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PROBLEMS IN EURIPIDES' ORESTES 

These notes are intended as a critical supplement to my edition of the play,1 the scale 
and style of which are not such as to allow extended discussion of textual questions. 
In some cases I have been able to offer new solutions that did not seem to need more 
than a brief note by way of explanation, or none at all, and these I shall not discuss 
further here.2 

Author's afterthoughts 

'Begin at the beginning, go on until you come to the end, and then stop.' Hardly any 
literary artist succeeds in composing substantial works in quite such a straightforward 
way, by uninterrupted linear progression from start to finish. As he composes, he has 
new ideas, and sometimes he goes back and changes what he has already written or 
makes insertions in it. If he is not very careful, this is liable to lead, if not to actual 
contradictions, at least to mild discontinuities and interruptions of the logical sequence 
of thought. 

The occurrence of such discontinuities and interruptions in classical texts often 
provokes proposals for deletion or transposition. In some cases these are no doubt 
the correct answers. But it seems to me extraordinary how little use scholars have made 
of the concept of the author's afterthought - something that nearly all texts must 
contain, whether detectable or not - to account for irregularities of those kinds. In 
many instances what is recognizable as an insertion is at least as likely to be due to 
the author as to a second hand, unless one takes the a priori view (easily disprovable 
by experience) that an author will not fail to notice all the structural implications of 
an insertion in his own work. In certain instances we may recognize interpolations or 
rearrangements that cannot plausibly be ascribed to anyone but the author himself.3 

The following passages of Orestes should, I submit, be considered from this point 
of view. 

(a) The stichomythia between Orestes and Menelaos in 385-448 

In stichomythia most lines connect closely with the ones preceding them, except where 
there is a definite advance to a new topic. Once a passage was written, therefore, it 
was difficult to insert anything without leaving signs of disturbance. Yet it must have 
been tempting, whenever Euripides thought of a new debating point or a new piece 
of repartee that suited a context already drafted, to try to incorporate it. There are 

1 Euripides, Orestes (Warminster: Aris and Phillips, 1987). 
2 See the apparatus and/or notes in the edition at lines 164, 201, 349-51, 367, 528, 609, 613, 

827, 838, 839, 986-7, 1015, 1046, 1135, 1227-30, 1305, 1395, 1397, 1431, 1469, 1473, 1512, 
1589-90, 1608. I discussed a few of these passages, and certain others, in BICS 28 (1981), 68-70. 
Some of my proposals were communicated to Sir Charles Willink in time for him to comment 
on them in his admirable edition (O.U.P. 1986). 

3 For the application of this concept to Homer see W. Schadewaldt's Iliasstudien (2nd edn. 
1943) passim; G. P. Goold, Illinois Classical Studies 2 (1977), 1-34; for Hesiod, my Hesiod, 
Theogony (1966), 206, 289, and Hesiod, Works and Days (1978), 44, 55, 58, 268, 326, and my 
remarks in C. Brillante and others (ed.), Ipoemi epici rapsodici non omerici e la tradizione orale 
(Padova, 1981), 65-7; for Sophocles (OC 1300), BICS 31 (1984), 188; for Euripides (El. 
520-3 + 52744), BICS 27 (1980), 17-20. 
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two places in the dialogue in question where natural connections are broken. In 395ff. 
Menelaos interrogates Orestes rather like a doctor.4 'What is the matter with you?' 
'Intellect.' 'What do you mean?' 'Well, anguish.' 'Hm. May be curable.' 'And 
frenzy-fits.' 'And how long have you had this complaint?' 'Since the day I buried 
mother' (402). Of course the doctor needs to know next how long ago that was. But 
this essential supplementary question does not appear until 421, by which time the 
disease has been diagnosed (409/411). The thread has been broken by the introduction 
of another line of inquiry, leaving 7Traov Xpovov Se. ..; to be fitted in later.5 The 
other discontinuity is the separation of 417, 

ME. a Oua0e'arEpos y' cv (Apollo) TOV KaAoi) Ka' K TLL' 8TIK1S, 

from 424, 
OP. ov 7ooo6, aA0r 8s ' ELSs OiAovs t~Evs KaK6ot, 

which, however emended, makes no sense as a reply to 423 uLs TaXv LETe-A0Oov a9 a 

V7qrTEpos OeaL. In BICS 28 (1981), 69 I have argued that the person whom Orestes 
calls 'not clever, but true to his friends' can only be Apollo, and I accordingly 
conjectured quv OEos for the end of the line. So far as I can see, this is the only 
interpretation which allows us to relate the line to anything in the whole context, and 
the connection is with 417. 424 was surely invented to answer 417. Then Euripides 
thought of a new riposte to Menelaos' comment on Apollo's &a6aO[a: 418 8ovAE6VoJEV 
OEols, OTl troT' Elv ol OEoL. He followed this with a question naturally arising from 
Orestes' reference to Apollo's instructions: 'Then isn't he providing any relief for your 
troubles?', which gave the opportunity for another philosophical bon mot: 420 1ezAAL' 
TO OEIOV 8' EarTL TOLOVTOV ovUEL. The idea of time passing made a suitable point of 
attachment for the displaced question 7roaov Xpovov 8o. . .; with the two lines that 
followed it. Then he continued with ov ao4o6s KTA., quite failing to make a plausible 
logical sequence out of 423-4.6 

There are further difficulties in the following dialogue. Menelaos' question at 427, 
Tr&a rpos 7roALv 8 7rT EXiELs 8pdoaas rTa'; starts to lead towards his being told of the 
impending debate in Argos and being begged for help. Orestes' statements in 428/430 
that no one will speak to him or admit him to their homes are hardly adequate to 
motivate Menelaos' question in 431, TLve? TroAt'Ov 3' eatzLAACovTai cE y1Sg; Robert 
wished to delete 431-6 with its references to personal enemies of Orestes. Indeed 437ff. 
make a more natural sequel to 430: 

OP. EKKA'-LoliaLL yap oWLuaTrwov o7rrTL oAcow. 430 
ME. 'AyafqzEJvovos ' (ov)> 9K77TTp' EaL ao' EXEtV TroAlt; 437 
OP. 7T;sg, oLTLves O,Uv OVK ECU '/as EnTL; 

Oeax and the friends of Aegisthus (432-6) are in no way integral to the play. There 

4 The sort of citizens' doctor described in PI. Leg. 720d, who Ta T)V EAEvOE'pwv . voaorraTa 
OepawrevEL TE Kal ETlTUKo0rel, Kal TraQTta e'ETadwv asr apx7Prps Kal KaTa qVULV . . . aua L,EV aVTos9 

liavOdveL it Trapa T(DV voaoOVTwv, a&pa 8E <ai KiaO' oaov ot6Or Tre ETLV LtSaaKEI TOV aaOEvouvTa 
aVTOV. 

5 Willink in his note on 421-3 says that after 402 'Menelaus saw no pressing need to pose 
the further question "how long ago was that?" Orestes' replies diverted him to other matters 
of interest'. But we are concerned not with Menelaos' mind but with Euripides': why did he 
not complete the questioning about the duration of Orestes' madness before going on to the ' other matters of interest' ? 

6 Willink ingeniously emends 424 to ov aoo6o a&Aq80, es <OiAovu 6 ckvs KaKO s, but is still forced 
to assume a dislocation after 423. He suggests placing 412-13 here. 412 certainly goes quite well 
after 423, but I cannot see that 424 becomes any more relevant if preceded by 413. I speculate 
that Euripides' first draft may have contained the sequence 401-2, 421-3, 412-17, 424. 
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is a mention of the friends of Aegisthus in the report of the Argive debate (894), but 
neither they nor Oeax speak in the debate, and the city is represented, except in 
889-97, as leaderless since the deaths of Clytaemestra and Aegisthus. I suspect that 
Euripides inserted 431-6 to recall his own Palamedes of seven years before, and to 
strengthen the bonds between his new story and its frame of existing mythology.7 

(b) 591-9 6p&ai 6' 'An6X2Xova xrX. 

The concluding part of Orestes' speech of self-justification before Tyndareos is 
variously problematic. We find consecutively: 

588-90. Orestes points to Penelope as a contrast with Clytaemestra: she has 
remained faithful to her husband, and Telemachus has accordingly not killed her. 

591-9. The Apollo argument. Apollo told Orestes to kill his mother. Was he wrong 
to obey the god? 

600-1. Conclusion: the deed was well done, but turned out badly for the doer, 
Orestes. 

[602-4] Irrelevant gnome about marriage, generally agreed to be an interpolation. 
605-6. Choral comment: women always bring disagreeable complications into 

men's lives. 
The first of these sections, 588-90, was condemned by Dindorf, whom a number 

of scholars have followed. The arguments against it, however, are not compelling,8 
and its presence seems to be presupposed by the opets 8' in 591, which takes up 6opa& 
in 588.9 

The second section, 591-9, was condemned by J. Oeri. 593 must be excised (Nauck), 
but otherwise the passage reads well. There are two linguistic abnormalities: the form 
'A7roAAwva instead of 'AiroAco in 591,10 and the synizesis u) 6o in 599.11 The first can 
be avoided by emendation.12 But neither is of such a nature as to cast serious doubt 
on the authenticity of the lines. A graver consideration is that with 602-4 deleted, as 
they surely must be, we have to look back to 585-90 for remarks about women to 
which the chorus-leader's comment at 605-6 can be related. The chorus-leader 
disregards 591-9. Yet if 591-9 were a post-Euripidean interpolation, we should be 
faced with the extraordinary circumstance that Orestes fails to mention his strongest 
argument, the fact that the matricide was enjoined upon him by Apollo.13 

7 According to one version (Dictys 6.2, Hyg. Fab. 117) it was Oeax who prompted 
Clytaemestra to murder Agamemnon, and Paus. 1.22.6 describes a fifth-century painting on the 
Acropolis which showed Pylades killing 'the sons of Nauplius' as they came to Aegisthus' aid. 

8 See Willink, 178f. 
9 I see no necessity for the transposition of 585-90 to follow 578 (Willink, following a 

suggestion from J. Diggle so to transpose 585-7 with deletion of 588-90). The thought of 
Clytaemestra's wickedness is there throughout 572-84, even if less central in 579-84, and 585 
follows well enough. The renewed address to Tyndareos in 585 (av ro. . . . y.Epov) leads on 
to 588 opas;. .. 591 op&ts 8'. 

10 Otherwise in drama only at Soph. Tr. 210, and there not guaranteed by metre. See 
T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22 (1975), 90. 

11 No real parallel in tragedy. Cf. however Pind. Isth. 7.8-9 7 or' (dub.), Bacchyl. 3.22 
dyAai^E'Tc 6. 

12 Porson read op&Ls; 'ATroAAwv (nominativus pendens; the 8' is omitted by some manuscripts), 
and Hermann opdcs 'AirroAAw 8'. Another possibility is opdt S8' 'ATr6AAtw y'. e. . . yE is suitable 
(after 588 6p&dt, 'O8vaaows aAoXov KTr. - if 588-90 are accepted as genuine), as the appeal 
to Apollo's authority is the climax of Orestes' argument. Denniston's reservations about 
continuative be yE in tragedy (Greek Particles2, 155) seem excessive, and he has not noted all 
the instances: add at least Or. 111. 

13 Its absence from the very abbreviated report of his speech to the assembly in 932-42 is not 
significant; the arguments he uses to Tyndareos in 551-6 and 572-84 are also omitted there. 
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Again, the best solution seems to be that the lines are Euripidean, but that they 
were added after 605-6 had been composed as the sequel to 544-90+ 600-1. 

(c) The invocations of Agamemnon, Zeus and Dike in 1225-45 

The passage is conceived on the models of Cho. 479-509 and Eur. El. 671-84. There 
is no reason to think that Euripides himself did not write it (except for the interpolation 
1227-30). It makes an effective climax to the plotting scene. But in Euripides' first 
draft the scene may have ended at 1223, seeing that 1216-23 make a typical 
programmatic conclusion: 'You then, Electra, stay in front of the house to watch for 
Hermione... while we go in and arm ourselves for the final struggle.' On hearing that 
we expect to see Orestes and Pylades going in at once. Electra's lyric dialogue with 
the chorus (1246ff.) could well follow immediately. 1225-45 seem to have been an 
afterthought. 

(d) Apollo's announcements ex machina, 1625-65 

Willink rightly emphasizes the peculiarity of the unsignalled change of addressee from 
Orestes to Menelaos at 1638. His solution is to transpose 1638-42 to follow 1663, 
bringing together the two mentions of Menelaos' wife and the trouble she has caused. 
That is certainly an improvement, though the assumed dislocation is hard to account 
for. Willink speaks unconvincingly of'some reviser' who 'thought it appropriate that 
the sundered parts of Ta KaO' 'EAEvriv should be brought together'. 

I submit that the only reviser who ever shifted sections of Euripidean speeches about 
was Euripides himself, and that once again the solution to problems of faulty 
continuity is to be sought in the process of composition. I think it is clear that Apollo's 
speech, as originally conceived, did not contain the passage about Orestes' exile to 
Arcadia and trial on the Areopagus (1643-52), as other parts of the speech are 
composed with a simpler story in view. Orestes is to marry Hermione, with no 
suggestion of any delay, and the implication is that they will live happily ever after, 
like Pylades and Electra (1653-9); he is to rule in Argos forthwith (1660), and Apollo 
will put things right between him and the city (1664-5). The structure of the speech 
in this first version was, I suppose, as follows: 

(A) Menelaos, cease your anger, and you too, Orestes. = 1625-8 
(B) Your desire (Orestes) to kill Helen is in vain. 

I am taking her to heaven. = 1629-37 
(C) Menelaos, leave Orestes alone, go back to Sparta, and forget about Helen. I will 

settle things with the Argives. = 1660-3, 1638-42, 1664-5 
(D) As for Hermione, Orestes, you are to marry her; and give Electra to Pylades. 

Note that in this version: = 1653-9. 

(i) The initial order to stop quarrelling (A) is methodically followed up. Apollo 
speaks to Orestes and Menelaos in turn (B, C) and explains that their designs on Helen 
are both alike futile. Finally (D) the other persons visible, Hermione and Pylades, are 
dealt with, and their future and Orestes' ordained. 

(ii) 'OpeTTra in 1653 signals a change of addressee, as it does not in the transmitted 
text. The superfluous vocative ought to worry us no less than the absence of one at 
1638. 

(iii) The last person addressed is Orestes. It is he who responds at 1666. 
All in excellent order. But then Euripides decided to take account of the traditional 

legends about Orestes' exile and trial. Where was all that to be fitted in? Clearly it 
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had to precede (D); and it would naturally come after Orestes and Menelaos had both 
been told to end their feud and forget about Helen (B, C). r& ,kev KaO' 'EA'v-qv &8' 
EXet is how the passage is actually introduced (1643). But then Euripides realized that 
the references in (C) to Orestes ruling in Argos and the Argives accepting him as 
purified of blood-guilt could not precede the exile and trial, and he transferred 1660-3 
and 1664-5 to their present position, overlooking the inconcinnity that resulted at 
1638. 

I anticipate two kinds of adverse reaction to all these hypotheses of Euripidean 
afterthoughts. One is to say that it is all empty speculation, because we have no 
evidence for prior drafts and never will have. Of course there is no documentary 
evidence. The position is not much better for other sorts of textual criticism: in 
exceptional cases a new papyrus may confirm a conjecture, but in the vast majority 
of cases there is not going to be a new papyrus. That does not mean that in the absence 
of manuscript variation it is pointless to try to identify corruptions. The evidence is 
internal, in the coherence or otherwise of the text. It is the same with authorial 
revisions. There is evidence of that kind, whatever conclusions one ventures to draw 
from it. 

The other possible objection is that our concern should be with the text as the author 
finally intended it to be, and that it is not our business to pry into the stages by which 
he arrived at it. I disagree. The creative process is a legitimate object of scholarly 
interest, and especially when it holds the key to difficulties that the finished text poses. 

But it is time to move on to problems of other kinds. 

490-2 ME. opy71 ya.p &a/ia aov Ka TOr yifpas ov aoo6v. 
TY. 7rpos TOV3 ayoyv TSs t'aootias 7KEL rTEpL, 

el Tr& KaAa 'rat ckavEpa KaY,t tav'pa Kaa a; 

Schol. otov v 7 repL TOV 'OpEaUTV L71TpOKTovLa OV OeiTat aywvos aoqta . .. ov KaLpos qlt,a 
7repL aooLas a ywwviecOat, and again Trs Xpeta oAcog aot'as, OTrov ye 7rpoc0aves roT 'OpEarTO 
TO r7rAqttLxAr7tLa; 
The scholiasts' interpretation is exactly right. Tyndareos answers the charge that he 
is wanting in aooia by saying that in regard to Orestes aoct'a is neither here nor there: 
the issues are as plain as daylight, and no special aocLa is called for. Orestes himself 
has not shown any: 493 TroVroV r av68pv EykvEr' aavvETcrepos; 

How is metre to be restored in 491 ? Bothe's aao(tas has had a number of adherents, 
including Paley, Winnington-Ingram (BICS 16 [1969], 53f.), and now Willink. It is 
an easy change, but it produces problematic sense. 'With regard to Orestes it is a sort 
of competition in being ov aoo6s': this connects with 493, but leaves the conditional 
clause in 492 without point (whichever line it is taken with), and in any case it is a 
curious response to the accusation of not being aooo6s. Or, reading aywbv riS with 
Murray, 'In a case like Orestes' why dispute about silliness?' But again the logic of 
the next two lines is left somewhat obscure. And to accuse one's interlocutor of 
deficiency in aooia is surely to speak as if it were an ayw,v Trept aortas, not an aywvy 
7rEpL auo>,taS. 

Alternative conjectures retain aootiaS, but the metrical awkwardness of the anapaestic 
word then imposes more radical alteration of the line: 

vrp?o roV8E aooqas Tig av aycov 7)KOL 7rrTp; (Porson) 
rpOS r6va' a'y,v av TK aoTias er' ) 7rEpL; (Nauck)4 
TpOs r6v' a&yciva TL aotas KKetL 7Trepp; (Di Benedetto) 

Of these only Porson's is stylistically plausible, and the change it involves is drastic. 
14 Not av rT as reported in Prinz-Wecklein. 
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I propose leaving rrposT rT6v' acyov Ti ... . KEL TrEpt; as transmitted, and simply 
replacing ao/oas by TOi ao4oio y'. For the neuter expression cf. e.g. 417 roV KaAov, 
and Ar. Eccl. 895 ov yap ev veats To aoq(Ov EveaUTv. The ye is very much in place. 
Tr(v aooctv would also be possible, cf. Aesch. Eum. 431 Trrts or; oLoaeov- Tr)V aood)v 
yap ov 7rEV7)L, Soph. fr. 950.1 (?), Eur. fr. 492.3 (Melanippe Desmotis fr. 4 Arnim), 
Diog. Sinop. TrGF 88 F 6.3. o8LSaKaAos yap vVrTeAeLa TV aocvu ov in the last passage 
is paraphrased by Philostratus Vit. Ap. 6.10 as EEVTEAEa yap t61oaKaAos tev aooias. 
The scholiast on Or. 491 naturally speaks of coq'a, and roV aoooV or r&Vv aooi)v 
might easily have given way to aoqbias in the text. 

807-13 o6 Leyas oAfos a r' apeTr 

lfaya Opovoiva' av' 'E^Adoa Kal 

rTapa ZL'tOUVTLOlS OXETOtS 
TrdALAv avrAO' Ef evTrvXta 'ATpeiSa'L 
TraAaLTraAaia Trt6 avfuuopas 86Oouav, 

OrTOTE XpvaeaS ptLS ap- 
vos vAuOe TavraAX'aLs KrA. 

I have combined rdTal ArraAalCs into one word, translating 'the old old misfortune'. 
This is not a new interpretation,15 but it requires reassertion, and the note in my edition 
is too brief. 

Willink, like most commentators, takes 7rnAat separately as a qualification of 
adviAOe, 'declaring the antiquity both of the "reversal" and of its cause (cf. A. Ag. 
1377-8)'. Antiquity is relative. Compared with Atreus' golden lamb, the reversal of 
the house's prosperity (since the conquest of Troy) is recent history. Why should the 
chorus call it ancient? Certainly seven years can be 7rdAat if the context is suitable; 
so can seven seconds. But here the chorus has no reason to emphasize how long ago 
the reversal happened. Looking at the ode as a whole, we see that they are not even 
thinking of the murder of Agamemnon years ago, but of the present condition of the 
Atreid house in contrast to its glory when Agamemnon and Menelaos led the 
Achaeans against Troy. If avrA6Oe were to be provided with a temporal adverb, 
therefore, it would be vvv, not rdaAat. The 7rdAat is only a reinforcement of 7raAaLdg. 
(And in the Agamemnon passage that Willink cites, although 7rdAa. . . . . raAati are 
separated and syntactically independent, in sense the adjectival phrase reinforces and 
explains the adverb.) 

Reduplication is the most primitive form of intensification. Just as we say 'long, 
long ago', a Greek could say 7rdAaL 7rdAat o8.16 7raAatTraAatos is the corresponding 

15 H. Weil, Sept tragedies d' Euripide (3rd edn, 1905), 745, 'une espece de superlatif'; 
N. Wecklein, Eur. Orestes mit erkldrenden Anmerkungen (1906), 63; L. Meridier in the Bud6 
translation (1959); and apparently V. Di Benedetto, Euripides Orestes (1965), 160. Cf. Verrall 
on Aesch. Eum. 394 (his 397): ' 7rdAat rraAaLoLv Wieseler, perhaps rather rTaAat7raAaLov'. 

"6 Ar. Av. 921. This example sounds paratragic, and anadiplosis is a familiar device in tragic, 
especially Euripidean lyric. Other material, however, suggests that it was at home in colloquial 
speech: Ar. Equ. 1155 (TrpLraAal. . . 8eKa7raAat. . . SWeKad7raAat Kai XtALo7raAaL) :KaL rrpo- 
rTraAat7TaAaL7raAaL; Nub. 1288 7rAfov rrAcov 'more and more', Ran. 1001 /u&AAov /&AAov (so also 
Eur. IT 1406); Soph. Phil. 1197 oVSE7ror' ov8EroT' and OC 210 t/ tt are urgent rather than 
elevated. Cf. also Homeric ird4itrav, later 7ravrairaaLv; Anacreontea 58.4 aei a' ael /CE 9e?yeL, 
9.3 OeAo OeAw t jiav'lvat, Mod. Gk. Aiya Aiya, etc.; F. T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri 
of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (1981), ii. 159, on the phrase OEov /UEydaAov ue'ydaAov; and 
more generally K. Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indogerm. Sprachen (1902), 
287,638f.; L. Radermacher, Indog. Forsch. 31, 1912/13, Anzeiger 8f.; E. Hofmann, Ausdrucksver- 
stdrkung (Zeitschr. f. vgl. Sprachforschung, Erganzungsheft 9, 1930), 12-48, 'Die Doppelung'; 
E. Schwyzer and A. Debrunner, Griech. Grammatik, ii (1950), 700. 
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adjective. There is something of a formal analogy in Aristophanes' 7rovwrrov'qp6s9 

(Vesp. 466, Lys. 350), though this is not formed so directly from an adverbial phrase.'7 
In the XEA(E)LXEAW'vq of the children's game"' the aim is not to intensify the idea 
'tortoise', I suppose, only playfully to embroider it, but the end product is similar 
in shape. 

954-6 7lJyEVELa (SE 

oV68v a' E,7TW0E,ATUEV, Ov,O' 6 H60ov 
Trp'lo&x Ka&tcwv 'ooiog, daAA' a;TrAEgEV. 

IJOLOV scripsipro -os. There is nothing wrong with 6 H6GLos . ... Poofos in itself (e.g. 
Alc. 570), but rp&'roSa seems to call for an adjective. Cf. El. 980 (adAa'rwp) LEp0'V 

Ka&Lwv rpL'Vo&a, Ion 51 O'OUEL SE' YVV77 qTpLTo(SCa 56Eov v iEAOL'ts, 366 ELILTEP KaOl&EL 

TpL7ToSa KOLVOYV 'EAAaoso, IT 1253 Tp'l'O& T'' X EL 0a0cELSx 

1001-6 0GEv "Ept -rTO TE 7TTEPWTOV 

aA~oL /OV.ETE3aAEv aippa 
TayV lTpo9 EUITpaV KEAEv 

o6pavou tTrpocap/Uaor 
/Iov6iwAov E, 'A64t 
&Trair6pov TE SpaciqLrLa I1EAEtLa3So 1005 
tE S'v&3 'AAav. {ZE6S- p.ETa3a'AAEL} 

1001 TIE r6 Blaydes 1004 7rpoaapfL'uaaaa V', quo recepto Er /Iov067TrAov Paley, oL'0irTwAov 
Er Weil, K-> 4ov6i7rwAov E'g Willink 1006 ZE6'g del. Weil, /LETafla'AAeL del. Biehl. 

vEp,Sgstands out at the front of the sentence as subject, governing the two coordinated 
phrases TO6 TE ITTEpWjTova &t'ov /LETEp3aAEv ap)ua and &TTaworpov TE piqja 
IHEAELa'SOSgEL'g o'So v aAAav. Strife, because of the golden lamb, reversed the movements 
of (a) the sun and (b) the stars. (Cf. schol., i. 199.7-10 Schwartz.) The words ZEV" 
tkETQapaAAEt have no place in this structure. (See Willink on 1005-6.) They may have 
been added by someone who had lost the thread of the sentence, perhaps remembering 
El. 727-30 T-6rE 8&'1 TO5TE LkaEvvaLS a`aTpwAv /LETEJ3aQU (pETraf3aiAAEL KL>P) O68o V ZEV, 

KaL OEyyoc 63EAL'OV AEVKO6V TE rrp6auwirov 'Aoig. The mythographical material in the 
scholia may also have been a factor in the intrusion of Zeus: i. 198.22 Schw. TLVE% 

OaaL -rAv di'a nrpo%s Xa'PLV 'ATpE'cog 7ro'iTaa TrAy qALOV Ka -ra%, H7AEL(SaSc EK (S6UEWg 

avaiTEEAaL /iETaCFTpE(bavTa T7) V Ta'4LV E'V /iL&a 77/LE'pat. 
The worst problem in the passage is the text and interpretation of Tray v rposc Eairmpav 

KEAEV00V oApavot 7Tpoaapo6aaq /Iov0`7TwAov 44 'AJi. What was the change in the sun's 
course? According to the last scholium quoted (cf. i.200. 1-6), it was a temporary 
reversal of its usual westward movement, occurring on one day only. We know that 
there were various versions and interpretations of the myth in antiquity.'19 But the best 
guide to Euripides' meaning is El. 727ff., where it seems clear that he envisages a 
permanent change in the sun's and stars' courses, a change which brought the present 
arrangement into being for the first time.'0 Previously the luminaries had not risen 

'7 See J. Wackernagel, Kl. Schr. (1953), ii. 1098 n. 1, who argues that the 7rovW- is an old 
instrumental. This presupposes, of course, that wovwwov77pog is a prehistoric survival, not an 
Aristophanic invention. Some may query this. 

18 PMG 976(c); xEAvXEAW'v7 ci. Wilamowitz on Ar. Lys. 350. 
19See especially A. C. Pearson, The Fragments of Sophocles (1917), i.92f. and iii.5f. 

20 Cf. also IT 193, 816; PI. Polit. 269a. J. S. Morrison, PCPS 16 (1970), 85-90, approved by 
Willink, interprets the Euripidean passages differently, of the tilting of the celestial pole from 
the zenith to its present position. He supposes dawn and evening to be mentioned as novel 
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in the east, culminated in the south, or set in the west. Presumably they had risen in 
the west and set in the east, but this is not spelt out.21 

Assuming the general sense of the Orestes passage to be the same, we must infer 
that 1003 a&v wrpos e'arepav K4Aeveov ovpavov, 'the westward sky-path', relates to 
the result of the action tLrefaIAEv ap,la. (Cf. El. 731f., ra 8' ar7TEpa vWT' EAavvet 

OepIjl& fAoyl O0eorrpwt.) Syntactically we can take it as a resultative accusative after 
Lerle/aA,ev, 'changed it to the westward path', comparing IA 343 eraTaA,cov a,AAovs 

rporwovs, 363 pueralaAwv aAAasa ypaad's. It is true that in those examples !UeraftaAwv 
has no direct object in addition to the resultative accusatives, but the difference does 
not seem crucial. The only alternative would be to make KEAevOov the object of 
7rpoaap6craaaa, but I can see no sense in 'attaching the westward path', whether to 
the sun's chariot or to Dawn. If the idea were 'laying out a new path from Dawn to 
evening', this would surely have been expressed differently.22 

rpoaaptp6aaa (V2) cannot be regarded as a transmitted reading,23 but it is an 
unavoidable correction for rpoaapt ouaas. Eris fitted something on to something else. 
As we have ruled out KEAEVOov, the two entities fitted together would appear to be 
a.,ov apuLa and tLovorrtoAos 'AJs. Does this make sense? Chariots certainly need to 
be fitted to horses, and Euripides may have meant that from now on Helios would 
use horses from Eos' stables in the east. Cf. Phaethon 1-5, 

Meport rToS' advaKTLc y7s, 

?7V EK TreOpLrrrTWV apLadrTWv rrpwrIv xOova 
"HALos aviaXwv XpvaEat a\AAe?t 4Aoy' 
KaAOVL 8' av'r77rv yCELToVES /zEAa/.PfpoTro 
'Ew 4aEvvas 'HAiov O' Lr7TroaTardaL. 

But 'attaching the chariot to Dawn' - or, as I prefer, deleting es, 'attaching Dawn 
to it'24 - would imply that Dawn herself draws the sun's chariot forth from the east, 
somehow merged with her mythical horses. That is not in itself a nonsensical 
combination.25 It is unconventional; but conventionally poets speak either of Dawn's 
horses or of the Sun's and do not try to define the relationship between the two. I 
do not feel certain that this is the right interpretation, but it does seem the most 
promising way of extracting sense from the text. 

Finally, why is the dawn, contrary to poetic and artistic convention, styled 
' single-horsed'? The epithet is as lacking in ornamental appeal as in pointed relevance. 
The metre too is unsatisfactory: after the trochaic dimeter ov'pavov 7rpoaap,i6aaaa 
we expect a continuation in iambo-trochaic rhythm. I propose XLovoroTWAov 'AC. For 
the whiteness of dawn cf. El. 102, 730 (quoted above), Tro. 847, IA 157; Aesch. Pers. 
386 AeVK7TrrWAOS tst.Epa; Soph. Ai. 673; Bacchyl. fr. 20c.22 A[VKL]rr7rog 'Acw. It is 

features, the sun having previously travelled round the edge of the sky. But can Euripides have 
thought there were no days and nights before Thyestes? 

21 Oenopides DK 41 A 10 had a theory that the Milky Way marks the sun's earlier course. 
22 The gloss in Hesychius/Photius/Suda/Bachmann's Anecdota (Evvaywy7r AeoEwv 

xprnaitwOv), 'arrepov KeAEvOov EarrEptov crn uvautags 686v, perhaps suggests that some ancient 
commentators, expecting a preposition after the first accusative, understood rav rtpos as if it 
were 7rpos Tav. They naturally had to read o'UTepov (so also BOLC), which could be construed 
as an adjective. 

23 Di Benedetto and Biehl wrongly infer it as the lemma presupposed by the interlinear gloss 
in M (i. 199.25 Schw.), avrl roV Trpoaaptuoaas, ws 'rAYrlyevre KepavvCt'. The Homeric phrase 
(//. 8.455) is an example of a masculine participial form used for the feminine. What was intended, 
therefore, was (rrpoaapltoaas) avrT ToV 7rpoaap6uoaaaa. 

24 One sets horses to chariots rather than vice versa. Cf. I//. 16.148 al. virTayE vyyov wK'as- 
r7T7rovu, 24.14 7rreT? ?evetev v' atptLaatv wZKEas [T?r7rovg, Rhes. 27 ap,i6oaare ibaAiotg L'rriovs. 
25 Cf. perhaps Ov. M. 4.629f. dum Lucifer ignes I euocet Aur6rae, currts Aur6ra diurn6s. 
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snowy whiteness at least in later poetry: Mesomedes 2.7 XtovoXAE(adpov. .. 'Aovs, 
Nonn. D. 22.136 XLovo6rrea... 'H6, Pamprep. 3.24 dvroAlrs XLovASEEs 

E7rp[e]7[ov ... ]al. Euripides has the compound XLovoxpws of the snow-white swan 
that was Zeus (Hel. 215). Rhesus' horses are 7rCAo.. . . XL6vos Efavyea'rpal (Rhes. 
304). There can therefore be no linguistic or stylistic objection to XLovo0rwAos as an 
equivalent of Aeschylus' AEvKcTrr Aos. 

1183-4 HA. 'EAEvr,s KarolaOa vOyarep'; E 'L8T np6OpV. 

OP. oT8', 7v <y'> EOpE0bEV 'Ep1L,Vr7v i.r,rp ;T4. 

yE addidi. The particle is a positive improvement, because Orestes is not simply 
showing that he does indeed know what the question is about (as in Soph.Tr. 1219f. 
r?Tv Evpvrelav olaOa 8Ibra 7rapOevov; I:: 'Io6Arv Aheasr, cs y' E7reLKatELv EL, cf. Eur. 
IT 812f., Ion 936-8, 987f., Ba. 462f.) but also adding a reason why he certainly should 
know; cf. Soph. Tr. 1191f., olaO' oiv rov OrLTl Z-rvos V/LaroV 7ayov;: 'otl', JW 

OvrTOp yE TroAAa 8/ araOes a/vw, IT 517f. Tpoiav 'laUs olag', s aravraxov 

Aoyos; :: s , 1TroTr' coqeAov ye p,1~' Iscwv ovap. I am gratified to see that Kaibel with 
the same instinct added yE in Anaxandrides fr. 9 Kock, rT7V EK KopivOov 
/la'o otaOa;: :7Trr yap oV, lrvv '7 L<ET>EpELOV <y'>; 

1366-72 aAAa KTVTrEl yap KAltOpa /aOrcAeLOv 86t_iwv, 

aLy77aar" ew yap TrL EKf aVEL 'pVycv, 
ov r7TEvao6Lga rTav 86OLo 0S O7TgS EXEL. 

(PYE. 'ApyEiov et'boo ;K Oavarov 

Treevya vflap]SdpoLS Ev EvadpLatv 1370 

KeSppora 7raardSwv 

V7rEp TEpapva ZJ piLKcLs TE TpLyAp4ovS. 

Schol. 1366 ~ELO(V TL9 i/OOEl, TOVTO yap E0os, Tral OvpaLs. TroVOVV $S TovS TrpEls aTLXOVU 
O0K av TLr CE ETOILOV ovyXwp7a)Uev EvpLriSov elvaL, aAAa peaAAov Tr)v V7TOKptw'dV, OLTLVE9, 

tva f/r) KaKoTraO&aLv aTro v TCDV faaLAEi[V O86tLOv KaOaAAO/1xvoL, Trapavo[~avrT E'K7ropEVovrat, 
Tr TOV 0puy6o EXOVTEr aXtpaa cKal 7rpoaworov. orws oiv SLa Trg Ovpags EVAoyoyg ELOVTESr 

0aivwwvTat, Trorovs 7rpoaeveTraav, E Cwv E arvToL AEyovaLv avTrLpapTvpoviLt rT dLa TrV Ovpcv 

?6Stop cfavepov yap EK rTwV 9 OUTl V7TEp7?rE7T87KEV. 

This brilliant nugget of ancient scholarly reasoning probably comes from the 
commentary of Callistratus, and may be derived from his teacher Aristophanes of 
Byzantium.26 Counter-arguments appear in schol. 1371: raSra owv ,/rrtv 0g vTrep- 

7TE7T778rqKW S TWOV EUW TLVaS OlKOV raTaSrd v yap TrJv OaAadcLwv. Alaxlv'rs 8c r)v 

7rTEp aVTl Tr7S rTpO qfrvatv, v' , L Tpo TepadvWv. Some, in other words, argued that the 

Phrygian's climbing feat took place somewhere inside the palace, invisible to the 
audience, and that there was no inconsistency with the reference to his emergence on 
stage by way of the doors. One Aeschines27 maintained that he did no climbing at 
all. 

Both explanations reappear among the modern commentators: the first in 
Paley, Weil, Dale,28 and Di Benedetto, the second in Hartung and Willink. 
Willink refers to examples of TTreppadAAw and VTreppfaiLV meaning 'pass beyond' 
something marking a boundary, especially in Alc. 829, Ion 514, 1321, and also 

26 Wilamowitz, Einl. in d. gr. Trag., 152-4. It may be noted in addition that the discreet tone 
of OVK av TL9 ;E T'oLtOV avyXcopaUeLev is matched in the verbatim quotation from Callistratus 
in schol. 434, Ert7LTrrFaeLev av aLV rSTLs t d TrpLWV pEL'qKEV. 

27 Also cited at schol. 12; cf. Wilamowitz, 156 n.72. I have not traced him elsewhere; he is 
unknown to Pauly-Wissowa. 28 Collected Papers (1969), 127. 
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to Ion 46 vr'ep Se Ov.eAas &toptraa rrpoOvtos i'v. Now certainly if the Phrygian had 
said vrTp rr6vas we should not need to interpret this as meaning 'over the top of the 
doors'. But when he speaks of triglyphs, our attention is directed to a higher level. 
As for repajLva, it is an imprecise word in Euripidean usage (sometimes just 
'chambers'), but in two passages they are roof timbers or rafters to which a suicide 
fastens a rope (Hipp. 768; Phoen. 333 vr7rp r4paplva; see Barrett on Hipp. 418). The 
only natural way of taking Vn7Tp repapva AwpLKagS Te rptyAv6qovU , then, is 'by way 
of the roof-beams', as practically everyone has always taken it, and only special 
pleading can arrive at a different interpretation.29 The Phrygian had, after all, good 
reason to adopt an unorthodox method of departure from his lady's chamber. 

If, however, he is merely describing an internal route that brought him to the door, 
we might have expected these details, if anywhere, at 1498f., Ta 6' uaTep' 
OVKT,' oLSa-' par7Tr'7v yap eeKAXE7TTrov cK 86atov 7ro6a. 1370-2 naturally refer to what 
the audience is witnessing. The Doric triglyphs are visual detail; they are mentioned 
because we can see them, just as we can see the man's barbarian slippers. If there were 
Doric triglyphs anywhere in a theatrical palace, they were on the front fagade, and 
if they were there, we cannot but take a reference to Doric triglyphs to be a reference 
to these visible ones. It is typical of Euripides in his later plays to refer to architectural 
and pictorial details of the stage building.30 

It is difficult to assess the feasibility of a descent from skene roof to stage in the late 
fifth-century theatre. We may be fairly sure that the height of the skene later increased, 
as it became generally more elaborate; so that if such a descent was originally possible 
it would have become more difficult, or impossible, in the later productions that we 
know took place. There would have been good reason to change the manner of the 
Phrygian's entrance just as the ancient commentator says, and that would account 
for the apparent contradiction in our text. As regards the late fifth-century skene, we 
can infer from IT 96ff., 

rTi p(tLev; a,tgAlXarTpa yap ro'xwv 6opda 
vir71Aa' 7Tro6pa KALILaKoJv 7rpooalauaaEci 

,qar)a6ousEa0a; trcigs av oiv Aa0oq0ev av; 

that it looked too high to scale from below without a ladder. In Clouds 1486ff. a ladder 
is used to get to the roof of the Phrontisterion, and Strepsiades is afraid of breaking 
his neck if he falls (1501). In Phoenissae 89ff. there is reference to an upstairs room 
from which Antigone descends.3' If we are to imagine a Doric frieze surmounting a 
two-storey building, it can hardly have been less than twelve feet above ground level. 
The idea that the actor leapt down from this height, or even that Euripides should 
have proposed it, is certainly implausible. 

But the text says nothing of a leap.32 A little later in the Iphigeneia scene, 113f., 
29 Willink says that in Ion 1320-1 Tp[TroSa... Airoo0ra OptyKovs roV6o' Lrepfa3AAw 7ro&t 

the word OpiyKot denotes the 'lofty, architectural masonry' of the skene fagade, as also in Hel. 
430. 'The Phrygian has no more come "over the triglyphs" than the Priestess in Ion has come 
"over the cornice".' He ignores not only the textual uncertainties of the Ion passage (OpLtyKoi 
roviS' is transmitted), but the usual interpretation of it: 'a low kerb protecting the adytum from 
intrusion' (Owen, following Hermann, Paley, Wecklein; and so LSJ). It is probably something 
that the priestess steps through, not over, but not something high up on the building. 

30 IT74, 113, 128f., 1159, Ion 156, 172, 184ff., 1321, Hel. 70, 430, Or. 1569f., 1620, Hyps. fr. 
764 (p. 24 Bond), Ba. 591, 1214; A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, The Theatre of Dionysus at Athens 
(1946), 125; N. C. Hourmouziades, Production and Imagination in Euripides (1965), 29. 

31 Cf. Wasps 379ff.; K. J. Dover, Aristophanic Comedy (1972), 25. 
32 The only definitely indicated leap in tragedy is Euadne's suicide in Euripides' Supplices. 

It is from a high eminence, but her landing is concealed from the spectators, so it is no evidence 
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Pylades suggests a way in which they might be able to get into the temple: 

opa tf' y' Et pLat TPLyAvOv 07ro KEVOV 

SEas KaOeavat. 

The corruption has resisted satisfactory emendation, but this much is clear, that 
Pylades envisages them crawling through the open metopes between the triglyphs and 
then letting themselves down, whether by their arms or with the help of a rope.33 The 
exercise is not actually carried out, but it must have looked possible. And what 
Euripides had imagined in IT as a possible means of ingress, he might presumably 
have used a few years later as the desperate Phrygian's actual means of egress. This 
gives special point to vIrep rTpativa JWLKdla re Tpty1yAvovUs: not just 'over the roof' 
but 'past the roof-beams and beam-ends'.34 

If this is what Euripides intended, then 1366-8 as they stand cannot be original, 
but reflect a later production. They cannot, of course, simply be regarded as an 
addition, as the ancient commentator thinks. Something is needed to mark off the 
Phrygian's song from the chorus' and to introduce him.35 Perhaps it is sufficient to 
delete 1366, leaving aUyraaT' as first word (cf. 131 lf., Hipp. 565, Cycl. 82f., 624ff.). 
It may be felt that :cow yap rtLS EKgaiveL 0pvycv would be a surprisingly neutral way 
of adverting to a man arriving in such an unconventional manner as I have supposed. 
Entrance announcements, however, became very stylized,36 and we should perhaps 
not expect the chorus to pre-empt the Phrygian's proem by saying 'Oh look! A 
Phrygian is coming down from the rafters!' But it may well be that 1367 has been 
rewritten. 1368 may be original. In 1359 the chorus already anticipated the possibility 
of learning news from a slave of Helen's. 

1545-8 rEAos EXEt SaLLCOUv gpOToiS, TEAos oTraL OeAriL 
/xEydAa be rTI a 8vvauvsa tLS' aAaor6opwV 
MTe ' 'rea7 tx?aOpa r'ae SL' alf'arov 

La TOr MvpT'Aov 7rEar,TU' ?K (L'qpov. 

of the height from which an actor might be required to jump. It is evidence, nevertheless, of 
Euripides' imaginative use of upper levels of the skene. 

33 In Wasps I.c. Philocleon lets himself down from the window by means of a rope. So the 
idea was available for Euripides' use. 

34 That the Phrygian got out between the triglyphs was the view of Paley, Weil, Wedd (all 
of whom, however, believed that this was in the inner courtyard, not visible to the audience), 
and Wecklein; so too England and Platnauer on IT 113; Pickard-Cambridge, op. cit. (n. 30), 
53 n. 1. The hypothesis has been neglected by recent commentators. 

A further possibility, which would make the actor's task less demanding, is that there was a 
Doric frieze with open metopes between the lower and upper storeys. But Dr J. J. Coulton, whom 
I consulted on the question, is of the opinion that this would not be expected, as in monumental 
architecture true two-storeyed facades do not appear before the fourth century. He remarks that 
there are no certain examples of open metopes in stone architecture, but that some representations 
on vases suggest that they may have existed in non-monumental buildings (cf. B. Dunkley, BSA 
36 [1935/6], 166f., fig. 8 and nn.). 'I should think' he writes 'it would be hard for an actor to 
emerge from a metope opening unless the frieze was on quite a large scale (the fairly monumental 
Stoa of Zeus on the Athenian Agora has metopes two feet square), but I suppose it could be 
done.' 

35 I cannot see any force in M. D. Reeve's argument (GRBS 13, 1972, 263f.) that with the 
removal of 1366-8 and 1503-36 (Griininger, Gredley) the scene becomes' perfectly symmetrical', 
sc. strophe - monody - antistrophe. We find no such 'symmetry' in the other tragic examples 
of separated strophe and antistrophe, unless we count those cases where only dialogue intervenes 
(Soph. Phil. 391-402 ~ 507-18, Rhes. 131-6 ~ 195-200; the others are Hipp. 362-72 ~ 669-79 
and Rhes. 454-66 ~ 820-32). The monody itself is no marvel of symmetry. 

36 See Hourmouziades, op. cit., 142. 
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Schol. E'&V ElAv S&a' Toir E T'O 17TErEV, oloVEl E7rAquclaaE TtL TOZS OlCOLK o / OVLK'O aLaLOJV, 
& alTWoV TLIowpLtav 7rTOLOU/.EV09 TOV 7TTW/.LaTO TO) MT p-AoU E EJiv a s aL 8L4YOoo 
[SC. E'7raLaEl], aVTt TOb EKPOvUaEV. 

The commentator finds a cOVLKSo Sa4jLwv in 1546, and takes this to be the subject 
of E7TEaE, which he construes as 'has fallen upon'. That is clearly wrong: the subject 
of ETTUEc is tL'Aa6pa. (&'cuaE is excluded by the responsion with 1364 tca ,ov 6'A6'iEvov 
'A60'pEvov 'Iaiov.) Cf. Aesch. Ag. 1532-4 7TL'TVOVTO9 OLKOVu. . . O.LUPOV K-rtV7TOV 

SopoafoaA~ T'v a1paTrqp0v, Cho. 263, Eum. 516; Hipp. 812 E'7TaOEs Etpyoaw TOUYOVTOV 

WU9TE TOVaSE auvyXEaL 80.ovL. IEyacAa - t&L' adaaTr6pwvt is therefore an independent 
sentence, of similar form to Soph. Ant. 951 daA' & aOtLPLL'a TL9SV 8va9I (v.1. VVattgLS) 
&waLVa. The parallel confirms what we should guess in any case, that the word(s) 
following &vvapttsr served to define it. The basic meaning required is evidently 'great 
is the power of an avenging spirit'. 6L' &aaar6Tpwv, hardly satisfactory as an expression 
of this idea, is proved corrupt by the metre, since this line responds with 1363, 

&aKpUoLUL yap 'EAAa'' arraaav E'rAqaEv, 

where there is no ground for suspecting the text.37 The corruption is no doubt due 
to aL' aL/aQTW v immediately below. 

Seidler, who first observed the responsion between this strophe and 1353-65, wrote 
SLt "'AaUTOp. But there must be period-end between the ancipitia, so elision is 
excluded. It is hard to avoid the conviction that the verse must have ended ['] 

adA 'aTwp.3 Th coiatsqVLKO'g &a4Lwv points to this; cf. Phot. (Suda, etc.) 
adAa6uTwp foOVLKO'g SaLqLWV, TtL/.AWpWV KaL avEITL`A-?Ta7U-rcrot(;,v. The Sa4twlcv in 1545, 
however, is not to be identified with the a'Aa6CTWOP, but it is the divine power that 
governs a man's or a house's fortunes in general, operating not according to any 
predictable law but 051Tat 64Aqt. There is a contrast between him and the a'Aa'u-rwp, 
the One Who Never Forgets, who always demands further blood. 'God can make it 
turn out however he will' - in other words, we cannot absolutely rule out the 
possibility of a happy ending to the play - 'but on the other hand, great is the power 
represented by the a'Aca'rwp: murders have destroyed this house in consequence of 
Pelops' crime' (and it looks as if we are about to see the final disaster). 

That is the sense; and the only acceptable way I can see to emend St' aAaaro6pwOv 
iS Ka'L a'AacT-WP. It may also be considered whether a' should be changed to au', since 
vtva,iLg and a'Aa&CTwp are related as predicate and subject (K-G i.591-3). But I think 

the article may be possible, as there is in effect a double layer of predication, a 
conflation of p.Eya(Aa TLgaSv &6val.tg a aAaulToOPO With pE'ya Sv'vaTCaL Ka.L &a&cTWP. 

1668-9 Kat'TOL 11' EU97)LEL SEL/La, /177' TLVO9 KAVCOV 

a'AaaTr6pwOv 664eaqLL c'V KAV'EtV OITa. 

I conclude with a note on a grammatical rarity. E'ogo6, .c5+ optative would 
normally refer to a fear of something that was in the future. But here the meaning 
is 'I was beginning to be afraid that I had thought I had been hearing your voice when 
it was really that of some vengeance-demon'. This might have been expressed by an 
indicative, tzq "ESoa; cf. K-G ii.394f. But the aorist optative has an exact parallel at 

37Willink (303) thinks that a pendant-close is less likely before a dochmiac period, and he 
assumes EITA-qaEv to be somehow corrupt for But see IT 889, Hyps. p. 47.86 Bond. It is 
risky to alter the strophe when it is the antistrophe that is obviously corrupt. 

38 So already Hartung and Weil, whose conjectures, however, are unacceptable: &vvajttLg, TLtg 

a'Aa'Twp Hartung; Svva/ftus ~ta'A' adAa'uTWP E'7TE77TEUrEv E'7rEUrE /lE'AaLpa Ta'y3 al/ia'aacv Weil. 
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IT 1340f., EiajAOEv 'pig ;' A vv-Emsg OL' 6EVOL I KraVOoLEV aIr7)V SpaTE-aL t' olXoL'alo, 
'it occurred to us (to be afraid) that the foreigners had got free, killed her, and escaped' 
(rightly interpreted by Paley and England, wrongly by Platnauer). Similarly with 
present optative Od. 21.394f., 7TELpW/LEVOS0. . I /Lw7 KEpa t1TEs g 6otEv aIrTOLXO,LEVOLO 

avaKT0s, 'in case the worms had been eating'. Homer has also a few analogous 
examples where an aorist subjunctive in primary sequence represents something that 
has (it is feared) already happened: 11. 1.555f. viv S' aLv6vsC 8EL'80LKa KaTa /pE'va, /77 

UE TrQpETr7)7L 1 6pyvp057ema 9E'TL9 10.97-9, Od. 5.300 (v.1.). We must distinguish from 
this the less uncommon use of the present or perfect subjunctive for what (it is feared) 
is now the case: Soph. Tr. 663f. tS'ouKa /L7 7EpaLTE'pw I 7rE7Tpay/iLEv' q& tOL, Ai. 279 
(v.1.), OT 747, 768, Phil. 494 (v.l.); cf. Od. 13.216 (v.1.), 24.491, Hdt. 7.103.2, Dem. 
19.224. So in historic sequence with perfect optative, Xen. Anab. 5.7.26, Cyr. 1.3.10. 
Cf. K-G ii.391-3; A. C. Moorhouse, The Syntax of Sophocles, 291. 
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