg at
93 and 263 of this tragedy,'> but even in case we accept Euripides’ authorship of the
Rhesus, to standardize for the Rhesus the form attested in the Iphigeneia Aulidensis is
inadvisable, because L is precisely one of the manuscripts that read Oihéwg at Rhesus
175. On the contrary, the paradosis of Iphigeneia Aulidensis does not provide evidence
for the family A of 'V, which preserves ‘Théwg in Rhesus 175, and in principle this form
may very well have been kept by the family A for the Iphigeneia Aulidensis as well,
though no evidence to this point survives. At any rate, there is no certainty about the
Rhesus’ paternity; therefore, confronted with the variant of V we ought to suppose that
the author of the Rhesus may have chosen to subscribe to the form of the name adopted
by the post-Homeric authors quoted above—and/or that he, as well as these same au-
thors, and later Zenodotus, '® may also have read Tiet¢ in (some of ) the Homeric texts.

Zenodotus’ editorial method, and above all the crucial issue of whether his read-
ings more or less frequently reflected manuscript variants or were only/mainly based
on his own conjectures, has been the subject of heated debate in recent years.!”
Leaving aside the problem of whether Zenodotus’ choices are preferable to the text
of Aristarchus or the vulgata, or not,'® I suggest that my hypothesis on the inter-
textual derivation of Rhesus 56—58 proves that in this case, as well as in the many
that have surfaced thus far,!® Zenodotus may have supported his textual variant for
Iliad 8.501 ope codicum, and not just ope ingenii.?°
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University of Macerata

and Graduate School of Greek and Latin
Philology of the University of Florence

14. Théwg was favored from A. Nauck’s first edition (1854) onwards (R. Prinz and N. Wecklein
[1902], G. Murray [19132%], W. H. Porter [19292], Zanetto [1993]), while OiAéwc had been standard up to
E A. Paley’s edition of 1857. I am sorry to be in disagreement on this single point with the excellent edi-
tion by J. Diggle (1994), who opts for Oiréwg; see also D. Kovacs’ Loeb edition (n. 1 above).

15. In both passages the MSS give the initial vowels in diaeresis, whereas the word has to be measured
as spondaic at 193, and as cretic at 263. E. B. England, The “Iphigenia at Aulis” of Euripides (London and
New York, 1891), 23, and U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Griechische Verskunst (Berlin, 1921), 283,
suggested emending Oiléwg to "Théwg in both passages, and the suggestion has been reproposed with cau-
tious approval by W. Stockert, Euripides: “Iphigenie in Aulis” (Vienna, 1992), 2:264.

16. Cf. Nickau, Untersuchungen (n. 11 above), 41-42.

17. Cf. A. Rengakos, Der Homertext und die hellenistischen Dichter (Stuttgart, 1993); F. Montanari,
“Zenodotus, Aristarchus and the Ekdosis of Homer,” in Editing Texts / Texte edieren, ed. G. W. Most (G6t-
tingen, 1998), 1-21, and “Alexandrian Homeric Philology: The Form of the Ekdosis and the Variae Lec-
tiones,” in Epea Pteroenta: Festschrift fiir Wolfgang Kullmann zum 75. Geburtstag, ed. M. Reichel and
A. Rengakos (Stuttgart, 2002), 119-40; M. Noussia, “Olympus, the Sky, and the History of the Text of
Homer,” in Atti del Congresso Internazionale «Omero tremila anni dopo», Genova, 6—8 Luglio 2000, ed.
E Montanari (Rome, 2002), 489-503; M. L. West, Studies in the Text and Transmission of the “Iliad” (Mu-
nich and Leipzig, 2001), 33-45, with the review of West’s book by A. Rengakos in BMCR 2002.11.15, and
West’s reply (BMCR 2004.04.17) to this review and to the review by G. Nagy (Grnomon 75 [2003]: 481-501).

18. A crucial problem, of course, as stressed by R. Janko in his important intervention at the seduta di
chiusura of the conference “Omero tremila anni dopo” (pp. 659-62 of the Proceedings quoted in n. 17)—
but a problem that I do not intend to address now, as it is fully independent of the question of whether Ze-
nodotus’ readings are (mainly) conjectural or not.

19. The richest collection is still Nickau, Untersuchungen.

20. This paper profited from the advice of J. Diggle and R. Hunter, whom I thank. I am also most grate-
ful to J. Hanink for her help with the English form.





