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THE REUNION DUO IN EURIPIDES’ HELEN!

ME. & mobewdc Huépa,
e ™y elc épac édwkev wAévac AaPeiv.

EA. & ¢ddrar’ dvdpaiv Mevédewc, 6 pév xpovoc 625
. maladdc, 1 8¢ Tépc dpriwc mdpa:

éaBov dcuéva mdcw éuov, idar,

Tepl T’ éméraca yépa diAiov év pakpdi

PAoyi paecddpwe.
So begins one of the most engaging, and variously controversial, musical scenes in
Euripides.? The Messenger’s narrative of the Phantom Helen’s disappearance has
proved to Menelaus that the Helen standing before him is the real Helen, altogether
innocent of elopement to Troy, from whom he has been sundered for seventeen
laborious years. The ensuing embrace is developed in a duet (Hel. 625-59) which is
followed without a break by the so-called ‘ Interrogation’ (660-97), the two together
constituting the so-called ‘Recognition Duo’.

There was a vogue in the years around 412 B.c. for musical scenes following an
avayvdpicic. The plots of Jon and Hypsipyle feature recognitions between mother and
son(s); and there are brother—sister recognitions in Iphigenia in Tauris and Sophocles’
Electra.® All these are followed by partly sung sequences which afford important
parallels. At the same time we should not be surprised to find some special features
in this scene. Here alone is the reunion conjugal, following an dvayvdpicic of persons
separated as adults; and the personae, an untraditionally chaste Helen and her
famously uxorious husband, are anything but ‘typical .

A favourite technique in such amoibaia gives all the singing to one performer, while
the other’s utterances are either trimeters (usually single trimeters) or such fragments
of divided lyric verses as could equally feature in spoken dvridafsj. This is a common
pattern in late fifth-century tragedy, and may be conveniently termed ‘punctuated
monody’, defined as follows: the musical passage, as a short or extended unit of
composition, begins and ends with the opening and concluding lyrics of the monodist,

! T am much indebted to Dr J. Diggle, both for positive suggestions and for criticisms which
have prompted some changes of view and several reformulations of arguments.

2 Numerous conjectures are reported in the Prinz—Wecklein edition (Bd. I 6 ed. N. Wecklein,
1898). More recent editions are: A. C. Pearson (Cambridge, 1903), N. Wecklein (Leipzig/
Berlin, 1907), G. Murray (OCT vol. iii, 1909, 1913), G. Italie (Groningen, 1949), A. Y. Campbell
(Liverpool, 1950), H. Grégoire (Paris, 1950), K. Alt (Teubner edn, 1964), A. M. Dale (Oxford,
1967), R. Kannicht (Heidelberg, 1969). Other studies referred to by author’s name only are: U.
von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Griechische Verskunst (Berlin, 1921), pp. 561-6; G. Zuntz, An
Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides (Cambridge, 1965), pp. 211-48; H. Lloyd-
Jones, review of Zuntz in CR 16 (1966), 158; R. Schmiel, ‘ The Recognition Duo in Euripides
Helen’, Hermes 100 (1972), 274-94; D. C. C. Young, ‘The Text of the Recognition Duet in
Euripides’ Helena', GRBS 15 (1974), 39-56; J. Diggle, ‘On the Helen of Euripides® in
Dionysiaca : Nine Studies...presented to Sir Denys Page... (Cambridge, 1978), 159-77. W. Biehl
explores the Duo’s metrical patterns in Helikon 20-21 (19801 [1983]), 257-92, but his metric is
as unconvincing as his textual decisions.

3 For the points of contact, see K. Matthiessen, Elektra, Taurische Iphigenie und Helena
(Géttingen, 1964), pp. 134-8. For the late dating of Sophocles’ Electra (after E. El. and not long
before S. Phil.), cf. my commentary on Orestes (hereafter referred to as ‘comm. Or. p...." or
‘comm. on Or....°), Introd. p. Ivi n. 91.
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whose utterances in it are entirely sung — framed between, as well as punctuated by,
the contrasting spoken utterances of another actor or the chorus-leader.*

This pattern needs to be sharply distinguished from that of passages involving two
singing actors or singing actor(s) and singing chorus (which may include spoken
lines).® There are few extant instances of true ‘duets’ for two actors; but it is evident,
prima facie, that Hel. 625-59 (the ‘Embrace’) is differently structured, as well as
different in tone, from 660-97 (the ‘Interrogation’). The latter obeys in every
particular the rules enunciated above for ‘punctuated monody’. The former breaks
them by giving spoken, as well as sung, utterance to Helen; by giving sung, as well
as spoken, utterance to Menelaus; and in the use of mixed utterance, moving from
speech to song without speaker-change.

There is a precedent for this in the opening lines of the /.T. ‘ Reunion Duo’ (827ff.),
if we accept the transmitted speaker-assignations there:

ID. & ¢iArar’, 0vdév Ao, diAtaToc yap el,

J A y R p

éxw ¢’, "Opécra,trmAvyerov xBovoc dmd marpidoc

*Apydlev, & pidoct. ‘ 830
OP. «kdyw cé, mv Bavoicav dic Soédlerar

kata 8¢ ddrpva), xara 8¢ ydoc dua xapdt

N , 3 c R

76 cov voriler BAépapov, drcavTwe & éudv.

Io. tr6 8¢ Tt Bpédoc éAutrov...

Like Helen, Iphigenia begins with a spoken address (& ¢iArar’...), before breaking
into song.® Orestes responds in the ‘Embrace’ with a verse like Hel. 658,” and
continues with another appropriately responsive sentence: ‘... and I, like you, am
weeping with joy’. Then Iphigenia takes over with an aria (834-99), punctuated five
times in its earlier part by Orestes’ single trimeters. 832-3 are sometimes transferred
to Iphigenia, in order that she may do all the singing;® but that somewhat spoils the
sequence of thought (the connection, across Orestes’ intervention, between 829-30
and 834ff.);%and, though it may normalize Orestes’ part by reducing it to single
trimeters, it does not bring Iphigenia’s into line with the normal pattern of
‘punctuated monody’ - changing, as it does, from speech to song, and back from

4 Cf. also Alc. 244-72 (Alcestis, Admetus), Andr. 825-65 (Hermione, Nurse), Tro. 235-92
(Hecuba, Talthybius), H.F. 1178-1201 (Amphitryon, Theseus), Ph. 103-92 (Antigone,
Paedagogus). The list can be greatly extended with exx. where the interlocutor is the chorus-
leader, the longest being the Phrygian’s aria in Or. (1369-1502).

® Two singing actors: Hec. 177-215 (Polyxena, Hecuba), El. 1177-1232 (a trio with chorus,
on the model of A. Ch. 315-465). The exx. are too few for the formulation of rules; but there
are a number of analogies if we include duets for actor and chorus (e.g. Or. 1246-86, which has
speech and song for both parties).

¢ Diggle...mnAvyeTov {cupevov) | xBovoc dmolmps) marpioc *ApydBev, & didoc (28). But I
include 830 within the obeli, suspecting that the terminal ¢iAoc, anticlimactic after &
¢ rar’...dlAraroc, may conceal PAOL, cf. Ion 1439, S. El. 1224, etc. (see below). TnAvyerov
(‘latest-born’) marpi8oc ¢doc would be a plausible phrase; but it is hard to know what other
words to add or subtract. )

? Against Diggle, I accent c€ here (‘et ego te’), as also in Hel. 630 and 658; and I put the
comma before, not after, rnv Qavovcav.

8 Bauer; so Diggle. D. J. Mastronarde (Contact and Discontinuity [Berkeley, 1978], p. 56)
prefers the transfer of 832 only (Lohmann, Maas); but all his parallels have syntax split between
two singers. Monodists never (so far as I am aware) leave their syntax to be completed by a
speaking interlocutor, though their sentences may be variously broken into or supplemented. He
seems to have overlooked Hel. 659 in objecting to ‘the anomaly of a lyric line in the male role
in the duet’ (also a dochmiac dimeter, and similarly in an embrace).

® Coordination with a relative pronoun is conjectural in 834, but rightly regarded as probable
by Diggle, who proposes 6v ér¢ (after Bergk tov ére).



REUNION DUO IN EURIPIDES HELEN 47

song to speech, in mid sentence. No other argument commends the transfer, and we
may properly take the view that Orestes is as entitled to his brief moment of emotional
dochmiac utterance here as the otherwise silent Pylades is to his moment of speech at
A. Ch. 900-2. Orestes is by no means a stolid person; and an embrace with bilateral
‘tears’ and ‘joy’ is a particular kind of action that invites — however briefly — a certain
formal symmetry.

Like Orestes in I.7., Menelaus in Helen is ‘not elsewhere in the play a singing
character’ (Dale). But that certainly does not debar Aim from having a partly sung
role in the *Embrace’ that precedes the ‘ Interrogation’. The first half of the Duo ends
with symmetrical antiphony (656-9):1°

EA. 1{¢@; Tic dv 7d8’ fidmicev Bpordv moTe;
adoknTov éxw ce mpoc crépvorc.

ME. kdyw c€, Tjv Sokoicav I8aiav méAw
podeiv IXiov Te pedéovc mipyouc.

The *Interrogation’, with its different distribution of speech and song, then begins at
660:

mpoc Oedv, Sdpuwv mdc TV éudv dmectdAyc; 660
EA. éé mxpac éc dpyac Baivewc
€ € mukpav &’ épevvdic pdTw.
ME. Xéy’, & drovcta mdvra 8dpa Saipudvwy.
There is a striking similarity, unlikely to be fortuitous, between 658-60 and I.T.
831-3; but note the rather different function of 660 as a self-contained question
between the much longer Embrace-duet and Helen’s ‘punctuated monody’.

Having established that this Duo is bipartite with contrasting and differently
structured sections, I defer further consideration of the ‘Interrogation’, in which
there are interesting problems of detail, but no major structural issues. The speaker-
assignations in 660-97 are, or should be, uncontroversial: Helen has all the lyric
verses there (except for brief interventions in dvriAaf7); Menelaus has all the spoken
(single-line) verses.!!

What now of the ‘Embrace’ duet (625-59)? This far surpasses all other tragic
embraces in length : the lovers are still explicitly interlocked at 6578, and the moment
for separation is evidently at 660. I repeat that it is also unique in its happy conjugal
sentiment and in the atypical characters who express it. The usual tendency of recent
editors has been to deny Menelaus song whenever they can; but the arguments for
that approach are fallacious — leaning on parallels’ that are not parallel, and on the
irrelevant consideration that Menelaus does not sing elsewhere in the play.!? Rather,
given that Menelaus unquestionably has a partly singing role in this duet (no one
denies him lyric verses at 637 and 659), it is reasonable to look for some kind of
antiphonal balance throughout the ‘ Embrace’ (both performers having some spoken,
some sung verses); though we shall not be surprised if we find some qualitative
differences in Helen’s lyrics and sentiments.

' The pattern is spoilt, pace Kannicht and Lloyd-Jones, by Kretschmar’s transfer of 656 to
Men. (in conjunction with Lachmann’s wrong assignation of 654-5 to Helen). L’s assignations
are correct here, as argued further below.

! Diggle rightly defends the assignation of 692-3 to Helen (see below): but his statement
*Menelaus does not sing lyrics in this duet’ needed more exact formulation (either ‘in 660-97°
or ‘enoplian verses’).

'? Zuntz refers no less irrelevantly to Men.’s ‘deuteragonist’ role. Many tragic persons sing
in one scene only, including ‘second actor’ male persons (e.g. Theseus in Hipp.), and the second

actor does all the solo singing in Or. (Electra, the Phrygian). Conversely, Ion does not sing in
the /on duo, though he is a singing character elsewhere.
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At 623—4 Menelaus hails the day as moflewvdc for having given Helen into his arms.
His happy exclamation mirrors Helen’s lamenting cry (w péleoc duépa at 335.13 As
at Or. 1045 and 1082 (& mofewov...), the sense is not, or not simply, ‘desiderata’.
Menelaus has not in fact been ‘longing for’ this second reunion. m6foc can be simply
‘love’; but it is essentially that part of ‘love’ or ‘desire’ that manifests itself in tears
and a lump in the throat (cf. the reference to 8d«pva and ycoc dua yapde at I.T. 832).
It is present mofloc with which Menelaus is mainly concerned, though he is also
alluding to the long separation. 624 then explains the exclamation' and leads into the
‘Embrace’.

Earlier Helen had attempted to embrace Menelaus, but was rebuffed (566-7): EA.
& xpovioc éNawv cic Sdpaptoc éc yépac.| ME. molac 8dpaproc; uy Olynic éudv
mémAwv. 6234 reflects 566 (in reverse), but does not imply that Menelaus immediately
clasps Helen; rather, that he here turns towards her (in 622-3a she is still 77c8¢), in
preparation for a stylized action which is extended over several lines of speech and
song.

625-9. Helen takes her cue from moflewoc nuépa ... eic ... dAévac Aafeiv, addressing
Menelaus with happy love and contrasting ‘old time’ with ‘newly present delight’;
then, addressing the Chorus,'® she breaks into dochmiac song (a run of 58),
expressing her joy in the recovery of her husband and in the spreading of a loving arm
(x€pa) about him ‘at long last’. The sentence is bipartite (28 + 38, like 676-8), but a
unit in that the ideas ‘joyfully’ and ‘at long last” are common (dmo xowo?) to the two
clauses. The neat correction nepi t” énéraca (Hermann, for mepimerdcaca) has been
challenged as ‘unnecessary’, on the ground that voou—-oou is a possible dochmius
(k8).'® But it should be accepted, as normalizing the third dochmius in the run of five;
as restoring syntactical, as well as metrical, symmetry with 638-9 mepi 6¢ yvia x€épac
éBalov...; and as slightly enhancing the sense: the embrace is treated as a separately
described action, not as a ‘coincident’ epexegesis of the statement élaBov dcuéva
mocw éudv. €Aafov, with dcupéva, can then have the force dvédafov ‘I have
recovered’.!” The error could be merely transcriptional (re omitted before e, then
-acaca written for -aca); but the participle gives good enough sense to have been
transmitted from antiquity as a false iambicizing variant. This is a phenomenon with
several exact parallels: an apparent ‘k8+ 8” verse which may have been interpreted
thus in later antiquity, but which is more likely to have been understood as 2ia+ cr,
or simply as a kind of iambic trimeter.!® Hipp. 593 ra kpvmra tyapt médnve, ia &’

13 Leg. & pédeoc duépa? id for exclamatory & is a frequent error (comm. Or. pp. 140, 244,
362); and -voo|-o- (cretic-paeonic) is likelier than either v-vou|-v- or v-uu]u-v- (cf.
T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22 (1975), 88fT.).

1 & (¢’ Brodaeus (Porson’s wc elc éudc {c’) is no better). Canter’s 7 ¢’, preferred by
Murray and Dale, may seem more natural. But «c is likely to be right. Kannicht cites Ba. 130;
but for closer causal-exclamatory parallels cf. Or. 90 & pédeoc: 1 Texovcd 8°, dbc dmwdero, and
ibid. 130 feol ce picriceiav, dc p’ dmddecac ‘...for having (thus) destroyed me’ (with
comm.).

!5 A conventional feature, cf. .T. 842, S. El. 1281. Young neglected the parallels (‘she plays
to the gallery of the chorus...").

18 So Kannicht (also Young), with appeals to Dale’s Lyric Metres (2nd edn, pp. 115f.) and
N. C. Conomis, ‘The Dochmiacs of Greek Drama’, Hermes 92 (1964), 23-50, at 28-30. Dale
herself had no doubt here (‘ the syllables must all be short*). The time is ripe for a reassessment
of the ‘dochmius kaibelianus” in tragedy; cf. n. 19 below.

17 Cf, comm. on Or. 1502 éXaBe Tov ‘EAévac yduov (and ibid. 1565; Collard on Su. 536); for
the combination with dcuevoc, cf. Or. 776 (with comm.).

'8 That hypothesis is consistent with L’s erroneous verse-division here after yépa ¢idiov; see
n. 56 below.
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6Aducau is a typical case in point.!® There is good reason for believing that metrical
misinterpretation (usually iambicizing) of dochmiacs had a damaging effect on the
text in antiquity, even in some places before 200 B.C.; see further below on 634-5,
638-9, 650-1, 661-2, 666, 670-1, 689-90, 694-5.

€v pakpdi Aoyl paecpopwr: a striking modification of the ordinary (év) paxpd.
(or moAXd1) xpovwe (S. El. 1272-3, etc.); not simply as ornate poeticism, but making
a point of the ‘light-bringing’ quality of the ‘day’ to which Menelaus has alluded.
‘Day’ and ‘time’ (Helen has just used the word ypdvoc) can be equated, e.g. RA. 389,
S. Aj. 622; likewise ‘day’ and ‘sun’ (cf. 652). The metaphorical point is guaranteed
by passages such as Jon 1439 and S. El. 1224.%° Greeks counted the night as belonging
to the following day, and the idea of a single continuum (‘former riy7n") leading up
to the present ‘happy dawn’ will be developed by Helen in 638—41 and 643-5.

630-5. Menelaus responds, and the duet proceeds. From here onwards the evidence
of L is supplemented, with tantalizing incompleteness, by that of a first-century B.C.
papyrus (IT).2

ME. «kdyw cé moddovc & év pécwr Aoyouc éxwr, 630
olk 0l8’ omolov mpdiTov dpwpar Ta vov:
[l yéynba, kpati 6 épfiovc éfeipac
dvemTépwca kal Sdxpy craddccw:
mepl 8¢ yvia xépac éBadov, Bovav
(vurd drc AdBw. 635

The speaker-assignations in L, mostly indicated by paragraphoi, are no more to be
relied on here than in 63847 below. I propose to continue 6325 to Menelaus, for the
following reasons. (a) 634-5 mepi 8¢ yvia yépac EBadov... is then antiphonal to
628-9 mep! T’ éméraca xépa diAwov ..., not a mere repetition. As things stand, Helen
does the same thing twice, using virtually the same words and rhythm. Now, more
effectively, the performers symmetrically embrace each other; and the pattern of the
opening exchange, with both performers breaking into song after a spoken distich, is
similar to that of the concluding exchange of the ‘Embrace’ (see above). Note that
the latter echoes the former also in the repetition of kaye cé (there sc. d8dkyTov éxyw
mpoc crépvoic, here sc. éXafov dcuevoc). (b) There is then a speaker-change before
Helen sings & mdcic' & udrdra mpocoyuc (636, see below), and we no longer have a
lame appendage to the dochmiac period in 634-5. [There is little excuse, pace Dale,
Lloyd-Jones and Kannicht, for adhering, against Zuntz, to Elmsley’s transpo-
sition ...%8ovdy, | ® mdcic, e AddBw. | ME. & ¢idrdra... It is virtually certain that II,
like L, had w mocic] w tArara mpocoyic in 636, and virtually certain therefore that
the dochmius in 635, as edited by Aristophanes of Byzantium, had something other
than w mocic before we Aafw.]

Resistance to the proposed transfer can be expected, since the singing of 632ff. by
Helen has hitherto been regarded as a datum. The general assumption seems to have
been that, with or without Elmsley’s & 7dcic before @c AddBw, the content of 632-5 is
uniquely suited to Helen, and that she naturally takes over when Menelaus declares
that he does not know what to say. According to Zuntz’s interpretation (Inquiry, p.
247) ‘Helen’s mind is at first all centred on the present, while Menelaus’s remains
fixed upon the past’, and ‘it would be impossible for him to plunge into unreserved
acceptance of the perplexing present before he has mastered the past in its light*; * his

19 See Barrett (who favours ra kpumr’ éx-). For other suspect instances (Hec. 10834, H.F.
1070, Or. 330/345, 1247/1267), see comm. Or. pp. 138, 288 and CQ 38 (1988), 96.

20 Cf. D. Tarrant, ‘Greek Metaphors of Light®, CQ 10 (1960), 181-7.

21 P. Oxy. 2336, ed. C. H. Roberts in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 22 (1954), 107: see Zuntz, pp-
217f. and pl. xvi.
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first words in the present scene (vv. 630f.)...indicate that between him and the
acceptance of this moment there stand ““words”, pressing to be uttered ; words that
would clarify the past and thereby make the present attainable’. That, if right, would
certainly exclude the singing of 632-5 by Menelaus. But it is plainly wrong. Such a
‘reserved’ Menelaus could never have initiated the ‘Embrace’ with the words &
mobBewoc Nuépa,|dc (or %) ¢’ elc épac ébwrev wAévac Aafeiv (of which Zuntz and
Schmiel nowhere take any account).?? As to the sense of 630-1 and 632-5, we must
now analyse these lines more closely.

630-1. kayw cé: sc. éAafov dcpevoc év pakpdt xpovwe. ToAAove 8’ ...Ta vov: the
rhetorical idiom is reminiscent of Med. 376-7 moAlac 8’ éxovca Bavacipovc adroic
680vc, | ovk 0l8” dmolar TpdiTov éyxelpd, didar, which is not followed by a speaker-
change.?® The fact that Menelaus here ‘does not know what Aoyoc to begin with’ by
no means commits him to silence.?* The ‘many Adyo.’ certainly include questions
(many of the thousand-and-one things that reunited lovers have to say to one another
are of an interrogative nature); but they are not barriers between him and acceptance
of what he has already accepted in 622—4. Acyo. are év pécwi when they are available
for, or currently under, discussion (see Pearson on 944 ; Zuntz leans in vain on Or. 16
and Med. 819 for his interpretation). With his mind fastened on the present (ta vOv)
and on the tangible presence of the real Helen, Menelaus defers the posing of questions
until 660fF. (the ‘Interrogation’), and breaks instead into lyric utterance, describing
first his non-rational emotions and then his action and immediate desire (‘to grasp
pleasure’).

632-3. Pairs of catalectic trimeters are sung by Creusa at Jon 1463—4 and 1492-3
in a context of punctuated monody. The similar pair here is a bridge between
Menelaus’ spoken distich and his antiphonal dochmiacs. His next utterances will be
in a similar rhythm, moving into bacchiac (636a—7, 641a—2a, see below). With the
perfect yéynBa, expressing the dominant emotion of joy (ynfocvvy), are associated
two physical symptoms, ¢pikn and ddxpva. For the former, cf. Jebb on S. 4;. 693
éppil’ épwTi, mepiyapnc 8” dvemrduav (sung by the chorus of Salaminian sailors).
The “erect hair’ motif is more normally associated with ¢dBoc (A. S.c.T. 564, S. O.C.
1623-5, the latter in the presence of the supernatural). aventépwca here is a vivid
brachylogy, equivalent to éctyca avanrtepwleic (icrdvar as in the S.c.T. and O.C.
passages; normally the emotion avamrepoi the person). [There is little to choose
between the readings -wca (II) and -wka (L); but ceteris paribus the more anciently
attested reading is to be preferred. The aorist is certainly idiomatic (as in S. 4j. 693),
and the combination of aorist and present (-ca kai...ctadaccw) is a stylistic feature
supported by the parallelin 673 (-ca ka.i ...0ypaivw). L’s -wka is sufficiently accounted
for as an error influenced by the preceding yéynfa.]*®

It should not be insisted that this emotional language is apter to Helen. There is
‘tearful joy’ and mofoc on both sides (as in 1.T. 832-3); but it is Menelaus for whom
the circumstances of the reunion have been such as to cause the greater shock, with

2 Schmiel in general follows Zuntz, but goes further: his Menelaus is denied any ‘terms of
endearment’ (276), and at the end of the Duo ‘ there has been no reconciliation’ (280); cf. n. 65
below.

# As argued in CQ 38 (1988), 314, Med. 377 should be followed, after a pause, by a direct
question (mdrepov vdpdw... ;).

2 Cf. also the standard rhetorical hesitation ‘How shall I begin?’ (as old as Homer;
Denniston on El. 907-8 cites Od. 9.14).

# It may be that corruption of x to ¢ is commoner than the reverse; but that is a slight
consideration. Lloyd-Jones censures Zuntz’s ‘bias in favour of the papyrus’; but bias in favour
of L would be more reprehensible.
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symptoms of ‘awe’ akin to those of terror. It is barely a dozen lines since he learnt
of the supernatural disappearance of the Helen he had recovered at Troy, and there
is still much that he (unlike Helen) does not understand. We cannot, or should not,
expect the ordinary Greek conventions of masculine self-control vis-a-vis women to
apply to Menelaus vis-g-vis Helen; a man traditionally open to the slur of
‘unmanliness’ for his uxorious susceptibility to Helen’s charms.?¢

Rather, we can now begin to appreciate how Euripides has dramatized in this duet
the overmastering emotions appropriate to Menelaus’ astonishing reunion, in
untraditional circumstances, with the real — and blameless — ‘daughter of Zeus and
Leda’, his beloved wife. His traditional persona, including his uxoriousness, is
reinterpreted, not forgotten, in this play — not without some piquant irony implicit in
the abnormal presentation of both Helen and Menelaus as ‘good’ characters. The
emotional lyrics given to the latter are in line with that; at the same time the
proprieties are observed, in that any ‘eroticism” in the embrace is subordinate to
sentiments of ¢uAia (kdyw c€...in reply to & didrar’), tearful wdfoc (cf. mobewsc 623)
and ‘awe’.

634-5. Whereas L has mepi 8¢ yvia yeipac éBalov|dovav we AdBw, I has [mepd]
8e yuia yepac €B[aA(A)ov] ndovy |[3—4]c we Aafw. Both are evidently imperfect: L
has an iambicized lineation (2tr| 2cr), with yeipac for yépac and the loss of something
after j8ovdy; II attests the correct dochmiac lineation, but appears to have suffered
a similar iambicizing corruption in 634 (eBaAlov for eBalov) and further corruption
of ndovav to ndovn(t). Zuntz rightly insists that we need jdovdv as the object of AdBw,
comparing /.T. 842 and lon 1449.

Zuntz considers a number of 4- and S-letter words that might fit the space, none
very convincing.?” #8ovav | {(tiyac) wc AddBw is perhaps the least implausible. But, as
with all his suggestions, II's ndovn(:) is left unexplained. It hardly seems likely that
this reflects a misinterpretation ...with pleasure that I may grasp the rvya.’, and we
have to attribute the omission of N to irrational, uncorrected carelessness.

The proposed assignation to Menelaus opens new doors. The sentence now needs
to end with a statement of action and purpose antiphonally appropriate to him,
following the points made in 630-1 and 632-3. What is needed to complete the sense
is something conveying, in one way or another, the point ‘without reservations’; cf.
Or. 1047-8, where Orestes surrenders to an emotional embrace, abandoning ‘manly’
aiddc, saying ¢ yap ér’ aibodpar TdAac; {(mdvrwc) would make sense (‘regardless
of other considerations’), but neither fits the space nor accounts for n8ovn(c).
Adverbs, however, are not the only possibility. What about a participle? Several
compounds of inu: have intransitive uses, with ‘letting go’ as the root idea; and
[avel]c, [eded]c and [vged]c are all just the right length. The false pSovn(s) at once
becomes credible as an ancient variant (even with hiatus at verse-end), in the light of
expressions like é8pacav mdvr’ épévrec 1bovij (fr. 564).2° My vote here would go to
aveic, which has the special merit of accounting for the skip in L between -av and dc.
For ‘letting go (the reins)’, cf. S. El. 721-2 8e£16v &’ dveic cewpaiov immov. The intrans.
sense here would be close to, but more ‘active’ than, the standard dveiuévoc
‘unconstrained .

%6 The negative view of ‘the famous husband’, as developed in Andr. 456f., 590fT., 629-31,
surely has an ancient heritage (//. 17.588 paAfaxoc alxunrijc, llias Parva fr. 17, Ibycus 296
Page), alongside more heroic views of Menelaus’ martial prowess; cf. comm. on Or. 682-716,
742, 754.

2" For criticisms of Zuntz's suggestions, see Dale, Lloyd-Jones and Kannicht.

* Cf. also Ph. 21 ndovijt ovic (codd.; v8ovc Markland), Pl. Phaedr. 250e $j8ovij. mapadovc.
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636-7. For what is now the second exchange of the duet II appears, prima facie,
to have had virtually the same text as L:

w mocic] w @rAtaTta TpocoYic 636
ovk euelpepdnv 636a
exw Ta Tlov Sioc Aektpa Andac Te 637

II and L attest the same, by no means automatic, lineation 636|636a|637, and
there can be little doubt that their common ancestor gave 636 to Helen and 636a-7
to Menelaus (then 638ff. to Helen, see below). Speaker-change after mpocoiic,
dividing what would otherwise have been an indivisible iambic metron mpocobic ovx,
is the only rational explanation of the short line in 636a. Alexandrian speaker-
assignations could be wrong,* but they are likely to be right here. Helen’s
exclamations are in the same vein as fon 1439 KP. & téxvov, & ¢dc untpl xpeiccov
pAlov and S. El 1224 HA. & ¢piAtatov ddc (the latter in dvridafyy). ‘Oh husband!’
repeats (cf. 628) the conjugal point (not previously taken up by Menelaus, but now
echoed in his point about AékTpa); then ‘Oh dearest mpocoyic!’ makes a point like
S. El 1285-6 viv 8’ éxw ce: pArdTar 8¢ mpouddrnc éxwv mpocofw (and ibid.
1224).

Our first step should be to relineate Helen’s words:

CEA)Y & mocc:

& dulrdTa mpocoybic.

The alien choriamb @ wécic @ disappears;*® and & ¢udrdra...éuéudbfny becomes
another catalectic trimeter, this time divided like S. EL. 1276. avridaByj is similarly
appropriate here, interlocking the utterances that follow the joining of the embrace.
There can be no objection to w mocuic as a short exclamatory-allocutory verse (cf. 648
EA. ¢dac pidar-]...).3t A more staccato style suits this second, shorter exchange.

Menelaus’ reply is more problematic. It is appropriate that he should express,
antiphonally to & mdcic..., his own joyful satisfaction with his marriage to the
daughter of Zeus and Leda. But the bald 0Ok épépcpBnv, seemingly *I don’t blame
(you, or your words/actions)’, has justly been regarded as ‘an insufferable remark’
(Dale). Nothing is gained by transferring @ ¢idrdra mpocoyic to Menelaus; the
absolute ovx éuéudfny remains unnatural. No adequate parallels are cited for
renderings such as ‘my heart is full’ (Pearson).

If only olx éuéudbfnv had an appropriate object —something like “you as my
wife’ — the sense ‘I find no fault with’, as a litotes, would be in line with 1424 0b8év
v pepmroc (sc. as a potential husband), Ph. 425 ov pepmroc fuiv 6 yauoc, I.A. 712
0V peumToc (sc. Towdcde mocic). That reflection suggests that we should write éyw for
éyw,* producing a single sentence: ‘I for my part find no fault with being married to
the daughter of Zeus and Leda’. éyw is appropriate enough in itself, but the theme
éxw ce...kdyw c€ occurs twice later on (650-2, 657-8), and it cannot be said that we

¥ Cf. comm. Or. p. 105.

30 Zuntz proposed: EA. & mdcic, & didrdra mpocopic. | ME. {76 cov, yivvar, mpdBupov) ovk
éuéudfnv, but neither justified the choriambic verse nor accounted for the lacuna. Dale
humorously commented: ‘no unmanly tenderness there!"

31 A cretic, of course, not a dactyl: cf. Jon 1470 & Téxvov, | 7¢ ¢rjic;... There is nothing wrong
with metrical pause at such a comma (a fortiori, colon); cf. Stinton, *Pause and Period...", CQ
27 (1977), 27-66, at 27ff., 36.

32 For this confusion, cf. Or. 1039 (with comm.), S. O.T. 1061 ; for the reverse corruption, cf.
652(?) below, Andr. 427, El. 870.
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need a one-sided anticipation of that motif here.?® Note that éyw is not confirmed by
.

That gets us over the first hurdle. But then {100 Aioc Aéxtpa Andac Tet means ‘the
marriage-bed (marital union) of Zeus and Leda’.®* Interpretation of Aéxrpa as
‘offspring” may have satisfied actors and scribes, and quite possibly some Alexandrian
scholars ;3 but it is in gross conflict with the usage of this word in tragedy. Anomalous
metre confirms that something is amiss: ia ba ba is an unlikely verse;® and the elided
Te is incompatible with catalectic period-end.?” Kannicht’s éyw ca 7dc Arjdac dwsc Te
AékTpa (mic Schifer, Ajbac dioc e Wilamowitz, ca Campbell), contrives to
overcome these difficulties; but the reshuffled verse is now metrically unacceptable for
a different reason, as lacking a caesura after the fifth or the seventh syllable.3®

A more promising approach, with no reshuffling, may be to look for a sequence of
bacchei (in line with 641a-2a, see below):

ME. ovk éuéudiny
éyw Tdc Auoc Aéktpa Andac Te {yfuac).

wdc Aw6c: in objecting to Schifer’s tHc diude, Zuntz overlooked Ion 1220 77c
*Epex0éwc. The natural pairing of ‘Zeus’ and ‘Leda’, as of 4dioc...Malac Te in 670,
justifies the mild hyperbaton in the position of Av8ac te here. ynuac was suggested
by Campbell in place of A7dac 7€, but it can just as well complete a fourth
metron.*® For bacchei following a catalectic trimeter, cf. Jon 1465.

638-47. L unendurably continues the whole of 638-45 to Menelaus, then gives
646-7 to Helen (continued in 648fF.).*! It must certainly be Helen who sings of her
brothers the Dioscuri as évvopaipovec, using enoplian metre (she has all the other

3 Note also that AéxTpa éxew + gen. feminae elsewhere simply means ‘to have as wife’ (Ph.
14, etc.), even as Aéxrpa AaPeiv (Of yapueiv) + gen. feminae simply means ‘to marry’ ( obtain the
hand-in-marriage of”).

% It is vain to appeal to Med. 140 Tov pév yap éxet AékTpa Tupdwwwy and ibid. 594 yiiual e
Aéxrpa BaciAéwy & viv éxw (Bactewv I, Elmsley; -éwc codd.); cf. Sen. Med. 56 regum
thalamos. There too the gen. is the usual gen. conjugis (n. 33 above). A princess is ‘royal persons’
according to a standard Greek generalizing idiom, used when a single person is regarded as the
representative of a type (Barrett on Hipp. 49).

% That is the most that Zuntz (followed by Young) establishes in his defence of the text. For
the interpretation of Agathyllos ap. Dion. Hal. Antig. Rom. 1.49.2, see also Lloyd-Jones and
Kannicht. One wonders whether Agathyllos was influenced by corrupt texts of Euripides: the
false reading BaciAéwc in Med. 594 (n. 34 above) could well be of sufficient antiquity.

% No known ex. in Euripides, though cf. A. 4g. 223/233. As L. P. E. Parker observes in CQ
26 (1976), 21, ‘most of the examples of mid-verse bacchiac are in Aeschylus’.

% On “catalexis’, ‘pause’ and ‘period-end’, see the cited articles by Stinton (n. 31), esp. 39f.,
and Parker (last n.). ‘Elision at period-end’ is a contradiction in terms.

 1am indebted to Dr Diggle for the following list of catalectic iambic trimeters in Euripides
and Sophocles: Alc. 223/234, 272, Hcld. 892/901, Andr. 1032/1043, Hec. 634, 642, 656, Ion
1459, 1463, 1464, 1492, 1493, Tro. 1088/1106, 1290, 1292/1299, 1303/1318, 1316/1332, El.
1206/1215, Hel. 632, 633, 636, Ph. 1713/1738, Phaethon 86/94; S. Tra. 954/963, Ant. 592/603,
O0.T. 192/205, 202/215, 865/875, 889/903, 891/905, El. 163/184, 1276, 1277, O.C. 541/548,
1672/1699. E. Tro. 1296 has no caesura, but Diggle rightly obelizes the whole of 1295-7 (also
1289).

% Campbell’s éxw Ta Tdc didc ca Aékrpa yrjuac was somewhat contorted; but for the
characteristically Euripidean idiom Aékpa (Aéxoc) Twoc yaueiv, cf. Med. 594 (n. 34), I.T. 538,
Or. 201, etc.

0 Bacchei tend to come in multiples of two. For runs of four, cf. comm. on Or. 1294-5.

1 Only Young in recent decades has attempted to defend L’s attributions here (and numerous
other transmitted anomalies in the Duo, see below). I make no apology for passing over in
silence most of his arguments and metrical interpretations (cf. Diggle, p. 175 n. 14).
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enoplian verses). There is weight also in Zuntz’s argument from the unelided
presentation of Andac 7e at verse-end in II (as in L). That does indeed strongly suggest
that the Alexandrian editor marked a speaker-change after these words; but that
argument falls short of proof, in view of the corrupt wording of 637. We cannot be
sure what Aristophanes read (perhaps obelized?), or how he scanned the verse; and
in any case he could have been wrong.

The whole passage has long been regarded as problematic. The papyrus does not
directly solve the problems, and indeed multiplies them. Nevertheless it is possible to
make progress only by taking full account of the new evidence, and I venture to offer
the following partly new reconstruction (cf. Zuntz, p. 223):

[a y vmo Aa]umadwv kopot 638
[Aeviimrm]ol Euvopaipovec 639
[wABicav w]ABicav epe ce Te patav 640
[ro mpocBelv 641
[v--1Iv 64la
[mpoc aAdalv ¥ eAavver Beoc 642
[ruxav Tacbe] kperccw 642a
[ro kaxov & aylaBov 643
[ce Te kape cvv]ayayev w ToceL 644
[xpoviov aAX o]uwe ova[iu]av Tuyac 645
[ovaio dnTa Tavlta 8¢ Euveuyoma[i] 646
[Svow yap ovroi]v ouy o wev TANUWY [o] § ov 647

The most striking visible features of II are the extra words in 640, where L has
simply @ABicav dABicav, and the two very short verses in 641-1a, both ending with
N, where L has 176 mpocfev éx dduwy : 8 évocdicav feol ¢’ opod.

For these short verses Zuntz proposed [feot Sopw]v / [§ evocdicalv, explaining L’s
version as a paraphrase of that. Dale justly objected to the unnatural word-order, and
to the inexplicable lineation in monometers; the latter objection applies equally to
Kannicht’s [evocdicaly / [feor Sopw]v. Dale suggested [ro mpoclelv / [8 evocducalv,
postulating a tradition which had somehow lost the second half of both verses. But
it does not seem likely that a mutilated model, damaged in such a way as to produce
nonsense, would have been thus reproduced in a finely-written play-text of the first
century B.C.

I proceed rather, as in 6345, with the provisional assumption that IT’s text was at
least rational. Ancient or recent error may well have caused deviations from the truth,
but it is likely to have made sense of a sort.

We know that ITI included indications of speaker-change (a short horizontal bar
below the beginning of the last line of an utterance); and the rule appears to have been
‘new speaker, new line’ (cf. 636a). With that in mind I suggest that II is likely to have
had a speaker-change at 641a, and that the two short lines are to be read as a single
verse divided in dvridaBy. For the first, [ro mpocfe]v fits well, and is the natural
conclusion to the sentence about nuptial paxapicuoc (of which we shall have more to
say in a moment); the more natural, following ‘in vain’. Zuntz should not have
dismissed L’s 76 mpocBev as ‘prosaic’, since it is also epic: /I. 23.583, Od. 4.688. Then
another baccheus in 641a will complete the divided verse. Divided bacchiac dimeters
occur frequently in comparable amoibaia: cf. Or. 173/194, Ba. 1177/1193, 1181-2/
1197-8, S. Tra. 893, S. El. 1279-80.

If Menelaus comes in at 641a, there must be a speaker-change back to Helen at
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either 642 or 643. My reasons for preferring the latter will appear below; but prima
facie that gives the more balanced pattern.

It follows, ex hypothesi, that the clause éx dopwv 8’ évacdicav feol ¢’ suod (Portus
éuov) was wholly absent from II, and we shall have to consider the possibility that the
whole of it is spurious, not merely the last two syllables (deleted by Reisig and others).
The verb vocdilew is, indeed, both appropriate and poetical ; but ancient interpolators
were capable of using poetical language, especially if they were drawing upon some
parallel passage, and it is credible that the short line o mpocflev was spuriously
expanded into a trimeter in some ancient texts (cf. Or. 478); especially if the addition
seemed to improve the sense. It is to the sense of the lyric dialogue that we must now
turn our attention.

In 637 Menelaus has referred both to his marital union with Helen (AéxTpa + gen.)
and to her illustrious parentage, appropriately (according both to his persona and to
normal Greek matrimonial values) combining these ideas. Picking up his happy
sentiment with a relative pronoun (cf. I.7. 8347), Helen refers to the nuptial
pmakapicpuoc pronounced by her illustrious brothers, the white-horsed Dioscuri.
According to L, it was Helen (av ...) who was ‘declared fortunate’ by them; according
to IT it was both the bride and bridegroom (eue ce 7€), cf. Alc. 918-21...eimeTo
kapoc |ty Te Bavoicav kdu’ SAB{lwv|dic evmatpldar kdm’ duporépwv|dvTec
dpicTéwrv cvlvyec eluev). These are not the only possible objects of wABicav, a priori.
The pakapiwcpoc pronounced by the Dioscuri could have been directed specifically at
Menelaus: cf. Andr. 1218 pdryv 6€ ¢’ (sc. Peleus) év yduowcw wABicav Beol, and Tro.
311 pakdpioc 6 yapérac. Or it could have been directed v76 Aaumddwv at the
marriage-bed or ‘conjugal union’ (Aéxrpa). These considerations give us grounds,
even without the evidence of II, for questioning the relative pronoun dv, as Campbell
saw; and we are now in a position to infer with some confidence that a different
reading was current in antiquity, since av is incompatible with epe ce 7e.** Campbell’s
ac gives straightforward sense (‘Whose brothers... felicitated me and you...’),
following *the daughter of Zeus and Leda’, and could well have been changed to dv
in a tradition without éue c€ 7e. But @ y’ seems better (‘(AékTpa) as to which...’),*
with the particle pointing the speaker-change;** and it will, I think, prove to be
decisively better.

There is still work to be done in 63841, since (a) the lineation g/ (or k)| g/ (with
pause)...is clearly wrong (cf. Dale, p. 170); this is an ‘enoplian dochmiac’ context
(see comm. Or. p. 112, etc.), and we must certainly divide at...Aevkimmor (28)]
Evvopaluovec ... (b) The extra words éué c€ Te pdrav are metrically problematic, both
as transmitted in IL* and with the revised lineation following...|&vvopaiuovec

2 Zuntz seems not to have considered the possibility that IT had something other than av at
the beginning of the sentence. His very different inference, namely that the clauses av...wABiwcav
and wABwcav epe ce e parav must have been split in II (or IT's archetype) between different
singers, produced an intolerable arrangement as to style (see Dale, pp. 172-3), further refuted
by the consideration that wAfiwcav eue ce e parav would naturally have been written as a
separate verse (/k), following the hypothetical speaker-change.

3 For this double acc. construction with a neuter pronoun, cf. S. 4j. 552 kairot ce kai viv
70070 ye {nAovv éxw, Ar. Vesp. 588 Touvr! ydp 1ol ce udvov (Reiske, for ceuvdv) rovrwv dv
eipnkac paxapilw.

H Cf. S. El. 164 HA. 6v y’ éyd...(Hermann, for év éywy’).

* Dale posed the question * What kind of line is (wABicav wABicav epe ce 7€ parav) meant
for?” The best that can be made of it is & iu with a horrid split resolution and overlap at the join.
Split resolution of the third longum of a & occurs only before another 8 and is virtually limited
to the pattern described on p. 59 below, apart from Tro. 253 mapbévov dv yépac 6|
Xpvcokouac...
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OABrcav dAPicav. vo-vo-vu-u-is a possible verse (cf. Ph. 164), but the period-end
without pause at wABicar || €ué is unwelcome, even if éué cé Te udrav is emended to
make a dochmius.*® There is a clumsiness, prima facie, in the pronouns éué c€ Te at
this late position in the sentence, the more so with c€ 7e xdué following in 644. We
may well be minded to reject them (with Dale). On the other hand it seems unlikely
that the significant word pdrav is an interpolation.

We seem to have reached an impasse. But it may yet be possible to reject éue c€ Te
while keeping pdarav.

Let us suppose that the text as edited by Aristophanes had a y (sic) vro Aapmradwy
kopot| Aevkimrmor Euvvopaipovec | wABicav wABicav parav|To mpochev. The third
octosyllable makes the metrical misinterpretation even more understandable.?” But
observe that this text leaves *felicitated” without a personal object. It does not in fact
need one, since one can dABilew or paxapilew a personal quality,*® or ‘ivy’ (Ph.
651-4), and surely (a fortiori) the AéxTpa of a bride. But it is easy to imagine a
‘clarifying’ interpolation of éue c€ 7e (suggested perhaps by Alc. 919), giving us the
version attested by II. The other tradition, ancestral to L, will not have had these
pronouns; instead, a personal object was provided by writing av (or av y) vmo... That
makes transmissional sense: the traditions will have diverged after the received
wording of 638—40 was lineated by Aristophanes; and we can fully account for the
divergence. L’s other fault here, the loss of udrav after dABicav, is easily explained
as a lipography due to homoeoteleuton (-av -av).

Are we then to accept this hypothetical Aristophanic text without further ado
(merely changing the lineation)? I think not, since both the sense and the metre would
be improved by inserting {od) before udrav:

EA. &y’ 0mo Aapmddwy Kopor Aevkimrmot
Evvopaipovec WABicav wABicav {ov) udrav 10 mpochev. 640

The doubled &ABicav strongly suggests that Helen is thinking of positive, not
unfulfilled, felicity. This is the theme, already adumbrated in 628-9 (év pakpdt pAoyi
daechopwe), that Helen will proceed to develop in 643f. (10 xaxov 6’ dyafov...) and
648f. (‘I no longer grieve for the past’). Her sentiment with od udrav is the diametric
opposite, appropriate to this happy context, of the threnodic topos developed in Alc.
915ff. and Andr. 1218.

As to the metre, we now have a long enoplian verse with... - -« - - clausula like
H.F. 884 odewv iaxmuaci Avcca pappapwmoc and Or. 1456 amép eSpaxov edpdxdy
ev 8opocc Tupavvawr.*® The longer form here, identical with A. P.V. 545f./553f., might
alternatively be analysed as vo-vo-vv—vo~v— (Ax—, cf. 687)|ba in this context.
Menelaus replies with bacchei, so that it is equally proper to treat this terminal ba as
the beginning of a divided dimeter (as in II). But I prefer the above lineation, since
Menelaus’ reply now falls neatly into two 3ba verses:

ME. (76 mpdcBev;) mpoc dArav y’ éAavve:
Oeoc copdopar Tdacde kpeiccw.

46 Zuntz proposed éu€ (re) c€ Te udrav. Kannicht's suggestion éué (8¢ c€ 7€ udrav begins
a new sentence, but udrav (if authentic) must go with dABiwcav. At one time I considered éue
c€ 77 {oV) pdrav.

47 For the false division now after a /k, cf. 670f. (and n. 56 below).

¥ Hdt. 1.31 éuardpilov Tdwv veaviéwv T pduny, cf. Tro. 229 ebavdpov SABwv ydv.

4 Analysed in comm. Or. p. 321 as T? (vo-vo-vu-v-)+ba.
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A responsive iteration® of 76 mpdcfev fits the space in II well enough.®! Like Helen,
Menelaus is happy; but he is not yet ready to accept Helen’s ‘not in vain’ view as to
‘the past’, and prefers to stress the difference (@AAav) between former and present
TUx7, while ‘ thanking god’ (cf. 654-5 below) for the superiority of the latter (kpeiccw).
The sentence is appropriately framed by the two predications; and II's ye comes into
its own (though L’s 8’ is equally good). We must suppose that royav (I, ut vid.) was
an ancient alternative to cuudopdy, perhaps even better attested when the test was
lineated by Aristophanes, since both L and II divide after fedc;®® but there can be
little doubt that cvugopdy is the truth.

What now of L’s extra clause, absent from II, following &ABicav |76 mpocfev? It
seems likely that L’s text of 641—1a conceals an ancient trimeter (76 mpdcfev éx Sopwv
8’ évdcpicav feol), later extended by the addition of ¢’ ouod (or éumod), and
consequently lineated as two verses divided at 66uwv|8’. Such a trimeter would make
sense as a continuation of Helen’s sentence, given a tradition with av in 638, with or
without (o9) pdrav in 640; the understood object of évdchicav in such a clause can
only be Helen, and the point about her ‘sundering from home’ by ‘(the) gods’ is in
line with 670fF., 694fF. With the extra pronouns ¢’ éuod (Portus) it makes good sense
(but not metrical sense) as an elaboration of Menelaus’ response. But it is at best
superfluous to my interpretation, and I have little hesitation in accepting the evidence
of II that it was either unknown to, or not recognized as authentic by, the
Alexandrian editor. As to its incorporation, with the extra syllables and a lineation
designed to accommodate them, in the late-classical tradition ancestral to L (already
perhaps corrupt as to the assignation of speakers), I refrain from further hypothetical
speculation.

643-7. The fourth exchange completes the first movement of the ‘Embrace’. The
spoken distich has the effect of an intermediate clausula after closely sequential lyric
exchanges. The metre has come full circle (for Helen also: note the chiastic pattern
of 638—40, 643-5); and the fifth exchange will begin with another address from Helen
to the Chorus (648fT., see below).

\ I, - , ,
EA. 710 kaxov 8’ dyalfov c€ Te kaue covayayev, moc
. 13y s .
xpoviov, AAA’ Guwc dvaiuav TUXaC. 645
ME. évaio 8ira- Tavra 8¢ évvevyopar
Svoiv yap Svrow ody o ueév TAripwy 6 8’ od.

Helen’s first (enoplian) sentence is at once a continuation of her happy sentiment
in 638ff. and an answer to Menelaus’ negative view of 76 mpocfev. The thing that is
both ‘bad’ and ‘good’ can only be 76 mpdcfev (‘former Tuvyn’), simply but
paradoxically conceived as the non-personal agency without whose operation they

30 Menelaus reacts similarly with interrogative iteration to a surprising remark at 675 (ME.
"Hpa;...); cf. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides (1981), pp. S0f. (but the emotion is often
surprise, rather than indignation or incredulity). Ba. 1177 (AT". Kifaipaiv...XO. [v]] KiBaipaiv ;)
is an instance of bacchiac iteration. Note that [mpoc aAAa]v (bis) will not do, since Tdcde then
has no referent.

51 The space before N in IT's 641a is a little longer than the space before N in 641 (nearly the
width of the letter N); but the same words written twice are not always exactly the same length.
Or did IT perhaps have [7. o mpocOe]v?

52 The lineation of 641-2a is rational if Aristophanes read rvyav, with a plausible ‘dochmiac
compound’ (comm. Or. p. 106) framed between 2ba verses. Zuntz overlooked that, if
Aristophanes had read cupdopdv, he could scarcely have failed to divide after éXavve. for the
run of bacchei.
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would. not have been brought together as man and wife.>® In 644 there is little to
choose between cvvdyayev, mdc (Dindorf, Dale), -yev, & mdce (Zuntz) and -y°, &
moce (suggested by Kannicht). With -yev, & mdc the verse ends like Ph. 1634
EVZH.ZUKZ& efe 5051.1.81/ vZézz\c—lclﬂ;c\[’v ;§5.V1V1cafp.7 8 aL_OZp?)c. But Jon 1466 ¢ T¢
ynyévérac Sopoc ovkert vukTa Seprerar (cited by Dale) is identical (4 ia), if we follow
Dindorf; and -ye(v) moct is the tradition most likely to have generated L’s -ye mocw.
[Even if w were securely attested in I, it could be false (cf. comm. on Or. 167). For
IT’s spelling moce: at verse-end (with pause), cf. on 670-1 below.]

As elsewhere (650, 657), Helen continues asyndetically. x péviov follows a metrical
pause at iwoct (and change of metre), and introduces the sentiment *Better late than
never’; cf. 1232 xpdvia uév §Afev, dAX’ Suwc alvdd tdde. The usual punctuation
(... mdct, xpoviov') is incorrect, not only for metrical reasons. There is a formal
balance between the antitheses kaxov dyafdv and ypdviov, dAX’..., and &AM’ 6pwe
refers only to ypdviov, not to the whole preceding sentence including the positive word
dyafdv. bvaipav Toyac is a wish, not simply for ‘good fortune’, but for *fruition (at
long last) of the (ultimately good) Tvxn’.

646-7. Menelaus implies that Helen should have said dvaiuefa. In 646 8¢ (TI, ur
vid.; L &7) is suitably corrective-progressive; cf. on 652-5 below.>* In 647 II supports
L’s o0y 6 pev TAYpwv 6 8 ol, but the treatment of both persons as masculine is
surely very strange. Passages like Phocyl. fr. | Aépiot karol, odx 6 wev 6c 8’ ol, mdvrec
are different, as Pearson observed, in referring to an indefinite number of persons. |
should have expected Euripides to exploit the neuter gender here, with od 76 pév
TAjpov 76 8’ obi: cf. Or. 1613 7dua 8” odxi TArjpuova; (in line with a standard use of
70 éudv, To cov, etc.) and ibid. 1192 mdv yap év ¢iAov T68€ (sc. To HueTepov).

648-59. There are two more balanced exchanges before the Interrogation: Helen
rapturously sings 64851, turning again towards the Chorus. Menelaus responds with
652-5 — first with another spoken distich, then (as in 632ff.) with an echo of Helen’s
dochmiacs (his lyric impulse rekindled, as it were). Then in 656-7 and 658-9 both
performers have a trimeter followed by a lyric verse. The sequence as a whole
develops the theme éxw ¢’ aéAmrrwc (cf. Alc. 1134, El. 579), with éyw ce... kdyw c€ (in
effect) in both pairs of utterances, and éAm{{ew/d8oknToc explicitly in the second.

L’s speaker-assignations are correct here, though commonly altered by editors. The
pattern of the verses favours them; likewise the sense of the words. The natural
meaning of 654-5 is that the tearfully joyful singer feels more gratitude (xdpic) than
bitterness towards the goddess just mentioned, consistently with the mixed feelings
(unlooked-for joy, abiding memory of long suffering) implicit in 652-3. Such
gratitude towards a fecsc comes much less appropriately from Helen (cf. 694fT.),
especially if the feoc is Hera (674, but see further below).

The misconceived transfer of 654-5 to Helen requires either the further transfer of
656 to Menelaus, spoiling the balance of 656-9, or the arbitrary postulate of a lost
utterance after 655. The main reason for the transfer, namely, the notion that the
emotional dochmiacs belong (as such) to Helen, is nullified by Menelaus’ dochmiac
verse in 659. As to the lacuna-postulate, there is no substance in Zuntz’s argument
that IT had additional lines hereabouts. Nothing survives of lines 652—62 in the right-
hand column of the papyrus; but the available space for about thirteen lines of text

16 kaxov dyafov is a juxtaposition of opposites superficially similar to 76 kaAov ot kaAov
at Or. 819: note that in both passages it is incorrect to supply a copula. But Or. 819ff. is
otherwise very different (see comm.).

¥ T agree with Kannicht in preferring 8¢, against Lloyd-Jones (cf. n. 25 above). The position
is similar to that in 642 (y’II. 8’ L; see above).
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matches the probable 13-line presentation of 652-62 in L’s ancestor. Zuntz overlooked
that 660-2 accounts for five, not three, lines of text, both 661 and 662 having the
‘divider’-sign (:) after the exclamation ¢€ ¢ (sic).®

648-51. Helen’s rapture is such that she ‘no longer grieves for the past’ — a position
contrasting both with Menelaus’ ‘ more ydpic than Admy’ (654-5) and with her own
instantaneous lamenting in response to Menelaus’ question at 660. Her mention of
‘Troy’, here first in the Duo, is another forward-looking feature.

EA. ¢, dddav
I s , oy 2y .
Ta Tdpoc oUKETL cTévouer ovd’ dAyd:
tmocw éuov éxouev éxouevt, 6v éuevov 650
éuevov éx Tpolac modvers) poleiv.

650 is metrically defective in L, and seems to have been so in II also ([c. 10
letters]yopev €xopev ov €pevov|...pohewv).*® Seidler’s éuov (éudv) adds the
necessary syllables for a dochmiac dimeter, but has been considered to need
Hermann'’s further transposition mocw €xopev €xouev|éuov éudv...(so Diggle). The
result is surely unappealing: placed thus, éuov éudv detracts from the balance between
éxopev bis and éupevov bis, and produces a bizarrely long assonant sequence
(opevepovepovoveuevovepevov). There is no real parallel for the run of three
anadiploses;®’ and, though éuoc can certainly be doubled, it is not in Euripides’
manner to double unemphatically placed adjectives.®®

A more stylish alternative has been overlooked, namely,

mocLy €pov €xopev, (éuov) éxopev...

with epanalepsis. An éudv is just as likely to have dropped out anciently after €xouev,
leaving an apparently standard anadiplosis. Euripides quite often, especially in his
later plays, broke resolved dochmiacs thus after seven short syllables; cf. El. 1170
cxérhia pév émabec, d-|vicia 8 elpydcw, Or. 1364 8ud 1v SASuevov S-| Adpevov
’[8aiov, Ba. 995/1015 rov dfeov dvopov d-|Sikov *Exlovoc, H.F. 1212, I.T. 871 (S.
O0.C. 1464, Ar. Av. 951).%° Both the pattern of the verse and the ancient error are then

> A surprising oversight, since it was Zuntz who taught us to take account of such colometric
indications. It is credible that the Editor scanned 661a and 662a as ia -x - (another iambicizing
misinterpretation), following an indeterminate ‘extra-metric’ exclamation (cf. 166-7 mévfecw:
€ é: mrepoddpor).

%6 L here attests a doubly divergent lineation: moc- éu- éx- éx-| v éu- éu- éx Tp- | moA- poA-.
The verse-end after Tpolac is likely to be ancient, though probably not Aristophanic. The other
division at €xopuev|dv is not an isolated scribal aberration, pace Zuntz (p. 229), but of a piece
with L’s divisions in 628-9 (¢iAwov | év pakpdr), 634-5 (éBalov | 8ovdv), 654-5 (xappova | mAéov),
694-5 (kaxomoTuov |dpalav), 696-7 (éAvrov | ov Auroic’). Such consistently wrong treatment of
dochmiacs, typically creating a false ia-tr dimeter or glyconic, must go back to erroneous
colometry in antiquity. IT may have shared some of these lineation errors (cf. 638f., ?661f.,
670f.), but certainly not all (cf. 634-5). Some misinterpretation and corruption of dochmiacs
probably goes back to Aristophanes (and earlier still); but we must also recognize that the
Editor’s division of cola was by no means uniformly transmitted in the sub-Aristophanic
tradition. Zuntz's reference to the division of cola attested in L as ‘due to the Alexandrian
editor’ (p. 212) needed some qualification.

57 None of Zuntz's parallels (p. 229 n. §) contains such a sequential trio. More pertinent is Or.
149 kdraye kdraye, mpocl)’ drpépac drpépac i ; but the cyfipa Evpimideiov obviously makes
a difference there, also the aabcch pattern.

* As to ordinary adjectives, cf. comm. Or. p. 252. Doubled éudc occurs at Hec. 710 éudc éuoc
£évoc Oprjikioc immdrac..., H.F. 1190 éudc éuoc 68¢e ydvoc 6 moAvmovoc...and El. 1149 émecev
€uoc éuoc dpyeTac, in each case preceding the noun and as the only anadiplosis; so also,
perhaps, Ph. 153 6c ém’ éuav {éuav) moAw éBa mépcwr (Diggle).

% Cf. Conomis, art. cit. 45, and L. P. E. Parker, ‘Split Resolution...", CQ 18 (1968), 241-69,
at 267-8. Ph. 1295 (with dx7jcw Elmsley) and 7.4. 1285 (with éBale(v)) may be further exx.
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paralleled at Hypsipyle fr. 64.89 riva marépt moré, {riva) xdpw d0Aiw:|78éuevoc;
({ri{va) suppl. Murray).

652-5. As Campbell observed, Menelaus responds first to Helen’s second sentence,
picking up the themes ‘have/hold’ and ‘after many years’. Then in dochmiacs he
makes a point about his joyful emotions (éua 8¢ ...), antiphonal to 649 (‘I no longer
lament the past’). But his response is not simply a chiastic echo, since it includes a
‘perception’ about ‘the goddess’; and, unlike Helen’s, his thought moves (as in
630-5) in sentences connected by corrective-progressive &¢.

ME. éxewc, éyd) 1€ ™ fjAlovc 8¢ puplovc
pnoAic SteAbwy fuclouny Ta Tic Beod-
éua 8¢ yapuovdr Sdkpuva mA€ov €xel
xdpiroc 7 Aumac. 655

652-3. éxerc (u”> (Jacobs) and/or éxw for éyd (Hermann, Matthiae) could be
right; but neither seems necessary.

NAlouc...51eABuwv: with a metaphor, not altogether faded, of ‘completing a long
dpduoc’, cf. 775-6 mpoc Toicw év Tpolar Séxa | érect 8uiAbov émTa mepidpopac érdv,
H.F. 425-6 8popwv 7’ dAAwv dydApar’ edtuyr | 8ijAbe.

poAwc: the ‘going through’ has been long and arduous, but has culminated in
unexpected edtuyia; cf., in similar contexts of finding or reunion, 597 Mevéae,
pacTevwy ce kiyydvw uodic, 896-7 uoic moré AaPoic’, Ph. 310-11 iw id), uoAwc
daveic|deAdmTa kddoknTa parpoc wAévaic, S. Phil. 296-7, O.C. 324-6.

NicBopny ta tijc Beob : commentators are agreed, no doubt rightly as things stand,
that ‘the goddess’ can only be Hera. ‘I perceive the (actions?) of Hera’ is taken as
alluding to the information communicated in 586 and 608-11, namely that Hera
substituted a Phantom for the real Helen in order to frustrate Paris, and that it was
therefore by Hera’s unyavad that so many Greeks and Trojans perished at Troy. But
how is this ‘perception’ related to the rest of Menelaus’ sentence? He appears to be
implying a ‘recognition’ that he has Hera to thank both for his long years of suffering
and for the present unexpected reunion (hence the mixed emotions ‘more ydpic than
AYmn’); but any such sentiment with regard to Hera’s conduct is surely premature.
Menelaus has not yet come to terms with the aforesaid information, and ‘ perceptions’
about the Olympian gods should be matters for the Interrogation. The way in which
‘Hera’ is introduced at 674-5 (... a diudc u’ dAoyoc dAecev.| ME. "Hpa; 7{...;) should
exclude any previous mention of her in the Duo.

I strongly suspect that ra 7vjc is a corruption of Tuync: *I recognize the goddess
Chance’, or more exactly ‘I recognize Chance (as) fedc’. This is the appropriately
paradoxical quasi-religious ‘perception’, completing the sentence in place of
something like aéAmrwc edTuyiac Tvyxdvw. Personified Chance (or Fortune or
Luck), like 76 feiov (Ba. 882), ‘proceeds uolic’ towards a desired consummation: cf.
El. 402-3 icwc yap dv podic mpoPaivovc’ 1 Tuxm crain xkaddc.®® Menelaus has
succeeded (edTuynce) in recovering Helen not, as he had thought, by his prolonged
labours at Troy, but in a wholly unexpected and apparently irrational manner, time
and place. Irrational events are naturally attributed, especially by enlightened persons
in Euripidean drama, to the agency of ruyn; at the same time Euripides was fond of
non-canonical deifications, and Menelaus’ amazement includes the emotion of ‘awe’

# Poetic personification of ryn need not, of course, imply deification; see, for example,
Barrett on Hipp. 818-21. But editors of Euripides could afford to give Tvyn a capital letter more
often. See in general G. Busch, Untersuchungen zum Wesen der tvxm in den Tragidien des
Euripides (Diss. Heidelberg, 1937).
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(see above). fucouny +gen. is vox propria for a mortal apprehending the presence
of a deity (cf. Hipp. 1391-2 kai yap év kakoic| v fucfouny cov kdvexovpicOnv Séuac,
with Barrett’s parallels), and more generally for ‘recognizing, identifying’ what
cannot be directly seen (Hec. 111415 fucouny yap ... céfev ¢pwvic drovcac, cf. Ba.
178 we cny yijpuv Huclopuny kAvwr). By an easy extension, the deity apprehended here
is more metaphorically ‘praesens’.

The transcendency and/or divinity of rvyn is more often apprehended as the
explanation of ducrvyia, cf. Hipp. 818, I.4. 864, 1135, Cyc. 606-7; but for a similar
sentiment in an unexpected reversal to good fortune, cf. fon 1512-14 & peraBalodca
puplove 18y Bpordv|kai Sucrvytficar kabfic ad mpafar katac| Tvyy ... (following
undeic Sokeltw...deAmrov...in 1510-11). Mindful of past Sucrvyia, Menelaus
proceeds to explain why (paradoxically) his present tears (cf. 633) contain (éyet) a
preponderance of gratitude towards this ‘goddess’.

654-5. L’s word-order éua 8¢ 8dxpva yapupova]..., corrected by Elmsley, is
associable with the iambicizing lineation; cf. 634-5, 6501, 666-7, 670—1. Hermann’s
xappovau then gives the right sense (‘ prae gaudio’; cf. 632 yéynfa). Kannicht objects
that the causal dative ‘ist ohne personales Subjekt unbefriedigend’; but éua 8¢
ddkpua (xdpw) éxed is virtually equivalent to éyw 8¢ kaimep Saxpvwr (xdpw) éxw. He
cites Ph. 316-17 répv madardv xappovdy in support of éua 8¢ Sdxpva xapuovalv)
(Brodaeus), but the gen. pl. (without epithet) depends much less naturally here on the
gen. ydptroc (paired with Avmac), and both the sense and the word-order are inferior.
[Murray adhered to yapuovd, with a colon after 8dxpuva; but the effect is jerky,
splitting a natural unit into two asyndetic sentences; and, though the tears may be
joyful, they are not ‘joy’. If they were, they would contain no Avs at all]

656-60. The concluding exchange of the Embrace (see above) now falls perfectly
into place.®’ Helen explicitly develops, again with asyndetic sentences, the already
implicit déArrwc theme; and Menelaus again echoes the sentiment with k&yw cé,
before developing the idea d8oxnrov in terms of false 8dkncec (‘... believed to have
gone to Troy’);* a reflection which impels him to initiate the Interrogation with the
question now pressing for an answer: ‘By the gods (I implore you, tell me) how (sc.
if not in Paris’ ship) were you conveyed away from my house?’¢?

Tl @& ; cf. LT. 839-40 7( ¢i>; favpdrwy mépa rai Adyov mpdcw 7d8’ dméBa
(Reiske; L éméfla), sung by Iphigenia. Here Helen is running out of new expressions
of joy, and the time has come for Menelaus to take the lead. @86knrov éxw ce npoc
ctépvorc: a crisply summative verse. The enoplian echo of 640 and 6434 also looks
forward to 680-1.% Note that only Helen sings in this more lyrical (more feminine?)

double-short rhythm.
660-97. I have referred to this as ‘the Interrogation’; but the term is not ideal, and

*! Dale observed that 656 ‘ follows badly on the previous line’. She failed to make it clear that
this is true only when the speaker-assignations are altered.

%2 Soxovcav may include the imperfect sense ‘(previously) believed (by me)’; but 1.7. 831
shows that Menelaus might equally have said polodcav dic Sofdlerar.

¢ For mpoc e followed by a question and introducing a new Adyoc, cf. Or. 92 and
579.

4 Cf. Andr. 857, 862, lon 1480(?), 1494, Hyps. fr. 64.94; H.F. 1190 (...08pac) and Ion 1487
(...kUkAw) have anceps penult. ; for the related v - oo —o -, cf. EL. 586, 588, 590. It is a matter
of opinion whether these verses are best regarded as compounded of an+ .-x- or as
prolongations of vo-vv-v-x (both may be correct: cf. the ‘sub-dochmiac’ 2ia verse
vwvwuwvi-x—, comm. Or. p. 112; ‘prolongation’, ibid. p. 288). But we can certainly reject the
frequent analysis an + irregular 8 (~---), since ‘only “iambic-types™ of metres are combined
internally with dochmiacs’ (Conomis, art. cit. 48).
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may give a false impression.®® The thirteen exchanges are not simply questions and
answers. Formally, the pattern of 661-97 is ‘punctuated monody’ (see above), such
that there is a continuity in Helen’s woeful lyric sentences independent, except at
688-90, of Menelaus’ interventions.

661-5. Helen is lamentingly hesitant, with a proper feminine aifdc, to tell her
painful story. Menelaus twice encourages her to proceed. The answer to 660 then
begins at 666.

mpoc Becwv, Sduwy mac 1w éudv amectdAnc; 660
EA.  éé mkpac éc dpyac Baivewc
Yy P L
€ & mkpav 8 épevvdic pdTwv.
ME. Xéy’, wc drovcra mdvra 8dpa Saipovwy.

EA. dménTuca pév Adyov olov
olov técolcopart.
ME. Suwc 8¢ Aé€ov: 18U ToL uoxBwv kAvew. 665

661-2. The exclamations may be scanned .., giving cr § verses; or they may
represent alai, giving ia 8 (cf. Hypsipyle fr. 64.72 on p. 69 below) or atat aar, giving
26 (cf. Hipp. 830). For the lineation, see above with n. 55. The correct -ac -ac in 661
is transmitted as a ‘yp’ marginale (Zuntz, p. 131).

663. Recent defenders of the text treat it as two seutences. But Aéy’, wc dxovcrd is
an oddly terse ‘ prompt’; wrdvra Sdpa Satucvwy is a surprising theological statement,
not obviously relevant to the issue of ‘speaking’; and the asyndeton is unnatural, with
the adjacent neuter plurals and absence of copula. ‘ Tell (your story), for all gifts of
the gods are hearable’. That is much more to the point, and there is nothing wrong
with dkoucta: a sophisticated inversion of the standard use of ovk dxovcrdc (-tpuoc)
and dvrjixoucroc (‘auditu nefandus’) in reference to rvyat, mdfea, etc. too terrible or
shocking to be heard about: Andr. 1084 dxodcatr 8° ok drovcl’ Suwc 8éAw, Hipp. 362
(mdBea), fr. 334.4(7), S. EL 1407, O.C. 1312, Pearson on S. frs. 357, 745 (though he
was wrong here). §@pa Sarpovwy is a variation of the standard rvyat (or cvudopar)
Sarpovawy (or feaw): Hipp. 832, 1267, H.F. 309, fr. 37, etc.; for the idea of ‘troubles’
as ‘gifts of the gods’, cf. I/. 1.96, Od. 9.15, etc. Menelaus proceeds in 665 to argue that
‘hearing uoyfou is 76v” (cf. 634-5 ydovav ... wc Adfw).

664. écolcopev Lenting, Zuntz, Kannicht, on the ground that Adyov elcdépewv is the
standard idiom. Dale defended -oua: (‘there are so many verbs that sooner or later
drop into a rare middle, especially in the future’); and the middle may have positive
merit here, where the Adyoc is autobiographical. I obelize for a different reason: there
is no parallel for the clausula....:-c.-c- to an enoplian dicolon.*® The clausulae
favoured by Euripides, especially in ‘enoplian dochmiac’ contexts, are...
lmu———,vi—vu—vu—,and ...ci-oo-oo-x-;% and that suggests that the choice
here lies between eicoicw and écotcopefa. The former would be rhythmically in line*
with 657, 680, 681 ; the latter with 693 ... yaAkeomAwv davawv (the whole dicolon
then like H.F. 10834 Siwkere: d)el;'yev‘reu ;Lz;pyovlz:Q;VSp’ Zﬂzyet_p;p;v;w). [Some clear

Jinstances of alteration of Ist person plural to Ist person singular are cited by Diggle

% It has evidently misled Schmiel, who supports his argument for a cold, ‘unreconciled’
Menelaus (n. 22 above) by the very fact that he ‘interrogates’ his wife. Menelaus has warmly
embraced and been embraced by Helen for thirty-five lines before seeking to satisfy his curiosity ;
it is then Helen who makes the running and has the last word.

% Period-end at olov | oiov is out of the question, and olov écolcopar cannot therefore be a
dochmius, whose anceps first syllable (pace Dale) can only follow a longum or biceps. The
telesillean x-v v - occurs exceptionally in the rising part of enoplian dicola (Hipp. 1269, S.
0.T. 1096/1108), but not in the close.

%7 For these clausulae, variously following P x (c—vo-vu-u), T x (vo-vo-v—v) OF A4 x
(vv-vu-vu—uu-u), see comm. Or. pp. xxi, 113, 288.
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in CQ 33 (1983), 350. Rh. 832 rapairodipuar may be a similar error (leg. mapatrovueba;
CQ 1988, 94). A possible cause of confusion here is the preceding dmemricauer (cf.
Or. 1165 v’ avravaddicw pév...).]

666-71. First emphasizing that she was neither physically involved in the notorious
elopement in Paris’ ship nor guilty of adulterous épwc, Helen reveals that it was Hermes
who brought her to Egypt. Menelaus’ intervening question does not disrupt the

syntax, since the answer to 669 is also the completion of Helen’s sentence; a favourite,
elegant device in dialogue.®

EA. ovk émi BapPdpov AékTpa veavia
meTop€Evac kdmac tmerouevov 81 épw-
ToC A8lkwY ydpwy ...
ME. 7ic {5} ce Saipwv 1 mdTuoc cvAde mdrpac;
EA. 6 dioc 6 didc, & mdct, pe maic Maiac 670
7’ émélacev Nellwe.

666. AéxTpov BapBdpov L, corr. Kluge, after L. Dindorf’; so Diggle. The false word-
order with (at first) Aéxrpa BapBdpov veavia could be another ancient iambicizing
error; cf. 634-5, 654-5, 670-1 (below), 689.

667-8. Kannicht defends the text, and it is true that meroue€vac...|meToueévou... is
in itself a type of iteration very common in dochmiacs. But (a) the function of such
iteration is to emphasize, and the emphasis is here evidently misplaced : ‘ (It was) not
in a (metaphorically) flying mode ... (that) Hermes brought me to Egypt’. (b) ‘Flying
oar’ and ‘flying épwc’ are an oddly disparate pair.%® (c) The sentence runs very
awkwardly with ill-balanced genitive absolutes, both to be understood as negatived
by ovx. No parallel is cited for ov..., ...8€ equivalent to od...uév...8¢, and the
natural coordination here would be od«k ... 008€¢ (or olte ... 00Te€).

Reiske seems likely to have been right, therefore, in proposing <...> o008’ for
meTopevoud; the scribe’s eye could well have taken merouev from the line above (L
attests verse-end after xwmac). But we are not then committed to looking for a finite
verb (kélouev Reiske, lepev Campbell, eimouel’ Dale), with further alteration of
épwroc to épwvrec. We can at once preserve the unity of the sentence and improve
its structure by writing: o0k ... kwmac (émoyov), 008’ épwToc... (the predicative adj.
picked up both by ce in 669 and by e in 670). One can be émoyoc ‘borne upon’ either
a ship (vawv A. Pers. 54) or an emotion (uaviac Hipp. 214).

669. 7ic {ydp) (Barnes) needs a parallel before it can be considered for the type of
intervening question that precedes subject and predicate. 7ic (8%) (Zuntz) is more
suitable. But Rappold’s neglected (v} deserves to be right, enhancing the disjunction
Saipwv 7 mwétpoc. For the omission, cf. Andr. 848-9 moir ... depba, | {4 kara movrov
7 kal’ bAav dpéwv ... ; (suppl. Seidler). There is a mild hyperbaton in the position of
the first %, exactly as in Hipp. 670 7(v’ %) viv réxvav éxopev 1) Aoyov|...; (r(v’ % viv
Page, Conomis, Diggle; cf. X riva viv 7) réxvmv 7j... Adyov...;). *Either’ has a licence
to wander somewhat in this type of alternative question.? In this case the inserted
position of the enclitic pronoun may owe something also to the ancient type of
phrasc-pattern illustrated by Barrett on Hipp. 10 6 ydp pe Oncéwc maic...

670-1. Elmsley’s ...mdct, {Malac Te) maic|w’... can claim the support of II’s line-

% Classified by Mastronarde (Contact and Discontinuity, pp. 56fT.) as ‘suspended syntax with
intervention encouraging completion (lyric and iambic)’.

% As to the latter, it is the person, not the emotion, that 7érerar in the passages cited by
Kannicht as parallels.

* “Either’ may also be deferred: cf. Med. 846f. mac odv iepiv moraudv|) moAc i
biAwy | mopmipoc ce xdpa...; (where Elmsley compared Ar. Av. 420).

ocQ
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openings (o 8[woc...|platac... | p[e...). Dale rightly preferred the metre of Hermann’s
e maic Maiac 7°,"* but hesitated to accept it in the light of IT (‘now it postulates a
tangled little process of corruption’). All we have to believe, however, is that the same
iambicizing tendency which treated o dioc...moct as a lekythion had already in the
4th-3rd centuries iambicized the words pe wawc patac Te (giving also easier word-
order) in accordance with that metrical interpretation. L may descend from a
tradition with o 8woc...pnatac 7€ maiwc uno versu, unlike II; this is just the kind of
situation in which sub-Aristophanic texts could diverge as to lineation (cf. 634-5 and
650-1; p. 59 n. 56). Note that IT has the common misspelling moce: at verse-end in
644, and may well have had it here also.

€nélacev: from medd{w, a favourite verb; not from émedavvw, a compound not
attested elsewhere in Euripides;” cf. Med. 759-60 dAAd ¢’ 6 Maiac meAdceie Sopotc.
[The articulation 7e médacev is equally good here, and also wde médac’ in 682.
Omission of the syllabic augment is common in Euripides’ lyrics, and he was fond of
short-syllable overlap in dochmiacs (cf. 659, 668, 678, 685, 694-5).]

672-8. 672 and 675 are both expressions of ‘wonderment’, parenthetically
articulating a lyric narrative which has its own momentum, while indirectly conveying
the desired information. The explanation of the statement a 4didc p’ dAoyoc diAecev
will not be completed until 682(-3), after a further intervening question; and even
then Helen will have further points to make.

ME. Bavpoctd: Tob méupavroc; & dewoi Adyor.
EA. tkareddxpucat kai BAédapov dypaivw
Sdkpvcw @ Aide pu’ dAoyoc dAecev.
ME. "Hpa; 7{vaw xpijilovca mpocleivar kaxdv; 675
EA. dpol éyw kelvwv dovtpaw kai kpyvav,
va feai poppav épaldpvvav, év-
Oev éuodev rpicic.

673-4. The text is tautologous, but lamentation often includes repetitive phrasing.
The objection is rather to the deployment of cognate words in a pleonastic pairing of
the type that requires variatio. One can say ‘I weep and my eyes are wet with tears’,
but not ‘I am tearful and my eyes are wet with tears’. The initial emphasis on 8dxpva
(with a kard compound) and the verse-end at Vypalvw make the appending of
Sdkpucy even more jejune.

What we want, surely, is kara 8’ ékAavca ..., looking back to 663 dmémruca uév...
and forward to 676 wuo. ..., while giving an appropriate verb of ‘ lamenting’ (intrans.,
cf. El. 113, 128; tmesis as Or. 196, etc.). The scribe’s eye catches 8dxpuvcw in the line
below (cf. 667-8, 690).

675. mpocBeivar: simply ‘to inflict’ (not ‘add’, which would require &A)o). Tt védv
(Hermann, for rivwv)...kakoév ; Probably ‘What hurt...?" (not ‘Why...?"), though
xentGouca implies an interest in Hera’s motive. Hitherto he has been thinking of a
vague feoc directing rvxn (642f.) or Tvxn Becc (653?), without ‘desires’. v@duv:
Menelaus assumes that affliction aimed at his wife is aimed also at himself (cf. 647).
Helen in her continuation disregards the dual pronoun, and egotistically repeats the
first person singular.

676. dpot éudwv Sewav L, corr. Badham (éyw), Stinton and Dale (keivwv); so
Diggle (cf. also Or. 671). No one seems hitherto to have corrected L’s atticized
spelling kpnrav.

1 On supposed dochmiacs with two shorts for initial anceps, see Barrett, Hippolytos, p. 434,
and Diggle, /ll. Cl. Stud. 2 (1977), 123, and Studies 54.

2 Both LSJ and Allen-Italie cite these passages under émeAavvw; and the silence of Dale and
Kannicht seems to imply acquiescence. Dr Diggle drew my attention to the truth.
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677-8. ¢ ...whence came (the) judging.’ kpicic can scarcely be personified like Justice
(on 846) or Death (A. Ch. 935). For the abstract subject with poAeiv, the nearest
parallel seems to be fon 1558 un v wdpoife peéwpic éc pécov uoln.. But ‘to go eic
kplcw’ is standard Attic forensic idiom, and one might have expected év8’ éuodov éc
kplcw, cf. 1.A. 1298ff. é&vba moré|lTaddac épode xai SoAddpwv Kimpic| "Hpa
0°...| kpicw émi cruyvav épw 7€ | kaAdovdc; or in this case, where the focus is on Hera,
&’ épolev éc rplcw.

679-83. After a much-discussed intervening question, Helen continues and Menelaus
intelligently supplements the explanation of the statement a 4diudc p’ dAoyoc WAecev

(674). ME. tra 8’ eic kpicw cow Tawd’ édny’ "Hpa xaxavt;

EA. Idpw dc agérorro...

ME. mac; avda. 680
EA. Kumpic & p’ éméveucev...
ME. & trAjuov.

EA. TAdpwy TAdpwvt &8’ émédac’ Alyvnrwe.
ME. eir’ avrédwk’ €idwlov, we céfev kAvw.

679. Menelaus can be assumed to know about the ruin-causing events on Mt Ida
as dpyrj of the Trojan War and so of his own troubles. The issue now, to which lines
680fT. are addressed, is the connection between those events and Hera’s ruination of
Helen in particular (674 p’...dAecev, and éyd 675).

Diggle has discussed and disposed of most of the published conjectures for 679. Of
those considered, Kayser’s 7/ 8” (Musgrave) éc kplcw cou m1jv8’ é0ny’ "Hpa «drov; is
indeed the best; and Diggle’s 76v8’ is arguably an improvement on 7jv8’. But there
is still a weakness, in that we need a stronger emphasis on the second person pronoun:
‘but why...you...?’

I suspect that Campbell may have been on the right lines in proposing éxxpirov
(adv., with an idea of ‘singling out’, cf. Tro. 1241 Tpola Te moAewv éxxpiTov
cTuyoupévn, sc. by the gods).” We can then keep T@vd’ as a straightforward causal
genitive ‘on account of these (events on Ida)’:

ME. (8 éxxpirov coi T@vd’ é0ny’ "Hpa rdrov;

eic (sic L) kplcw for éxkpirov will then be an error influenced by the preceding verse
(in more than one possible way, see above). But the line must remain obelized. «droc
occurs in Aeschylus, but is not certainly a word used by either Sophocles or Euripides
(only Rhesus). The corruption is certainly compound, and every word in the line has
been altered at one time or another.

680. Reiske’s Mapiv...|Konpic... (for kompw...|mdpw...) is almost universally
accepted.™ Bothe’s e (u”) dcpérorro is plausible (clearer, and also balancing & .’
émévevcev). Helen hesitates aidolwc before mentioning Aphrodite, and Menelaus
prompts her to proceed (cf. 6611F.; for the elliptical use of mac; sc. ¢rjic or elmac, cf.
95, 1523, Ph. 1648, I.A4. 513, 874, etc.). He may also be momentarily puzzled, and
perhaps disturbed, since déloiro ‘take away from’ might imply that Helen had after
all been with Paris.

3 Campbell gilded the lily (more suo) by writing ce @8’ éfnre pdpparxov for cot 7w’ ény’
"Hpa kaxdv, without thinking it necessary to offer a parallel for the sense ‘scapegoat’ (see LSJ).
Perhaps that is why Diggle’s survey did not include the plausible conjecture éxkpirov.

* Young is too conservative, as elsewhere: ‘ That she [Hera] might deprive of Kypris [sexual
pleasure]...Paris, to whom she [Kypris as goddess of sex] had assigned me... . No one could be
expected to understand that.

32
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681. ‘... to whom Cypris (had) assigned (lit. nodded) me...’. Menelaus now follows
Helen’s drift and expresses pitying sympathy with & rAduov (Ald.) or & TAdpwv
(Hermann). [Surely TAapu- (so Kannicht): juxtaposition of Attic 7Anu- and Doric
TAau- is an improbable incongruity. Having sung in the recent duet, Menelaus can be
allowed the Doric alpha in what is, after all, part of a lyric verse.]

It is often hard to distinguish between nom. and voc. in such expressions, and either
will do for the extremely common pitying sense; but the voc. seems slightly more
natural here, since Helen was the object, not the subject, of the preceding sentence,
and Menelaus’ previous and following utterances are addressed to Helen, not
‘asides’.”

The alternative interpretations ‘Oh, cruel (Hera)!’ (Dale, after Wilamowitz) and
*Oh, cruel (Cypris)!” (Schmiel) introduce a vexatious ambiguity, surely not intended.
(a) From Menelaus’ point of view Hera merits gratitude for dispossessing Paris. (b)
TA7uwy does not strictly mean ‘cruel’. The pejorative force of TArjuwr and rdAac, in
appropriate contexts, is rather ‘ How could you bring yourself, or what afflicted you so
as, to do such a thing?’, and there are few parallels for reproaching a god in such
terms.”® The right point here must be the straightforward one, with the adjective used
in the same sense as at 647.

682. Hermann 7Adpov{a) 7tAdupov’, Wilamowitz rAduwv tAdpov’. Both are
metrical improvements, removing ‘the abnormality of word-division after the second
long anceps of the dochmiac’.”” tAduwv TAduov’, accepted by Dale, Kannicht and
Diggle, is superficially attractive, since paregmenon is a favourite figure; cf. Su. 598
& pédear pedéwy parépec Aoyaydv.”™ But when an adjective is applied in different
cases to different persons, the sense of the adjective cannot well change, the function
of the figure being to associate the persons. This is no place for clever ‘word-play’,
associating both Hera and Helen as tArjuovec. All we want is husbandly commiseration
from Menelaus and concurring self-pity from Helen. So we must either follow
Hermann, or (an overlooked resource) write:

ME. & TAdpov,
TAdpov.

EA. TAdpov’ w8’ émélac’ Alyvmrar.
The ‘pitying’ repetition is at least as appropriate to Menelaus, who then contributes
a portion, consisting only of long syllables, to all three lyric verses; and his successive
utterances in 680, 681-2 and 683 increase in length. For the dochmiac thus divided,
cf. 685, H.F. 1051-2 (CQ 1988, 95), Or. 148/161, S. 0.C. 836/879.

683. Menelaus intelligently adds the corollary, rephrasing what Helen told him at

> Metre guarantees &) tAjuov at Hec. 775 and & 7Aduwv duevaiwy at Hipp. 554 (both
obviously pitying). In exx. of exclam. nom. (cf. comm. on Or. 90, 160, 1527, 1537-8, and Stevens
on Andr. 71) it is normally easy to supply the appropriate name or pronoun in the nominative
case.

7 In all senses rArjuwy and Tdac are characteristically applied in tragedy to human beings,
whose ‘audacious’ conduct may be due to divine affliction (cf. TAjuwy 'Opéctrc); cf. also
Tadaimwpoc, pédeoc, 8vcrnroc. Dale needed better support than Alc. 1, where Apollo uses the
verb érAny for his ungodiike *submission’ to servile status. Dr Diggle draws my attention to Jon
905, where (in his text) Creusa reproaches Apollo as TAduov; that is doubtless right (after the
precedent of Med. 990 cv &’, & TdAav, & kakdvuuge), but it is likely that the use of TAduov
addressed to Apollo was as bold a novelty as Orestes’ rhetorical hyperbole éxeivov nyeicd’
davociov kai kTelvete at Or. 595.

" So Diggle, citing Parker, CQ 16 (1966), 12.

® Cf. W. Breitenbach, Untersuchungen zur Sprache der euripideischen Lyrik (Stuttgart, 1934),
pp. 221-5. Paregmenon of *pitying’ words is especially frequent.
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586. An important link-line, since the career of the Phantom both ruined Helen’s
reputation (the theme with which she ends the Duo) and caused other havoc.
684-90. The 7dfy of Leda and Hermione are further features of ‘my ruin’.

EA. Ta 8¢ {ca) kara uélabpa mdfea mdbea, pd-
T€p — ol yd).

ME. 7 rjic; 685
EA.  odk écte udtnp, dyydviov 8¢ Bpdyov

8¢” épav katedrjcaro ducyapov aicyvvar.
ME. &pov Buyarpoc 8 ‘Epuiovyc técri Bloct;
EA. dyapoc dTekvoc, & mocL, KATACTEVEL

yduov dyaupov (€udv). 690

684. (ca> Hermann; a certain correction (pace Young).

686-7. émwav Duport, for éué; Sucyapov Brodaeus, for ducyauoc (there is little to
choose between Svcyapov and Dale’s Sucyduou, but see further on 688-90 below).
For the metre Dale rightly compared Jon 1441-2; the enoplian verse
vu-uwu-vu-vu-x- Is a favourite, going well here with the preceding iambelegus.”™
For the confusion of éu€ and éuav (-7v), cf. Or. 122. [Kannicht does his best, in a bad
cause, to defend 80 €ué wdredncard as a dochmius, with Svcyapov aicxvvav
appositive to éué.]

688. écw (Triclinius) remedies only the metrical fault. We seem to need ric...; but
Badham’s 7ic pot for @pot removes a necessary expression of grief in response to the
report of Leda’s suicide, and the 8¢ is unnaturally late. Better would be dpov:
Bvyarpoc ‘Epuidvmc 8¢ tic Bioc; But Dr Diggle (pers. comm.) questions the genitive
case, comparing the dative in S. Ant. 548 xai 7ic floc pot cod Aedetpupévni; As he says,
we really want Adyoc (Campbell), not Bloc, as in the similar question at .T. 563 =i §¢;
chayelcnc Quyarpoc écti Tic Aoyoc; There is no need then for an interrogative 7(c, but
...0€ Tic... could still be right.

689-90. L has three errors: (a) dyapoc érexvoc drexvoc (corr. Tricl.); (b) & mdcuc
(mdce Ald.); (¢) yapov dyapov aicyvva (aicyvvav Tricl). a is likely to be a recent
dittography, since it spoilt the false trimeter created by b (another iambicizing error,
which could well be ancient). As to ¢, I follow Murray and Dale, against Kannicht,
in accepting Hermann’s remedy (after L. Dindorf), which restores a 35 sentence in
line with 628f., 634f., 654f., 670f., 677f., 684f. éucv may have dropped out anciently
after ayapov (cf. 650); -yaumov aicyvvav was then a false echo of the previous
sentence-end (8vcyapov aicyvvav). Conjectures that attempt to save aicyvva(v) are
useless: there is nothing wrong with repeating the idea of ‘disgrace’, but it is bad style
and rhetoric to do so by ending successive periods with the same weighty word. yap.ov
ayapov is a favourite type of riddling phrase, here with a play following the
straightforward use of dyapoc as ‘unwed’ in 689. What Hermione l.nents, from her
point of view, is her mother’s ‘infidelity’, with d- equivalent to Suc- (cf. 687);% but
from Helen’s point of view ‘my yduoc dyapoc’ may be either her sundered marriage
with Menelaus or her illusory adultery with Paris. There is a similar ypigoc in 352-3
lw Tpola rdAawa (Herm. 7dA- Tp-), |8 épy’ dvepy’ SAAvcar, where the sense
‘through (adulterous) deeds not (in fact) done’ must be at least part of the point; and
see further on 696-7 below.

" The iambelegus (cf. Or. 1264/1284) makes its appearance more often than not in Euripides’
‘enoplian dochmiac’ scenes; and for the verse vo-vou-vo—-vu—x—, see comm. Or. p. 303.

80 For the pejorative-negative use of d- and dmo- words, see in general D. Fehling, Hermes
96 (1968), 142ff., and comm. on Or. 162-5.
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691-7. The Duo ends with a well-characterized exchange:

ME. & mdv kat’ dxpac 8du’ éuov mépcac Ildpuc.
EA.  1d8e kai cé dudrece pupiddac Te
xaAkedmAwy davady:
éue 8¢ marpiboc dmo{mpo) karxdmoTpov dpai-
ov éBale feoc dmo moAeoc dmd Te céfev, 695
ot uédabpa Aéxed T’ édrov ob Aumrod-
¢’ ém’ aicypoic yduouc.

691. Diggle rightly rejects Triclinius’ continuation of 692-3 to Menelaus. The
single-trimeter utterance is right here, as elsewhere in this ‘punctuated monody’,
economically saying all that Menelaus needs to say about the utter ruin of ‘my
house’, with an air of finality in the alliterative phrasing @ nav...mépcac ITapic and
an appropriately paradoxical metaphor (Menelaus having sacked Paris’ house). é&® .’
€uov reflects 660 Souwv...THV éudv.

692-7. Helen concludes with an extended dochmiac period preceded by an enoplian
dicolon; a characteristic pattern,® here chiastically reflecting the beginning of her
agitated aria (661-2, 664), and also articulating the antithesis between (a) the ‘ruin’
of Menelaus and countless Greek warriors, (b) the no less lamentable ill-fortune (and
ruin, 674) of Helen herself. Whereas Menelaus has attributed the ruin to ‘Paris’,
Helen first refers imprecisely to a plural tade, but ends by attributing her own
misfortune to Bedc (= daiuwv), to be understood in the same sense ‘(generalized)
divine power” as in 642; a turn of language which enhances her own dvcdaiuovia.

692-3. The sentence-opening is ambivalent: (a) tade has two direct referents,
‘Paris’ and ‘my yduoc dyaupoc’, and may also refer to the events on Ida (cf. 676-9):
(b) xai may be taken either with 7d8e (‘It was even these things that ruined...’; so
Diggle) or with c€ (... ruined you also, husband,..."). We are not faced with a choice
between incompatible alternatives. With neat syntax 692ff. is at once an assentient
reply to 691 and a lamenting continuation of 689-90, thus concluding an “aria” which,
as we have seen, has its independent momentum. 8wwAece: another appropriate
ambivalence (for the bracketing of Menelaus and ‘countless bronze-armoured
Danaans’). As Diggle rightly argues, the hyperbole in respect of Menelaus is
unexceptionable (in the same vein as wAecev in respect of Helen in 674 cf. also H.F.
1065-6 T€xkvwy 6AebBpov...céfev Te maidac); the point is also comprehensive, embracing
Greek warriors like Teucer who have been ‘ruined’ rather than killed.*?

694-7. The concluding single period of seven much-resolved dochmiacs is a
metrical and syntactical tour de force like Or. 149-52/162-5; there is no pause at

cédev, and the singer needs a long breath. Diggle’s corrections dro{mpé) and &paiov
convincingly mend the metre of 694-5.% Note that the overlapping word apat-|ov
now stands out as containing the only longum in the first forty-two syllables of the
sentence; a feature consonant with the rhetorical importance of this word. Severance
from one’s marpic is a bad enough moruoc (cf. Med. 34-5); but Helen's special
ducdarpovia is to have been supernaturally exiled from her m6Awc (téAeoc as often =
molerav) and husband falsely execrated as an adulteress; cf. 53-5 7 8¢ mdvra TAdc’
éyw | kardpaToc elpu kai Soxd wpododc’ éuov|mocw cuvdpar modepov. The ‘causing
of war’ counts for less, in this conjugal reunion, than the ‘adultery’ allegation.

81 Cf. H.F. 883-5, 10826, 1205-13, Tro. 886-92, I.T. 895-9, lon 1494-6, Or. 181-6/202-7,
1256-65/1276-85, 1363-5/1546-8. There is no excuse for attempts to make dochmiacs out of
692-3 — an unexceptionable dicolon as transmitted, like Med. 992-3/999-1000.

82 Euripides exploited the imprecision of 8iwAero and SwoAécavrac rather differently at Or.
1512 and 1566; see comm., also CQ 1988, 96 on H.F. 1021-4.

8 L has ...dmo kaxomoTuov|dpaiav éBade fedc| ...; see n. 56 above.
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ott...: ‘for the offence that, on the (unjust) ground that...”;% cf. Hyps. fr. 64.72-4
(Bond, p. 47) aiai, puyac éuéfev ac épuyov,| & Téxkvov, el pdboic, Arjuvov movriac, |
moAdy 871 matépoc ovk érepov kdpa. The paradoxical piquancy of that passage lies
in the truth of the unjust éyxAnua, i.e. in the identity of épyov and Adyoc. The force
of &7 is the same here (following dpaiov and the idea of ‘exile’); but the Adyoc and
the épyov are in conflict.

wérabpa Aéxed T €Amov...éx’ aicypoic yapoic: the traditional ‘adultery’
charge is formulated with a pejorative use of Aur- in line with //. 3.174-5, Sappho fr.
16.7-11 L.-P., Alcaeus fr. 283.6-8 L.-P. (cited by Kannicht), and Stesichorus fr. 223
Page; cf. also Or. 1305 (with two Auro- words, see comm.).

The ‘negating’ insertion of 0¥ Awrwotc’ is the same species of positive-negative
juxtaposition as 611 Soxotvrec ‘EXévmy ovk éxovr’ éxew Ildpw. Logically, the
negative phrase is a parenthetic contradiction of the false 8dkmcic; but it is treated as
integral for the sake of the rhetorical figure.®® There is also brachylogy, in that the
Adyoc negated is not simply éXurov or uédabpa...élmov (Helen did in fact ‘leave
home and husband’), but wédafpa Aéyed 7> éAvrrov ém’ aicypoic yduowc. Both the
object phrase and the adverbial phrase are dmo xowod, as the object ‘EAévyy is amo
kowod in the simpler precedent at 611 (whose intelligibility depends in turn upon 35-6
Sokei w’ Exew,| kevny 8ckmcw, ok éxwv). There is no real problem here: we know
what Helen means,®® and Euripides could instruct his singer in the articulation of the
words.

Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK

84 Kannicht rightly rejects the vulgate 6re (Dobree). ‘When I left home...’ feebly ends the
Duo with a less relevant temporal point. and (more seriously) loses the echo of the traditional
accusation in uélafpa...éAumov.

85 Pearson was wrong in principle (‘“I left and did not leave...”, i.e. I seemed to do so’),
though followed by Dale (‘ when I left-without-leaving...’) and cited approvingly by Kannicht.
611 does not mean ‘ thinking that Paris seems-to-have Helen’. In most of these positive-negative
quibbles (there are several species) there is an implicit A\dyw:i/épyw: antithesis, e.g. (Adywt pév)
witnp (€pywe 8€) durnrwp. In 138 refvdct kov Tefvdict (obviously not ‘they seem to be dead ')
there are explicitly ‘two Adyo.’.

8 Cf. H.F. 1072-8, where *the double-edged use of (0?) devyw complicates the thought, but
the point is clear enough’ (CQ 1988, 97).
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