
EURIPIDES, ION 1261-81 

Ion enters in pursuit of Kreousa who following the advice of the chorus has 
just taken up position at the altar (1257 ff.). His speech on entering falls into 
five sections which L exhibits in the following order: 

(1) cX3 ravp6byopfov 6liua Krlcaoobu rarpoc, 
o'lw EX^tvav TrivS6' gvaac iT nrvp?o 
bpaKovr' &vaI4X7orozva fotivLav OX&ya, 
77l roXla rdao' ivearv, o 6' rioacov 6ev 
Fop7youc oraaXayjicwv, oi AeXX ie ue KTrevev. 1265 

(2) XdvaoO', Wi' acTu robe &Ki7pdrTOV TtrX6KovU 
K 6Irt7 Karai'voxat Hapvaoo aov rXKec, 
60ev nrerpalov la'ia 6orLK7077aerat. 

(3) oa0Xov 6' bKvpaa 6ai4ovoc, 7rpiv es r6Xotv 
IJoXeiv 'A0rlvcv Xior6, prrrpvtuv 7reaev. 1270 
Zv avlladXotl ?yap dvePerp7uaa,qr1v qpeva? 

ra'd oaa, 6oov jot rt p71a Svale.v r' e&uvc 
acoa ya?p dv 1e nrept3aXouaa 6COarcowv 
dp6rlv d i ere.lac e'i 'Atiov b66iovc. 

(4) dXX' oivre P3coai6 our' 'ArtOXXwovo b6OaO 1275 
acjoae a 6' OlKTOS 6 aoC e1Poi KpeiOaacv irdpa 
Kati u7'rpi rTjplt * Kal ya?p el ro awuciad ot 
dinearTw abrLil, roivop,' OVK &TEar'i 7ro. 

(5) 'i6ea0e Tr'lv nravobpyov, K rTeXV re z'XV 
oi'av birXe~e wotbv enrnTrev Oeob, 1280 
Wd) ob 6i&r?V 6aoovoa TrCv etpyaaouevCWv. 

Clearly all is not well here. It is nonsensical for section (4) to precede section 
(5). Accordingly Musgrave transposed it to follow (5) and his text was accepted 
by Wecklein (Murray, Wilamowitz, Gregoire, and Owen keep the order in L). 
More recently a different solution has been proposed. In a lucid and penetrating 
discussion which makes an unassailable case against the transmitted order of 
the passage (PCPhS N.S. (1974), 28 ff.) J. Diggle advocates as a cure deletion 
rather than transposition. Instead of interchanging (4) and (5) he removes (4) 
which he shows to be an ill-expressed and not very happy confection based on 
themes more lucidly presented elsewhere in the play. Does this deletion solve 
all the problems of the passage? I am inclined to think not and am forced to 
suggest further blood-letting. If what follows appears excessively violent, I can 
only say that something is violently wrong with the text as it stands. 

Let us examine the text as Diggle interprets it, 1275-8 having been deleted: 

(1) Ion enters (with attendants). He begins by apostrophizing Kreousa's 
ancestor, the river Kephisos in 'a vigorous outburst against Kreousa's 
villainy' (Diggle). 

(2) 'He tells his men to seize her so that she may be thrown from the cliff 
top.' 



(3) 'He thanks heaven that he discovered her intentions while still at Delphi 
among friends; alone in the palace at Athens he would have been an 
easier victim.' 

(4) He sees that Kreousa has fled to the altar and draws his companions' 
attention to her further villainy in resorting to this trick. 

Diggle (see p. 30 n. 2) believes that Ion is not aware of Kreousa's presence 
until 1279 which represents his first reaction to the sight of her. Most editors 
and commentators indeed share his assumption that it is some time before Ion 
sees Kreousa, though there is disagreement about when exactly he does see 
her: 'Ion spricht bis 1268 zu seinen Begleitern [better 'soliloquizes': only 
1266-8 is addressed to them], noch ohne Kreusa zu bemerken . . . Dann sieht 
er sie' (Wilamowitz on 1261-81); 'nondum conspexit Ion ad aram confugisse 
Creusam: sed v. 1275 videt suos nihil facere, suspicit illam ad aras quasdam 
fugere velle: v. 1279 tandem rem intelligit' (Murray: something similar in 

Gregoire); 'after that [1269-74] he congratulates himself on his escape: then, 
noticing that Creusa is at the altar (1275-8), says that such sanctuary will not 

help her . .' (Owen on 1261-81). Prolonged unawareness by a speaker of the 

presence of someone else on stage is not uncommon in Greek tragedy. Indeed 
it is a feature of the later plays of Euripides where we find several extended 
entrance monologues spoken in the presence of other actors (see D. Bain, 
Actors and Audience, Oxford, 1977, pp. 61-6 for references and bibliography)1 
so that at first sight the suggestion that Ion does not at first notice Kreousa is 

easy to accept. There are, however, some features of Ion's speech which raise 
doubts whether this convention of prolonged unawareness is operating and 

suggest that Bayfield and Anne Pippin Burnett (in her translation, Englewood 
Cliffs, 1970) may be right2 in assuming that Ion sees Kreousa as soon as he 
enters. These are: 

(a) the deictic pronoun T7V6' used of Kreousa in 1262. 

(b) the command to his attendants in 1266 Xadvo6e. 
(c) rad odE (1272), e0vu (1272) and t iTre/l ac (1274) all with reference 

to Kreousa.3 

Ordinarily one would assume that a speaker who expressed himself thus was 
aware of the presence of the person to whom he was referring. Each point can 
be explained away if one wants to believe that in this case Ion was not. T7rv' 

spoken on stage need not always refer to someone on stage (for instances of 

66e thus used see H. Hunger, WSt 65 (1950-51), 19 ff., H. Lloyd-Jones, CR 

N.S. 15 (1965), 241, and R. Garden, Papyrus Fragments of Sophocles (Berlin, 

A very close formal parallel for the (Hel. 1177 ff. - Ion 1279 ff.). 
inscenation suggested by Murray is provided 2 And that Wilamowitz was half right 
by E. Hel. 1165 ff. where Theoklymenos' in making Ion aware of Kreousa from 1268. 
entrance speech begins with an apostrophe Obviously he found he could not regard (4) 
(Hel. 1165 ff. - Ion 126 ff.) which is followed as apostrophe. 
first by a command addressed to attendants 3 If one accepts 1275-8, there are the 
(Hel. 1169 f. - Ion 1266 f.) and then by additional second-person references o', B 
soliloquy. Finally the speaker makes an ao' (1276). 
observation about what is going on on stage 
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1974), p. 83). One can say that XdivaOe in 1266 is simply 'catch her' (implying 
'as soon as you see her') and that the second-person references in 1272 ff. imply 
nothing more than that Kreousa is vividly present in Ion's mind. Yet taken 

separately and together these references to her produce a most peculiar scene, 
unlike anything else in tragedy and surely bound to puzzle an audience. When 
someone uses o6e of a person visible to an audience, the natural expectation is 
that he is aware of that person's presence (one could imagine situations in 

comedy where this statement would not hold good, in, for example, eavesdropping 
scenes, but such scenes are not found in tragedy).4 When someone interrupts his 
own train of thought to say 'seize her' one assumes that he has seen an opportunity 
for his command to be carried out (contrast the situation later in the play when 
Ion says Xd)vaOe (1427) having observed that Kreousa has left the altar and 

compare also E. Cretans fr. 82. 46 Austin and [E.] Rhes. 877). Again it is odd 
to have to take 1272 ff. as an apostrophe to an imagined absent Kreousa when 
Kreousa is physically present. One might find it easier if there was a clear 
demarcation between the apostrophe of Kephisos (1261-5) and the alleged 
apostrophe of Kreousa that follows. Ion slips into an address of her with r&C 
aac in 1272 after previously referring to her in the third person (1265). 

What is it that leads scholars to override the obvious interpretation of rSv6', 
Xdvatoe, and the three second-person references to Kreousa? First there is 
1279-81 which looks like a first mention of Kreousa. Then, more compellingly, 
there is 1266-8. Can one accept these words spoken by an Ion fully aware of 
the presence of Kreousa and of where she is, at Apollo's altar? Is it conceivable 
that the devout temple boy should instruct his attendants to drag a suppliant 
from the altar of the god who is his patron? Even allowing for his anger and 
allowing that characters in tragedy can express quite contradictory viewpoints 
over a short space of time,5 I think not. Some highly unsympathetic not to 
say villainous characters in tragedy do not go as far as Ion would be going here. 
They respect sanctuary to the extent that they shrink before laying hands on 
a suppliant who is in physical contact with an altar or image of a god and try 
to get possession of their victims by finding other means of making them quit 
the sanctuary (on the tactics used in real life to get the better of suppliants 
which are often reflected in drama see J. Gould, JHS 93 (1973), 82 f.). Lykos 
in Herakles intends to smoke out the suppliants at the altar (E. Her. 240 ff.). 
Menelaos entices Andromache from the altar by producing her son and 
threatening to kill him if she does not leave (E. Andr. 309 ff.). This may be 
unsporting: it is not against the rules. Those who are prepared to break the 
rules and to drag the suppliant from sanctuary are significantly exceptional, 
the barbarian herald in Aeschylus' Supplices who has no respect for Greek 
deities (A. Suppl. 884, 893-4), the loathsome herald of Eurystheus in 
Herakleidai (E. Hkld. 63 ff.: note Demophon's reactions on hearing of his 
behaviour, Kal p.irv oT0o7kv 7' 'EXX7va Kat pvOpibv Tre7rXcov exet, ra 6' 

4 I mean that tragedy does not include 91 f.). 
scenes where eavesdroppers are visible to 5 Note the exchange in 1309-10 which 
the audience and active; there are passages is almost immediately followed by a 
in tragedy where characters announce their reasoned speech whose starting-point is the 
intention of going into hiding and eaves- impossibility of seizing Kreousa. 
dropping (see Actors and Audience, pp. 
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epya 3appdtpov Xepob rdie E. Hkld. 130 f.), the (Diphilean) pimp Labrax 
(Plaut. Rud. 782 ff.-he also contemplates using fire, 761 ff.). Ion does not 

belong in such company. 
It would seem then that those who assume prolonged or fairly prolonged 

unawareness (up to 1268 at any rate) of Kreousa's presence in this speech 
have in 1266-8 very solid support for their view. I suggest, however, that the 
lines are an interpolation. We have seen that the lines are somewhat lacking in 

point if given to an Ion who is unaware of Kreousa's presence6 and out of 
character if he is aware. There are other grounds for suspecting the lines: 

(1) the punishment threatened in them, precipitation from the peaks of 

Delphi is not the one that was decreed for Kreousa and alluded to on 
three occasions in the play, stoning (1112, 1222,7 1237). 

(2) Karatr7voot Hapvaaovb rXdKce, 60ev irerpaiov aXpa &oKr'077Qaerat 
'TrXdtKe the uplands above the Phaedriades: but as the next line shows 
it was from here that she was to be hurled; 7rXdKeC would be more 

appropriate of the place where she fell' (Owen ad. loc.). 
(3) robe A &KpdaroV rXOKCovU K'/ c C: is this anything more than tasteless 

ornamentation? 
(4) 1266-8 disrupt the close connection between 1265 and 1269.8 

If 1266-8 (section (2)) go, the only reason for denying Ion awareness of 
Kreousa from the start would be the position of section (5) 1279-81: 

fSeaOe rrv navobpyov, eK rTx~V TrXV7v 
okvw nXe~E *. 3coptOv irrm ev pOeob, 
&x ov &iKrv &bSaouaa rTv eipaoaevov. 

The asyndetic opening makes it hard, if not quite impossible, to regard these 
lines as a further indignant comment continuing the train of thought of 1274: 
one would have expected then something like 'and now look at her!' Hence 
it is tempting to assume a clean break between 1274 and 1275 during which 

6 There is also the problem of the and then (taking up Musgrave's transposition 
reaction of Ion's attendants. Are they of 1275-8 to follow 1281) moving the two 

supposed like Ion not to see Kreousa and sections to follow 1281. Murray's suggestion 
as a result fail to carry out his order? Or that 1275-8, 1266-8 would go better after 
are we to follow Murray in assuming that 1319 has the initial attraction that 1266-8 
they do see her, but disobey the order would give rise to the prophetess's irtaxe? 
because they respect the altar, an un- (1320), but makes nonsense of Ion's speech 
necessarily distracting piece of by-play? of 1312 ff. Mrs. Burnett's stage direction 

7 re-rpopputk there is ambiguous-Owen after 1319 ('He raises his hand to seize 
perhaps goes too far in claiming that the Kreousa . ..') is likewise quite mistaken and 
first part of the compound forces us to take is in complete contradiction to the text. 
it as 'pelted with stones' rather than 'thrown One does not lament the iniquity of the 
from a cliff' (the second part of the compound wicked having the same facilities of sanctuary 
would suit either meaning, cf. E. Bakcb. as the good and then go on without another 
1079, E. Kykl. 166 for both uses of pt&rnrw) word to violate sanctuary. If Ion was going 
but an audience having already heard that to behave in so impious a manner he would 
stoning was the decreed punishment would have said so. I do not think it necessary to 
be bound to take it in the former sense. have the prophetess's emraxe? refer to any 

8 Kirchhoff (followed by Wecklein) particular action or threatened action of 
transposed 1266-8, placing if after 1278 Ion's (cf. Bond on E. Hyps. fr. 60.22) 
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Ion notices Kreousa. Against this it may be said that eoaOe rr7v Travoppyov is 
not the way a Euripidean speaker makes it clear that he has observed that he is 
not alone9 and the force of the arguments adduced above against the view that 
Ion is supposed up to now to be unaware of Kreousa seem to me to outweigh 
the problem of the lack of connection. I think it possible, however, that 1279- 
81 may be out of place and that, if they are not also interpolated,10 their proper 
place is at the beginning of Ion's speech: 

ia6eoe Tr11v ravovp'ov, EK TrXZMV TeXV47v 
oiav VrrXere-. 3cojL6v erTrtev 0 eob, 
cse ob biK7rv ScXovaa TCWv eipyaaotevCv. 

c rauvpobiopqov.1 6juia K70toob nrarpbc, 
olav EX^vav 7vi)6' &vuaa . .. 

With this arrangement Ion begins with an indignant exclamation on seeing 
Kreousa (for indignant i'6&Oe ... oiav cf. [E.] Phoin. 1676, Ar. Kn. 269, and 
see Bain, CQ N.S. 25 (1975), 21). His indignation leads him to apostrophize the 
Kephisos and in the course of the apostrophe he continues to speak of Kreousa 
in the third person (r7v6' now has full deictic force), eventually slipping into 
direct address of her. 

This transposition is put forward tentatively and with less conviction than 
was the deletion of 1266-8. cX ravp6popp(ov 6o,,ua KT\. is a good opening for 
a speech (cf. Ion's apostrophe to Tyche at 1512) and it is not apparent why 
1279-81 should have been moved from its original context.1 Even so the 
transposition seems to me in want of anything better a possible way of restoring 
coherence to an extremely incoherent passage and I do not think that many 
scholars would have been tempted to tamper with the text of 1266-81 I have 
suggested if it had been the one found in our manuscript.12 

University of Manchester 

9 This is expressed either by ea/la TL 

XPlMua; 'I see (or something similar)' in E. 
Suppl. 87, E. Her. 525 f., E. Hel. 541, 1177 
ff., E. fr. 125, or in less excited manner by 
aXh' e7yyiu &a,\K E. Phoin. 274 and &&ap 
TO6' &XXo OavMa E. Ba. 248. 

'0 Sections (5), (4), (2) taken together 
might be regarded as an alternative (melo- 
dramatic) entrance speech intended to 
replace a speech consisting of (1) and (3), 
but (5), (4), (2) is the order of Kirchhoff 
and Wecklein, not of L. 

" Unless perhaps someone felt that 
Kreousa's first words after Ion's speech 
h7TrvvETw aOT) fiE KaTaKTreveLv e le (1282) 

DAVID BAIN 

ought to reply to a threat just uttered by 
Ion and that such a threat was implicit in 
UCS ob s6iKrv f6aovaa, but this perhaps is 
demanding too much subtlety of the putative 
critic. At all events I do not think it necessary 
for there to be any explicit threat to evoke 
Kreousa's response. She is after all confronted 
by armed pursuers (N.B. turtpetL 1258 and 
the words of the chorus in 1259 f. rol? 
&hoKTrewvaa ae). 

12 I am grateful to Professor H. D. 
Jocelyn and Dr. Oliver Taplin for helpful 
discussion of the passage. It is not to be 
assumed that they accept my conclusions. 
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