
THE PROLOGUE OF IPHIGENIA AT AULISI 

IPHIGENIA AT A ULIS presents many problems to the literary and textual critic. 

Among these the problem of the prologue is as clear-cut as it is controversial.2 
It may be summarized as follows: 

(I) Our text opens abruptly with an anapaestic dialogue between Agamem- 
non and the Retainer (1-48), instead of the usual monologue in trimeters. 

(2) In reply to a question from the Retainer, Agamemnon launches into 
a long iambic narrative (49-I 4), describing much that the Retainer must 
know already, and with no sign, for more than sixty lines, that the Retainer 
is being addressed. Moreover 49 ('Eyevovro Arjat ... ) reads like the first 
line of a conventional opening monologue. 

(3) The closing lines of the iambics (variously designated: 105-14 in the 
Oxford Text) have been widely stigmatized, but are integral to the structure 
(such as it is); here at last (I Io) Agamemnon explicitly speaks to the Retainer, 
and answers his question. 

(4) The rest (115-63) continues and concludes the dialogue in anapaests; 
124 if. is arguably inconsistent with 104 if. 

(5) There are some supposed stylistic anomalies, but no generally accepted 
grounds for denying Euripidean authorship of any major portion. Thus, where- 
as some have accepted the iambics and rejected the anapaests,3 Fraenkel 
has reversed the attribution.4 Both iambics and anapaests were cited in the 
fourth-third centuries, the former by Aristotle.5 

Now it is well known that LA. was exhibited posthumously, winning the 
prize in association with Bacchae and two lost plays.6 It may have needed (or 
been considered to need) supplementation by the Exhibitor. Perhaps Euripides 
never wrote a prologue, and the extant one is, after all, an integral composition 
by some second hand. But we do not thus account for the contradiction be- 
tween its fine verse and its flawed structure. It is unlikely (at least if we accept 
the First Episode as substantially authentic) that Euripides had left unplanned 
his necessarily complex play-opening.7 And if only notes survived of his inten- 
tions, we should expect the verse to be indifferent, the structure good, not 
vice versa. Certainly there are numerous (if variously identified and explained) 
non-Euripidean features elsewhere in the play, including a wholly spurious 
Finale.8 But no theory of gap-filling or inorganic supplementation can account 

I I am grateful to Professor K. J. Dover 5 See Murray's app. crit. and AIGT, I28. 
for reading an early draft of this article and 6 Sch. Ar. Ran. 67; England (Ed. I891), 
offering many helpful suggestions. xviii if., and AIGT, 9. 

2 For the fullest treatment, see now Gud- 7 The First Episode (303-542) opens with 
run Mellert-Hoffmann, Untersuchungen zur an abrupt confrontation which is unintel- 
'Iphigenie in Aulis' des Euripides (Heidelberg, ligible unless we have seen the Retainer 
I969), 91-I55. See Additional Note on before, and been told not only about this 
p. 364. letter (307), but also about the previous 

3 Bremi (i819); so G. Murray (Oxford one of which it is a cancellation; also about 
Classical Text), and D. L. Page in Actors' the seeds of dispute between Agamemnon 
Interpolations in Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1934), and Menelaus. It could scarcely have been 
to whose convenient discussion frequent re- written thus by one who had not devised his 
ference will be made (as AIGT). play-opening in detail. Cf. p. 349, n. 2 below. 

4 Studi U. E. Paoli (1955), 293-304. 8 I hope to publish something about these 
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for the prologue's anomalous structure, and we are not here concerned, except 
arguably in 105 ff., with second-rate composition. Whatever is wrong with 
the prologue may be wrong for reasons unconnected with the faults in the 
rest of the play. At least, there is no prima-facie connection; unless it be the 

generally inferior quality of LP's text, of which it is uncertain how much goes 
back to (even beyond) the Alexandrian Vulgate, and how much is to be 
blamed on the later Byzantine transmission.I 

The integrity of the prologue has, indeed, found defenders; though one 
recent defender qualifies his defence by admitting 'marks of interpolation'.2 
One may also make allowances for unrevised composition, and (conceivably) 
for symptoms of dotage. It is true, and will be shown in detail below, that 
a great many false supporting arguments have been used to impugn the pro- 
logue's authenticity, or of parts of it. But the structural objections cannot be 

lightly brushed aside. In the first place, the form of the opening, as an anapaes- 
tic dialogue, is in conflict with the familiar and otherwise well-attested ex- 

pository technique of Euripides.3 Rhesus can hardly be adduced as a parallel,4 
and Andromeda is, at best, likely to have been exceptional in a quite different 

way.5 This feature alone we might be forced to accept as an isolated experi- 
ment, if it were justified by over-all coherence. But it is not. The trimeters when 

they come, supposedly answer the Retainer's question rl vov Trepl cot, CfacAXev; 

other problems at a future date. In general 
I shall argue that Euripides had all but 
completed I.A. before his death, and that 
almost all spurious passages are inorganic 
additions, not stopgaps or revisions. For two 
examples (413-14, 518-21) see below on 
pp. 362 and 363; a longer one is 23I-302 
in the Parodos (p. 361, n. 4). So also the 
Finale, Euripides having intended his play 
to end with a lyric envoi (cf. Troades), ap- 
proximately as 1531, though he may not 
have got quite so far. There may have been 
two ancient attempts to provide the play 
with an iambic Exodus (Angelos-narrative 
and/or Dea ex Machina), both of which can 
be shown to be inconsistent with the Euri- 
pidean plot. 

I Cf. G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Trans- 
mission of the Plays of Euripides (Cambridge, 
I965), 102, 249 ff. 

2 W. Ritchie, The Authenticity of the Rhesus 
of Euripides (Cambridge, 1964), IOI ff. It is 
not very clear what he means by suspecting 
interpolation 'in 0o6-14', since this passage is 
the linch-pin of the structure he is defending. 

3 Cf. Ar. Ran. 946 f.; Arist. Rhet. 3. p. 
I4I 5a8; Sch. E. Hec. I. These passages ex- 
plicitly confirm the Euripidean norm. They 
cannot, however, be held to exclude the 
possibility of an exception anciently attri- 
buted to Euripides. This qualification has 
a bearing on whether our prologue can have 
had its extant structure in antiquity. This is 
not the same question as whether the extant 
structure can be attributed to Euripides. 

4 Ritchie argues compellingly that Rhesus 
has lost its original prologue, for which there 
is both internal and external evidence (op. 
cit. 101-I3, 29 ff.). The manner and date 
of its loss, if known, might be relevant to 
the present problem (below, pp. 363 f.). 
Ritchie (pp. 42 f.) assumes, on the basis of 
Hyp. ii, loss before Aristophanes of Byzan- 
tium. But we can surely identify the play- 
opening indexed by Dicaearchus (NOv 
EuceAXrvov...) with one of the irpoAoyot 
&r8Tro described in Hyp. i as extant ('eIpov- 
TaC') in the third century B.C. (or later), at 
which date there were numerous copies with 
the variant openings ('Kat ev EVlioC E . ..). 
One possibility is that Ar. Byz. himself ex- 
cised it under a misapprehension (was the 
'actors' wrpoAoyoc' of I I lines simply a clarify- 
ing 'pre-prologue' in some texts?). But Ritchie 
neglects another obvious loophole: why 
should not Hyp. ii have been modified later 
(it was certainly abbreviated) to suit a be- 
headed text? The Aristophanic subject of 
wrpoAoyliovuc, instead of ot Kal. . ., may have 
been something like Svo Oea' (cf. Ritchie, 
p. I o). On the problems of Rhesus, see also 
Fraenkel's review of Ritchie in Gnomon, 37 
(1965), 228-41. 

5 Sch. Ar. Th. 1015 ff. (cf. Ritchie, I03 f.). 
We might visualize Andromeda preceding 
her trimeters with an anapaestic Opijvoc 
occasioned by her visibly uncomfortable 
situation; but this (even if proved) would 
afford no support for a plunge in medias res 
in dialogue form. 
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(43). One does not answer such a question with an immense narrative that 
begins in the remote past with the birth of one's wife and two sisters-in-law, 
to say nothing of other irrelevances. 'Deferred exposition' is all very well: 
but this is ridiculous. Beyond question, 49 if. were not written to follow 1-48. 

England, following Hartung, Hermann, and Bohnhoff, wished to move the 
iambic exposition before 1-48. All these editors concluded that its closing 
lines (impossibly, thus, addressed to the Retainer) derive from some ancient 
revision or recent forgery, of which no satisfactory account has been given. 

A more favoured view among recent critics has been that our text of I-I63 
comprises parts of two different prologues, conflated by a later hand, to whom 
the closing lines of the iambics are assigned. There are three possibilities here: 
(a) Euripides wrote both (perhaps in an unfinished state); the conflation is then 
most naturally attributed to the Exhibitor. (b) Euripides wrote one, the 
Exhibitor or some early fourth-century poet wrote the other; preferably not the 
Exhibitor in this case, since a prologue passed over by him would scarcely have 
survived, even in part. (c) Euripides wrote neither.' 

None of these possibilities is directly disprovable. Equally, none is obviously 
attractive. Against a, it is not likely that Euripides, if he ever contemplated 
opening his play with 'Eyevovro A%aL. ..., also experimented with a highly 
uncharacteristic initial anapaestic dialogue. Against b and c, would not an 
early fourth-century audience have objected to the total cutting and replace- 
ment of (in effect) the first scene of a well-known prizewinning masterpiece ? 
This applies more forcibly, perhaps, if we suppose that the anapaests came 
first and were later replaced by drily expository iambics. But if we give priority 
to the iambics, we can expect to be asked for evidence of anapaestic openings 
becoming favoured, as against iambic ones, in the early fourth century. And 
how did the unsatisfactory conflation become the booksellers' norm, or at least 
the version adopted by Aristophanes of Byzantium? Ex hypothesi, the alter- 
natives had independently stood the test of production, and were separately 
superior to the conflation; one at least must have been well circulated, in so 
popular a play.2 Finally, can we so lightly disregard the early citations of both 
iambics and anapaests, and the prima-facie Euripidean quality of both ? 

This, in outline, is the present unsatisfactory state of the question. 

Suppose we take the postulated 'anapaestic prologue' and examine it as 
though what survives were a fragment. Murray considered it to be 'paene 
perfectum', whereas the 'iambic prologue' is 'imperfectum'. This judgement can 
be directly tested. 

To begin with, we have the sense-gap between 48 and 1I5, if all the iambics 
are discounted. It is certainly deducible that at this point Agamemnon must 
at least (a) reveal to the Retainer his previous summons of Iphigenia;3 (b) 
mention 'marriage with Achilles' in a way that the Retainer will misunder- 
stand, after hearing its postponement in the letter ;4 (c) inform him that he is 
himself to be sent to Mycenae with the cancelling letter ;5 (d) the conclusion 
must make it clear that what Agamemnon says next will be the actual words 

I The case for 'Conflated Prologues' is the reason given. 'One thinks of the romantic 
argued in AIGT, I38-40. Page himself atmosphere of Chairemon' (p. 139). 
favours b, assigning the anapaests to 'a good 2 Continuous popularity in antiquity: cf. 
early writer'-not Euripides the Younger (as AIGT, 9 f., 128. 3 Cf. 133-5. 
Bremi suggested, approved by Murray), for 4 Cf. I24-6. 5 Cf. II8, I39. 
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of the letter.' These revelations will in practice require more than just a line or 
two. Now there is no warrant for assuming, a priori, the absence here (loss or 
non-composition) of more anapaests. Anapaests are fine for developing the 
emotional implications of a dramatic situation; they are ill-suited to the pri- 
mary communication of essential information. The very complexity of the 
'pre-curtain' situation in this play more than usually cries out for the clarity 
of trimeters. And a prologue consisting of Ioo(+) lines of anapaests and no 
iambics would be a phenomenon without parallel in Greek Tragedy. It is 
thus a reasonable inference that the prologue in which the anapaests featured 
contained, or was intended to contain, an iambic passage between 48 and I 15 
-so far, not necessarily a single speech: but we may note that the extant 
iambics from about line 97 exactly cover the essential matter outlined above 
in a, b, c, and d; also that the Retainer's words at I 17 f., I24 f., and 133 if. 

appear to express his first (still confused) reactions to a, b, and c, so that what 
is needed to fill the 'gap' is a single speech, not a passage of dialogue. England 
objected on principle to the intrusion of an iambic speech between two passages 
of anapaestic dialogue. But there will hardly have been a rule forbidding 
such a feature, given a context in which the speech is dramatically appropriate. 

Further inferences are possible. Murray, presumably, visualized a minimal 
link between 48 and 115 as sufficient to complete his 'anapaestic prologue'. 
Did he not observe that the extant anapaests mention neither the oracle of 
Calchas, on which so much depends, nor Menelaus, in preparation for the 
abrupt opening of the First Episode ? True, we do not want a long exposition 
of the general background in reply to the Retainer's question (the very fault 
complained of in the extant prologue-structure); but let it not be thought that 
this background could be left to the audience's imagination. The Aulis story 
was familiar in its outlines, but the details were variable, and there had been 
many versions of the circumstances in which Calchas (or Artemis) demanded 
the sacrifice of Iphigenia.2 The place for all this, and any other, introductory 
matter is before I-48, detailed study of which will confirm the need for a pre- 
vious exposition. The Retainer, like the rest of the army, is already acquainted 
with all that is public knowledge.3 Those who regard the anapaests as a 
fragment can have no reason to deny that they were preceded (before the 
postulated conflation) by a monologue opening from Agamemnon, who then 
summons the Retainer and converses with him. 

Now it is evident that the first three-quarters (or so) of the extant iambics 
would do very well as a monologue before line I (so England and others); 
and we have seen that the last quarter (or so) covers the ground that Agamem- 
non must cover with the Retainer. There would seem, surely, to be a hypothesis 
here worth testing, viz. that: 

(i) The extant anapaests were written for a prologue constructed as follows: 
A. iambic monologue; B. anapaests 1-48; C. further iambics in reply to the 
Retainer's question; D. anapaests I 115-63. 

(2) A and C in fact survive in our text, brought together, and apparently indissolubly 
welded, as 49-114. 

I iI5 ff. -or rather II7-I 8-- 5-16? (see here taken as certain, though some critics 
below on p. 356). seem to have misunderstood, or missed the 

2 Cf. M. Platnauer, Iph. Taur. (Oxford, significance of, this cardinal feature of the 
1938), x-xii. See also p. 348, nn. 5-6 below. plot. See further on pp. 36I f. 

3 The public nature of Calchas' oracle is 
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(3) For reasons that will become clear, I divide the iambics into A. 49-96 
and C. 97- 14. Close attention will be paid to the suture at 96/7. 

On this hypothesis the poet of the anapaests becomes identifiable with 
Euripides; so also the poet of the iambics, subject to the possibility that the 
dislocation of his prologue involved some makeshift adjustments, or more 
far-reaching revision, to suit the new arrangement. The plausibility of the 
hypothesis will be enhanced if (a) the prologue as rearranged is found to be 
coherent with itself, harmonious with the Euripidean plot as a whole, and 
consistent in detail with Euripidean authorship; (b) we can give a tentative 
explanation of how it became dislocated, at least as plausible as explanations 
which postulate the conflation of alternatives. 

A. IAMBICS 49-96 
The play opens with Agamemnon before his quarters at Aulis. In the 
Greek theatre we need to be told this (before the action begins, if not at the 
beginning of the exposition), since there was little or no illusionist scenery.' 
But there is a AaCtrr4rp which at once tells us that it is night,z and there may be 
a stool beside the fixed stage-altar, to indicate that it is to serve as a writing- 
table.3 Agamemnon does not 'enter', the play opening rather with a simple 
tableau.4 

He begins, in characteristic Euripidean style, with economically self-identify- 
ing genealogy, and proceeds to narrate: 

51-65: the wooing of Helen, and the Tyndarean Oath. 
66-79: Helen's choice of Menelaus, and her rape by Paris. 
80-6: the gathering at Aulis, and his own elective status. 
87-96: the a1rrAota, and the oracle of Calchas. 

There is little need to argue that this whole passage strongly suggests the 
hand of Euripides. It may be that his style was imitable, but prima facie the 
lines are authentic. The following critical points bear on the wider inter- 
pretation of the prologue, or of the play as a whole :5 

51 if. For the Lvr-IcrTpEc and the oath, cf. Thuc. I. 9. It looks as though the 
prominent treatment of this episode was designed to reassert, at the outset, 
the mythic tradition against Thucydides' rejection of it. The poet is saying 
to the audience: 'Forget Thucydides: Agamemnon was not an all-powerful 
warlord, and it was he, not the "princes orgulous", who was subject to fear.' 
The precise terms of the oath are linked with Agamemnon's fears at 53I-5, 
and serve to authenticate that passage.6 Here, and elsewhere, we can be certain 

I p. Arnott, Greek Scenic Conventions in the 5 Minor textual points: in 53 f. I should 
5th century B.C. (Oxford, I962), io6. read... q0o'voc (Markland) I 6vvtcraaO', c-rc 

2 Cf. 34-a passing reference as to some- 5,) Aacos ri-v rapOevov, as the positive question 
thing that has long been in view. Agamem- at issue. In 77 I should prefer olcrp4qcac epco& 
non himself will take it within at I63. (or y' cpots): cf. 382-7. In 8o Aristotle's 

3 A new suggestion, I think, but cf. Arnott, datavrEc troc is the better variant ('at a run' 
op. cit. 43 ff. Agamemnon does not, pre- -see LSJ); Sopi tiresomely anticipates 
sumably, brandish his eATrot throughout revX77 ALaPovTec, and this dative would here 
49-96. be happier with a supporting epithet. 

4 So Helen, Andromache, and others 6 Certainly 53I1-5 is melodramatic (AIGT, 
(Hcld., Suppl.) are discovered as suppliants at I57 f.), but not for that reason un-Euri- 
a vxjLa or wrcot'oc. Cf. also Rh., Hec., Tro., Or. pidean. We are meant, I think, to hear the 
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that Euripides also had in mind the Parodos of Agamemnon.I At Ag. 212 f. the 
dilemma-horn is quite simply expressed: 7rrcc Aro'vavc yevcowaL, fvl,u,aXtac 
alaprcov; By stressing the Tyndarean Oath, Euripides gives this more sub- 
stance. 

84. crparrtyelv trKacrat. Should the sense be 'chose me as commander-in-chief'? 
One wonders then: 'why Agamemnon, not Menelaus himself?' The only reason 

given ('for Menelaus' sake, being his brother') is insufficient to the point of 

illogicality. The sense, I think, was 'elected me to share the crparr^yta': crparIq- 
yeLv Kar' 'ca.2 The joint-leadership of the Atridae was traditional,3 and by no 
means incompatible with this play.4 If crpar-qyyeFv Kar' i'ca suggests the Athenian 

crparrlyta (especially in conjunction with EfAovro), we find a similar political 
topicality in 366 if. 

89 if. The oracle has been delivered to the assembled Greeks, or at least to 
the assembled chieftains, not to a select few. No explanation is given (except 
the arrAoLa itself), and it is nowhere implied that Agamemnon had offended the 

goddess Artemis. Calchas has spoken-that is all. In I.T. 18-24, Agamemnon 
had been held by Calchas to a rash vow that he would sacrifice to Artemis 'the 
fairest offspring of the year'.5 But for the plot of I.A., such a vow would be an 
unwanted complication in the fraternal and conjugal wrangles, and would blur 
the patriotic motivation of Iphigenia's volte-face in 1374 ff. Euripides avoids 

contradicting his previous play, while broadly, in both I.T. and I.A., following 
Aeschylus in respect of the exculpation of Artemis, the prior innocence of 

Agamemnon, and the crucial mantic role of Calchas.6 

fears there as exaggerated; pessimism is a 
characteristic of Euripides' Orestes also. 

I Cf. below, nn. 3, 6; p. 350, n. 2; p. 358, 
n. 5; P- 359, n. 4; p- 362, nn. 2, 4, 6; also 
p. 351, n. 6; p. 352, n. 7; p. 357, n. 2; 
P. 358, n. 4. 

2 KaTr<c>a: cf. 130. A copyist was no 
doubt satisfied by Kara MevE'AEc Xapiv- 
someone else then desperately made it 
Kara for the metre. Kar' Ltca: cf. II. 11. 336 
and LSJ s.v. icoc iv. 2 (adverbial phrases). 

3 II I. i6 ATpELSa ... KOCMfJlTopE AacJv; 
A. Ag. 43 f. S8cKrf7Tfpov Tt7fic. 

4 Cf. 173-8, 818, 842, 928f. (contra 414, 
but see p. 362, n. 5). 

5 Not (pace Platnauer) alluded to in I.A. 
530, which refers to I.A. 360. Editors 
strangely infer (despite the absence of vraAaL 
or the like in I.T. 2I or 23) that the vow 
had been taken before Iphigenia's birth. 
The absurdity of such a story (vow in 
abeyance for fifteen years? Baby prize ad- 
judicated fifteen years too late?) makes it 
vain to postulate allusiveness to a non-extant 
version of the myth in the imagined sense. 
Cicero (De Off. 3. 25. 95) worded his version 
clumsily, but apparently placed the vow 
in the current year ('eo quidem anno'). If so, 
he was right. We are to understand that 
Agamemnon had made the vow recently 
at Aulis, in a dark hour (cf. bcoco'pcut 21); 

he was then trapped by Calchas' perversely 
mantic interpretation of the vow's wording. 
A degree of perversity in the interpreta- 
tion is appropriate (cf. n. 6 below), as 
long as the perversity is that of the hated 
Calchas (I.T. 531 if., etc.). It was as a 
maiden, not as a baby, that Iphigenia was 
adjudged KaAALcrT. I.T. 22 ff. = 'Well now 
(osv) your wife has (-tCret) a beautiful 
daughter.. whom (as this year's fairest 
TOKOC, even if not born within the year) 
you must sacrifice (before the fleet can sail 
from Aulis).' Payment had to precede the de- 
sired benefit ( 8 ff.); and the year's womo 
does not only bring forth babies. 

6 Critics of the Agamemnon Parodos com- 
monly fall into the error of seeking to explain 
why Artemis demanded a victim (so, despite 
some useful insights, N. G. L. Hammond in 
JHS lxxxv [I965], 42-55). The Chorus 
nowhere say that she did. Nor do they say 
that either the eagles or the winds were sent 
by any god. The whole point of the elaborate 
'portent' is to make it clear that the 'pre- 
scription' (/ilxap 199) came from a human 
augur who could have been challenged ( 86). 
Calchas is wrily allowed to be a proficient 
seer (I22, 249): but nothing guarantees his 
divine spokesmanship (cf. 201 f.); and 
Agamemnon himself in 206-17 does not 
claim to be obeying the gods, in performing 

348 C. W. WILLINK 



THE PROLOGUE OF IPHIGENIA AT AULIS 

93. Wantonly deleted by Nauck, followed by Murray. The line is blameless 
in expression, and the negative converse of the prediction is as indispensable 
here as it would be redundant if repeated at 359.' 

94-6. KAVW)V ') Ey TaVT o, Op0LWL) Kr?pvyftaTr 
Ta6AOv'3ov EIrTOV 7Tarvrt adilvac cTparov, 
ce oVTroT' av rAac Ovyacrepa KTELVEtV EfLrV. 

The army is still at Aulis (8I f., 88), and there is evidently something left un- 
said. In the traditional text (continuing directly with 97 if.) we can, indeed, 
infer either that Talthybius never proclaimed the dismissal, or that it was 
proclaimed and subsequently countermanded. Or perhaps the dismissal, thus 
equivocally described, was only of the particular congregation at which Calchas 
delivered his oracle. But why mention Talthybius and the dismissal at all, 
rather than simply 'hearing this, I at first flatly refused to sacrifice my daugh- 
ter .. .' ? Consider now the effect of the proposed division of the iambics at 96. 
When Agamemnon breaks off here and proceeds to his letter-writing in evident 
distress, the audience is misled into supposing that little time has elapsed since 
Calchas' oracle and its rejection, for it seems that the dismissal of the army 
from Aulis has not yet taken efect. This deception has a definite purpose. The 
natural expectation of the audience is that (despite 96) the letter in view con- 
tains Iphigenia's summons-the more so, because of Agamemnon's tears (see 
below). The abortive countermanding letter is surely an Euripidean invention,2 
and will therefore come as a complete surprise. The effect of the break at 96 
is to delay and so to enhance the surprise; and for this 'double-cross' there has 
to be both equivocation and reticence3-not only here, but throughout the 
following section of anapaests (1-48), for the interpretation of which we now 
have an important new clue. 

B. ANAPAESTS 1-48 
There is a pause, with stage-movement and 'business', before Agamemnon 
summons the Retainer from the skene, which justifies the change of metre with- 
out change of speaker.4 Normally it is a new voice that initiates the anapaests 
in a prologue, but the situation here makes that inappropriate. It is enough 
that this section is dominated by the Retainer's garrulity. Agamemnon's actions 
are clearly described in 34-42: by then he has finished his letter, not without 

an explicitly 'impious' sacrifice (219 ff.). 
Aeschylus' treatment was no doubt an in- 
novation calculated to absolve Artemis from 
the savagery attributed to her in cult and 
myth; it was surely so understood by Euri- 
pides (see also I.T. 385-91). 

' Murray's 'cf. 359' is obscure, if intended 
as a ground for deletion. He was surely not 
(as implied in AIGT, 137) thinking 93 to be 
derived from 359; but neither does it con- 
flict with it. 

2 The invention was dramatically fruitful: 
it leads naturally to a dispute with Menelaus 
which would otherwise have had to precede 
the decision to send for Iphigenia; and a 
structurally important role is created for the 
Retainer. Both of these (and the very novelty 

of the idea) look like Euripidean features. 
3 A legitimate veil is drawn over what 'in 

fact' the Atridae said to keep the army at 
Aulis (cf. 8i8 /X,rEAA ara) and over the 
'actual' time-lapse since the oracle (travelling- 
time was freely distorted or disregarded by 
the dramatists, as in A. Ag.). The narrative- 
ellipse, here explained as necessary for a 
special dramatic effect, is also appropriately 
in character: Agamemnon stresses his first, 
creditable reaction and stops short of reveal- 
ing his subsequent tergiversations (Mene- 
laus' account at 359 f. is rhetorically distorted 
in the opposite direction). For Euripidean 
misdirection in prologues cf. W. S. Barrett 
on Hp. 41-50. 

4 Cf. 1475, Andr. 103. 
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erasures, sealed, reopened, and cast it on the ground, weeping uncontrollably 
the while. This 'business' cannot all be accommodated between 28 and 33; 
he must have been involved with his letter ever since (and before) the Retainer 

emerged, except when moved to voice his grief (I6 if., 21 if.). He is in no mood 
for polite conversation. In conflict with this reading of the scene are the remarks 

assigned to Agamemnon at 6 and 9 ff. But there are notorious difficulties in 
the text, and it will be argued that the whole of 4-I 5 should be assigned to the 
Retainer. 

I-5. 'Old man, come forth before this building.' 'I come: but what novelty areyou 
engaged upon, King Agamemnon?' 'Make haste.' 'I hasten (also I am zealous): my 
old age is sleepless, and my eyes keen. . .' The action has begun, and it is essential 
in the Greek theatre that we should know what sort of 'building' the Retainer 
is being summoned from. The uninformative phrase 860.ov Ti-vSe ?rQLpoLOEv is 

technically improper unless the skene is already identifiable as Agamemnon's 
quarters at Aulis. It is hard to see how the identification could be made if 
line i were the first line of the play. CTETXe.-c--'ceo. The division of an ana- 

paestic metron between two speakers is rare, but exactly paralleled in Rh. 16 

aOpcet.-Oapc1T---evidently a special case, which recurs at once in 3 t'rEucqft 
-clreu$Sw. Editors choose between crTEV3e (Porson) and crrEV'CELC; (Dobree); 
but the archetype more probably had crTrev'crt; and the middle, though rare, 
seems possible in the light of II. I 5. 402 crrevco/a tc AX)tALa.2 KClVOUpyE?C: 

perhaps a new word,3 recurring in 838 which seems securely authentic. 
Brief though it is, this exchange is already strikingly Euripidean, especially in 
the characterization and elegant idiom of 4-5. 

6-8. Having emerged from the skene, the Retainer looks up at the stars, 
almost as though to demonstrate his unimpaired faculties. He has to make the 
running in this conversation, and continues: 'Whatever means this blazing star 
Sirius, rushing still in mid course near the seven-faring Pleiad? . . .' I read ri Tror' 

dp' acr) p o'e 7ropGlLevet | Cpc . . .; (restorable from the citation by Theon of 

Smyrna-see below), and interpret as follows: (a) 'Why is the Dogstar active 
at this ungodly hour ?' Tl WOT' ap' . . . suits the Retainer's quasi-jocular attitude 
of wonderment and protestation.4 (b) The mention of the Dogstar is heard as 
an indication of late summer ;5 the projected campaign has been long delayed, 
but not yet ruled out by the arrival of autumn. The Dog Days began about 
three weeks after midsummer,6 and from then on Sirius and the Pleiades are 
both prominent in the late-night sky. The hour, not the season, is further 
defined by aLccCov E'TL !EccCTpqc: not only is it long past normal bedtime, but 

I The parallel is overlooked in AIGT, 13 I. the guards' agitation. It is hardly conceivable 
Ritchie indeed (op. cit. 290 ff.) would re- that the medieval copyists of Rh. were 
move Rh. I6 and insert <Xo. otf3oc' Odapcet> familiar with the text of LA., and it is 
after Rh. 12; but his reasons for so bold a step sounder to regard LA. 2-3 and Rh. I6 as 
seem inadequate. The asyndeton and 3rd providing mutual support. 
person verb in 13 f. are consistent with the 2 Cf. A. Ag. I5I and Eu. 360; also Med. 
question in 12 being unanswered by these I53 and I83 (codd.). 
undisciplined guards; so also the repeated 3 See further below on p. 359. 
'speak up!' in line I4. Further, i6 is satis- 4 Cf. S. Aj. 905. r.+apa recurs in LA. 1228. 

factory in situ: Hector's Oapc6( can be taken s Contrast Ba. 66I f. (CQ N.S. xvi [1966], 
as a (rebuking?) acknowledgement of the 227): were these companion dramas con- 
Chorus's Odpcet, and I see no reason to insist sciously set in opposite seasons of the year? 
that his following questions are 'agitated'- 6 Arat. I48; Pliny 24. 17. 12. 
he is rather denying (p6(3V .. .;) the need for 
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there is plenty of the course left to run before daybreak puts an end to it 
(e'rl 

' 
acvXia I3).' (c) The celestial Dogs are the attendant hounds of the hunts- 

man Orion, and the flight of the Pleiades (or HEiActdSc) before Orion was 
a familiar poetic theme.2 cyyuc ... nIe6iaSoc is astronomically questionable, 
but hardly an 'error' (AIGT, I3I). Cf. Pi. JV. 2. I0 ff. EcrL 8' EoLKoC I opetav ye 
HnEAELaoSv I ,1) r-q1AOev 'Oap'iva vetcOai. The (true) proximity of Orion is 
here poetically extended to his Dog, and we are not concerned with straight- 
forward astronomy. (d) T ... Tropo0Peui6: 7ropOtfUvtv is invariably transitive 
in Euripides, except perhaps in I. T. I445; for other metaphorical uses of this 
characteristic verb, cf. Or. I032, I.T. 37I. 'What (ferrying) does Sirius ferry?' 
-there is an allusive quality in the Greek, wherein the hearer, if not the 

speaker, is aware of diverse overtones.3 We are indirectly put in mind of the 

7ropOGLoc of the Euripus and the 7rop8O1Eia of the fleet to Troy; also that of 

Iphigenia to Aulis, which we suppose at this stage to be the purport of Agamem- 
non's letter. Given this (partial) understanding of what is afoot, for which 
a previous exposition is clearly indispensable, we hear further overtones. The 

dcrT)p CEIpLoc sounds like a portent of danger (LSJ s.v. cetpLoc), its nearness 
to the Pleiad figuring the threat to the dove-like Iphigenia; and the threat is 
Tl/t ?cc'Cp7/C, i.e. not yet averted, despite Agamemnon's refusal to sacrifice his 

daughter (94 if.). There are some close parallels: (i) Or. I005 f. Er-rarTopov re 

SpdaJjFa HeAEitaoc j eIc ooov a'AAav Zevc /LE?rata3AAcE, where the heavenly 'run- 
ning' of the Pleiad is somewhat obscurely linked with the Atreid curse; the point 
is less obscure if we suppose that the 'hunted dove' symbolism was so familiar 
as to need only a touch on a plangent chord. (ii) Rh. 529 if. Trpcra vTEraU 

cryleta, Kalc errTaropoL HIlAetaScc aOepLta, fJeca 8' Aleroc I ovpavov 7Trotrar: 

A. S. Way showed this to be literally true at about 3 a.m. in midsummer,4 
but it should be observed also that the Eagle is a portent of doom for the 

Trojans ;5 at this point in Rh. their hopes are buoyant, but a terrible enemy is 
about to swoop on them out of the night; and the setting of the Pleiades had 
been linked with the fall of Troy in A. Ag. 826.6 (iii) The Pleiades are mentioned 
twice in Phaethon (frs. 773, 22 and 779, 4), possibly with similar overtones; in 
Ion 1152f. and Hel. 1489 f. they are bracketed with Orion, confirming this 
association (as of Orion with Sirius in Hec. 1004). All these parallels, especially 
the recurrence of the epithet erJraropoc, not only help to elucidate our passage, 
but also point strongly to its authenticity ;7 those who deny it have to postulate 
'skilful imitation' or the like. 

In LP the text runs differently: Ay. ric trorp' acr-)p 8e r7ropO6evet; 

1p. Cetptoc ... and this version of 6 has invariably been accepted by editors, 

I Not 'still on the meridian'. The Retainer Pleiades as setting. [For rrp6cra I should 
has neither compass nor sextant; nor with prefer 7rpnrac (sc. VVKTOC or qvAaKf/c).] 
that rendering is 'still' intelligible (Sirius is 5 I. 8. 247; I2. 201. 

on the meridian before dawn in late Sep- 6 In Ag. 826 aa,/l HAetdL v avc,v cannot 
tember). simply (if at all) have a calendar significance, 

2 II. 22. 29; Od. I. 572 ff.; LSJ s.v. and the phrase is regarded by Denniston- 
11Aetadec. Page as inexplicable. Aeschylus wanted, I 

3 Cf. Licymn. 2 AXe'pwov axEa 7ropOjLeveL think, a vivid indication of night-time suit- 
Pporo?civ. able for a context full of images drawn from 

4 There is no error in Rh. 529 ff. (as hunting (for this reason I should retain -rayac 
stated in AIGT, 132). The error was the in 822). 
failure of Crates, according to the scholiast, 7 Cf. Rh. Hyp. i ? 7repl ra /teraTpca SE 
to take aWtOeptai as predicative, so that he ev avi,6t roAv7rpayVJocvv77 rdov Evprn'Srj)v 
thought that Euripides was describing the oluoAoyer. 
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despite generally admitted difficulties of interpretation. Apparently supporting 
the traditional pointing (if not tic against rl) is the Ennian parallel:' AG. 
Quid nocti' videtur in altisono I caeli clupeo ? SEN. Temo superat ... Yet many have 
been ready to discount Ennius by continuing 7-8 to Agamemnon.2 It is 
possible that Ennius himself reshaped, not merely paraphrased, the conversa- 
tion, but more probable that he knew a version similar to LP's (presumably 
that of the recent edition of Aristophanes of Byzantium), and that there were 
variant assignations in antiquity.3 It is certain that Theon of Smyrna read 
6-8 as an unbroken sentence, for his planetary interpretation (though mis- 
taken) depends on such pointing;4 it is also certain that he read ri, which is 
further supported by the anaphoric ri 8. . .in I2 (see below). LP's version 
would be suspect even without Theon's citation: (a) the question 'What is 
yonder star?' from Agamemnon is unmotivated (unless testing the Retainer's 
eyesight?) and in conflict with his engrossment in the letter (34 if.); (b) why 
7Tort) p' ('whatever') ? (c) rropOplevet, taken to mean 'transits', is unparalleled in 
this intransitive sense; (d) 'yy'c and c'rt LLEcr7jpr7 in the Retainer's reply are 
not explicable in astronomical terms; (c) the connection of thought in 9 
OVKOVV ... y' is very obscure, however the continuation is assigned, unless 
both question and continuation are assigned to the Retainer.5 

9-I . '. . . At any rate, there is no sound of birds or sea, and the winds are all 
silent here at the Euripus . . .' Atmospheric lines, which finely evoke the sultry 
calm of a summer night. Although the calm night is consistent with adverse 
winds by day, it seems tolerably clear that Euripides was thinking of the 
ar)Aota as having been caused by doldrums, but this aspect of the a'rrAoca was 

probably not of prime interest to him.6 UKOUV . . . y': the Retainer is (with 
unconscious irony) contrasting the untimely activity of the sinister Dogstar 
(and, in the sequel, of Agamemnon) with the c'cvXta which prevails at Aulis. 

clyal 8' &v,utwv: the plural clyat is rare, but by no means to be viewed with 

suspicion.7 Line I is a paroemiac, whose full close marks a slight pause while 

I Enn. ap. Varr. L.L. 5. 19. 
2 Bremi; so Kirchhoff, England, et al. 

Their motive has usually been to make ac-rrp 
celpIoc refer to an unnamed planet or star, 
to obviate the 'astronomical error' in eyyVc. 
Despite Theon's similar view in antiquity 
(n. 4 below), there can be no question that 
Cetptoc is here the Dogstar, in the light of the 
parallels given above. 

3 Cf. Sch. Med. I48. See further on p. 363 
below. 

4 Theon Smyrn. rrEpt accrp. I6. p. 202 
Martin: o rpayLK oc6 mr Tvoc TOv: 7Travrjwv' 
t '7or' dpa o adcTr1p 3oe TropOLev.EL cLpLtoc; 
Cf. n. 2 above. 

5 Paley assigned 9-I (but not 6) to the 
Retainer. 

6 There is good peason to suppose that 
there was such a rival version of the story 
(contra A. Ag. 147 f., 192 ff.). England, argu- 
ing otherwise on I.T. 15, overlooked Callim. 
Dian. 230. S. El. 564 is ambiguous and 
textually uncertain, but the best Greek is 

Froehlich's -ra rXAo1' acrvev'lar' Ecx' ev AviAS& 
(with Artemis as the subject). In I.T. also 
the text is controversial (see Platnauer, ad 
loc.), but there is no good reason for altering 
7rvevulcrwOv 'T ov TrvyXvcv (7rvEvadrcov re 
-rvyXavov is quite impossible Greek for 
'obtaining adverse winds'). I.A. 813 (AXrrTaFc 
rrvoatc) is decisive, if the text is sound. It is 
vain to dispute whether adverse winds or 
doldrums make more rational sense of the 
irrational Aulis episode. The pre-Aeschylean 
legend was very likely noncommittal ('with- 
out favourable winds'), following, e.g., the 
pattern of Od. 4. 351-63. The preparation 
and rich detail in A. Ag. is consistent with 
ad hoc invention, in this as in other features 
(p. 348, n. 6; p. 358, n. 5); Aeschylus' de- 
fiance of climatic plausibility was not binding 
on his immediate successors, but his positive, 
colourful explanation of the darAota naturally 
prevailed in later antiquity. 

7 Cf. A. Ag. 412 (Fraenkel). 
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the Retainer contemplates the night, Agamemnon wrestles with his 8'Arot, 
and the audience bestir their imaginations. 

12-I5. 'And why do you, King Agamemnon, emulate the rushing-about of Sirius? 
There is yet quiet here in the army at Aulis. . . (so)' let us go within.' Ti S8 c6 (not 
cv Se ri): the structure is anaphoric, looking back to ri -rot' ip' dccrp (6), just 
as atccetc I2 echoes adLccov 8. Rather than directly contrasting the wakeful 
king with the silent world of nature, the Retainer compares his activity with 
that of the Dogstar-a much subtler stroke, carrying with the comparison the 
overtones described above. adtcctc need not imply that Agamemnon is literally 
rushing round the stage; for most of this scene he is more appropriately seated, 
though mouvemente. 

16-48 (in summary). 'I envyyour lowly estate.' 'But it is to the great that rT KaAov 

belongs.' 'Ah, but that rO KaAov, though sweet, is fraught with grief.' 'Such thoughts 
are unseemly in a prince. You must accept disappointments. And what is this letter, 
whose composition so troubles you? Unburden your mind to a loyal servant, long ago sent 
by Tyndareus with your wife as a dowry slave, a trusty bridal-escort.' I6-33: the 
Retainer consoles his master for the frustration of his ambitions (cf. 93), with 
an allusiveness which only a previous exposition can put us in a position to 
appreciate. Needless to say, he is friendly and loyal in this scene, approving of 
Agamemnon's nolleprosequi (94-6); it is not his place to refer more explicitly to 
a distasteful incident which he regards as closed. At the same time, in order 
to maintain the equivocation about the army's dismissal (p. 349), the consola- 
tion proceeds in generalities. TO icaXov: 'the good life', thought of in terms of 
success in the eyes of the world, as in Hp. 382, where r6 KaAdv is similarly 
described as a 'Sovrj.2 ... c4aLXEp6v, [Kac To tAlo'rqov] yXuK6u ev XuTrnrTL & 
iTrpoCLcTacievov: Bothe's ejection of Kat ro OXAo'rLov as derived from a gloss on 
rT KaAdv is much the most plausible solution.3 Airi/t (Hermann) is clearly 
better than the finite verb Avrrel (a common sort of corruption): 7rpoctcra- 
I,LEvOV by itself means little ('rd KaXov vexes when it rrpoctcTara'), and the 

point must surely be 'sweet, but involving pain' (lit. 'adhering to', or perhaps 
better 'being weighed against'). 34-42: see above on p. 347 (AatlrrTrp), and 
pp. 349-50 (Agamemnon's actions during these anapaests). 43-8: we are still 
misinterpreting the letter as containing Iphigenia's summons: in the light of this, 
note the piquant irony of cuvvuVoK61p0ov (very likely an ad hoc coinage). The 
Retainer means only to refer to his long-ago escorting of Clytemnestra; but we 
think of another VV'4lr)q, whom we suppose that the Retainer is going to be 
sent to fetch. 

C. IAMBICS 97-I14 
When pressed to reveal his new trouble, Agamemnon reverts to trimeters, 
since this further exposition must be lucid in view of the deceptive treatment, 
in A and B, of the contents of the letter. No long retrospect is required at this 
point, which for the audience would involve tiresome repetition. The Retainer, 
like the audience, knows about the arrAoLa and the remedy proposed by 
Calchas; and Agamemnon has only been asked (or thinks he has) to explain his 

A comma suffices before c-reltXWLEV &co: 3 There is practically nothing to be said 
cf. I.T. 64 f. (Platnauer). for Nauck's 7rpOrtLOV (non-tragic, and not 

2 C.Q.N.S. xviii (1968), 14. Cf. also Ba. 881 extant at all in quite the required sense). 
(CQ N.S. xvi [1966], 229 ff.). 
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letter-writing. It is like him to be reticent, especially to a servant, about 
the ugly purpose behind Iphigenia's earlier summons; it is also like him to 
begin by blaming his brother. 

O 7t ' asEAqoc iravra 7rpocoE'pwv Xoyov 97 
c'7TEICc rACvaLt SEavd KaoV oArov 7TrvXalc 

ypd4ac 71Tefkua 7TpOc Sacutapra r77v ncrjv 

7TrEUTrrcv MXLAAEc Ovyar-ep' dc ya'kovoev?7v, 100 

7T T' aCLIc/LaW ravSpoc EKyavpovtLevoC, 
cvr7TrAErv r' 7 xaLoLc OV'VEK' Ov 60eAo AE'cyv, 
El /u7j Trap' 71luov ECCv E'c ECl'av AEXoc. 

97 o 87r scripsi: o 8rj LP Ioo crTAAELV Markland 

At 97 we find just the sort of imperfect suture that our hypothesis has led 
us to expect. We have seen the (surely planned) dramatic effectiveness of 
a break at 96 (p. 349); and in detail 97 follows ill after 96, though there is 
a superficial continuity in the narrative (indeed for the audience Agamemnon 
is virtually resuming where he broke off at 96). (a) XrAjvat 8etvC looks forward 
to the revelation of the marriage-plot and previous letter, and is echoed by 133 
Betva y' E'rdAac; but the juxtaposition with rAac ... KTELVELV (96) makes it 
sound, crudely, as though TrAjvat 8etva KTrEVELV trv Ovyarepa. (b) ou v&j ap- 
parently means 'and that was the moment when...' (cf. . T. 320); such 
emphasis by Agamemnon on the immediacy of the persuasion is out of place, 
unless we interpret e7Tretce as e7TcE0e-wrongly, in view of the continuation. The 
present hypothesis does not stand or fall by the minimal correction of ou $3y 
to o 8X. There could have been more extensive adjustments consequent on the 
reversal of 49-96 and I-48, even wholesale rewriting: but apart from the 
flawed continuity there is nothing un-Euripidean in the immediately succeeding 
lines.' A few lines could have dropped out: but we do not want resumptive 
lines that prematurely put the Retainer in the picture. It looks as though the 
new suture consisted only of ov 85, and the original is likely to have included 
the definite article o, emphasizing 'my brother', and with the enclitic pronoun 
idiomatically placed between article (plus post-positive) and noun.2 The 
choice, I think, lies between <(o pdv>, <( yap>, and <( 854>. The first would look 
forward to 107, the second back to the question (43). But o 54 seems at least 
equally good, neutral in 'direction', and further emphasizing the brother 
whom Agamemnon is weakly blaming, while marking 97 ff. as a resumptive 
continuation for the audience of 49-963. 

The remaining lines of the iambics have been widely condemned, but the 
censure is mostly misconceived. 

Ir7Te7rETv in oo (so obtrusive after blemish. If a pointer be sought to the 
eTre/Ca 99) is more likely to be a false variant authenticity of 97-103, eKyavpov'Jevoc (drT. 

than 'operis non perfecti vestigium' (Murray). Acy.) is a strong one: cf. Ba. I 144 yavpov/ev?7. 
Conceivably Euripides preferred reT'1rTEv 2 Cf. Hp. 10 o yap e O!7-ceoWc 7ratc... 
here (as against creAAetv in II9) to express (Barrett); also Hdt. I. i 15. 2 ot yap MIe EK 
an ambiguity in the wording of the summons, Tzic Kwf-qc ratNc ... and P1. Smp. 177 a 
thus preparing the ground for Clytemnes- X7 /lev ot apX7I trov Aoyov . . . 
tra's uninvited arrival (cf. on I54 below); Cf. P1. R. 350sc o 97 pacv'aXoc Wd4o- 
but such a point here would be a rather AoyrTce elEv rnavra Tav-ra, and Denniston, 
esoteric subtlety, not worth the stylistic Particles, 238. 
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TrrET0 yap E'Xov TrjvSe rTpoc 'd,lapr E'wjv- 
[cr,Evu cvvadIac avrt rrapOevov yaJ'ov] 105 

/iovot 8' Xaicov LC'tLEV (C cXEC C raOE- 

Kdaxac 'Oovccecc MEve'Aecc 0'. a a' ov KaAJc 

Eyvwcv TOT , av&O,c tLeraypcdawc KaA)c 7rdiv 
EC Tr7VE sEATOV, 7v KaTF E?V'PpOVrC <CKa)V> 
Avovra Kal cvv8ovvrT ft ElCECSEC, yEpov. I 1 

aAA' Ea, XwPEt racoS' cmrcroAac Aafobv 

Tpoc Apyoc. ad as KKEKEU0E 8&AroC EV rTTrvxac, 
Aoywt qOpacco coL 7ravTa Tayyeypatt/leva' 
TTCTOC &yap aAoxc rolc rT ' T EOcC 8o/LOtCtv El. 

I05 del. Herwerden IO9 EvrpOvrc? <L>P (evXpovriv Tr.), CKLaV conj. p in rasura 
suarum litterarum.' 

104-7. This passage embodies the only serious accusation against the closing 
lines of the 'iambic prologue': (a) the explicitness of I04 f. and Io6 f. (as 
normally punctuated) seems inconsistent with the Retainer's question in 

124 f. (b) I05 is ill-expressed, though Markland's daitt' mitigates this fault. 

(c) ,'cLev cannot have as its subject three names without an expressed 'and I'. 
The simple remedy for all three faults is Herwerden's deletion of the inorganic 
105, which permits the pointing of Io6 as a parenthesis. Probably we have 
a sequence of ancient confusion, involving (a) wrong pointing, with no stop 
after raTe o06, so that 104 became a disjunct line with lcXov necessarily taken 
as ist person; (b) expansion of the misinterpreted I04, designed to elaborate 
7Tre?O0 Trv3e and drive home the point about the 'false marriage'.2 One might 
consider transposing 104/5, but the quality of 105 is not in favour of its authen- 
ticity, and its content will be shown below to be decisively objectionable. The 
restored meaning is: '. . .for this way of persuading my wife was suggested3 (and 
we alone of the Achaeans know about this) by Calchas, Odysseus, and Menelaus.' 
Agamemnon's object is apologetic, not simply informative. He means, no 
doubt, to exclude Achilles from the list of those in the know; but he has not, 

for the Retainer, connected the summons of Iphigenia with the mooted sacrifice, 
and without I05 there is no explicit indication that the marriage is a sham, 
only hints of an ugly intrigue. It is not surprising if, in the sequel, the old man 
shows confusion and/or reluctance to believe what has not yet been spelt out. 

io8-I4. Linguistic and stylistic objections4 are here negligible: 
io08. !teraypadbco here only in poetry-not surprisingly; it is none the less vox 

propria for the activity described. The threefold avOtc / pera- / ardaAv is appro- 
priate (following rocr), since this is the sentence which at last undeceives 
the audience, making it clear that two letters are involved, and an unsus- 
pected time-lapse (above, p. 349). 
I For the corrected apparatus of 109, see E'XeL as a blemish. Someone thought to clarify 

now Zuntz, op. cit. 97 f. CKtaV is a post- raOra, but he mistook the point, since ravra 
Triclinian stopgap, of sufficient but not should (without 778) be taken as referring 
commanding merit. to Medea's exile. 

2 Med. 777 if. includes a strikingly similar 3 EtXov is sound, though the rendering may 
interpolation: WOC KaL OKefL /,Ot rav-ra Kal suggest OV . . . Et. I. To reO Xctv can suf- 
KaACc E'XE ! [yaciovc Tvpavvwv oOc ,rpoSo&c ficiently imply utterance (cf. CK'FJbLV, 1ot4i+v, 
tiL?ac Xfe]d, [ KaL efVLop' Elvat Ka' KaA>c etc.), and e'rov would be open to misunder- 

eyvwcce'va. Deletion of 778 obviates other standing before rrpoc. 
emendation, which still leaves the repeated 4 AIGT, 138. 
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I Io. 'indicative EcceSOV very rare in Eur.' (England). This and Hel. 848 may 
be the only places where elc- is required, but EcCiov is frequent, often with 
the first syllable anceps.1 

I 12 f. a 
8 KKKEVO ... .Ta'YYEYpa/LpE.Va pleonastic, and the whole sentence based 

on I.T. 760-I. The pleonasm ('but as to the contents of the $eAroc, I will tell 
you all that is written therein') is by no means objectionable, and an improve- 
ment on rdvodvra KdayyEypa1uErva in I. T. 760. Euripides' tendency to repeat 
his own phraseology in similar loci is sufficiently illustrated by comparing 
I.T. 760 with I.T. 763 (pacE ... .rdyyEypacL/Eca) and 787 (rdv EArotLCLV 

ETyyeypaCLkYedVa) .2 
In sum, 'general lameness of the verses'. This seems to be special pleading. 

Apart from the evident dislocation in I04-7 (with the lameness of I05) 
and the lacuna in o09, the whole of 97-114 is sound, accurate in content 
(cf. p. 346), and uniformly consistent with Euripides' plainer style; and 
an air of lucid simplicity is in place here. 

D. ANAPAESTS I115-63 

The metre changes back to anapaests, Agamemnon's lines with an admix- 
ture of heavy paroemiacs, appropriate to the heaviness of his heart.3 Agamem- 
non has said that he will read the cancelling letter, and proceeds to do so. 
The letter is effectively couched in a contrasting metre, but it is arguable that 
the Retainer originally spoke I 117-18 between I 14 and II 5, so that the change 
of metre was also marked by a change of speaker. It is natural for the Retainer 
to continue in anapaests, since that has been his metre all along. 

I 15-23. 'I instruct you, 0 daughter of Leda . . .' 'Speak and explain, that I may 
avoid contradicting your written message.' '. .. not to send your daughter to Aulis; for 
we shall celebrate her marriage at a later date.' The interruption comes rather 

awkwardly. True, in L T. 772, the reading of Iphigenia's letter is interrupted 
by Orestes, but the motivation there is obvious. Murray's defence fails, since 
AE'ye KaOL cjLLVa?vE does not mean 'perge legens'. Reiske's transposition is metrically 
an improvement (for the change of speaker after I I4) and otherwise excellent: 
117 f. thus provides a natural 'prompt' in the necessary pause while Agamemnon 
prepares to read. The Retainer is in fact not merely prompting Agamemnon 
(Acye), but asking for an explanation (c'patvve); his request, however, is not 
understood, and the king simply reads the letter; the Retainer then repeats the 
second half of his request (127).4 Continuity of sense (,pacco, then the letter) 
could have led a copyist to skip; either he noticed his mistake quickly, or 
I I 7-18 were added later in the margin. There is no reason to connect this 
displacement (if so it be) with the major one. 

124-7. 'But surely Achilles, disappointed of his marriage, will be furious with your 
wife and yourself? This is a 8 e L VO V affair. Explain your words.' ro 8 e a 8 e tv v 

(not KaLL ro$e 8Etvov): 
the Retainer is not pointing out the equal 8eavor-qc of 

alienating Achilles, but expressing fear as well as bewilderment. He is having 

I e.g. L T. 308, Hel. 745, etc. Was England repetitions within Rh. and between Rh. and 
misled by the artificial sundering of 'EcdSeLv' other plays). 
and 'edcEL'eav' in Beck's Index? 3 Cf. I.T. I23-235, Tro. 122-229; cf. also 

2 'One might say then that these were Ion 144-83. 
phrases which Euripides carried in his mind' 4 Cf. I T. 252, 256. 
(Ritchie, op. cit. 224, discussing similar 

356 C. W. WILLINK 



THE PROLOGUE OF IPHIGENIA AT AULIS 

to deduce for himself the true explanation of his master's manoeuvres from his 
prior knowledge of the oracle of Calchas. 

128-32. 'Providing ovota, not 'pyov, Achilles knows not of (the) marriage, nor what 
we are doing ...' This is so far expressed with more elegance than clarity.I Then: 

ovTE L KeILvwC rTaLS' EEr/luca 
VV4EtoVC E? C cayKoLVcv 

evvac Evo&CEL?v AEKTpoLc. 

I30 ov' rTt LP, correxi e're'ca LP, corr. Markland 131 vv4elotlc malim 
ayKoCvwv scripsi: ayKwcvwv LP 

The clue to the right text is the meaning of e7r?TEujcCa. 0r71.I`ELtv is scarcely 
to be distinguished from cart`ELv. Both properly mean 'to utter', and are used 
when the point is to stress the act or fact of utterance (whether intransitive, 
or the utterance of a specified name or statement). Both verbs recur in their 
strict sense later in the play, LSJ in each case mistaking the meaning: (a) 
qartlcac 135 (see below); (b) in 936 c ar) carLcOeCc' is clearly 'spoken (of as) 
mine', not 'promised to me'; (c) so too in 1356 (evv?..v . 7. v edu77[CeV 7Trar4p 

.LO) the meaning is 'bespokefor me', not 'promised to me'.2 Neither verb is 
constructed naturally with a dative of the hearer; but a prefix to the verb 
makes a difference, and Er4-rq,t`etv -rtvc may be expected to stand in the same 
relationship to 4fqLdetv as Er7tLoav rtvL to foadv. Hence KEVOWt rrarE' rreJ/xLca . . . 

Ev8OceWv should mean 'to him I uttered an intention of giving my daughter 
(to him)' and must describe what Agamemnon did not do. To put 'nor does he 
know that. . .' in front results in near-gibberish. The text is otherwise open 
to objection: osv8' 'rt is unwelcome after osv8' o rt, and KEdvwt is oddly quasi- 
reflexive.3 The best we can make of it is 'nor that I uttered (to my wife) an 
intention of giving my daughter to him'. But the omission of 'to my wife' and 
the misplacement of KEIVWc (likely to be taken with the wrong verb and illogically 
emphatic) are intolerable. The correction required is trivial, and the rn helps 
the sense ('nor at all to him did I . . .').4 13I-2: the periphrastic expression is 

(with the above correction of 130) elegant and also wittily characterized; 
Agamemnon is thinking of Achilles' hypothetical disappointment in more 
crudely sexual terms than the Retainer meant. EvSUciv comes into its own: 
the technical word for 'give-in-marriage' is unnecessary in a periphrasis, indeed 
less appropriate for the sense 'give as a bed-partner'; and it is unlikely that (K- 

has been corrupted to the much rarer ev-.5 &LYKCvwv ('of elbows') has oddly 
escaped comment; the archetype may have intended ayKcowvv (see LSJ), 
but Euripides will surely have used the epic IayKOLva.6 Such epicisms are 
a recognized feature of his style.7 vuq,tciouc makes sense, but style would 
seem to favour vv/ioEtc, since Aecrpotc is in greater need of adjectival support; 
the epithet may well have been corrupted to agree with the nearer evvac. 

I On the characteristic $voxa/[Epyov op- 4 Perhaps the original co-ordination was 
position, cf. D. J. Conacher, Euripidean OVK ... oVO' . . . ov3d: cf. Denniston, I93, 
Drama (Oxford, I967), 290 f. and p. 360, n. 4. There may be (appro- 

2 The four occurrences point to unity of priately enough) a further overtone from the 
authorship, at least of their contexts, much Cdi- prefix: 'nor to him additionally did I 
as 7l7il?'tv occurs thrice in A. Ag. utter . . .'. 

3 Adversely criticised in AIGT, 135, and 5 Elsewhere in Euripides only in Cyc. 510. 
recalled on p. I38 as one of the cornerstones 6 II. 14. 213 Z,voc . . . Ev ayKolvWicLv lavec. 

of the anti-Euripidean case. Probably it is in (Also Hes., A.R., AP.) 
itself defensible: cf. Alec. I8. 7 Cf. Ritchie, 156, 178 f., i81. 
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I33-5. The Retainer now understands all, and delivers his reproachful 
verdict. SELva y' T'r6otac echoes Er7reLcE rAvvatL 3eva (98, q.v.), and follows 

closely on rode Kal Sevov (127), his previous reaction, now seen to be fully 
justified. TGrl Tc0Ec cOE v 'raCiS' &Xoxov CaTL'rcac: 'bespeaking your daughter as 
a wifefor Achilles', not (as LSJ) 'promising your daughter to Achilles'-which 
the Retainer now knows not to be the case. lyEC cca?yLov AavaOLc: the climactic 

denunciation takes Agamemnon by surprise, since he has refrained from 

mentioning the sacrifice to the Retainer, hoping to gloss over its connection 
with his letters and the cancelled marriage. Note his reticences and euphemisms 
in 98 (rrArvat 3civa), io6 (os 'ELXc race), I07 (a 3' ov3 KaAcs,& E'yvcv TOr'), 129 

(o' TL irpaccoFev). The connection is not clear to the Retainer (though feared, 
since Aulis is no place for Iphigenia after Calchas' oracle), until he hears 

definitely that the marriage-plan is a sham. This is the decisive reason for 

rejecting 05 (see above) as prematurely explicit. 

I36-63. Agamemnon's reaction to the denunciation is characteristic (cf. 
I 32-6): he exclaims, laments his evil fate,' and proceeds to terminate the 

embarrassing conversation by sending the Retainer on his way. The rest calls 
for little elucidation (some linguistic and textual points are considered below). 
One supposed anomaly is rjlt c7t, r' dAoXwt (I54), deleted by Vitelli on the 

ground that Agamemnon cannot at this stage be visualizing his wife as 

accompanying Iphigenia. But the speaker is the Retainer! The latter naturally 
expects to meet Clytemnestra, and is allowed to drop a hint of his expectation; 
Agamemnon, however, is so bemused by his wretched ambition and so thought- 
less a family man, that he fails to take the point and visualizes only the need 
to convince his wife at Mycenae. Page comes to a similar conclusion in finding 
no inconsistency ;2 but he seems to deprecate the 'want of clarity': 'the dramatic 
effect of Kl.'s arrival if unexpected would gain enormously, if we knew beforehand 
that she was not expected. But we do not know: only c;rEAAEtv in I 19 told us,3 
and we missed that.' But who in the audience can be in any doubt as to whether 

Agamemnon is expecting his wife-of all appalling complications ? And how 
could Agamemnon or anyone else be more explicit without spoiling the whole 

point, which is that he has simply sent for his daughter without any thought for 
his wife's reactions (as he himself tell us in 454-9) ? Her arrival is meant to 
be a surprise without being an act of disobedience, and we can be sure that 
the original audience found it a piquant and novel twist to the story (cf. 
p. 349, n. 2). All previous versions of the Aulis story (with at most one very 
doubtful exception) had left Clytemnestra at Mycenae;4 whether (if at all) 
previous versions had convincingly explained Iphigenia's unattended presence 
at Aulis is another question, hardly relevant here.5 

137 aLaf, ITL7rrto 
' 

Etc arav: cf. Tro. I37 tion that Clytemnestra had been an otKOvpOC 

ec rdavS' EewcKeA' drav. yvvri 
in the Oresteia: she would hardly have 

2 AIGT, 204 f. failed to mention the fact if she had per- 
3 But cr'AAetv could be right in i oo also sonally witnessed her daughter's death. Only 

(p. 354, n. i). one enigmatic line survives of Aeschylus' 
4 'The tradition was variable' (AIGT, Iphigenia (fr. 94, Nauck); there is no means 

205). But the only variation in this aspect of of knowing what ladies are there referred to 
the tradition seems to be Zielinski's view (a protesting Chorus?). 
(Trag. Libr. Tres, 257) that Aeschylus had 5 Cf. Denniston on El. 1020 if. (Oxford, 
brought Clytemnestra to Aulis (against the 1939). In one form or another 'marriage 
unanimity of the Cypria, Sophocles, and with Achilles' seems to have been the usual 

Euripides' earlier plays). There is no ques- pretext (if any) for getting her there, and 
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We may now collectively review those features which have been adduced 
as cumulative evidence against Euripidean composition of the anapaests.1 

A. LANGUAGE 

(i) Word here only in literature 
48 CVVVVAL9OKOl6LOC (but VVtLqOKOdJLOC in 1087). 

(ii) Words here only in poetry 
120 KOA7rCOW7C, I30 7Tfrlit7I EtV. 

(iii) Words here only before 4th century or later 
2 KaLvovpyetv (also in 838), 12I aKAvcros', I41 d ,Xcc)orc. 

(iv) Words here only in tragedy 
146 rpoxaAoc, 157 7&Cc. To these I have added 131 ayKcovat. 

(v) Miscellanea 
IO cLyatpl., 44 KOLVOVV +EIC, I 18 CV'VTOVa, I4I LEcOac +-acc., I46 OXOL = 
'wheels' and 1rapaucLeqEcOaL (Soph.), I51 Ecoplav (conj.), I6I EC rEAoc. 

This is a very unimpressive list, that could be matched from any Euripidean 
passage of comparable form and length; suspicion might rather be aroused 
if there were fewer rarities or originalities of diction.2 Some of the above (if 
not already discussed) require qualification: 

44. KOLVOVV LVOOoV EIC is covered by LSJ, Etc I. 3 (cf. S. O.T. 93). 
118. cv'vrova: to the parallels cited by Page (especially Ba. 126) add VVTrovov 

TO 7,rv I c)/a' efaKpftLwcoW tv ELt ocov Tarpa, conj. in Christus Patiens I467 from 
the lost portion of Bacchae.3 At Ba. 872 cvVTElvr7 may mean 'co-ordinates' 
rather than (or as well as) 'spurs on'. 

14I. t'ov +acc.: cf. Andr. I265 f.4 

146 XOLt does not mean 'wheels': an 'equipage' may be described as rpoxaAoc, 
and the plural (in conjunction with a7rrvr- 147) is here used vaguely as in 

aptLadrwv oxot (I. T. 370, etc.). 
I5I. eLcop/a (Wecklein) is probably to be accepted. The context seems to 

demand a precise antonym to E:opjL- in I49, and this justifies the novelty 
of the locution, if so it be. But no argument should be based on this corrupt 
passage. 

157. 7)oc: a strong pointer against authenticity, according to AIGT, 35, 138. 
But acwc is tragic (e.g. Rh. 535 in a passage otherwise close to ours; also 
Rh. 556, Or. 10O4, El. 730). So read acoc here also, like AlAIov 159 (cf. 
El. 729 f.). 

161. e' reAoc: 'to the end' seems easy enough; but cf. the difficult ev rEAEL 
in Ba. 86o.5 The sense may be 'to completion/perfection'. Euripides is as 
likely to have used such a phrase as anyone else. 

away from her mother. As in other features, (false conj. in 22) and KELVrW 130, which have 
the Agamemnon Parodos strikes a different already been dealt with (pp. 353 and 357). 
note: at Ag. 243-7 Iphigenia is simply and 2 Ritchie (pp. 141-92) gives valuable 
effectively (if strangely) pictured as having statistical tables for Rh. and other plays. 
been regularly present at her father's 3 CQN.S. xvi (1966), 45. 
warrior parties. 4 Cf. also A. Ag. 183 ceAila c?Lvov l, LevCv. 

AIGT, 131-6. I omit some features 5 CQN.s. xvi (I966), 228. 
which Page himself discounts; also rpo'Tri.ov 
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B. METRICA 

The rare division of an anapaestic metron between speakers (2, 3) was 
discussed above on p. 350o. I49 as transmitted is a still rarer divided paroemiac,2 
but the text of 149 ff. is certainly corrupt. The Retainer's word(s) of assent 
may well be interpolated, like o3K E'Cr in Rh. 17.3 Given this, it is not difficult 
to restore I49 f. as a heavy paroemiac couplet (undivided), like I 15 f., 122 f., 
131 f., 136 f.4 Read, for example, KhAjOpcov 8' JEopLa<eldcaLcc> . .5 These are 

scarcely significant anomalies, when set against the characteristically Euri- 
pidean combination of ordinary anapaests and mainly spondaic paroemiacs.6 

C. OVER-ALL STRUCTURE 

Since it is deducible that whoever wrote these anapaests envisaged a prior 
exposition, their only non-Euripidean feature, viz. the initial position of 1-48 
in our text, has no weight as an argument against authenticity. The ana- 
paests exhibit perfect structural compatibility with the drama as a whole, 
and several points of intricate contact, both verbal7 and in the treatment of 
plot and character.8 The Oo7rodla is typically Euripidean; so too the basic 

conception of an early anapaestic dialogue with an Attendant.9 Linguistic 
and stylistic evidence is as strongly indicative of authenticity as such evidence 
can be, despite attempts to prove the contrary.I0 The common authorship of 
iambics and anapaests is demonstrable even without the proposed trans- 
position: between them they economically tell us all that we need to know, 
developing it without repetition or contradiction and with the most natural 
sort of cross-references.II It is really inconceivable that this degree of harmony 
could have been achieved by piecing together bits of prologues written by two 
different people. 

It remains only to justify the structure iambics-anapaests-iambics- 
anapaests, if it be thought to need justification. Though no other prologue of 
Euripides has this exact sequence, he allowed himself great variety after the 
opening iambic exposition, and two parallels suffice, in combination: (a) 
Alcestis: iambics-anapaests -iambics, followed by anapaestic Parodos; 
(b) Ion: iambics-anapaests-lyrics-anapaests with heavy paroemiacs. 

1 6 and 140 were wrongly criticized by 
Wilamowitz as further examples of irregular 
avr'Aaflr (cf. AIGT, 13I). The division there 
falls between metra, and only the lineation 
is in question. 

2 S. Tr. 977; Rh. 56I is doubtful (Ritchie, 
292). 

3 Ritchie, 290. For the apparatus of I49, 
see now Zuntz, op. cit. 98. 

4 This leaves 141 f. as the only place where 
the heavy paroemiacs do not come in pairs. 
14I becomes a paroemiac (cf. n. 5 below) 
if we delete the superfluous t -r', leaving 
t . ..* re * . . : cf. 978, I319 ff. (codd.), 

p. 357, n. 4 and Denniston, Particles, 509. 
5 EdopOtLC (Bothe) may well not be the 

right treatment of te'foplat (e':ptW' primitus 
L). The present suggestion might at once 

explain the mess at the end of the line and 
the wrong e'optadceLc in 151. The symptoms 
are of transcriptional muddle, very possibly 
involving marginalia, accompanied or fol- 
lowed by the common attempt to pad 
paroemiacs into dimeters. 

6 Cf. p. 356, n. 3. 
7 e.g. 2/838; 130/1356; I35/936. 
8 e.g. 9 ff./83; 46 ff./860; 136 f./ 132-6; 

155/307. 
9 Cf. Med. 96 ff., Hp. 176 if.; similarly 

Hec. 59 ff., Tro. 98 ff. (Chorus of Attendants). 
1O See especially on 4 f., 7 f., 20 ff., 128, 

130, I37, 161. I have not thought it neces- 
sary to multiply parallels throughout. 

"I e.g. I9/85f.; 12+34/'09; 37f./IIO; 
46ff./55+ I4; 116/49; 133/98. 
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POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS OF THE DISORDER 

A. The passages thus transposed (I-48 and 49-96) comprise 48 lines each, 
and one may well think in the first instance of a mechanical accident in some 
recent archetype. A 24-line page has been deduced in the archetype of . T.' 
The confused or lacunose endings of both LA. and Ba. are likely to be con- 
nected with their respective codical positions as last of a group of Alphabetic 
Plays and last of the Select Decad ;2 and it is quite possible that LA.'s archetype 
was faulty at the beginning as well. Perhaps the second leaf of the play fell out, 
by coincidence leaving no immediately obvious gap (96/7: same metre and 
speaker, and apparent verbal continuity in the narrative); by a further chance, 
the loose page comprised a self-contained block of anapaests imaginable as 
a dramatic opening, for which the beheaded Rhesus will have seemed a suf- 
ficient parallel. In such circumstances (perhaps as recently as in Triclinius' 
scriptorium) a loose page is likely enough to have been put back in the wrong 
place. 

B. Another opportunity for more-or-less accidental transposition will have 
occurred much earlier. The dramatist's papers may well have been in un- 
certain order at his death, and wrongly assembled by his literary executors. 
The prologue is (if uncomfortably) playable in its transmitted form, and could 
imaginably have been arranged thus throughout antiquity.3 Those responsible 
for the Premiere may not have been remarkable for their critical acumen. 
Some inappropriate secondary features are apparently early, and have been 
plausibly attributed to this formative moment in the play's history.4 

C. Dislocation at a date between these termini, at a time when other copies 
existed for comparison, may seem less likely, but it remains a possibility if the 
following requirement is satisfied: could some misguided producer or editor 
have imagined any positive gain in the transposition of 1-48 and 49-96? 
Two possible motives suggest themselves. (a) Anyone who missed the point of 
Euripides' ingenious double-cross (p. 349) will have been puzzled by the 
suture 96/I and by the sundered sections of iambic narrative, when 97 ff. 
seemed so nearly sequential to 96. (b) Anyone who believed the oracle of 
Calchas to have been confidential will have felt that its narration ought to be 
included among Agamemnon's 'revelations' to the Retainer. Now the latter 
misconception has demonstrably arisen more than once in the play's history, 
and a digression is necessary here, in which the first task must be to establish 
that it is indeed a misconception. 

Modern scholars, in their references to Calchas' oracle, have curiously 
combined divergence of view with seeming unawareness of the divergence. 
England certainly visualized a confidential oracle,5 against Paley's correct 
appreciation of its publicity. But no one seems to have discussed the point, 
not even Page, though it is of cardinal relevance for the interpretation or 

I See Platnauer on I.T. 1380/1404 and and I should think rather of Cephisophon 
I346/1394. (Vit. Eurip. and Ar. Ran. 944, 1408, 1452 f.)- 

2 Cf. Zuntz, op. cit. 102. 5 'The seer Calchas has revealed to 
3 Cf. p. 344, n. 3. Agamemnon, the chief commander, and 
4 e.g. 231-302 by T. W. Allen in CR v his two principal advisers, Menelaus and 

(1891), 364 if. But there is no evidence that Odysseus...' (England, p. x). 'Chief com- 
Euripides the Younger ever wrote anything, mander' is also questionable (above, p. 348). 
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rejection (whether partial or absolute) of such stigmatized passages as 425 if., 
513-42, 590 if., etc. This is no trivial or extraneous matter, of indifference to 
the dramatist. Euripides may sometimes have been carelessly inconsistent over 
details,' but the whole mechanism of this intricate plot turns on how much 
is known, when, and by whom; and the words of Calchas are the mainspring 
of the action. For the story, a public oracle is clearly more potent than a con- 
fidential one, as intensifying Agamemnon's predicament (especially in this 
democratic army); furthermore this accords with the traditional role of Calchas 
as a pan-Achaean prophet-priest.2 'But Clytemnestra might have learnt about 
the oracle prematurely.' We can accept without difficulty the reticence of the 
undescribed summoner and the absence of other means of communication 
between Aulis and Mycenae during the indeterminate period in question;3 
when she comes, Clytemnestra does learn the truth prematurely. The Pro- 

logue is in fact against England's view, even as it stands: the recipients of the 
oracle in 89 if. (p. 348) can only be <(jlv rotc "EAArct>), and the dismissal by 
Talthybius is wholly inconsistent with secrecy. 

But perhaps the rest of the play will force us to reconsider the publicity of 
the oracle. Quite the reverse: 

41 . What is Agamemnon blaming 'EAAac for, if not for its ruthless attitude 
to the sacrifice of a girl?4 

425-34. The Forerunner's exquisite speech has been shabbily treated, but 
its full vindication must wait.5 This part of it describes the army's speculations 
on seeing Iphigenia, and the double entente in 433 f. depends on our knowing 
that the soldiers know more than the Forerunner.6 

513 if. 'Who will compel you to kill your daughter?' 'The whole Argive 
army.' 'Not if you send her back to Argos.' 

538 if. 'Go about the army and arrange that Clytemnestra does not hear 
about this prematurely.' 

8i7 f. Achilles and the Myrmidons are not blaming the Atridae for the 
bad sailing weather, but for their inability to make up their minds. They have 
all heard of Iphigenia's arrival (425 f.), and Achilles can afford to be delicately 
allusive. So 8pa y' E'L TL 8pacELc (8I 7). He nowhere suggests that he is hearing 
for the first time of the idea of sacrificing Iphigenia. 

890. Clytemnestra asks the Retainer how he knows about the sham marriage 
(rfaE refers to 884 if., as the reply makes clear); she does not ask how he knows 
about the oracle-Achilles' failure to challenge the statement in 879 is sufficient 
confirmation for her of this part of the story. Note his silence throughout this 

expose. 
Later on (1259-75, I345 ff.) the knowledge of the whole army is explicit; 

yet we are nowhere told that Calchas, Odysseus, or Menelaus has suddenly 

I G. Norwood, Essays on Euripidean Drama KC ... cf. Ba. 434 IIevOE, rdpaeclEv ... 

(Cambridge, I954), 37 ff. Note that the words IlavVEAAVojv cavae con- 
2 nI. i. 68 ff.; A. Ag. 122 crpaTrotavTtc. flict with the view taken above of 84 (p. 348). 
3 See p. 349, n. 3. The interpolation is variously explicable, but 
4 Cf. A. Ag. 214-17. lack of space precludes further discussion 
5 One objection (AIGT, I53) is quickly here. 

dealt with: read av racS' for avrac in 423. 6 ppOrEAtoVCt: very likely suggested by 
There is, admittedly, something wrong with A. Ag. 65 and 227 (,rpoT,AEta). All these pas- 
the Forerunner's entry in mid line. But ex- sages (and cf. I.A. 718 f.) depend on the root 
cision of 413-14 (perhaps only of 414) leaves meaning '(perform) a preliminary rite'- 
no scar. With the simple opening Aya/.tL6evov, not necessarily preliminary to marriage. 
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let the cat out of the bag. All that has been needed to rouse the army, especially 
the Myrmidons (1353), is the arrival of Iphigenia and the renewed demagogy 
of Odysseus (526, 1362). 

It is necessary thus to labour what may seem sufficiently obvious, for there 
is one glaring contradiction, namely 518 ff. We must not be deterred by a 
grotesque and certainly interpolated piece of dialogue.I The excision of 518-2 I 
suffices, and can be justified on many grounds, not least by the convincing 
effect of 522-3 directly following 516-I7.2 528 if. may seem to confirm the 
contradiction, but, if the rest has been put right, there is no difficulty in inter- 
preting AELEv in 529 as meaning 'commemoraturum' not 'nuntiaturum'; so also 
racE in 524 (as in 106 and 890) as referring to the only confidential trans- 
actions, i.e. Agamemnon's acquiescence, the marriage-plot, and the letter(s). 

Now whoever inserted 518 f.3 had evidently misconceived the publicity of 
Calchas' previous tavTecaT-ra. What could have caused his misconception? 
One answer might be that the prologue was already dislocated, presumably 
(in this case) because of an error before the Premiere ('B' on p. 36I). But 
a sufficient, and more direct, cause can be found in 528 if. The latter passage, 
misinterpreted, might well have suggested to someone that Calchas' Oec&ara 

were so far known only to a few, in which case it would seem that the need 
to silence the seer had been overlooked; and Euripides had written the nearby 
dialogue in an allusive style that invited expansion. The transposition in the 
Prologue is then viewable as a consequential alteration, attributable either to the 
same person, or to some later custodian of the text. 

None, therefore, of the three possibilities outlined as A, B, and C on p. 361 
can be excluded. Some additional pointer may emerge from a more detailed 
study of the rest of the play; but the dating of secondary features (even when 
identified) is notoriously hazardous. My own inclination is to give some weight 
to one further possible clue in the prologue itself, but what follows is highly 
speculative. It looks as though correct and incorrect versions of 6-i were 
simultaneously current in later antiquity.4 Of these, the incorrect version ap- 
pears to have featured in the Alexandrian Vulgate; and yet a virtually correct 
text was known to Theon of Smyrna in A.D. 200. One may guess that the latter 
was not in fact unknown to Aristophanes of Byzantium, but was recorded as 
a variant in his scholia (possibly with commendation). Now the ancient exis- 
tence of variants in 6-I could be unconnected with our problem. But the 
Vulgate assignation of 6 and 9 if. to Agamemnon implies a misunderstanding 
of the intended stage-action in 1-48 (pp. 349 f.), and possibly therefore of the 
whole manner in which the play should open. Perhaps, therefore, the error in 
6-I I is to be associated with the dislocation of the prologue. And yet the true 

Few, since Hartung, have not con- memnon is inexplicit (radS 524: cf. I06) until 
demned at least 520-I. The casual cold- further pressed. This is a well-characterized 
bloodedness of 519 was rightly condemned fraternal exchange. The interpolator, having 
by Hermann, and Page suspected the whole seriously mistaken the point, tried to answer 
of 506-42 (AIGT, I58). But most of the the question in 517, and to 'clarify' EKeEvo 
context is certainly integral (cf. on p. 347 in 516. Cf. Med. 778 (p. 355, n. 2). 
with n. 6). 3 520 f. is, I think, a secondary interpolation, 

2 
EKELVO refers to the same thing in 516 and of inferior, derivative quality and perhaps 

522, viz. the demagogy of Odysseus who never intended as stichomythia. Cf. on 
knows about the marriage-plot. Agamemnon Hp. 405-12 and 1045-50 in CQ N.s. xviii 
speaks allusively, and Menelaus has to force (1968), 21 if., 34 ff. 
him to say what he means. Even then Aga- 4 Above, pp. 350-2. 



version of 6-I 1 had survived. It might thus be inferred that the prologue- 
structure, like the assignation of 6-i , was faulty in the Vulgate, but not in all 
pre-Vulgate texts, and therefore that the transposition of 1-48 and 49-96 was 
first effected by some producer or editor between 400 and 200 B.C. It was pre- 
ceded or accompanied by the misconceived and misleading interpolation of 
518-19 (-521); the unintelligent interpolation of Io5 (p. 355) is probably 
assignable to the same early phase of the play's transmission.' It is entirely 
credible that Aristophanes of Byzantium should have followed, in his Vulgate 
text, a corrupt and interpolated 'popular' tradition, despite the minority 
survival of a purer stream ;z it is even barely possible that it was the Editor 
himself, deceived by previous interpolations, who first conceived the idea of 
rearranging the prologue in harmony with what he imagined to be the 
dramatist's intention.3 

Eton College C. W. WILLINK 

I Cf. AIGT, 14. 
2 Cf. Zuntz, op. cit. 251 f. 
3 Cf. the possibility that Ar. Byz. arbi- 

Additional Note 

Gudrun Mellert-Hoffmann's book (p. 343, 
n. 2) arrived after this article had gone to 
press. Pp. 9I-I55 concern the Prologue, 
superseding previous studies in comprehen- 
siveness of discussion and bibliography. Her 
position is that (i) particular arguments 
against the authenticity of the Iambics and/or 
the Anapaests lack force; (ii) the over-all 
structure of the Prologue is to be accepted; 
(iii) the 'panhellenic' motif is here (as else- 
where in the play) of critical significance. As 
to (i), her fuller treatment usefully supple- 
ments mine, especially in vindicating the 
Iambics against the view of Fraenkel (re- 
ferred to on p. 343 above), which has since 
been followed by other German scholars. As 
to (ii), this, for M-H, is a necessary con- 
sequence of (i), whereas I have sought to 
show that the Prologue is at once authentic 
(or substantially so) and dislocated. The 
extant prologue-structure was, perhaps, too 
summarily impugned above on pp. 344-5. 
Against M-H's defence of it, I should dissent 
as follows: 

i. M-H infers that in Andromeda Echo 
featured in an opening anapaestic dialogue 

trarily published Rhesus without a prologue, 
and so with an abruptly dramatic opening 
(p. 344 n. 4). 

(pp. I25 f.). The argument is speculative, 
and even this would be, in effect, an ornate 
form of monody (cf. p. 344, n. 5). On p. I27 
she suggests that Sch. Hec. I (p. 344, n. 3) 
refers only to the Annotated Plays; but is it 
not likelier to have been based on some 
knowledge of the whole Euripidean corpus, as 
still probably accessible to scholars? 

2. Regardless of whether Euripides could 
begin a play with an anapaestic dialogue, 
there are particular indications that I.A. 1-48 
was written to follow an exposition. See 
above on vv. I, 6-8 (d on p. 351), 16-33, 
43-8. Cf. Ritchie's similar line of argument 
as to the lost exposition of Rhesus (op. cit. 
105 if.). 

3. In pp. 138 if. M-H defends 49 ff. as 
sequential to 43-8; but she scarcely con- 
fronts the absurdity as outlined above on 
p. 345, nor the prologue-opening character of 
49-50 (et seqq.). The question now to be 
answered is: 'Why should Euripides have 
arranged his material thus?' The present 
hypothesis has at least demonstrated that 
a better (and more 'Euripidean') arrange- 
ment was available to him. 

364 C. W. WILLINK 
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