SOME NOTES ON EURIPIDES CYCLOPS:

& didos
& ¢ie Baxyele, wot olomolels;
(mot) éavBav yalrav oeleis;

VV. 73-5:2

L has & ¢idos® & ¢ike Baxyeie: mol..., P & pidos & pide: Paxyeie, mol . . .,
Paley wanted to delete & ¢idos. Subsequent editors did not take up the sugges-
tion. J. Diggle on the other hand has proposeds that & ¢ide was originally a
gloss on ¢idos &: ‘It would be no cause for surprise that a scribe who had
never seen the like of Homer’s ¢idos & Mevédae (Il. 4. 189) should fuse the two
versions by distributing the two &’s in what he thought a fair and impartial
manner.” Diggle arrives at ¢idos & Bakyeie moi olomodets; | (mot) favfav yairav
oeiers; The metre is tidied up, the corruption explained. But ¢idos & would
be unique in Euripides.# & ¢idos is the Euripidean Greek for ‘O dear one’.s
For ‘O dear Hector’ he writes & ¢iX’ “Exrop (Tro. 673). If he did want to
create here by repetition a sense of wdfos there is no reason why he should not
have written what is in L; compare Tro. 1081 & ¢idos, & mdor por, Su. 278
& pidos, & Soxipdiraros “ENXddi, and Andr. 530 & $idos, didos, dves Odvardv pot.

These are small points to set against Diggle’s neat creation of an anapaestic
rhythm. But there are more serious objections. In L it seems that the original
reading was Bdxyte, and that later an e was inserted under the branch of the y.
It is important to know at which of the three stages of his work on L (Tr. 1,
Tr. 2, and Tr. ) Triclinius made this particular addition to the text. G. Zuntz
has observed that ‘We know that his first spell of work amounted to doing the
ex-officio-corrector’s job; for this purpose he would naturally have referred to
the manuscript from which L had been copied. His final effort, on the other
hand, centred on the correction, according to his lights, of the metres in lyric
passages, where evidently he relied on his own devices.’® The colour of the
addition in L appears on examination to conform to Zuntz’s criterion for Tr. .
Another criterion is provided by the fact that it is only the earlier corrections
in L that were copied by the scribe of P (Tr. 2 and Tr. g were added after
the copying). Now it is clear that in P Bdkyie has been changed to Baxyete,
for there is a gap between the y and the e (filled in, in fact, by an abnormally
long branch to the y), and the space between Bakyeie and the next word is
narrower than is usual in P for words separated by punctuation as these are.
What seems to have happened is that the « and the acute accent were erased,
the x joined to the ¢, and ie added to the end of the word. P was not corrected

t T am grateful to Dr. J. Diggle, Professor
R. Kassel, Professor P. H. J. Lloyd-Jones,
and Mr. T. C. W. Stinton for their valuable
comments on this paper, also to Mr. J.
Boardman for archaeological, and Father
Peter Levi for topographical comment.

2 I quote Murray’s text throughout.

3 C.Q0.xxi (1971), 44.

4 Though cf. Or. 1246 Muknvides & didas,
El. 167 Ayapéuvovos & wdpa, Hel. 1451
Doiviooa Zidwrias & Tayeia kdma.

8 Andr. 510, 530, 1204; Su. 278; Tro.
267, 1081; I.T. 830; Rhes. 367; cf. also A.
Dictyulci 807; and M. L. West in Glotta xliv
(1967), 143.

6 An Inquiry into the Transmission of the
Plays of Euripides (Cambridge, 1965), 194.
He adds the important qualification that
‘actually there are authoritative readings as
well as sheer inventions among every type
and stage of Triclinius’ alterations’. Even so,
a probability can be established.
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immediately after its production but ‘largely with reference to L’ after its
arrival in Italy. By this time, of course, L contained Tr. 2 and Tr. 3. Bakyeie
in L, therefore, is certainly a later rather than an earlier change, and so
probably one of Triclinius’ numerous metrical conjectures—not necessarily
wrong, but without authority. It is perhaps the lectio difficilior ; but it is a form
common enough to occur to Triclinius as a means to create something re-
cognizably anapaestic. Forms of Baxyelos have found their way into the
manuscripts against the metre at S. Ant. 154, Trach. 219, 510, 704.2

This does not prove that Euripides did not write Baxyefe. But it is in fact
extremely unlikely. Nowhere else does Bakyeios mean ‘Bacchus’, as a noun
rather than an adjective. Further, Baxyeie here would be the only occurrence
of that form in the Cyclops, whereas the form Bdxyios occurs eleven times,3
always meaning the god and always (except once—446) guaranteed by the
metre. Baxyete here can be justified only by the supposition that a word such
as Seowdra has dropped out after it.+ Diggle’s suggestion is further from what
Euripides wrote than is the text of L.

A further indication, albeit a slight one, that the usual, anapaestic diagnosis
is wrong is provided by the colon in L after Baxyeie. Zuntzs has remarked
that ‘the colon division in L*6 offered to Triclinius evidence the authority
of which he tended to underrate . .. Now that it is realized that the verse
division in the medieval manuscripts derives from the authoritative Alexan-
drian edition . . . its neglect by editors and students in general would seem
hard to maintain.” And in fact L’s colon division for the Parodos as a whole
diverges hardly at all from what most modern editors have seen fit to print.

& ¢idos, & pide Bdrywe is an Ibycean with final brevis in longo, rather than
a dactylic trimeter.” 7of olomoleis ; can be converted into an anapaestic mono-
meter by such slight changes as o2 7oi olomoleis;® 7{ mor’ olomoleis; or Paley’s
ot 8 olomoleis;® But this is not the only possible solution ; text and colometry
remain uncertain.
v. 8o: otv 7§8e Tpdyov yAaiva pedég
This phrase forms part of the satyrs’ comparison of past joys in the service
of Bacchus with their present wretchedness in the service of Polyphemus.
Does it refer to (a) the normal dress of the stage satyr? or (b) merely the satyrs’
uniform as shepherds in this play? The problem is more important than it
may seem, for the phrase has been seen as one of the three possible indications
in literature of the goatishness, or at least of the original goatishness, of fifth-
century stage satyrs,’® who in vase-painting are almost always more like horses

1 Zuntz, op. cit. 146.

2 See Pearson ad S. fr. 255.

3 9, 38, 143, 156, 420, 446, 454, 519, 521,
575, 709. Cf. also Ba. 528 Bdxyxie.

4 Cf. Ar. Thesm. 988 f. Baxyeie déamora.

5 Op. cit. 35.

6 i.e. L before any correction.

7 After such a dactylic colon one would
expect the following colon to be dactylic;
see A. M. Dale, The Lyric Metres of Greek
Drama (Cambridge, 1968), 35. Ibyceans are
not very common in Drama; but another
example (not entirely certain; cf. Wilamo-

witz, Gr. Vers. 258) of an Ibycean in an
Aeolo-choriambic context is E. I.7T. 1098;
(cf. also E. Alc. 244 ~ 248).

8 For the postponed interrogative cf. Cye.
115, 129, 138, 502, 549, 675; and George
Thomson, ‘The Postponement of Interroga-
tives in Attic Drama’, C.Q. xxxiii (1939),
147-52.

9 Cf. Denniston, Greek Particles, 173 ff.

10 The others are A. fr. 207 Nauck (v.
R. Kassel, Rhein. Mus. cxvi [1973], 109-12)
and 8. Ichn. 285 Page.
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than goats. Were this thesis established it would provide a link between
Aristotle’s account of tragedy as developing ék {70f) gatvpikoi and the ety-
mology of the word 7paywéia as a goat song.!

Pollux? describes the dress of satyric drama:

~ ~ A -~
1) 6¢ Zarvpukr) éobhis, vePpis, alyd), v kai ifalij éxddowy, kal Tpayij, kai wov
kal wapdalij Spaouévn: kai T6 Gijpaiov 16 dwovvorardy: kai yAavis avbuwij kal
dowikody ipdriov kal yopraios, yirav dacds by ol Jednpvol dopodot.

There appears to be evidence here to support hypothesis (a); but a more
reliable picture of the dress of fifth-century stage satyrs is given by contemporary
vase-painting, which shows that in fact they usually wore nothing more than
the short skirt, or mepil{wua, illustrated, for example, on the Pronomos Vase.3
The discrepancy with Pollux is understandable. One of the changes that the
satyr underwent after the fifth century was confusion with the goatlike Pan.
Satyr plays were performed, it seems, as late as the Imperial period;+ and
Hellenistic processional satyrs were sometimes adorned in novel and luxurious
styles.s

Could the mepilwpa be called a 7pdyov yAaiva? ydaiva definitely means a
cloak, not a skirt, but the phrase might be a humorous description of a goat-
skin. The satyric mepi{wpa was sometimes made of cloth, but sometimes, as
on the Pronomos Vase, shaggy and suggestive of a goat. There is then nothing
wrong with (a) on this count; the phrase might be a humorous reference to
the shaggy mepi{wpa. But there is an obvious objection to (a): if it is right,
are they not curiously metaphysical satyrs to complain so of their own nature?
Wilamowitzé called the phrase ‘ein von ihm? umgedeutetes Kennzeichen der
Bocksnatur®; Schmid$ wanted to take peAéa closely with what follows it; della
Valle? attempted to give the oddity some sense as a kind of pathos. None
of these interpretations convinces; nor would the substitution of péleos for
peAéq. Clearly () is preferable : the satyrs, like Theocritus’ rustics,® are wearing
goatskins because they are shepherds. The humorous point in 7pdyov yAaiva
becomes clear: the satyrs are wearing as a yAaiva (i.e. over their shoulders,
not as a wepi{wpa) the yAaiva of a goat!

But even this is not entirely clear. We have to imagine the satyrs wearing
an upper garment of goatskin and complaining of the wretchedness of it.
Normally such a complaint would suggest the kind of snobbery exemplified at
Ar. Mub. 69—72; in the mouth of creatures usually bare from the waist up-
wards it requires further explanation. It is true that the satyrs resent being

! (a) was propounded by W. Schmid
(Philologus N.F. ix [1896], 47 ff.), K. Wer-
nicke (Hermes xxxii [1897], 307 f.), Wilamo-
witz (Griech. Trag. Uebersetzt. iii [1906], 19),
and P. Guggisberg (Das Satyrspiel [Ziirich,
1947], 21). Recent advocates of () have
been H. Patzer (Die Anfinge der griechischen
Tragodie [1962], 61) and A. Lesky (Greek
Tragedy [1965], 38).

2 Onom. 4. 118.

3 Beazley A.R.V.2 p. 1336; Pickard-
Cambridge, Dramatic Festivals of Athens,
fig. 49; Arias-Hirmer, History of Greek Vase
Painting, pls. 218-19; E. Simon, Das Antike
Theater, Taf. 7.

4 M. Bieber, History of the Greek and Roman
Theatre (1961), 155, 217, 239f., Sifakis,
Hellenistic Drama, 53, 124-6.

5 Athenaeus 198 b dowikidas mepifefin-
wévor, 197 f, 200 e; Dionys. Hal. 7. 72. 10.
Tois & els Zarvpovs mepildpara xal Sopai
Tpdywv xal 6pfdTpixes éml Tais xedalais
¢dBar kai Soa Tovrors Spowa. Cf. also the
satyrsin the Villa of the Mysteries at Pompeii
(F.R.S. iii [1913], plates IX, X, XI).

6 Loc. cit. 7 i.e. Euripides.

8 Saggio critico (1933), 23.

9 3. 25; 5. 2, 10, 15; 7. 15f. and see
Gomme and Sandbach ad Men. Epitrepontes
229.
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shepherds; it is also true that the ambiguity of rpdyov yAaiva suggests that
the satyrs, as f7pes, are sensitive to the implication of goatishness. But there
is more to it than that. In fifth-century vase-painting satyrs appear usually
dressed only in the mepl{wpa,! but sometimes wearing the most unlikely
costumes—as warriors,? for example, as Herakles,3 a suppliant,* a 7aidaywyds,s
athlete trainers,5 even a Maenad.” It may well have been a feature of the
genre that in those plays in which the satyrs performed some unlikely roles
the joke was consummated by their adoption of the appropriate, or rather
the inappropriate, dress. This is another consideration in favour of (b); and
it suggests a further point. Elements in Pollux’s picture of satyric dress that
are old are the vefpis and the mdpdatis. On the Pronomos Vase Silenus carries
a mdpdalss. So too, for example, on another vase,? does a satyr warrior. In the
company of Dionysus and Maenads the satyrs frequently wear over their
shoulders the veBpis or the mdpdalis.?° These skins are the badge of that service
of Dionysus of which for the last fourteen verses the satyrs have been bitterly
regretting the loss. On the entrance of the shepherd-satyrs the audience would
have been quick to notice their skins as not of panther or fawn but of goat—
an absurd but telling symbol of the perdoragis wévw.

Sartorial snobbery is funny in the mouth of 87pes, particularly if it concerns
animal skins. Another factor in the joke may have been the audience’s remem-
brance of such passages in tragedy as E. El. 184-6:1 oxéifar pov mwapav xépav |
kai Tpdyn 7d’ éudv mémlwv, | € mpémovra . .. Suggestions of tragedy are a
frequent joke in the Cyclops.’2

vv. 210-14:
[Kdrdw]: i pare; i Ayere; Tdya Tis Spdv 76 Eddw
Sdrpva pebhjoer PAémer’ dvw kal pn) kdrw.
Xo. 30V, mpos adrov Tov A dvakexidapev,
kal TdoTpa kal Tov *Qplwva Sépropat.
Kv. dpiordv éorwv €D mapeckevaouévov;
w

Polyphemus returns from the chase to find his servants the satyrs taking a break
from work. vv. 212—14 raise the question of the time of day in which we are to
imagine the action taking place. On the one hand the sheep have returned to
the cave and the satyrs claim to be looking at the stars; on the other hand
Polyphemus asks after his ¢piorov, which may mean breakfast or lunch but not
an evening meal ; and at 542 Silenus says kal mpds ye OdAmos HAlov mivew kaddv.

1 Or wearing nothing at all.

2 Beazley, A.R.V.2 7of.; E. Buschor,
Satyrtinze und Friihes Drama (Munich, 1943),
figs. 49-50.

3 Beazley, A.R.V.2 %776; F. Brommer,
Satyrspiele® (Berlin, 1959), fig. 29.

4 Beazley, A.R.V.2 835. Brommer, op. cit.,
fig. 63.

s Brommer, op. cit., figs. 50-60. Buschor,
op. cit., fig. 47.

6 Beazley, A.R.V.2 221.

7 Brommer, op. cit., fig. 69.

8 e.g. as fewpol in Aeschylus’ play of that
name, or as Oriental sorcerers in Python’s
Ayijv. There may well have been a satyric
TIyavropayia; see P. Walz in Acropole vi

(1931), 278-95.

9 Beazley, A.R.V.2 121. Buschor, op. cit.,
fig. 53.

10 e.g. on the Pronomos Vase. Some form
of mouctAdvwros seems a certain restoration at
A. Dictyulci 790, and probably refers to the
satyrs (Werre—de Haas, Papyrologica Lugduno-
Batava x [1961], 56-8) ; cf. E. Ba. 111, 249 f.;
also S. Ichn. 172 Page. Some fifth-century
stage satyrs wear a spotted mepllwpa! e.g.
Beazley, A.R.V.2 475 n. 267 (by Makron) ;
Pickard-Cambridge, D.F.A4.2, fig. 38.

11 Cf. Hel. 416, 1079; El. 501; Alc. 818;
Andr. 147 1.

1z e.g. 41f.,216f, 218.
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These inconsistencies led P. D. Arnott to declare:! “The play’s time-scheme is,
to say the least, confusing. We leap from one part of the day to another with
a freedom unparalleled in Greek Drama.’” Another indication of daylight is
85 fI. 6pd mpos drrais vads ‘EAAdSos oxdgos kTA.

It is true of most Greek plays that the action represented could not possibly
have taken place within the time span of the play itself.2 There are also plays
—ZEuripides’ Rhesus, for example, and his Iphigeneia in Aulis—in which part
or all of the action takes place by night. Day breaks during Euripides’ Electra’
and during Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.4 More relevant to our problem are two
plays of Aeschylus within which, it has been suggested, the evening of one
day passes into the morning of the next.s The passing of a whole night between
vv. 776 and 836 of the Supplices seems to me doubtful ; the case of the Choephori
is clearer : at 660 ff. Orestes urges haste, s kai vurros dpu’ émelyerar | oroTewdy,
@pa 8 éumdpovs pebiévor | dyxvpav év 8duowat mavdokois Eévwv,® but at 983-6
he orders the net in which his father was murdered to be spread out before the
sun,” and at 1034 ff. he declares his readiness to start for Delphi—not, pre-
sumably, by night. I do not know whether the audience would conclude, or
were meant to conclude, that ‘the night passes in the entertainment of the
guests’,® or whether they would simply fail to notice or to be worried by the
discrepancy. For the Cyclops F. Wieseler? imagined the passing of night be-
tween the sheep’s return and Polyphemus’. It has been suggested that ‘lyric
passages may have been much the same to the Greeks as the dropping of the
curtain to us’.’® But the Parodos of the Cyclops can hardly have this function,
for at 82 f. orders are given for the sheep to be gathered into the cave. R. Sri
Pathmanathan'! is right to doubt ‘the legitimacy of seeking a logical time-
sequence in a drama of this type’. On the one hand the return of the
satyrs with the sheep is too appropriate and attractive a Parodos to be rejected,
and on the other hand the Homeric Cyclopeia does not require that a play
on the subject should, like the Rhesus, take place entirely by night.:2

Nevertheless a difficulty remains: even Pathmanathan's regards 212-14 as
requiring further explanation: ‘Could Euripides have been guilty within
three successive lines of such blatant confusion of time? The solution is obvious
if we look for it in the proper place. Briefly, this is a simple case of comic mapd
mpocdoriav—well established as part of the comic writer’s stock-in-trade.’

This will not do. But before offering an alternative explanation I will
attempt to locate the difficulty more precisely. There is in fact no reason why
dpiorov cannot be taken in the early morning before it is light ; nor is there any

! In ‘The Overworked Playwright’, G. &
R. viii (1961), 169.

2 See R. G. Kent in T.4.P.A. xxxvii
(1906), 39-52.

3 54 & vof pélawa; cf. E. Andromeda fr.
114 Nauck.

4 279; cf. 588. Also in S. A4nt., E. Ion,
Phaethon (v. Diggle ad Phaethon 63).

5 L. Campbell in C.R. iv (1890), 304;
also Kent, art. cit. 6 Cf. 710~-11.

7 Where, as at Cyc. 542, one imagines the
sun shining on to the theatre.

8 Kent, art. cit. 41.

9 A.G.W.G. 1881, 1-3.

1o Kent, art. cit. 43; cf. S. H. Butcher,

Aristotle’s Theory of Poetry and Fine Art
(4th edn., 1927), 293.

1 In a reply to Arnott, G. & R. x (1963),
128.

2 In Homer the incident is explicitly
spread over more than twenty-four hours:
Polyphemus returns with his flocks in the
evening (9. 233 fI.) and eats two of the Greeks
for his supper, two more for his breakfast the
next morning (307 ff.—this may have sug-
gested Cyc. 214), and two more for his supper
that evening (344). On the same evening he
is blinded, and Odysseus and his companions
escape on the morning of the next day
(437 f1.). 13 Art. cit. 128.
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reason why Polyphemus should not hunt at night.! The difficulty centres on
213: why should Euripides have written the verse if he did not imagine the
action as taking place in darkness? And the darkness in which dpiorov is
taken is the darkness of early morning. But if Euripides certainly imagined
this episode as enveloped in the darkness of early morning it becomes difficult
to maintain the thesis that the action of the play takes place in a kind of
temporal vacuum. The contradiction, for example, between this passage and
the recent return of the sheep becomes particularly hard to explain. Why the
darkness of early morning? Why darkness at all? Why did Euripides write
v. 2137

Orion is not so representative of the stars in general that one need not ask
why he is mentioned here. And in fact the answer is not far to seek. The satyrs
are amusing even when terrified, and when they see Orion they are seeing
Polyphemus. Polyphemus is, like Orion, a giant and the son of Poseidon.?
Orion is also a hunter and carries a club.3 At Od. 11. 572-5 Odysseus sees
him in the underworld :

\ \ LA ’ ’ 3 ’
Tov O¢ per’ *Lplwva meddpiov eloevinoa
0A ¢ -~ ’\ ~ L) \ ~
fpas opob eldeivra kar’ dopodedov Aeiudva,
Tovs adros karémeprev év olomdlotow Bpeoat,
.
yepolv éywv pomalov mayydkeov, alév dayés.

Compare Arat. Phaen. 638-9:
.. . Xiw 67e Onpla mdvra
raprepss *Rplwv omifapf) émékomre Kopivy.

Euripides (Ion 1153) calls the constellation &ibripns; but it may possibly be
Orion who holds a club and some small game on a mid sixth-century kylix
in the British Museum ;4 and he is certainly the figure who, wearing a skin
and clutching a club, is being attacked by Apollo and Artemiss on a red-figure
amphora of the first half of the fifth century from Agrigento.6

Polyphemus has returned from the hunt (130) brandishing a club (210) ; and
he may well be wearing a skin.” For the cowering satyrs he dominates the
prospect, no less inescapable than the massive hunter in the sky. On a red-
figure psykter of the early fifth century® there is a row of satyrs crawling terrified
away from Herakles, who stands with skin and club next to Dionysus, their
heads and hands turned back and upwards defensively towards him. E.
Buschor® regarded the scene as ‘ein Stiick attischer Choreographie’. The
Cyclops has just threatened the satyrs with his club (210-11), and they may
well be performing exaggerated gestures of fear before it.

There is another reason why Orion should occur to Euripides and to the

1 Xen. Mem. 3. 11. 8; Kyn. 6. 133 12. 7;
P. Pyth. 9. 20-5.

2 Hesiod fr. 148 Merkelbach—West.

3 Prof. Kassel has brought to my notice
the remark of G. Ammendola ad loc. (comm.
1952): ‘non a caso & scelta questa, e non
altra costellazione; Orione era stato ’ap-
passionato cacciatore . . . il Ciclope & cac-
ciatore anch’esso.’

+ Beazley, 4.B.V. 168. It was in fact
normal for a Greek to carry a club when
hunting hare. s Cf. H. 0d. 5. 121-4.

6 Beazley, A.R.V.2 261. For some later
representations of Orion with club or
sword, or both together, see G. Thiele,
Antike Himmelsbilder (Berlin, 1898), 30, 39,
120; also Roscher, iii. 1023.

7 According to J. Diggle that is the point
of SacupdMw év alyld xAwouéve at 360
(C.Q.xxi [1971], 46).

8 Beazley, 4.R.V.2 188 (probably by the
Kleophrades Painter); Buschor, Satyrtdnze
und Friihes Drama, fig. 58.

9 Op. cit. 95.
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satyrs at this moment. There is a tradition, of which the first known representa-
tive is Hesiod,! that Orion came to Chios, became drunk and assaulted Merope
the daughter of his host Oinopion, who in revenge blinded the giant. But
Orion was eventually cured of his blindness by travelling to the rising of the
sun with Kedalion on his shoulders as his guide. Servius preserves an addition
to the story :2 ‘is (sc. Liber) satyros misit qui soporem infunderent Orioni et sic
velut vinctum Oenopioni traderent arbitrio eius puniendum. Tum ille Oeno-
pion sopito ei oculos sustulit.” This probably derives from a Satyr Play.3
Silenus in the prologue of the Cyclops recalls incidents that have been the themes
of previous Satyr Plays.# So too here both audience and satyrs have cause to
remember another monstrous hunter striding on to the stage with his club;
and at the same time the comparison with Orion may be a subtle suggestion
of what will happen to Polyphemus.

The double entendre is in fact more than a mere comparison. Orion and
Polyphemus resemble each other in appearance; they also resemble Herakles.
Orion and Herakles represent the same type, once a ‘culture hero’ and now
a joke. In the poetry of Corinna the hero who fathers fifty sonss and frees the
land from wild animalsé is called not Herakles but Orion.” Both heroes are
rewarded for their services to mankind by being taken into heaven. Orion
hunted in the service of Oenopion,® Herakles in the service of Eurystheus; in-
deed Herakles may well have appeared as a hunter in Euripides’ Satyr Play
Eurystheus, like Orion in the Satyr Play in which he was blinded. There are
verbal similarities between the reports of Herakles’ callous drunkenness in the
prosatyric Alcestis and Polyphemus’ in the Cyclops;® it is possible that Orion’s
satyr-induced drunkenness was equally coarse. And both Herakles and Orion
are lecherous.10

The Homeric Polyphemus is a giant, and his drunkenness is coarse enough, !
but he is neither lecherous nor a hunter with a club. In Euripides he is both.12
These innovations constitute an assimilation of Polyphemus to the Orion—
Herakles type. And clearly there are elements in the Homeric Polyphemus
that invite the assimilation. Very different is the other significant change that
Euripides made to the Homeric Cyclops: in Euripides’ Polyphemus there are
elements not only of the Homeric cannibal and of the primitive Orion type,
but also of the fifth-century Athenian. The consequent synthesis of apparent
opposites pervades the play; I will confine myself here to a few poignant
examples.

By Euripides’ time the primary use of hunting in Attica was no more
Kulturleistung than it is today. Polyphemus hunts in style, not with his club

T Fr. 148 Merkelbach-West, who list
later references.

6 Schol. Nik. Ther. 15 (pp. 40-2 Cru-
gnola) ; cf. Parthenius 20 Martini.

2 Comm. in Verg. Aen. 10. 763.

3 For the play in question a powerful
candidate is Sophocles’ Kedalion: so Kuenzle
in Roscher, iii. 1038, and Schmid, Gr. L. G.
i. 2. 426; for another suggestion for the
theme of the Kedalion see Wilamowitz in
N.G.G. 1895, 237.

+ g f., 5, 38 fI.; see P. Walz in Acropole
vi (1931), 154-80.

5 655 P.M.G. i. 14 fI.; for Herakles’ .ifty
sons by the daughters of Thespios ser, e.g.,
Apollodorus, Bibl. 2. 4. 10; 2. 7. 8

7 See also Wilamowitz in Berliner Klas-
sikertexte, v. 2. 53.

8 Parthenius 20; Arat. Phaen. 640.

9 Cf. Alc. 760 with Cyc. 425-6.

10 Orion with Merope, and with Artemis:
Kallim. Hymn. Artem. 265; Arat. loc. cit.;
Hor. C. 3. 4. 70f.; for Herakles see, e.g.,
E. fr. 693 Nauck: ela &7, ¢idov oy, | éyepé
pou oeavto kal ylyvov Bpacv—from the Satyr
Play Syleus and almost certainly spoken by
Herakles.

1t Od. g. 373f. 12 130, 210f., 583 ff.
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but with hounds (130), and in his demand for a meal after the chase he is at
one with prince Hippolytus:!

ywpeir’, émadol, kai mapeAddvres 8povs

alrwv pélecle Tepmvov éx kuvayias

Tpdmela whijpns:
The Cyclops indulges in hunting now that he has others to perform the tasks
that he had to perform himself in Homer—pasturing and milking the flock?
and preparing his meal;? he even has Silenus sweep from his cave the filth
that is in Homer one of the aspects of his barbarity.# But in appearance he is
still the primitive hunter. In his hunting therefore are combined both the
barbarous and the refined parts of his nature. The same is true of his sexuality :
583 f. 78opar 8¢ wws | Tois Taudikoior ud@Mov 7 Tois Brjeow is I think meant to
be an amusingly explicit statement of cultured sexual taste; but the object of
his appetite, Silenus, is grotesque.5 Another characteristic of the primitive
type is gluttony. In Homer P. issimply a terrifying eater ds e Aéwv dpeairpodos ;0
this is converted by Euripides into a gluttony of a recognizable type.” And
here too there is the same ironic mixture. After asking after his dpiorov the
Cyclops proceeds to ask (216): 7 kal yddakrds elov kparijpes mAéw; The ab-
surdity of the contradiction between milk and «parfpes is amplified by his next
question, whether the milk is urjAeiov 7) Béetov 7 pepryuévov (218). Such fastidious
barbarism is equalled only by his remark at 248-9:

o 7 b3 ’ 7

dAis Aedvrav éori pot Bowwuéve

3y 7 7 d ¥ 3 3 5 > 4 -~

dpwy e, ypovios & elp’ am’ avbpdmwy Popds.
VV. 243-5: , ’

s opayévres avTika

4 Al \ b3 \ 3> Y ¥

mhjoovor vyddv Ty éuay dm’ dvbparos
Bepury éovros Baita 7O Kpeavduw

[Kdichawih]

For v. 245 Murray prints what is in L. There is in fact in L a gap of unusual
length between the ¢ and the § of éovros, and although the ¢ does not seem
to have been written by a different hand, this is a consideration in favour of
Heath’s 8:86vres. Apart from Murray (‘proverbium videtur esse’) only Sim-
monds and Timberlake (‘with my teeth’) retain the text of L. Apart from
8i86vres, which I will attempt to defend, replacements of éSovros have been
é\dvros (Boissonade, Paley, Blaydes), ye 8évros (Wiescler), and &idvros
(Ruhnken) ; and 7 kpeardpw has been replaced by rod kpeavdpov (Ruhnken,
Wieseler, Méridier), drep xpeavépov (Musgrave, Wecklein), drep kpeavdpwy
(Dobree, Hermann,8 de Falco), 7év kpedv omd vel potius xuud (Reiske), 7é
Kkpe@v véuw® (Wieszner). No combination of any of these suggestions with each
other or with what is in L gives a satisfactory result.

r E. Hipp. 108 ff. 6 0d. 9. 292.

2 Cf. Gyc. 27 f. with, e.g., 0d. g. 237, Cyc.
207 fI. with, e.g., Od. 9. 244.

3 Cf. Cyc. 214 with, e.g., Od. 9. 311, Cyc.
241 ff. with Od. 9. 251.

4 Cf. Cyc. 29 ff. with Od. 9. 330.

5 In Homer P. has no sexuality. But E.’s
e 7éyyawv Te yaorép’ imriav ... mémdov
kpodw (326-8) (to which Heath rightly
compared Cat. 32. 10) may have been par-
tially suggested by Od. 9. 371 wéoev Jmrrios.

7 With 215 cf. 356 fI. and Epicharmus fr
21 Kaibel (of Herakles), Ar. Ran. 571,
Pherecrates fr. 69 Kock. 2, Telecleides fr. 1
Kock. 12, Heniochos fr. 1 Kock. 3; also
Cyc. 325 fI.

8 Hermann explains: ‘sine coquis et
diribitoribus, hoc est sine ambagibus se
homines assatos devoraturum dicit.’

9 i.e. as opposed to what is described in
v. 246.



SOME NOTES ON EURIPIDES’ CYCLOPS 201

The essential identity of the seemingly distinct practices of sacrificing an
animal and killing it for a meal is revealed by the surviving accounts of the
two practices and by the terminology common to them. I shall have to confine
myself to a few examples. In the Iliad the Greeks enjoy a communal meal of
sacrificed meat (1. 467 fI.), but even at Achilles’ private meal Patroklos gives
to the gods fvmdal (9. 220). Chremylus in Aristophanes’ Plutus makes a private
sacrifice to Apollo and brings home a xpeddiov (227), and the cock with which
Aristion’s cook impresses the dinner-guests in Plutarch is dpr 76 ‘Hpardei
refBuuévov.! An inscription of the fourth century B.c. provides for the distribu-
tion among the 87uos of the meat sacrificed at the Panathenaia.z The chorus of
Aristophanes’ Lysistrata killing a pig for dinner use the word 6dw.3 When the
satyrs sing of Polyphemus’ 6duara (361 f.) that is not a metaphor.

Items of Polyphemus’ kitchen equipment are pdyaipar (242, 403), dvfpaé
(244, 358, 374, 671), an éoydpa (384), and JBedol (393). It should cause no
surprise that each one of these items occurs at least once in Greek literature
in the context of a sacrifice. More interesting is the description of Polyphemus
himself as Awov pdyepos (397). On a Hellenistic inscription from Mykonos*
among the provisions made for a public sacrifice is payment of the udyewpos ;5
compare Athenion fr. 1 Kock. 401 :6 karapxdued’ nueis of pudyepor, fopev |
omovdas mowodpev. A learned cook remarks in Athenaeus (659 d) that oddév
odv v mapddofov €l kal urucis floav Eumerpor of malairepor udyepor mpotoravro
yoiv kal yduwv kai Buo@v—a thesis he proceeds to illustrate at length, notably
with passages from Menander’ and Semonides.8 Clearly the phrase A«Sov
pdyeipos suggests more than simply a murderous cook.?

More directly suggestive of the sacrifice are the words ogayeia (396) and
kpeavduos here. kpeavdpos has survived elsewhere, so far as I know, only in
Lycophron, but would be readily understood by Euripides’ audience. After
the private sacrifice in the ninth book of the Iliad Patroklos sets bread in
baskets around the table, drap xpéa veiuev Axi\evs.1* The importance in public
sacrifice of the distribution of the sacrificed meat, xpeavouia, is revealed by
numerous inscriptions.’ To take an example already mentioned : an inscription
of the fourth century B.c. instructs the {epomowol to distribute among the 87uos
the meat of animals sacrificed at the Panathenaia xafdmep & Tais dAais
Kkpeavopiais.’® In some communities the function was dignified by a special
dpx7.# A notable occurrence of the word kpeavopla is in Clement of Alexandria :15
ai pawddes af Svoayvov kpeavoplav pvoduevar on which Gow commentsi¢ ‘the
word may come from Dionysiac mystic ritual’. The carver at a private dinner
in fifth-century Athens may or may not sometimes have been called xpeavduos.

1 Moral. 696 e. 2 I.G. 22. 334. 7 Kolax fr. 1 Koerte. 8 Fr. 24 West.

3 1062; cf., e.g., Alexis fr. 173 Kock. 11,
Anaxippus fr. 1 Kock. 23.

4 Dittenb. §y/l. iii (3rd edn., 1920) n. 1024
(pp- 172 fI.).

5 1. 14.

6 Also Ar. Pax. 1017, Pollux Onom. 6. 34.
The evidence, literary, inscriptional, and
etymological, for the origin of the udyepos
in sacrifice has been set out in the exhaustive
treatment of the pdyewos in comedy by
A. Giannini (Acme xiii [1960], 135-216, esp.
135 n. 1), and by H. Dohm (Zetemata, Heft
xxxii [1964]).

9 Cf. Fraenkel ad A. 4g. 1235.

10 Alex. 203 (quoted below) 481, 762.

1t 217, Cf. Il. 24. 626 ; Od. 15. 140.

12 F, Puttkammer, Quo Modo Graeci Carnes
Victimarum Distribuerint (Diss. Konigsberg,
1912), passim.

13 I.G. 22. 334. 1. 25.

14 e.g. the kpewdairys at Sparta (Plut.
Moral. 644 b; Pollux Onom. 6. 34). For
similarly named officials elsewhere see Putt-
kammer, op. cit. 56 f.

s Protrept. 1. p. 84. 10 f. Stdhlin.

16 Ad Theocr. 26. 24.
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If he was, that would be a vestige of a way of eating more communal and more
explicitly religious.

I have already mentioned some examples of the way in which Euripides
combines the simple savagery of the Homeric Polyphemus with the charac-
teristics of a certain comic type, and projects on to this unattractive combina-
tion some of the characteristics of the contemporary Athenian. We are faced
here with something similar. Polyphemus’ meal in Homer contrasts with the
sacrificial meal in the ninth book of the Iliad (205-21) not only in the sim-
plicity of its preparation but also in the detail that he eats everything:

Tovs 8¢ 8ia pelelori Tapwv wrAicoaro 88pmov
fobie 8 s Te Aéwv dpeaitpodos, 0v8’ dmédevmey,
éyrard Te adpras Te kai 6aTéa pveXdevra.

In Euripides on the other hand the Cyclops’ cannibalism is refined, and so
made more horrible, not only by his gourmandise? but also by that element
of civilization in the meal that made it a fvoia. When Polyphemus says
(334-5) dyw ovrwr Gdw why éuoi, feoior 8’ of, kal 7§ weyiory, yaorpl Tde,
Sawpdvwy it is not his purpose to shock the Greeks with a metaphor; he means
what he says. His fvoia is at once civilized, barbarous, and sophisticated.3
How does this bear on the textual problem? The contradiction between the
barbarity and the civilization of Polyphemus’ fvoia, like the contradiction be-
tween the sophistication and the barbarity of Polyphemus himself, pervades
the play; and occasionally it is encapsulated within a single line (335, 346).+
With such lines 245 compares. No suggestion should give us pause which
abandons the word kpeavduos or does not refer it to Polyphemus. drep xpea-
véuov would be an explicit statement of the abnormality of the fvoia. Although
drep is certainly the appropriate word in such a context,5 the emendation is
as unlikely as it is unnecessary. Polyphemus himself is both udyewpos (397) and
kpeavduos. At 359 the satyrs describe his work as «xpeoxomeiv pékn Eévwr. Why
two lines later do they insist w2 pot u7 wpoodidov: udvos uéve . . .2 The word
mpoadidwme is frequently used for the distribution of meat by a sacrificing
priest.6 Polyphemus is udvos pdvew kpeavdpos.” That is part of the perversity
mirrored by line 245,8 but it is only a part. The advantages of reading 8idovres
8aira 7¢ kpeavduw are not only palaeographical. The grim irony of &’ dudi
Bwpdv ordvres edwyijré pe (346) is that the Greeks are indeed to feast
Polyphemus (cf,, e.g., Ar. Vesp. 341: p’ edwyeiv éroyuds éori), but with their
own flesh. The irony of 8:8dvres Saira 7 kpeavduew is similar but contains
an extra twist: properly the xpeavduos gives the company their meat; here

1 Od. 9. 291-3. 2 246-9.

3 The distinction between these three
qualities is important. Jodayla and dv-
Opwmodayla, combined though they are in
the person of Polyphemus, may appear to be
at opposite extremes on the scale of civiliza-
tion; but they are both perversions of the
sacrificial meal. For what Plutarch makes
Lamprias say at Moral. 644 b is simplistic,
no doubt, but may well be fundamentally
correct: 767’ odv i veurjoes éfémeoov, 61’
énewoiMor al modvrédear Tols Selmvois . ..
Texuiipiov 8¢ Tob Adyou TO Kal viv éri Tas
Ouvolas xai Ta Snudowa Selmva mpos wepida

ylyveoBar dua Ty dpédetav kol kafapidrnra
Tis Suairys.

4 Or even within a single word: £evo-
Saurvpav (610) suggests the proper status of
the £évos as Sarrvpdv.

s Cf., e.g., the ydpevua Tvumdvwv drep at
E. H.F. 892.

6 LSJ s.v. mpoadidwps 1.

7 Similarly P. is dissuaded from adeAdois
To08¢ mpoadodvar worod (531).

8 Another and more curious perversion
of kpeavouia is at Lycophr. Alex. 203: (of
the snake at the Aulian altar) oww pn7pi
Téxvaw vymiwv kpeavépos; cf. also ibid. 762.
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that relationship is reversed. The scribes cannot be blamed for failing to
understand the subtlety.!

vv. 288-98:2

\ ~ \ b Y / ’

w1 TAfjs wpos dvrpa cou éoapiyuévovs didovs
~ 4 ~ ’ 4
kraveiv Bopdv Te Svooefij Oéobar yvdbous
ol Tov 0dv, dvaf, marép’ éxew vedv édpas
b 4 ~ 3 € ’ ~
éppvodpeaba yijs év ‘EAdSos pvyols.
lepds 7’ dfpavoros Tauvdpov péver Ayuny
Madéas 7° drpot kevBudves 1 e Zovviov
Sias Abdvas ods vmdpyvpos mérpa
TI'epaioriol 7€ karadvyai- 7d 6 “EXAddos
tododpor’ dveidn Ppvéiv odk édcbraper T

T N \ - ~ \ ¢ ’ \
v kai od kowol: yfis yap ‘EAAdSos puvyovs
olkels v Airvy, 1) mupiordrTew mérpa.

Odpysseus is making lris defence against Polyphemus’ proposal to eat the
Greeks. The passage presents several problems.

1. In 290 L has vedv. Musgrave, Matthiae, Bothe, and W. Dindorf print vedv.
Hermann, Nauck, Kirchhoff, Wecklein, de Falco, and Duchemin print
Canter’s vadv.

Does the context require temples or ships? The general sense favours
temples, which would be considered more important than harbours to Posei-
don; and the preservation of temples is the more natural boast for the Greeks,
their destruction a greater reproach (295 f.). But that is not conclusive. All the
places that Odysseus goes on to mention have both harbours and shrines to
Poseidon. That is of course not coincidental. And clearly the mariner is less
likely than the farmer or the archaeologist to distinguish between the harbour
and its temple: Odysseus, for example, seems to have both in mind: lepds
(292) and v. 318 (in Polyphemus’ reply) dipas 8’ évadias ds kabidpvras marnp
suggest temples; Auny (292) and karadvyal (295) suggest harbours. I will
argue that kevfudves (293) refers to a cave, and that uvyois (291) probably
refers to caves or inlets.

Examination of the Greek gives a more positive result. é8pa may refer to
the harbouring of ships,3 but it is much more common referring to the habita-
tion of a deity. Further, marép’ &yew vedv &pas differs from e.g. marép’ éyew
Apévas in its weak but pointless suggestion of some relationship between
Poseidon and the ships.+

vadv édpas is a less oddly periphrastic alternative, meaning ‘temples for
him to dwell in’. Between the two senses of épa illustrated by A. Ag. 596 &
fedv €8pars on the one hand and by E. Hel. 797 dpds tdpov 1008° dBAiovs Spas
éuds on the other there is a spectrum of meaning on which E. Andr. 303
Tupdvvwy éoyes dv 8uwv é8pas seems to be closer to the former, Cyc. 2go closer
to the latter sense.

An argument for ve@v remains. The Attic form veds, temple, occurs in

I An intermediate stage in the corruption
may have been, as Duchemin suggests, 8-
86vros (to be taken with dvfpaxos).

2 Murray’s text but with Kassel’s {epds in
292. 3 S. Ajax 460 vavAdyovs . . . édpas.

¢ It is true that Poseidon numbers among

his titles owrip vpdv (h. Hom. 22. 5), 8eomnd-
s vadv (P. Pyth. 4. 207) and vavuédwy
(Lycophr. Alex. 157). But Odysseus wishes
to claim that the Greeks have benefited
the god, not the ships under his protection.
And cf. xaf8pvrar (318) with €pa: here.
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tragedy only at A. Pers. 810. Hence Canter’s va@v. But the objection may be
made that the corruption assumed by Canter is unparalleled in the manu-
scripts of tragedy.! The objection would be misplaced. Only here does the
context allow and indeed suggest the change to what the scribe would regard
as the more orthodox genitive plural of vads.

2. yfs év ‘ENdBos pvyois (291). It is ridiculous that Odysseus is obliged by the
situation to find some service that his countrymen have done the Cyclops, for
no such service could possibly exist. The point of contact that he does find is
represented by the repetition of the phrase yfs ‘ENd8os pvyoi (cf. 297). The
phrase is a curious one and may be deliberately ambiguous, a cheap and
desperate rhetorical trick. Certainly it is difficult to choose between two ac-
counts of its meaning.

(a) uvyol yis and pvyol xfovds in Euripides are recesses in the earth, par-
ticularly Hades.? 1.4. 660 év AdAiSos pvyois and I.4. 1600 AvAidos koidovs
puyods refer to a harbour, Andr. 1265 f. madaids yoipddos koidov pvyoy Lymiddos
to a cave. Most interesting is E. Pirithous 15{. (von Arnim) 7oidvd’ lyvedawv
mwpayos Edpdmns wikde | Aolas e mdons és pvyods éjdvfa. The speaker is
Herakles, the mpdyos the capture of Cerberus. Page? translates pvyods ‘the
farthest ends’, a sense for which I can find no parallel; it is better to imagine
Herakles seeking the entrance to the underworld in various caves. The true
entrance, Taenarum, is the first in Odysseus’ list. I will show that both there
and at Malea there are reasons for associating the worship of Poseidon with
a cave. The same is not true, so far as we know, of Sunium and Geraistus.
This inconsistency is hardly explained away as another symptom of Odysseus’
dmopla. It may be though that by pvyol he means both caves and recesses in
the land, i.e. inlets, of which there is no shortage at Geraistus and Sunium.
Certainly when Odysseus repeats the phrase at 297 it seems most likely that
he refers to Polyphemus’ cave.# But of course the phrase may be designed to
mean one thing at 297 and another here.

(b) With Page’s translation of pvyovs in the Pirithous more sense can be made
of Odysseus’ list. Poseidon was worshipped in more than four harbour towns.
What these four have in common is their position: three at extremities of the
Greek mainland, one at an extremity of Euboea. Odysseus then calls Aitna
a “farthest point’ of Greece.s This seems to me less likely than (a). On the other
hand, as I have suggested, both may be right.

Whichever of these possibilities is preferred, it is clear that Odysseus 7oAd-
rpomos has anachronistically located Aitna in an area inhabited by Greeks;
the anachronism is sustained by suggestions of the Persian Wars (especially in
295 f.). The Trojans, after all, did not threaten Greece, still less Sicily. When
Euphemus the Athenian is reported by Thucydides as telling the men of
Kamarina in the winter of 415/14 B.C. :6 kai 09 kaA\emovueba s %) Tov BdpBapov
udvor kabBeXdvres eldrws dpxoper 7 ém’ levbepla T4 T@vde pallov 4 Tav fvu-
mdvrawv Te kal 1 Huerépa adTév kwdvvedoavres it is easy to believe that this was

I Pers. 810 is guaranteed by the metre. 3 Loeb Library, Select Papyri, iii. 125.
Confusion between the forms of vads, on the 4 Cf. 480, where dvrpov pvydv means much
other hand, is common: e.g. E. El. 1348: the same as dvrpov, as at Hel. 424.
vadv L vedv Triclinius, Murray). 5 Poseidon is associated with wpdves in

2 Su. 545, 926, 1206; H.F. 37; Tro. 952; S. fr. 371 Pearson, quoted below.
fr. 865 Nauck. 6 6. 83. 2.
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not the only occasion on which the Athenians impressed on Sicilians their
achievements in the Persian Wars.!

3. Line 292. The ancient town of Taenarum possessed a harbour and a
temple of Poseidon. Strabo? writes of the town as 76 iepov éxovoa Tod Ilooet-
8avos év dhoer (Spupévor: mhnaiov 8’ éoriv dvrpov. More interesting is Pausanias’
report:3 émi 8¢ 7§ drpe vads elxaouévos ommlaiw xal wpd adrod Iloseddvos
dyaApa. No convincing emendation has been suggested for elkaouévos. Taenarum
was visited by R. M. Woodward in 1907.4 He found a natural cave ‘in the west
side of the small shallow ravine which runs into the harbour’. ‘In the ravine
itself, and immediately west of the entrance to the cave, are distinct traces of
an oblong building of good Greek masonry . . . If, as is not improbable, there
was an opening in the west wall of the temple leading directly into the cave,
this might have given Pausanias the impression that the temple resembled
a cave.” Whatever the truth of the last remark it is extremely likely that the
worship of Poseidon was associated with the cave.s

4. MaXéas 7> drpor kevBudves (293). The literal sense of dxpos qualifying an
object always serves to specify some (extreme) part of that object. Hence an
drpos kevBudv is not a ‘high’ or ‘outermost’ kevfudv but some part of a
xevBudv. The word xevfuwv may refer to a vault,b to a hiding-place or hole,?
and in particular to a cave or a fold in a mountain.? None of these meanings
would give much sense to the phrase dkpot kevfudves in this context. The other
members of Odysseus’ list, and the derivation of the word, suggest that it
may here uniquely refer to a sheltered inlet of the sea.r® But dxpos qualifying
‘inlet’ would have to specify an inmost rather than an outermost extreme ; and
for that the only parallel would be the translation in LSJ of E. Hipp. 255 mpds
drpov pveddv Puyijs as ©. . . inmost . . ., a translation attacked by W. S. Barrett
in his commentary. It is true that from the sea the inmost point of a harbour
represents an extreme, but that fact is hardly enough to justify drkpor.1t
Odysseus’ phrase yfs é ‘EXddos pvyois and the association of Poseidon
with a cave at Taenarum suggest that these xevfudves too are a cave or caves
sacred to Poseidon. At A. Eum. 8o5 the future homes of the Eumenides are
called &pas 7€ kai kevBudvas évdikov ybovés. On this point the evidence pro-
vided by Pausanias is almost conclusive:!2 IT\éovre 8¢ éx Bowdv v mo mijv
drpav tijs Maléas Awpsjv (Boblaye; Auvn codd. There is no lake in the area)
éotw dvopaldpevov Nvpdatov kai Iloceddvos dyadpa Spfov kal amflaov ardoons

t Compare also 297 dv xal od xowoi with
Nikias’ words to the allies before Syracuse
(Thuc. 7. 63. 4): &ore xowwvol pdvo
éxevbépws fpiv Tijs dpyis ovres. For another
aspect of Odysseus the fifth-century Athenian
see line 160.

2 8. 5. 1 (p. 363): cf. Pomponius Mela
2. 3. 51 ‘in ipso Taenaro Neptuni templum
et specus’. 3 3. 25. 4.

4 B.S.A. xiii (1907-8), 249 ff.

5 Woodward’s observations on the site
of the temple have been confirmed by
Waterhouse and Hope Simpson in B.S.4. Ivi
(1961), 123-4.

6 e.g. Hes. Theog. 158 yains év xevfudwe.
Cf. E. Hec. 1.

7 H. 0d. 13. 367; at Od. 10. 283 it means
pigsty.

8 P. Pyth. 9. 34; Orac. ap. Hdt. 7. 141.
v. 5; E. Hel. 24.

9 hpapr (292) and karagvyal (295) ; also,
there was a harbour at Sunium.

10 Cf. S. fr. 371 Pearson: IIécedov, os
Alyalov tpédeis | mpdvas 7 ylavkds pédeis
ev-|avépov Alpvas €p’ dyYm-|Aais orTopdrwy
omAddeoor, for which Pearson offers as a
translation ‘who holdest sway on lofty crags
over the entrance to the blue waters of the
sheltered cove’.

11 Still less is Duchemin’s citation of Hipp.
255 as an example of dkpos meaning ‘pro-
fond’. 12 g, 23. 2.
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e"y'ylf‘ra‘ra, G’V 8€‘ aﬁ‘rq’j yAUKS’OS 6’3a109 777]‘}/7;. Kal‘- c’t.’v@pwwm ﬂprOLKOﬁO'L WOMOL,. The
spring in the cave has been found at Hagia Marina, four miles west of the cape
itself. Like the other members of Odysseus’ list Ndupaior—Hagia Marina
combined a harbour with the worship of Poseidon, and as it is the only harbour
in the area it would be rash to locate the kevfudves anywhere else.! The
spring in the cave, and the statue, suggest that the cave was, as at Taenarum,
sacred to Poseidon.2

We have found the kevfudves. But what of drkpoc? If drpot kevBudves could
mean ‘high-up caves’, it would not refer to Pausanias’ cave, which is faddoons
éyyvrara. But it cannot mean that. By v dxpav 7js Maléas Pausanias meant
the cape of Malea. The most obvious characteristic of Malea is that it is a cape,
and we must read Maléas 7’ drpas kevfudves.3

5. Lines 295 f. L has rd 6’ “EMdSos | 8dodpor’ dveidy Ppvéiv ovk 8dikauev.
This presents three difficulties: (@) it does not scan,* (b) 8vodpwr is a curious
epithet to apply to dveidy in this context; (c) the sentence as a whole does not
make sense.

Heimsoeth’s 8dorAyr’ and Wecklein’s 8vodnu’ are designed to remedy both
(a) and (b). As a remedy for (b) 8vodopd 9°, which first appeared in Parisinus
2887, has been adopted by Hermann, Paley, Nauck, and M¢éridier. As a
remedy for (¢) Musgrave’s unlikely suggestion that 8{8wu: here means ‘for-
give’ was adopted by, among others, Hermann.5 Others have replaced odx
dkapev by dvredwxaper (Musgrave), ovk dwmikauev (Kayser), éxrerixauev
(R. Schenk), oikrp’ ébifxapev (Herwerden), od Aedoimapev (Wieszner), ta
8’ ... 80oppoow . .. éempdfapev (Kirchoff), ov pebijxaper (Wecklein), od mpod-
8drapev (Shackle).6 Méridier’s punctuation (—&dodopd y’ oveldyp—) makes
some sense of the ye, and is also an attempted remedy for (¢).

None of these proposals is very likely. Several of them overestimate the
flexibility of the usage of the word évedos. If such a phrase as dveidy éxreri-
rapev is possible in Greek, it could only refer to actual, verbal rebukes. But
clearly Jveidn does not mean that here. When éveios in Euripides means ‘dis-
grace’ or ‘matter for disgrace’ itisalmost always used predicatively (e.g. 4lc. 721
ool Toir’ Svebos; Andr. 410 éuol 8’ Sveidos uy Gaveiv dmép réxvov). The excep-

! As far as I know no archaeological
traces of the worship of Poseidon have sur-
vived here or anywhere else in Malea.

2 For the association of Poseidon with
springs see, e.g.. Paus. 2. 2. 8; 8. 7. 2, 8. 2,
10. 4; cf. 1. 26. 5; also R.E. s.n. Poseidon
504, 511 and Roscher’s Lexik. Mpythol. s.n.
Poseidon 2818f., 2832 ff.

3 Cf. P. Pyth. 4. 174 dn’ dxpas Tawdpov
also S. Trach. 788 EdBolas 7 dxpar (dxpa
Diog. Laert. 10. 37 (cod. F); dxpar codd.
Soph. et Diog. cet. codd.); E. El. 442
EJBoidas drpas (Orelli; dxras L ; cf. versum
praecedentem; see Denniston ad loc.). At
318 f. Polyphemus replies dxpas 8’ évadias
ds xaBldpvrar warip | xalpew xelebw* 1 Tdde
mpodoTiiow Adyw;

4 For the extremely rare opening
choriamb v. V. Schmidt, Sprachliche Unter-

suchungen zu Herondas (Berlin, 1968), 69 ff.

5 Hermann’s alternative solution, a lacuna
after 295, was printed by Paley. Conradt
placed the lacuna before rd 8’ ‘EAAd3os. But
Murray’s observation on this point ‘et
videtur sane aliquid de fulmine Iovis dictum
fuisse: cf. v. 320 seq.” underestimates Poly-
phemus’ sophistication (and v. Kassel,
Rhein. Mus. xcviii [1955], 286). It is anyway
dangerous to resort to a lacuna when what
does survive is clearly in itself nonsense.
Scaliger placed 296 before 285 ; Kock placed
it after 282 (with a lacuna after 295 and
Musgrave’s dvreddrapev). Similarly Man-
cini, who deletes 292—5!

6 C.Q.ix (1915), 245; he imagines an
intermediate stage AYXO®PONEIAH®PYE
INOYAQKAMEN caused by ‘double para-
blepsia’, and reads 8dodpov’ <és> dveldn . . .
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tions! are mild enough to bear out the point that the word never entirely loses
its subjective content.

The predicative dveidos is frequently appositional (e.g. E. Hrcld. 72 wéde
7’ dvedos; E. Andr. 1241 deddois dveidos). Imagine that Euripides wrote 7d
6’ “EX\ddos, | 8Yopopov Svedos Dpvély, éfecwioapev—inviting from an ignorant
scribe? the change 7d 6° “EXAdSos | 8Vodopa dveidn Ppvéiv éfecdboapey. éfecdioapey
now becomes a puzzle, to which otk éddrauer ‘we did not give the Phrygians
cause to insult the Greeks’ is a not wholly contemptible solution. An emenda-
tion along these lines gives, unlike some others, an appropriate antecedent for
v in 297. Also, odk é8draper is suspiciously difficult to arrange in any recon-
struction, particularly if éveiSos (or dveidn) is to be retained. I offer this sugges-
tion exempli gratia, without certainty, but as meeting conditions which have
to be met. Shackle’s ot {(mpov)8dikaper, for example, would be no worse than
ééeodoaper.’

It might be claimed that these conditions are satisfied more economically
by Méridier’s punctuation. But Méridier’s text suffers from two drawbacks.
Firstly, in Euripides at least, the appositional éveidos requires the specification
of the party to whom the éveidos attaches (and almost always in the dative
case; hence the attraction of dveibos Ppuvéiv here). Secondly, this vagueness is
magnified beyond toleration by the unparalleled reference of the appositional
dveidn to a hypothetical negation of the main clause.

Odysseus’ argument in 2go—8 requires the premiss that the Trojans were
intent on conquering Greece. The phrase 6vo¢opov veidos Ppvéiv is the nearest
that he comes to stating that (false) premiss.

\A'D 2—4:
34 4 ’ 4 / /7Qd € k4 X
Eévid Te Mjhy T01d8’, s duepmros &,
~ \ -~ ’ ’ ’ > ) /7
wp kal maTpdov Tovde AéfnTd ¥, 65 [éoas
\ 4 ’ 3> ’ ~
oy adpra Siapdpnrov dudéfer kalds.

In 344 L’s 8vopdpnrov is retained by Barnes (‘pinguem’), Reiske (‘delica-
tulam’!), De Falco (‘indigesta’), and Duchemin (as De Falco). Scaliger’s
Staddpnrov (‘torn in pieces’) is printed by Hermann, Kirchhoff, and Murray.
A. Palmer+ suggested 8vopddnrov. All these words are hapax legomena.s

The lines are Polyphemus’ reply to Odysseus’ observation on the correct
method of treating suppliants (gor1 ff.) :

’ ’ ~ \ ’ 3 ’
£évid Te Sotvar kal mémdots émapréoar,
3y k] \ ’ 7 7
otk dudl Bovmdpoior myxlévras péky
3 ~ \ \ ’ ~ 7
dBerotar vy kai yvdfov mAfioar aélev.

Duchemin in her commentary was right to detect in dudéée: an allusion to gor.
But she failed to draw the textual conclusion. We are faced with another of
Polyphemus’ grim yet subtle ironies, and again the copyist has failed to under-
stand it.7 Siagpdpnrov creates the desired contrast with dudéfer kadds. Better

! Hrcld. 301 téxvois Sveidos odvey’ ndovijs  ‘EAAdda.

Mmretv, Andr. 621f. éxdépovor yap unrpd’ 4 Hermathena xiii (1887), 231.

dveldn, Ion 593 TodT’ Eywv Todveidos. 5 Except that Hesychius has dvo¢dpnrov
2 74 6° “EAXddos is indeed a curious phrase.  Svofdoraxrov.

But cf. Musgrave’s certain restoration of E. 6 Cf. my remarks above on what P. says

El. 1077 € pév ra Tpdwv edrvyoi. two lines later (346).

3 Cf. Hdt. 9. 7: oddapa mpodcoouev Ty 7 Cf. my remarks above on 245.
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still is the simpler change Svogddpnros, which was corrupted into the case of
odpra. Polyphemus offers Odysseus a fine inherited garment of bronze,* but
Odysseus will not enjoy wearing it. The hapax legomenon is less surprising where
the notion is almost unique.z For the function of 8vo- compare 8vovuudos,
Svopdppyé and Svoyapos, which may all be Euripidean inventions. ¢opéw,
like duméyw, often refers to the wearing of a garment or of armour. But vo-
$dpnros might also mean dpdpnros, an ambiguity perhaps not wholly dispelled
by dudéfer kards.

The other corruption in these lines is also due to the copyist’s inability to
understand Polyphemus’ irony. J. Jackson’ removed the ‘split anapaest’* and
the suspect ye in 342 by reading mip «ai marp@ov Tévde xaAxdy, 6s {éoas, and
regarding AéBnra as originally a superlinear gloss. He pointed out that the
cauldron is, of course, of bronze (392), and compared Od. 8. 426 : yaA«ov bjvare,
Béppere 8 Sdwp.5 Suaddpnros restores the full force of Polyphemus’ irony, and
so adds point to warpdov Tvde yaAxdv, which could refer to a cauldron or to
armour. Both armour and cauldron are acceptable ¢éna, but not when com-
bined in a single object.

Brasenose College, Oxford
1 Cf. Ar. Thesm. 165: adrds e xadds 7w

kal kaAds fuméaxero.

2 Cf. I. 3. 57 £.: 3 7€ kev 3n | Adivov éooo
xrdva kakdv évex’ Sooa éopyas. Also P.
Nem. 11.16; A, Ag. 872; AR. 1. 691, 1326.

3 Marginalia Scaenica, 91 f.

4 The ‘split anapaest’ occurs occasionally
in comedy, and in the Cyclops at 235 and

RiIcHARD SEAFORD

334; but in both those places there is, as
here, an independent reason for suspecting
the text.

s To which add the beginning of Od. 13,
where Alcinous suggests additional gifts for
QOdysseus (v. 13): dAX’ dye ol ddpev Tpimoda
péyav 08¢ AéByra. Cf. v. 19 :vijad’ éreooedovro,
dépov 8’ etrjvopa xadkdv.
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