ZEUS HYPSISTOS MEGISTOS: AN ARGUMENT FOR ENCLITIC
mov IN AESCHYLUS, AGAMEMNON 182!

Maurice Pope in his article entitled ‘Merciful Heavens?’ in JHS 94 (1974), 100—
13, argues that the reading of M in Ag. 1823

Sarpovwy 8¢ mov xapis Pualws |oéNua oeuvoy Nuévwy;

should be preserved. The alternative contenders, which have received more support
from scholars, are the versions of (1) F, Triclinius:

Sarpovwy 5€ mov xapts Puaiws | oé\ua oeuvor nuévwy,
and (2) Turnebus:
Sauovwy §é mov xapts Blatos | oéN\ua oeuvoy nuévwr.

Pope argues against these two alternatives in turn. I offer the following evaluation
and criticism, fogether with my own view of the general sense of the passage.

1. Pope’s Argument against Triclinius

In pages 101—3 of his article Pope lists the numbers of occurrences of interro-
gative mov and enclitic mov in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides, and mentions
occurrences in other authors. He shows that, although there is a dead heat between
the numbers of instances of the two words in Aeschylus, nevertheless enclitic mov
is very rarely indeed, and perhaps never, found in sentences which do not have a
main verb (or, failing that, at least subject and predicate). There are, however,
occurrences of interrogative mo0 in sentences which lack a main verb and have no
predicate either.? It must surely be rare to find statement sentences which do
not contain at least subject and predicate at the best of times, let alone when mov
happens to occur in the sentence. There are strong reasons, then, for rejecting
the version of F and Triclinius, quite apart from*the occurrence of mov in the
sentence. One can defend by saying that either n\0e is understood from the pre-
ceding sentence, or else y(yveTat is vaguely understood: ‘The favour of the gods
comes to men (comes about) perforce.” But it is not very plausible. I am inclined
to agree with Pope on this point, if not for quite the same reason.

2. Pope’s Arguments against Turnebus

2.1. The first set of arguments which Pope produces against Turnebus are
probability arguments. He makes out a case that the odds against omicron being
changed to omega in line 182 of the Agamemnon are very long. His argument is,
basically, as follows.

Although after Roman times omega and omicron sounded alike, change of
accent (as from Blatos to flalws) made a difference in the sound. Therefore we
should expect to find a significant difference between the number of instances
where change from omicron to omega involved a change of accent and where it

! I should like to express my gratitude to  this article is mine, and mine alone.
Mrs. P.E. Easterling and to Professor David 2 Possibly in these cases o0 itself is a
Packard for some help on detailed points; kind of predicate.
but the responsibility for everything said in
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did not. He counts numbers of instances of this in the Prometheus and in the
Agamemnon, and he shows that, where this change of vowel appears to have
occurred in these plays, it has happened far more commonly without than with
change of accent. In fact, the number of instances in which it has occurred with
change of accent is very small. Considering now that a correct omega (sic: does
he not mean omicron?) was to be expected on average twice in every three lines
of a Greek play, then the odds against a change of omicron to omega in Ag. 182
(involving a change of accent) are very long; against this occurring in a number of
manuscripts independently they are even longer.

The argument is unsatisfactory on several counts. First, three points to do with

manuscript tradition:

(1) The Attic alphabet, which was presumably in use when Aeschylus’s text was
first copied, had no omega, so that 0 and w were indistinguishable. This alphabet
may have continued till near the end of the fifth century B.C.

(2) If scribes at some time after the end of the fifth century transcribed the text
into the Ionic alphabet, they may have had an oral tradition to help them to
decide between 0 and w, but before Alexandrian times there was no written
accentuation.

(3) In Alexandrian times, when accents were applied, it is quite unsafe to rely
upon the correctness of an oral tradition.

Thus errors in 0/w go back, quite possibly, to the earliest times, and we can con-
clude (1) that the autbority of M is less assured than it may seem, and (2) that it
may be wrong to talk of the error occurring independently in several manuscripts.

Next, we might offer to Pope’s bookie some helpful comments on the manner

in which he should assess his odds. In what follows, change of accent is taken to
imply change of position of accent or else change in the number of accents in a
word.

(a)Pope shows, by tables given on p. 104 of his article, that omega for omicron
occurs in far fewer cases when change of accent is involved than otherwise.
Before he can draw from this the conclusion which he wants to draw,
namely that omega for omicron is far (ten times) less likely to occur when
change of accent is involved than otherwise, he must show that the pro-
portion of cases of actual corruption of omicron to omega, in which change
of accent has occurred, is significantly smaller than the proportion of over-
all occurrences of omicron in which a change to omega would involve a
change of accent. In the first 71 lines of Agamemnon, I found 135 omicrons
(I did not include occurrences of omicron in diphthongs); in 22 of these
135 cases a change to omega would have caused a change of accent. This
gave a rough estimate of the over-all proportion as 0-163 (= 22/135). Now
this figure is not very much larger than the corresponding proportions
obtained from Pope’s figures for cases where omicron has in fact been
changed to omega. I give these proportions for P.V. only, since the figures
for Agamemnon are so small that it makes a material difference whether
we decide to regard Ag. 182 as corrupt or not.

M 16 other MSS.
First Hand 0-133 0-101
After correction 0-250 0-120

These figures represent the ratios X/t, the data being taken from Pope’s
table on p. 104 of his article, where t = total number of cases of corruption
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of 0 to w, X = number of cases of corruption of 0 to w in which change of
accent is involved. Proper statistical tests are not possible, because the con-
ditions for them do not hold, for reasons given in the next section. The figure
of 0-:250 for M after correction is of no importance because it is based on
very small numbers of occurrences. The other proportions derived from
Pope’s data and based on cases of actual corruption are somewhat smaller
than the over-all estimate of 0-163, but not very much smaller. On this
evidence, it is not possible to be sure that change of accent makes any dif-
ference to the probability of omicron being corrupted to omega, let alone
decreases it tenfold. Thus Pope has seriously overestimated the extent to
which the change of accent in fiatos/Baiws affects the probability of the
corruption having occurred in Ag. 182.

The foregoing is only a rough guide to the situation, sufficient perhaps
to make the general point. As statistical tests are not possible, it did not
seem worth while to take a large count from the Agamemnon. The whole
matter is bedevilled, in any case, by uncertainties in the diagnosis of cor-
ruption, which makes Pope’s figures uncertain from the start, as he himself
admits.

(b)Suppose now that E is a rare event which occurs with constant probability
p (p small) in each one of a set of N independent trials. Suppose we find
that, in an actual set of N trials, the event E occurs n times. Then accord-
ing to classical probability theory we estimate the value of p to be n/N;
and this is our estimate of the probability that E will occur in an (N + 1)th
trial. If we use Bayesian probability theory, the estimate is (n + a)/(N + b),
where a and b are constants having to do with any prior beliefs we may
have about p; but for large enough N, a and b become negligible and the
estimate reduces to that of classical probability theory.

If Pope’s bookie is to set up a proper method of estimating the odds in
this case (‘odds against’ means ratio of probability that E does not occur
to probability that it does occur, that is, (1 — p)/p), then he must define
clearly his n, his N, and his E. He must also show that p remains constant
over all trials and that the trials are ‘independent’; independence means
that the probability of E occurring in any particular trial is independent of
what happens in any other trial. If this is not so, then probabilities cannot
be estimated in this way, and furthermore the tests referred to in the pre-
ceding section cannot be applied.

He defines n, it seems, as the number of cases in which omicron is
changed to omega with change of accent. He does not define N at all, but
vaguely told his bookie that ‘a correct omega was to be expected on average
twice in every three lines of a Greek play’. What has the occurrence of cor-
rect omega to do with it? Surely N should be the number of occurrences
of correct omicron in which a change to omega would cause a change of
accent (including cases where omicron ought to have occurred, but was
corrupted; excluding the omicron of the supposed fiatos, which is treated
as the (N + 1)th trial). The event E should be the event that omicron is
changed to omega with change of accent.

But even then, are we on safe ground? Emphatically, no. For it is very
hard to assume that p is constant over all the trials. It is, for example, a
priori reasonable to suppose (and I think this is borne out by most people’s
experience, though I know of no definite statistical investigation of the
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matter) that there is far higher probability of omicron being corrupted to
omega in a case where the new text still makes a grammatically correct
word than when it doesn’t; there is even higher probability of omicron
going to omega where the new text is not only grammatically correct but
also makes something like sense in the context. In particular, in Ag. 182
the text of M makes something like sense, especially if context is ignored,
and an error in omega was much more likely to escape the notice of both
the scribe and the corrector than such errors elsewhere. I do not know of
any investigation yet made to see whether the errors of scribes are randomly
distributed over whole plays or whether they occur in clusters; the latter
state of affairs might indicate lack of independence. We are not sure that
we have independent trials.

I do not mean to suggest that we should pay no attention at all to the
rarity of certain kinds of corruption in texts. All I say is, first, that it is
practically impossible to quantify these probabilities, and second, that
arguments of this kind should be used with extreme circumspection and
regard for the individual features of the individual case. Certainly I feel very
doubtful about the prospects of Pope’s bookie making much money out of
this particular venture.

2.2. It remains, then, to examine the three arguments which Pope adduces
against Turnebus on p. 105 of his article. These arguments are:

(a) The last three words of the sentence (0€é\ua Oeuvoy NUEVwWY) are ‘gram-
matically unnecessary and semantically . . . pointless’.
False: if Turnebus’s text is accepted, the three words stress the role of the
gods as world governors, and have therefore, semantically, considerable
point. I do not see the purpose of Pope’s ‘grammatically unnecessary’; we
could eliminate an awful lot of words from an awful lot of sentences on
this basis.

(b)xapts Platos is an ‘outrageous paradox’.
False: there is nothing at all unreasonable in talking of a favour which is
forced upon men by the gods, and the paradox, far from being outrageous,
has the same telling literary effect as that related literary figure, the oxy-
moron. Compare P.V. 545 dxapts xapts for the same figure (paradox) used
with the same word.

(c)daipoves refers not just to Zeus and his fellow-Olympians, but is used as a
catch-all for all gods and spirits.
Not necessarily true at all; the daiuoves here are specified by the last three
words of the sentence (0é\ua oeurov fiuévwy) to be the gods who at this
moment of time control the world.

Thus every one of these three arguments breaks down.

3. Pope’s own interpretation

Pope takes mov interrogative (as in M), and translates (or interprets) the word
XapLs to mean ‘comfort’; ‘Where is there any comfort . . .’, that is, ‘There can be
no comfort’. I cannot clearly determine from his text just how he constructs
Satudvwy. Genitive absolute, or dependent on xapts? One can guess at Pope’s
view of this by referring to his interpretative outline on p. 110: ‘There can be no
comfort in living under such a violent system of government.’ If the Bacchylides
parallel is anything to go by, he should be taking datudvwy to be dependent on
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Xdpts. Again, in his outline he takes faiws to mean ‘violently’; yet on p. 105 he
insists that the word means not ‘violently’, but ‘unnaturally’ or ‘by force’. So we
must take our pick.

Pope quotes a literary parallel for the use of interrogative mov from Bacchylides
(about Croesus): [70]0 fecwv éoTw xapts; [m0]0 8¢ Aatoidas dvag; Now this does
not mean ‘Where is there comfort from the gods?’, the meaning supposed for
Ag. 182 by Pope. Croesus thought that, after his many gifts to Apollo and after
the (apparently) favourable oracle, he enjoyed the favour of the gods. When he
found himself on the funeral pyre, he cried out in despair: ‘Where now is the
favour of the gods? Where is Apollo now?’ This, then, is the natural meaning for
Sauudvwy mov xapts; in Ag. 182, if indeed it occurs there. But such a cry of des-
pair, about loss of a favour which one previously believed one enjoyed, would be
hopelessly out of place in Ag. 182.

There is also the word order. If the sentence is a question, why not mov 8€é
Sarpdvwy xapes;? In all the examples quoted by Pope, 700 is first word, except
in Eum.422 (where there is an obvious reason why not). mov € is common
enough, and so is 8¢ mov. Possibly putting Satudvwy first gives a different force
to the sentence; but if so, the Bacchylides example would no longer be ‘strikingly
appropriate’, or indeed appropriate at all.

The natural sense of xapts in this passage is not ‘comfort’ but ‘favour’, or
even ‘generosity’. The immediately preceding lines talk, apparently, of good gifts
from god to man: the gifts of ¢povewv, uados, owppoveiv. It is therefore natural
to suppose, as many commentators have done, that xaptc should refer to the
‘generosity’ or ‘favour’ of the gods. It is all the more natural to do so, since in
180—1 Aeschylus says that the gift (if it be a gift) of ow@povelw comes to man
against his will (map’ dxovrac), and this seems to tie up very closely with the idea
of a favour that is forced upon men (which, if Turnebus is right, is very much
the idea which is expressed in lines 182—3). It is therefore very much to Pope’s
point to prove that ¢ppove, uados, owdpoveiv are not good gifts. In fact, if he
cannot prove this, his defence of M’s text has not a leg to stand on. It is not pos-
sible to say ‘There is no xapts of the gods’ immediately after speaking of good
gifts of god to man.

Pope therefore gives a very surprising new interpretation of ¢poveiv in this
passage. He quotes inter alia A. Cho. 753:

T UM GpOVovY yap cwomepel forov
TPEDEW AVAYKN . . .

S. Aj. 554—5:
év T Pppoveiv yap undeév 1idioTos flos
éwe 10 xalpew kal 70 \umeigbar padne,

A.P.V. 443—4, 447—-50:
vnmiovs [sc. BpoTovs] ovras 10 mplv
évvous éfnka Kai Ppevwy EmnBorovs

He then asserts that ¢poveiv in Ag. 176 implies (or means, perhaps) to have ‘con-
sciousness’ and ‘something which we may call free will’.

Certainly in passages like the first two above ¢ppovew does imply no more than
a rudimentary ‘awareness’. Further, when Prometheus trained men in the P.V. he
certainly made them ¢pevcor émnBolovs in something like this sense. But those
passages are totally irrelevant to the present context. The present context concerns
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not the kind of instruction which Prometheus gave to man; it concerns, instead,
the tragic learning imposed on man by Zeus. A truly relevant parallel, involving
precisely this kind of tragic learning process, occurs in the last lines of S. Antigone:

Heydhot 8¢ Adyou
MeEYANas TATYAS TWY DTEPAVX WY
anoTeloavTes
YNpa 70 ppovev ESidatav.

Man learns ‘sense’ after suffering tragic catastrophe. It is exactly the right kind of
idea, although Sophocles makes more explicit the notion that the catastrophes
follow upon impiety and hybris. Furthermore, Sophocles (in spite of Aj. 554—5)
leaves us in no doubt about the value of 70 ppovew in this sense (Ant. 1347—8):

TOAAG TO Pppoveiv evdaruovias
TPWTOV UTAPXEL.

That this is the meaning of @poveiv here is borne out absolutely by the parallel
passages adduced by Pope for the word ow@povew. These are Ag. 1425, 1620,
P.V. 982, Eum. 520. In all these cases, on Pope’s own admission, the meaning is
that sense is ‘knocked into’ some person or persons; the implication is clear, that
in these passages ow@dpovely means ‘to see sense’, ‘to be sensible’. It is clear that
in Ag. 176—81 ¢poveiv and owdpoveiv are closely related in sense. Further, Pope
admits that in Suppl. 176, 204, and Sept. 807 Ppoveiv means at least ‘to be
rational’, which is near enough to the meaning ‘to be sensible’; in the Suppl.
passages it might well mean ‘to be prudent’.

@poveiv then is the good gift of ‘being sensible’, with all the implications that
this idea carries in Greek tragedy of a proper realization of man’s limitations in
face of the overwhelming power of the gods. Can the good gift become a bad gift
because it is forced on man against his will, often in particularly painful circum-
stances? It would certainly seem to be two-edged: a most unpleasant gift for its
unwilling recipient. Yet this two-edgedness is precisely what is recognized in
Turnebus’s text, Xapts fiatos, and is not recognized in M’s text, which uncompro-
misingly rejects the idea that there can be any Xdpts at all. It would seem very
difficult to attribute to Aeschylus a view that there was 7o advantage to be gained
from 70 ¢ppoveiy. This would set him at variance not only with Sophocles but with
the whole set of ideas prevalent in Greek tragedy.

Now consider the run of the sense in lines 176—83. Lines 176—81 definitely
imply a good gift from god to man, the gift of ‘learning sense’, ‘being sensible’.

It is a hard process of learning, which comes to man under duress. That is the gist
of lines 176—81. It seems entirely reasonable and natural to carry on from there
to say, in lines 182—3: ‘The favour of the gods, seated on the awful throne, comes
(1 ween)® to man perforce.’ This is Turnebus’s text. Nothing could sum up more
succinctly, or with such a telling literary effect of paradox, the whole sense of

the preceding lines. Enclitic wov, the ironic ‘I ween’, is entirely appropriate; and
notice also how Blatos picks up the idea conveyed just before by map’ dxovras.

If M’s reading is accepted, it is difficult to find any proper connection of
thought between lines 176—81 and 182—3. I suppose that the basic sense would
have to be: ‘God knocks sense into man against his will. What comfort is there in
gods who rule so violently?’ But it is very difficult to find this sense in the Greek.

® 1 apologize for the archaic English, but modern English ‘I think’ conveys the wrong
impression.
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Lines 176—81 certainly say that 0w@poveir comes against man’s will and that
the udfos comes with mafos. But ‘knocks sense into’ is a wrong emphasis. Again,
as we have already seen, ‘comfort’ is not a plausible translation of Xdpts in this
context. There is also, in view of the Bacchylides parallel, great difficulty in trans-
lating ‘Satpdrwy mov Xapts;' to mean ‘What comfort is there in gods?’4 Also, 8¢
seems uncomfortable and rather out of place. Besides these difficulties, ftaiws
presents problems. Denniston-Page objected to the translation ‘forcibly’ (and
indeed to taking faiws with Muévwy at all) on the grounds that people ‘cannot
be seated forcibly’.> Therefore Pope takes it to mean ‘unnaturally’ or ‘by force’.
Whatever could ‘unnaturally’ mean in this context? The gods are seated on their
throne mapd ¢vow? Scarcely. Or mapa Siknv? Scarcely, in the Agamemnon. In any
case, neither of these meanings gives the sequence of sense from lines 176—81 to
182—3 which is required above. It seems to me that the very clear implication of
the word faiws (or Bratos) is that something is being forced upon some person
against his will, and this, coming directly after map’ dkovras, can refer only to
the gift that is being forced upon man against his will.

It is interesting to note the two parallels adduced by Pope for flaiws: Cho.
549 (‘Clytemnestra will die ftalws’) and Eum. 555 (‘The unjust man will lower
his sails ftaiws’). In the first of these the word could imply ‘violently’; in both
it implies ‘perforce’, that is, against the will of the person concerned. If these are
fair parallels, then we should have the gods ruling against their own will! That is
not, perhaps, a fair criticism of Pope. But look how appropriate both these two
examples are to Turnebus’s text! In both cases, someone is learning a bitter
lesson ‘perforce’. This is praevaricatic on Pope’s part; he is presenting evidence
to the opponents of his thesis.

In a final effort to establish a contextual relevance for M’s reading, Pope gives
an analysis of the sense of the wider context. He outlines two possible trains of
thought:

1. ‘A was a terror. He was gruesomely deposed by B. Eventually B was in his
turn disposed of by C. There can be no comfort in living under such a violent
form of government.’

2. ‘A was a terror. He was gruesomely deposed by B. Eventually B was in his
turn disposed of by C. There is, I suppose, some comfort in living under such
a violent system of government.’

Not unnaturally, Pope concludes that (1) is preferable to (2). But the analysis is.

false. To start with, he gives an account of the dynasty in which he stresses how

gruesome and violent it all was; but that is not the stress given by Aeschylus. The
stress is much more upon the overwhelming power of Zeus, who now finally
reigns supreme after superseding such mighty predecessors. Next, he omits from

his ‘train of thought’ the whole of lines 176—81, and since these lines are the im-

mediate context of lines 182—3 and form an integral part of the train of thought,

the omission is indefensible. The meaning of Xdpts need not necessarily be ‘com-
fort’; in fact, it is much more likely to be ‘gift’ or ‘favour’ in this context. Also,

by Pope’s own account, ftaicws does not mean ‘violently’, so that ‘under such a

violent system of government’ is a misrepresentation. His interpretation of these

two words is therefore tendentious.

* ‘Where is there any?’ is ‘mod 7ic;’ at god of Suppl. 101 exerted no Bia (Suppl. 99).
P.V. 456. ‘What joy is there?’ is ‘Tis xdps;’ Nevertheless I have no doubt that what he
at E. Helen 1402. did to men came to them against their will

* It may be worth noting that the seated and, in this sense, they suffered it fuaiwe.
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Thus Pope’s interpretation and his defence of M’s text are to be rejected, not
because they offend against any theological canons of righteousness, but simply
on grounds of language and context.

4. Some views

It will be clear by now that I support Turnebus so far as the text is concerned.

Pope notes that the Zeus passage occurs in the middle of the Iphigeneia story.
He thinks that the only appropriate comment, in this situation, is ‘There can be
no comfort’. The idea of a xdpS fiatos belongs, he thinks, to ‘Aeschylus
Theologus’ rather than to ‘Aeschylus Tragicus’. This seems to me a false view.
The idea of a xapts fiatos is fully consistent (as we saw in the last section) with
a tragic conception of Zeus. Indeed when Pope talks of ‘Aeschylus Tragicus’ he
is vague as to what ‘tragic’ means, except that it is all very miserable and comfort-
less. My meaning for ‘tragic’ is specific. The Zeus who bestows upon man the en-
forced gift of bringing him to his senses against his will is the Zeus who sends
those terrifying reversals of fortune which ‘cast men down from their high-
towering hopes’ and ‘scatter the proud in the imagination of their hearts’.

Further, the relevance of the Zeus passage to Iphigeneia is made explicit by
Aeschylus himself in Ag. 218 ff., where Agamemnon’s impiety (219—20) and loss
of sensible restraint (221—3) are stressed. The doctrine of mafet uafos is explicitly
applied in Ag. 250—1. Nothing here is inconsistent with the idea of xapts Biatos.
In a way, Pope’s interpretation of 70 @poveiv is not altogether wide of the mark,
since when Agamemnon in 218 ff. lost proper restraint he became somehow
compulsively led on to disaster, scarcely knowing what he was doing as he rushed
headlong into the impious act (lines 218—27):

émel 6" avaykas édv Némadvov
dpevos mréwy SvuoaePn Tporalay
dvayvov, aviepov, Tofev

TO TAVTOTONUOV PPOVELY UETEYVW.
BpoTovs Bpacivel yap aioxpounTis
TANQUYA TAPAKOTA TPWTOMTMWY.
érha 8" olw Burnp yevéobar
Buyarpos, yuvakomolvwy
TONEUWY AP LYay

Kal TpoTéNELa vav.

He seems, thus, to have lost his ‘awareness’ when he lost 70 ppoveiv (¢ppoveiv is of
course used in a different sense again in line 221). 70 @poveiv seems to imply
‘keeping one’s head and not being carried away’; in particular, not being carried
away in the direction of overweening pride or of impiety. We can see from
passages like this just what a boon 70 gpoveiv was felt to be; if only it could have
saved Agamemnon in time, before all went so drastically wrong!

As for ‘Aeschylus Theologus’: Pope rightly rejects the notion that Zeus is a
kindly, benevolent god. ‘Mercy’ is scarcely the point. Zeus is a stern god whose
‘gift’ to man is the harsh gift of bringing him to his senses against his will. Those
scholars are surely right, who in recent times have insisted that there is here no
comfortable doctrine of divine benevolence underlying the harsh blows of fate.
Nevertheless, Pope’s reaction has gone too far. He downgrades the gift of ¢ppoveiv
to much too low a level. He fails to realize that, however dubious the gifts of
ppoveiv, uados, and owepoveiv may be in the manner of their giving, it remains
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true that the very words which Aeschylus uses (¢poveiv 06woavta, T¢o Tabet
MaBos 0évTa kupiws éxew) carry with them the seeds (if not more) of a new

theological idea.

But what is this new theological idea? Is it any more than a statement of the
old idea that ‘even a fool sees sense after he has suffered for his folly?’ In a way,
it is. For it is not merely a theological affirmation; the idea is followed to the hilt
within the actual drama and the tragedy. Many essential features of the drama
(suspense, reversal of fortune, the unexpected element in the future, dramatic
irony) are bound up with the nature of Zeus being what it is.® It is a tremendous
application of ‘Call no man happy until he is dead’. It affirms that man must
learn to fit in with his destiny and not to be proud and overweening; above all
he must avoid impiety. True, the lesson comes too late for some; but they learn
70 ¢ppoveiv even in the act of their suffering. Others, it may be hoped, will profit

by the lesson in time.

These are but a few brief comments on a huge subject, which can scarcely be
treated adequately in the present context; a full study of the Prometbeus, in
conjunction with all the other evidence, is needed. I would merely comment, at

this stage:

(1) I think that the reaction against the old theological interpretation has gone

too far.

(2) I think that the dramatic relevance of the theological aspect has not been

taken sufficiently into account.

(3) Not enough attention has been paid to the psychological implications of
guilt and acceptance of the overwhelmingly powerful father-figure called
‘Zeus’. Should not man be at times a little more on the side of the Titans?’

Department of Matbhematics, Polytechnic of North London

¢ N.B. Booth, ‘Aeschylus Suppl. 86-95’
CP 50 (1955), 215, particularly the con-
cluding remarks.

7 As an addendum to all the foregoing,
we may note a point in Cho. 59—65. In
59—65 the Chorus say that 76 ebrvxeiv is
‘a god and more than a god among men’

(év Bporoic certainly means ‘among men’,

and not ‘in the eyes of men’, as it was
wrongly interpreted by a number of commen-
tators who did not wish to allow that Aeschy-
lus could contemplate a world not ruled by

N. B. BOOTH

justice). They go on to say in 61—5 that
justice tends not to get done unless there is
some powerful living person present to see
that it is done (according to the interpret-
ation suggested in my articles in CQ 51
(1957), 143—5 and CP 54 (1959), 111-13).
Yet there was dramatic irony about this:
Orestes was already standing there in the
background. This may help to confirm Pope’s
general view that the Chorus in Aeschylus
does not always utter pious platitudes.
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