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THE REUNION DUO IN EURIPIDES' HELEN1 

ME. OT rroOeLtvc r7LWEpa, 
c>c <C') EL'c fL&C EOwKEV 'Aegvac Aaflev. 

EA. dl) <cAraT' dvSpa,v MeveAewc, 6 iLEv Xpovoc 625 
7TaAatdc, 7j &e TrepbLC CapTt'c Trapa- 

Acafaov dciLTeva TrdcLv iodv, /['AaL, 
TrepT r' T 7rraca xEpa OLtAlov Ev LaKpd 

4AoyL faecdopwLt. 

So begins one of the most engaging, and variously controversial, musical scenes in 
Euripides.2 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 

avayvwptcLc. The plots of Ion and Hypsipyle feature recognitions between mother and 
son(s); and there are brother-sister recognitions in Iphigenia in Tauris and Sophocles' 
Electra.3 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 avayvwoptcLc 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 aVTLAag3r. 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, 

1 I 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. Gr6goire (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 (1980-1 [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 
(G6ttingen, 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. lvi 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.4 

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).5 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 I. T. 'Reunion Duo' (827ff.), 
if we accept the transmitted speaker-assignations there: 

IP. d klATraT', ov1ev dAAo, OXbraraToc yap E', 

(XCw c', 'OPECTa,tTrlAVUYETov XOOVoC aTro 7raTpltoc 

'ApydOev, c ft'Aoct. 830 
OP. Kayd cE, T7jV Oavoicav doc SooadeTaL- 

KaTa oE odKpv(a), KaTa 8o ydoc daca xapda 
TO cov voTL[et f/A apov, wcavTwc 8' edv. 

I(). tTo 86 Ttt Ipe'oc EAt7rov... 

Like Helen, Iphigenia begins with a spoken address (cL (l'ATar'...), before breaking 
into song.6 Orestes responds in the 'Embrace' with a verse like Hel. 658,7 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;8 but that somewhat spoils the 
sequence of thought (the connection, across Orestes' intervention, between 829-30 
and 834ff.);9and, 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). 

5 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). 

6 Diggle... TnAV7EToV <CViEVoV> I x0ov6c dro<7rpo> TraTrp8oc 'ApydOEv, C kiL'Aoc (28). But I 
include 830 within the obeli, suspecting that the terminal Ot'Aoc, anticlimactic after Ud 
ltAraTr'...ciXAraToc, may conceal 0AO0Z, cf. Ion 1439, S. El. 1224, etc. (see below). Tr-qAVETOV 

('latest-born') TraTrpioc /adoc would be a plausible phrase; but it is hard to know what other 
words to add or subtract. 

7 Against Diggle, I accent ce here ('et ego te'), as also in Hel. 630 and 658; and I put the 
comma before, not after, r,)v Oavo6cav. 

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). 

9 Coordination with a relative pronoun is conjectural in 834, but rightly regarded as probable 
by Diggle, who proposes ov ETt (after Bergk rTv 'Tt). 
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REUNION DUO IN EURIPIDES' HELEN 

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.T., Menelaus in Helen is 'not elsewhere in the play a singing 
character' (Dale). But that certainly does not debar him 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):10 

EA. T; Qld); Tt'C av rdT' TA7LCEV 3pOTrdJV TrrorE; 

aSOKqrTOV EXCO CE 7TROC CTEpVOIC. 

ME. Kaoyw ce, T7,V SoKoVcav 'I3a'av 7roAtv 

tLoAEiv 'IAiov TE LfAE0oVC rrtvpyovc. 

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

7TpOc OEW)v, do.Lcov 7TWC TWCV EtiwV a7rEcraTdArc; 660 
EA. E E 7TLKpaCc Ec dpXac /3alvetc' 

;e ' 7rTKpav o' EpeUvdic dL)aTLV. 
ME. A'y', cC daKoucTa 7rdvra 8&pa SaLdovwv. 

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 av'rtAafrj); Menelaus has all the spoken 
(single-line) verses.11 

What now of the 'Embrace' duet (625-59)? This far surpasses all other tragic 
embraces in length: the lovers are still explicitly interlocked at 657-8, 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.'2 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. 

10 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. 

1l 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'). 

12 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 Ion duo, though he is a singing character elsewhere. 
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At 623-4 Menelaus hails the day as rroOEivdc for having given Helen into his arms. 
His happy exclamation mirrors Helen's lamenting cry Ic tcL oc OC ddEpa at 335.13 As 
at Or. 1045 and 1082 (d rTToOeLvdv...), the sense is not, or not simply, 'desiderata'. 
Menelaus has not in fact been 'longing for' this second reunion. IrrOoc 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 daKpva and yooc atua xapdi at I.T. 832). 
It is present 7roOoc with which Menelaus is mainly concerned, though he is also 
alluding to the long separation. 624 then explains the exclamation14 and leads into the 
'Embrace'. 

Earlier Helen had attempted to embrace Menelaus, but was rebuffed (566-7): EA. 

Xpovdvoc ,Ao0dv cr7c Sa'8apTroc c XCpac. I ME. roL'ac Sdal.apToc; IrV OLyTL7C i(DV 
7rErtAwv. 623-4 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 r7jc$E), in 

preparation for a stylized action which is extended over several lines of speech and 
song. 

625-9. Helen takes her cue from rroOELvoc rjCLipa... EC ... dAcEvac Aacflv, addressing 
Menelaus with happy love and contrasting 'old time' with 'newly present delight'; 
then, addressing the Chorus,15 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 

(xipa) 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 (dar6 KOLVOV) to the two 
clauses. The neat correction 7iepi 'T' &7ixaca (Hermann, for TreptreErdcaca) has been 

challenged as 'unnecessary', on the ground that - is a possible dochmius 
(k8).16 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 repit 8E yvia xEpac 
c/aAov...; and as slightly enhancing the sense: the embrace is treated as a separately 
described action, not as a 'coincident' epexegesis of the statement ,Aactov adcAuva 
rTTOCV E,tdv. Xa,Pov, with acla?va, can then have the force dveAafov 'I have 
recovered'."7 The error could be merely transcriptional (rTE omitted before Tre, 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.'8 Hipp. 593 ra KpvrrTa tyapt 7reT1qVE, 0ta 8' 

13 Leg. d ,/xEAEoc da,ipa? lo3 for exclamatory d, is a frequent error (comm. Or. pp. 140, 244, 
362); and -...-v- (cretic-paeonic) is likelier than either .-....-v- or .... (cf. 
T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22 (1975), 88ff.). 

14 d,C <c'> Brodaeus (Porson's owc Etc .pdac <c'> is no better). Canter's 7 c', preferred by 
Murray and Dale, may seem more natural. But doc is likely to be right. Kannicht cites Ba. 130; 
but for closer causal-exclamatory parallels cf. Or. 90 Wd cAEoc- 7 TreKoUca 0', 6hc dTcoATro, and 
ibid. 130 OEOL' cE ILC 7cELav, (Oc /t' a7drjAEcac '...for having (thus) destroyed me' (with 
comm.). 

15 A conventional feature, cf. I.T. 842, S. El. 1281. Young neglected the parallels ('she plays 
to the gallery of the chorus...'). 

16 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 ~eAafe rTv 'EAEvac ydj'ov (and ibid. 1565; Collard on Su. 536); for 
the combination with aC/IEVOC, cf. Or. 776 (with comm.). 

18 That hypothesis is consistent with L's erroneous verse-division here after XVpa fL'ALov; see 
n. 56 below. 
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REUNION DUO IN EURIPIDES' HELEN 49 

o'AAvcaL is a typical case in point.19 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. 

ev .aLEpaL cpXoyyl cpaeccpopWL: a striking modification of the ordinary (Ev) iuaKpcpj 

(or 7roAA,t) Xpovcot (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 Xpovoc) can be equated, e.g. Rh. 389, 
S. Aj. 622; likewise 'day' and 'sun' (cf. 652). The metaphorical point is guaranteed 
by passages such as Ion 1439 and S. El. 1224.20 Greeks counted the night as belonging 
to the following day, and the idea of a single continuum (' former rTVx7 ') 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 (II).21 

ME. Kda'y C"' TroAAoVc 6' EV /L'CWL A6oyOVc EXWV, 630 
OVK o'l' 6OOtOv vpcdjov apecoJLCa raT Vv' 

[-] )ye'yl7ja, KpaTt S' 6opO'ovc EOetpac 

adveTTEpcoca Kat oa KpU craAdccw' 

7Tpl S' yvta XEpac ESaAov, i6ovdv 
<(VV) oc Aad3w. 635 

The speaker-assignations in L, mostly indicated by paragraphoi, are no more to be 
relied on here than in 638-47 below. I propose to continue 632-5 to Menelaus, for the 
following reasons. (a) 634-5 repi 6 yuciLa Xxpac EpacXov... is then antiphonal to 
628-9 rrTTEpL ' E7T7raca XEpa ['At%ov..., 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 K&?yb) cc (there sc. dabo,Kqrov E)XW 
7poc crepvotc, here sc. E'Aa/ov dcaLevoc). (b) There is then a speaker-change before 
Helen sings cw rorctc' , LA,adTa 7rpocoLtc (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 ...7yovav I ctc, octc, Ac ad3co. I ME. c LAta'a ... It is virtually certain that II, 
like L, had co roctc] co t,AraTra rtpocoltc in 636, and virtually certain therefore that 
the dochmius in 635, as edited by Aristophanes of Byzantium, had something other 
than co TroCLC before coc Aa/o.] 

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 , rrOdcL before cdc Aac3w, 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 Ta KpvUrTT' (K-). For other suspect instances (Hec. 1083-4, 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. 

217ff. 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 L 
7TOEtLVOc jplipa, I cc (or 'j) c' Etc iCLc 'SCWKEV chA'vac AactEv (of which Zuntz and 
Schmiel nowhere take any account).22 As to the sense of 630-1 and 632-5, we must 
now analyse these lines more closely. 

630-1. Ka&y c .: sc. EAafov acClevoc Ev iLaKPCt Xpo(vot. nokou6c 6' ...T0 & vuv: the 
rhetorical idiom is reminiscent of Med. 376-7 TroAA&c 6' EXoVca Oavact'uovc aTroic 

o6ouc, I VK ot' oTrol'at 7rprov yXELP&J, (t'Aat, which is not followed by a speaker- 
change.23 The fact that Menelaus here 'does not know what Aoyoc to begin with' by 
no means commits him to silence.24 The 'many Ao6yot' 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. Aoyot are ev 1LcwL 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 ('r& vv) 
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 Ion 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 yiy-rOa, expressing the dominant emotion of joy (y170ocV'vr), are associated 
two physical symptoms, pt'iKr and aKKpva. For the former, cf. Jebb on S. Aj. 693 
ESptL' Epco) T, 7TEptXap)c 8' advE7TTra/av (sung by the chorus of Salaminian sailors). 
The 'erect hair' motif is more normally associated with %o'doc (A. S.c.T. 564, S. O.C. 
1623-5, the latter in the presence of the supernatural). &avenptorica here is a vivid 
brachylogy, equivalent to &Ecrqca avarTTepwOEt' (lcTarvat as in the S.c.T. and O.C. 

passages; normally the emotion dvaTrrTpoi the person). [There is little to choose 
between the readings -ca (II) and -wKa (L); but ceteris paribus the more anciently 
attested reading is to be preferred. The aorist is certainly idiomatic (as in S. Aj. 693), 
and the combination of aorist and present (-ca Kai...rcTaXCccw) is a stylistic feature 
supported by the parallel in 673 (-ca Kat ... vypalvw). L's -wKa is sufficiently accounted 
for as an error influenced by the preceding yEyr70a.]25 

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

22 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. 

23 As argued in CQ 38 (1988), 314, Med. 377 should be followed, after a pause, by a direct 
question (7rdrEpov v6oa'bw...;). 

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

25 It may be that corruption of K to c 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-a-vis Helen; a man traditionally open to the slur of 
'unmanliness' for his uxorious susceptibility to Helen's charms.26 

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 thAt'a (Kadyc cE...in reply to d (At'Arar'), tearful 7roOoc (cf. ToOEtLVOd 623) 
and 'awe'. 

634-5. Whereas L has rrEpt 8 yvia XEtpac EfaaAov I r8ovav coc AadF, TI has [,rEpt] 
S6 y?ULa XEpac cE[aA(A)ov] qSovq I [3-4]c woc Xapwo. Both are evidently imperfect: L 
has an iambicized lineation (2tr I 2cr), with XEipac for xEpac and the loss of something 
after -rovav; II attests the correct dochmiac lineation, but appears to have suffered 
a similar iambicizing corruption in 634 (Ef3aAAov for Ef3aAov) and further corruption 
of -rqovav to 6q8ovwr(t). Zuntz rightly insists that we need 30ovdv as the object of Aa,dw, 
comparing I.T. 842 and Ion 1449. 

Zuntz considers a number of 4- and 5-letter words that might fit the space, none 
very convincing.27 '3$ovav I <ruxac> (c Aadfw is perhaps the least implausible. But, as 
with all his suggestions, II's rBovqY(t) is left unexplained. It hardly seems likely that 
this reflects a misinterpretation '...with pleasure that I may grasp the rVXat', 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' 
ai'oc, saying rT tyap ET' acoOuxatL rdAac; <(rdv-rwc> would make sense ('regardless 
of other considerations'), but neither fits the space nor accounts for r6ov-r(l). 
Adverbs, however, are not the only possibility. What about a participle? Several 
compounds of t'/ixt have intransitive uses, with 'letting go' as the root idea; and 
[aveL]c, [efeL]c and [v?EL]c are all just the right length. The false q8orvr(t) at once 
becomes credible as an ancient variant (even with hiatus at verse-end), in the light of 
expressions like ~Epacav rrdvr' 4bevrec 80ovrLi (fr. 564).28 My vote here would go to 
&avic, 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 6elOV 8' adelc cetpalov IrrT7OV. The intrans. 
sense here would be close to, but more 'active' than, the standard avetIE`voc 
'unconstrained'. 

26 The negative view of 'the famous husband', as developed in Andr. 456ff., 590ff., 629-31, 
surely has an ancient heritage (Il/. 17.588 i~aAOaK'oc alxtxr"c, Ilias Parva fr. 17, Ibycus 296 
Page), alongside more heroic views of Menelaus' martial prowess; cf. comm. on Or. 682-716, 
742, 754. 

27 For criticisms of Zuntz's suggestions, see Dale, Lloyd-Jones and Kannicht. 
28 Cf. also Ph. 21 '80ovvt Sotvc (codd.; 'v?otc Markland), PI. Phaedr. 250e 'Sovrjt 7rapaS3oc. 
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636-7. For what is now the second exchange of the duet 1 appears, prima facie, 
to have had virtually the same text as L: 

w 7TocLc] ) CplX'Taa TCnpoco*Itc 636 

OUK EL?E].Lp9YvV 636a 
EXW Ta T]OU sLOC XeKTpa XYlSac TE 637 

II and L attest the same, by no means automatic, lineation 6361636a1637, 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 rrpocotic, 
dividing what would otherwise have been an indivisible iambic metron r7rpcoC- tc OVK, 

is the only rational explanation of the short line in 636a. Alexandrian speaker- 
assignations could be wrong,29 but they are likely to be right here. Helen's 
exclamations are in the same vein as Ion 1439 KP. L TCrKVOV, dC b)cDC /Tr7pl KpElCCOV 
-rALov and S. El. 1224 HA. c Lh'A-rarov b,oc (the latter in avritAar3). 'Oh husband!' 
repeats (cf. 628) the conjugal point (not previously taken up by Menelaus, but now 
echoed in his point about AEKTpa); then 'Oh dearest rrpocoltc!' makes a point like 
S. El. 1285-6 vvv S' E'Xw cE' ktArdrav Se TrpovU'dvrqc E"Xwv rrpdcoLtv (and ibid. 

1224). 
Our first step should be to relineate Helen's words: 

<EA. > cL Troctc 
( btA-rdrTa TpOCO/tLC. 

The alien choriamb i7 rTrcYc 7 disappears;30 and (L ltAT,rdra...4i?c4(0r0,v becomes 
another catalectic trimeter, this time divided like S. El. 1276. advTAalQ3. is similarly 
appropriate here, interlocking the utterances that follow the joining of the embrace. 
There can be no objection to o 7TO'CLC as a short exclamatory-allocutory verse (cf. 648 
EA. i'AatL LXAaL ...).31 A more staccato style suits this second, shorter exchange. 

Menelaus' reply is more problematic. It is appropriate that he should express, 
antiphonally to o 7rTOCLC..., his own joyful satisfaction with his marriage to the 
daughter of Zeus and Leda. But the bald OUiK piff,EJLp6Yv, seemingly 'I don't blame 
(you, or your words/actions)', has justly been regarded as 'an insufferable remark' 
(Dale). Nothing is gained by transferring (to tLArara TrpOcoltc to Menelaus; the 
absolute OVK Cf L0OrO v remains unnatural. No adequate parallels are cited for 
renderings such as 'my heart is full' (Pearson). 

If only OVK 4fLEc'O6Ohqv 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 ov'ev 
cv eLTTTzO'dc (sc. as a potential husband), Ph. 425 ov0 EC/.TOC . 4{tv O ya4toc, I.A. 712 
ov fLEp7TTOd (sc. TOLOCSE rro'Lc). That reflection suggests that we should write eyc6 for 

Exw,32 producing a single sentence: 'I for my part find no fault with being married to 
the daughter of Zeus and Leda'. 'Xxw is appropriate enough in itself, but the theme 
EXco ce ... Kayco ce occurs twice later on (650-2, 657-8), and it cannot be said that we 

29 Cf. comm. Or. p. 105. 
30 Zuntz proposed: EA. Lr TrctC, clAT,rdra 7rpoCco/Jtc. I ME. <TO cO', ytvat, rrpoOvp ov oVK 

,ti,ti(cbqv, 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. Ion 1470 > rtE'vov, I rt' frLtc;... 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.33 Note that Xwc is not confirmed by 
n. 

That gets us over the first hurdle. But then troi AL6c XiwKpa Ail6ac xct means 'the 
marriage-bed (marital union) of Zeus and Leda'.34 Interpretation of AcKTrpa as 
'offspring' may have satisfied actors and scribes, and quite possibly some Alexandrian 
scholars ;35 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 ;36 and the elided 
Tr is incompatible with catalectic period-end.37 Kannicht's Xwc ca rdc A$rjac S Lc TE 

A,Ecrpa (7rrj Schafer, AjSac a Jic Tr 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.38 

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 LE'j1f60r)V 
Eyu TrdC Lt6c AicKTpa ASjoac TE <(y77Lac>. 

'ic AL6c: in objecting to Schafer's Trjc Jtoc, Zuntz overlooked Ion 1220 rrc 
'EPEX0Cw c. The natural pairing of'Zeus' and 'Leda', as of Zltc ...Mat'ac Tr in 670, 
justifies the mild hyperbaton in the position of Al,iac rE here. yip-ac was suggested 
by Campbell in place of AriSac Tr,39 but it can just as well complete a fourth 
metron.40 For bacchei following a catalectic trimeter, cf. Ion 1465. 

638-47. L unendurably continues the whole of 638-45 to Menelaus, then gives 
646-7 to Helen (continued in 648ff.).41 It must certainly be Helen who sings of her 
brothers the Dioscuri as ~vvo.uat'iLovEc, using enoplian metre (she has all the other 

33 Note also that 4KTrpa EXfCv + gen. feminae elsewhere simply means 'to have as wife' (Ph. 
14, etc.), even as AEKrpa Aa*itLv (or yacteLv)+ gen.feminae simply means 'to marry' ('obtain the 
hand-in-marriage of'). 34 It is vain to appeal to Med. 140 rTv paev yap EXet AeKTpa rvpavvwv and ibid. 594 yrlLaL' i/ 
AEK:rpa /3acLtAowv a vvv EXO (J3actAewv II, Elmsley; -Ewc 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). 

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

36 No known ex. in Euripides, though cf. A. Ag. 223/233. As L. P. E. Parker observes in CQ 
26 (1976), 21, 'most of the examples of mid-verse bacchiac are in Aeschylus'. 37 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. 

38 I am 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, 
O.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). 

39 Campbell's eXCO rTa Tdc JAoc ca A,EKrpa yqrpac was somewhat contorted; but for the 
characteristically Euripidean idiom Ao'KTpa (AEXoc) Ttvoc yat/E?v, cf. Med. 594 (n. 34), I.T. 538, 
Or. 20-1, etc. 

40 Bacchei tend to come in multiples of two. For runs of four, cf. comm. on Or. 1294-5. 
41 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 A,7Sac rE 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 VT7o Aa]p7rtsov KOpOL 638 
[AEVK7TT7T]OL gUVOLtatLLOVve 639 

[wcAfcav w]),ptcav eLe ce e Lcuratv 640 

[To 7TpocOE]V 641 

[ - - - ]v 641a 
[,rpoc aAAa]v y eXacuvEt Ooc 642 
[rvXav TacE] KpeLcco 642a 

[TO KaKOV 3 ay]aOov 643 
[CE TE KaFLE cvv]ayayEv Xw nOCEL 644 

[XPOVLov aAA o]FLwc ova[q,]av ruxac 645 

[ovato BriTa Tav]L]Ta 8e UVEUXo.L[Lt] 646 
[Svotv yap ovTrot] ouX o ILEv rTXY]L.Wv [o] 8 ou 647 

The most striking visible features of II are the extra words in 640, where L has 
simply )AtJ3cav cAflLcav, and the two very short verses in 641-la, both ending with 
N, where L has T6 rrpOCOEv EK 80LtWov : 8' EvCc/tLcav 0Eot' c' 0/ofv. 

For these short verses Zuntz proposed [0EoL 8o/wc]v / [8 EvocqtLca]v, 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 [Evocotca]v / [0Eot so/cw]v. Dale suggested [To 7rpocOE]v / [8 Evoc3iLCa]v, 
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 634-5, with the provisional assumption that II'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 II 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 dvrtAaf34. For the first, [To 7rpoc0O]v fits well, and is the natural 
conclusion to the sentence about nuptial tIaKapLtxqdc (of which we shall have more to 
say in a moment); the more natural, following 'in vain'. Zuntz should not have 
dismissed L's o rrTpOcOev as 'prosaic', since it is also epic: //. 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 EK dO'Lwcv 8' EvdcOLcav OEoL c' 6otov (Portus 
t,uov) 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 voct'bELv 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 To IrpocOEV 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 (AcKTpa +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.T. 834?), Helen refers to the nuptial 
tiaKaptctqoc pronounced by her illustrious brothers, the white-horsed Dioscuri. 

According to L, it was Helen (av ...) who was 'declared fortunate' by them; according 
to II it was both the bride and bridegroom (ExE cE rE), cf. Alc. 918-21 ...drETO 

KCO[LOC Tr7V TE OavoVCav KaL"fL oA3LtCv |I 1oC Ev7raTplrpSaL KaL7r adL/OTEpoWV OVTEC 

dpLcreT v cCv'vyec ELthEV). These are not the only possible objects of UcA3tLcav, a priori. 
The ,IaKapLctLo'c pronounced by the Dioscuri could have been directed specifically at 
Menelaus: cf. Andr. 1218 iaTdr-qv 

' c' (sc. Peleus) Ev cya/oLtctv coAftcav Oeo', and Tro. 
311 /LaKLapLoc o yactErac. Or it could have been directed V7rr AaLrTrdSwv at the 

marriage-bed or 'conjugal union' (AcKTpa). These considerations give us grounds, 
even without the evidence of n, for questioning the relative pronoun av, 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 E/cL ce T.42 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 av 
in a tradition without EJiE cT re. But a y' seems better ('(AhrKpa) as to which...'),4 
with the particle pointing the speaker-change;44 and it will, I think, prove to be 
decisively better. 

There is still work to be done in 638-41, since (a) the lineation gl (or lk) Igl (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 ... AEVKtcriro (28)1 
evvotLaLtlovec ... (b) The extra words E'Lz ce TE z-drav are metrically problematic, both 
as transmitted in Il,4; and with the revised lineation following... I fvvoyLat'lovec 

42 Zuntz seems not to have considered the possibility that II had something other than av at 
the beginning of the sentence. His very different inference, namely that the clauses av... wAgtcav 
and wAlicav EtLe ce Te lzarav must have been split in II (or I's archetype) between different 
singers, produced an intolerable arrangement as to style (see Dale, pp. 172-3), further refuted 
by the consideration that wAc3tcav etLE ce 7E LraTav would naturally have been written as a 
separate verse (1k), following the hypothetical speaker-change. 

43 For this double ace. construction with a neuter pronoun, cf. S. Aj. 552 KaCLTOL Ce Kai vvv 
roTOTd E relAovv ewXc, Ar. Vesp. 588 TOVTU yap TOt ce Idovov (Reiske, for ce,Ivov) TOVTWV WVv 

Ei'p7Kaac tIaKapLt'w. 44 Cf. S. El. 164 HA. 6v y' ?ey'...(Hermann, for ov 'ywy'). 
45 Dale posed the question 'What kind of line is (wA3tcav WA/Lcav e e CE Tr parTav) meant 

for?' The best that can be made of it is 8 ia with a horrid split resolution and overlap at the join. 
Split resolution of the third longum of a 6 occurs only before another 8 and is virtually limited 
to the pattern described on p. 59 below, apart from Tro. 253 rTapOevov aL yepac ol 
XPuCOKO.Lac... 



(AhLcav (JAfiLcav. i- - s-- is a possible verse (cf. Ph. 164), but the period-end 
without pause at wA/tca. E|| EI is unwelcome, even if EiE cc -re adrav is emended to 
make a dochmius.46 There is a clumsiness, prima facie, in the pronouns 4/L? cE TE at 
this late position in the sentence, the more so with cc re Kdac. following in 644. We 
may well be minded to reject them (with Dale). On the other hand it seems unlikely 
that the significant word uIdrav is an interpolation. 

We seem to have reached an impasse. But it may yet be possible to reject E,El cc Tr 
while keeping ia'rav. 

Let us suppose that the text as edited by Aristophanes had a y (sic) vrro Aa.rra3wv 

KopoL I AevKLTrrTot vvolLaLtIovec I wAticav wAoLcav tiarav TO rrpocOEv. The third 

octosyllable makes the metrical misinterpretation even more understandable.47 But 
observe that this text leaves 'felicitated' without a personal object. It does not in fact 
need one, since one can oAgl'IELV or laaKapLevEW a personal quality,48 or 'ivy' (Ph. 
651-4), and surely (a fortiori) the AKTrpa of a bride. But it is easy to imagine a 
'clarifying' interpolation of Euc cE rE (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) VTO ... 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 ia'drav after LA/tLcav, 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 <o'v> before tidaav: 

EA. a y' VTr6 Aaalrda'Swv Kdpot AEV'KL7T7TO 

6vvoxaL/J1ovec wAlLtcav (cA3Lcav <(ot> ,arTav r6 rrpOcOev. 640 

The doubled c'At3Lcav strongly suggests that Helen is thinking of positive, not 
unfulfilled, felicity. This is the theme, already adumbrated in 628-9 (Ev iLaKpdLt /AoyT 

f,a?EcodpwL), that Helen will proceed to develop in 643f. (r6 KaKOV 8' dyaOdv...) and 
648f. ('I no longer grieve for the past'). Her sentiment with ov tidrav is the diametric 
opposite, appropriate to this happy context, of the threnodic topos developed in Ale. 
915ff. and Andr. 1218. 

As to the metre, we now have a long enoplian verse with... ---- clausula like 
H.F. 884 ?>?a,v dcXjixac- Avcca i^apliapTrroc and Or. 1456 a7rrp eSpaKov E6paK6ov 

ev 8o0j/OLc Tvpavvwv.49 The longer form here, identical with A. P. V. 545f./553f., might 
alternatively be analysed as .-.-.-. - (Ax-, cf. 687)1ba in this context. 
Menelaus replies with bacchei, so that it is equally proper to treat this terminal bha 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. <Tr6 7rpocOEv;> Trpoc aAAav y' e'avvet 
0eoc cvUqu,opav rdcSe KpeLccW. 

46 Zuntz proposed 4tE` <Te> cE' Te IUdrav. Kannicht's suggestion ;tA? <e)> cE Te aTdrav begins 
a new sentence, but adTrav (if authentic) must go with XA/3Ltcav. At one time I considered e/'e 
cE r' <o> draTav. 

47 For the false division now after a lk, cf. 670f. (and n. 56 below). 
41 Hdt. 1.31 ejlaKcapt~ov TOWV veavtLEuv T-rV Po4JL)V, cf. Tro. 229 evavSpov oA9f~lwv ydv. 
49 Analysed in comm. Or. p. 321 as T2 (.-.-. -)+ba. 
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A responsive iteration50 of r6 rrpOcOEV fits the space in II well enough.51 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 (&aXav) between former and present 
TrXUq, 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 3' is equally good). We must suppose that rvXav (1I, ut vid.) was 
an ancient alternative to cvuL*xopav, perhaps even better attested when the test was 
lineated by Aristophanes, since both L and II divide after O0oc;52 but there can be 
little doubt that cvzLyopdv is the truth. 

What now of L's extra clause, absent from II, following c'AfLcav r rI 7pocOev? It 

seems likely that L's text of 641-la conceals an ancient trimeter (TO 7rpdcOEv EK dCLo/LV 
8' Evdc&tcav Oeot), later extended by the addition of c' 6OoOv (or eto3), and 

consequently lineated as two verses divided at Sodtiv I 8'. Such a trimeter would make 
sense as a continuation of Helen's sentence, given a tradition with av in 638, with or 
without (ov) Ladrav in 640; the understood object of Evdocctcav 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 c' 4,Lov (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 1 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 (648ff., see below). 

EA. or KaKOv 6' ayaOov ce Tr KdtcjL cvvayayEv, rTOCL' 

Xpovtov, aAA' owCOc dvaLtav Tvxac. 645 
ME. ovato 87jTra ravTrd 3Se vvEvXop.aL 

Svoiv yap 6vroTv oVX 6 iEv TA'trjwv 6 8' ov . 

Helen's first (enoplian) sentence is at once a continuation of her happy sentiment 
in 638ff. and an answer to Menelaus' negative view of TO rrpdc0Ev. The thing that is 
both 'bad' and 'good' can only be r6 rrpdcOev ('former TrX?'), simply but 

paradoxically conceived as the non-personal agency without whose operation they 

50 Menelaus reacts similarly with interrogative iteration to a surprising remark at 675 (ME. 
"Hpa;...); cf. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides (1981), pp. 50f. (but the emotion is often 
surprise, rather than indignation or incredulity). Ba. 1177 (Ar. Kt6aLpaov...XO. [TrL K60atpoJv;) 
is an instance of bacchiac iteration. Note that [Tpoc aAAa]v (bis) will not do, since rdc8e then 
has no referent. 

51 The space before N in Il'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 II perhaps have [TL To 7TpocO]v? 

52 The lineation of 641-2a is rational if Aristophanes read Tv';av, with a plausible 'dochmiac 
compound' (comm. Or. p. 106) framed between 2ba verses. Zuntz overlooked that, if 
Aristophanes had read cvttuopav, he could scarcely have failed to divide after eAavvEt for the 
run of bacchei. 



would. not have been brought together as man and wife.53 In 644 there is little to 
choose between cvva'yayev, 7TOCI (Dindorf, Dale), -yev, L rTOCI (Zuntz) and -y', J 
7Trod (suggested by Kannicht). With -yEv, c rrdct the verse ends like Ph. 163-4 
avcu/oKEoc EL?OE pooov v',eAac lr oclv S?vavvcacLfi 6i' aOcEpoc. But Ion 1466 o rE 

y7yVEavEac $OpOC OVKCTl VVKTa EpKErTaL (cited by Dale) is identical (A ia), if we follow 

Dindorf; and -yE(v) rocL is the tradition most likely to have generated L's -ycE iOCLV. 

[Even if w were securely attested in II, it could be false (cf. comm. on Or. 167). For 
lI's spelling rocEC at verse-end (with pause), cf. on 670-1 below.] 

As elsewhere (650, 657), Helen continues asyndetically. Xp6vLov follows a metrical 

pause at n6OCI (and change of metre), and introduces the sentiment 'Better late than 
never'; cf. 1232 Xpovia !Lv -qAOEv, aAA' oiowc alvc rTacE. The usual punctuation 
(... 7rdc, Xpdvlov-) is incorrect, not only for metrical reasons. There is a formal 
balance between the antitheses KaoKv ayaodv and Xpodvov, acAA'..., and &aX' o(Lwc 
refers only to Xpo'vov, not to the whole preceding sentence including the positive word 
dcyaOdv. ovaipcav riUXac is a wish, not simply for 'good fortune', but for 'fruition (at 
long last) of the (ultimately good) T'X-'. 

646-7. Menelaus implies that Helen should have said dvat'/Ea. In 646 86 (II, ut 
vid.; L 07) is suitably corrective-progressive; cf. on 652-5 below.54 In 647 1i supports 
L's ouX 6 oiv TXiJLtov 6 68' ou, but the treatment of both persons as masculine is 
surely very strange. Passages like Phocyl. fr. 1 Awplot KaKOl, o6v 6? /Ev Oc 8'oV, 7rdvvrec 

are different, as Pearson observed, in referring to an indefinite number of persons. I 
should have expected Euripides to exploit the neuter gender here, with ov -r6 tOLV 

rAXr,ov -r6 6' ov: cf. Or. 1613 rdtaa 6' oi0X TAr\/tova; (in line with a standard use of 
-T6 EO/dv, TO cdv, etc.) and ibid. 1192 rTdv yap cv bt'Aov rTO'? (sc. 6TO 7lCE`TEpoV). 

648-59. There are two more balanced exchanges before the Interrogation: Helen 
rapturously sings 648-51, 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 EXow c' adA7TToc (cf. Alc. 1134, El. 579), with `X(u cE... Ka)j, cC (in 
effect) in both pairs of utterances, and EA7rL'ELv/d&oKKqToc 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 (Xaptc) 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 OEdc comes much less appropriately from Helen (cf. 694ff.), 
especially if the Oedc 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 II 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 

3 KaKOV ayaOov is a juxtaposition of opposites superficially similar to TO KaAXOV oV 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.). 

'4 I agree with Kannicht in preferring b&, against Lloyd-Jones (cf. n. 25 above). The position 
is similar to that in 642 (y' II, 6' 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 c c 

(sic).55 
648-51. Helen's rapture is such that she 'no longer grieves for the past' - a position 

contrasting both with Menelaus' 'more Xaptc than AVTrr]' (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. {L'Aat, qfAat' 
7-r TTpoc OVKiET CTEVOliev ouS3 a,Ay' 
t7dOCLV EO6v EXOEV EXOtLEVt, OV ELUEVOV 650 

EfLEVOV EK Tpolac 7TOAVErTj iLOAELV. 

650 is metrically defective in L, and seems to have been so in II also ([c. 10 

letters]xojtev eXOtJev ov ELEVOv l ... tLoXeiv).56 Seidler's cJov (<'dv) adds the 
necessary syllables for a dochmiac dimeter, but has been considered to need 
Hermann's further transposition rTOCLv cXOfLev EXOEV I Elo2v uoldv... (so Diggle). The 
result is surely unappealing: placed thus, Euiov E'fdv detracts from the balance between 

EXOILev bis and ;l"evov bis, and produces a bizarrely long assonant sequence 

(oyIeve.Lovei.ovoveI.evove?Levov). There is no real parallel for the run of three 

anadiploses;57 and, though cueoc can certainly be doubled, it is not in Euripides' 
manner to double unemphatically placed adjectives.58 

A more stylish alternative has been overlooked, namely, 
T7OCLV LOV EXo0(JEV, <E/Ot>) 0Xoe?V ... 

with epanalepsis. An ?t(ov is just as likely to have dropped out anciently after E'xolev, 

leaving an apparently standard anadiplosis. Euripides quite often, especially in his 
later plays, broke resolved dochmiacs thus after seven short syllables; cf. El. 1170 
cXrAta Lctv `LraOec, a-l vdca 6' Etpyacw, Or. 1364 

ala rTO odAtLevov o-ldAyLevov 

'Iaitov, Ba. 995/1015 rOv 6Oeov avolov d-I -tLKov 'Ex'ovoc, H.F. 1212, I.T. 871 (S. 
O.C. 1464, Ar. Av. 951).59 Both the pattern of the verse and the ancient error are then 

55 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 TrrvOectv: 
E 
' 

7TTEpOtOpOL). 
56 L here attests a doubly divergent lineation: Troc- Eii- EX- ;X- I 6v cti- EL- (K Tp- I 7roA- ,ioA-. 

The verse-end after Tpotiac is likely to be ancient, though probably not Aristophanic. The other 
division at 'XOjLev I 6v is not an isolated scribal aberration, pace Zuntz (p. 229), but of a piece 
with L's divisions in 628-9 ((t'Atov | ev .aKpdt), 634-5 (flaAov I -qSovdv), 654-5 (Xapltova I rTAEov), 
694-5 (KaKo7TrorTov adpat'av), 696-7 (e,Ar7ov I ov At7troc'). Such consistently wrong treatment of 
dochmiacs, typically creating a false ia-tr dimeter or glyconic, must go back to erroneous 
colometry in antiquity. II 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 KaTraye KaOraye, TrpdcO' dTrpE'.ac aTpEtlac fOt; but the cxjp.a EvptriL8etov obviously makes 
a difference there, also the aabccb pattern. 

58 As to ordinary adjectives, cf. comm. Or. p. 252. Doubled e'.oc occurs at Hec. 710 e'4/oc ei'oc 

evoc OptiLKLOC 7T7r-rTac..., H.F. 1190 eyioc e/I6c o6e yodvoc O6 roAv6rovoc...and El. 1149 7Trecev 

[I6c ;y6c apXrEac, in each case preceding the noun and as the only anadiplosis; so also, 
perhaps, Ph. 153 oc err' efLav <E'av> ) ordAv ef3a 7re'pccov (Diggle). 

59 Cf. Conomis, art. cit. 45, and L. P. E. Parker, 'Split Resolution...', CQ 18 (1968), 241-69, 
at 267-8. Ph. 1295 (with acxcuw Elmsley) and I.A. 1285 (with E`3aAe<v>) may be further exx. 
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paralleled at Hypsipyle fr. 64.89 Trva rrarept trOTC, <TL'a> Xapiv aOtAWL I rLOElcEvoc; 

((<rva> 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 (cE'& oa...), 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 o'. 

ME. EXELC, ?yco TE C' XAt'oVc Se /Ivptouc 
!LoALc SlEAOWv r7/cOoiL7)v rTad rTC OEOV 

Sad b Xap/iovdit 8aKpva 7TAEov EXet 
xapLroc 17 A7rac. 655 

652-3. iEXcL <(t'> (Jacobs) and/or 'Xw for C&yJ (Hermann, Matthiae) could be 
right; but neither seems necessary. 

lXiouc... 68iEXJv: with a metaphor, not altogether faded, of'completing a long 
8podloc', cf. 775-6 irpoc ro7ctv Ev TpoL'aL 8EKa TECI c Sti7Aov EIrrT 7TrEpLtpojiLc ErT)v, 

H.F. 425-6 8pdOtiv r' dt AAcv aydAitar' EvrvX'r SitjAOe. 
.LoXic: the 'going through' has been long and arduous, but has culminated in 

unexpected EVTvxa'L; cf., in similar contexts of finding or reunion, 597 MevEAae, 

t,acTreVov CE KLtyXaVW icoAtc, 896-7 oAtLc rroTc Aaflozc', Ph. 310-11 lo lao), t&oAtc 

cavLvcic IEA7r| a KcJ0rT K'a K8 jarpoc cAEvatc, S. Phil. 296-7, O.C. 324-6. 

iticOoj,v T'& 'rEc Ocog: 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 tztqXavat 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 Xadpc than 

Atvrq/'); 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 (... aJ AtOC 

' 
aAoXoc SAEcev. I ME. "Hpa; rl... ;) should 

exclude any previous mention of her in the Duo. 
I strongly suspect that rTa r7C is a corruption of TvxY?c: 'I recognize the goddess 

Chance', or more exactly 'I recognize Chance (as) OE'c'. This is the appropriately 
paradoxical quasi-religious 'perception', completing the sentence in place of 
something like aEArrnrc EVTrvXac TvyXacvw. Personified Chance (or Fortune or 
Luck), like Tr6 OEov (Ba. 882), ' proceeds /JoALc' towards a desired consummation: cf. 
El. 402-3 lccoc yap eav tidAtc Tpo3at'vovc' r Tv;xr cra'r KaA&c.60 Menelaus has 
succeeded (evrTvXT1ce) 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 TrvXIl; at the same time Euripides was fond of 
non-canonical deifications, and Menelaus' amazement includes the emotion of 'awe' 

i0 Poetic personification of TUX?) need not, of course, imply deification; see, for example, 
Barrett on Hipp. 818-21. But editors of Euripides could afford to give TvxrI- a capital letter more 
often. See in general G. Busch, Untersuchungen zum Wesen der TVXq, in den Tragodien des 
Euripides (Diss. Heidelberg, 1937). 
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(see above). 7jLCOdJLr,v+gen. is vox propria for a mortal apprehending the presence 
of a deity (cf. Hipp. 1391-2 Kal yapp iv KaKoLC i cJv rqLcOdL'rfv coV KaVEKoviLcOqVv 8Eicac, 
with Barrett's parallels), and more generally for 'recognizing, identifying' what 
cannot be directly seen (Hec. 1114-15 i l,ccO6rpv yap... COEv cwvrjc acKOUcac, cf. Ba. 
178 Jcc c/vV yjYpvv rLcOd 'riv KAXvwv). By an easy extension, the deity apprehended here 
is more metaphorically 'praesens'. 

The transcendency and/or divinity of rXv'X is more often apprehended as the 
explanation of cvcrvXLa, cf. Hipp. 818, L.A. 864, 1135, Cyc. 606-7; but for a similar 
sentiment in an unexpected reversal to good fortune, cf. Ion 1512-14 c jeraTL aAovca 
JUvpovc r78r7 fipoTrYv K Kal Svcrvx0)c KavOtc av rTrpcia KaAc |l TvXt I ... (following 
/L77$ELC 8OKIETc ... adAlrTov ... in 1510-11). Mindful of past 8vcTrvXa, Menelaus 

proceeds to explain why (paradoxically) his present tears (cf. 633) contain (EXEL) a 
preponderance of gratitude towards this 'goddess'. 

654-5. L's word-order E'.a e 8aK&pva xapvtoval ..., corrected by Elmsley, is 
associable with the iambicizing lineation; cf. 634-5, 650-1, 666-7, 670-1. Hermann's 
XappLov&a then gives the right sense ('prae gaudio'; cf. 632 yEyr7Oa). Kannicht objects 
that the causal dative 'ist ohne personales Subjekt unbefriedigend'; but E/Ca Se 

SaKpva (Xdptv) EXet is virtually equivalent to ycy 68 KaLTrep &aKpvoJv (xdptv) eXco. He 
cites Ph. 316-17 rEpItv TraAaLdv Xap,zovdv in support of /ta bc SaKpva xapLovd<v)> 
(Brodaeus), but the gen. pl. (without epithet) depends much less naturally here on the 
gen. xaptroc (paired with Avfirac), and both the sense and the word-order are inferior. 
[Murray adhered to XapHlova, with a colon after 8diapva; 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 A,V7rT at all.] 

656-60. The concluding exchange of the Embrace (see above) now falls perfectly 
into place.61 Helen explicitly develops, again with asyndetic sentences, the already 
implicit ad'ArITWC theme; and Menelaus again echoes the sentiment with Kayw ce, 
before developing the idea ad8OKTrov in terms of false OKricclc ('... believed to have 
gone to Troy') ;62 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?'63 

ri p& ; cf. I.T. 839-40 TL' <f; 6avaTdrwv rrEpa Kal Aodyov Trpdcw ra'' ai'rdia 
(Reiske; L c'7rrfa), sung by Iphigenia. Here Helen is running out of new expressions 
of joy, and the time has come for Menelaus to take the lead. &8ao6KXov CXWo cc npoc 
CTEpvotc: a crisply summative verse. The enoplian echo of 640 and 643-4 also looks 
forward to 680-1.64 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 

61 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. 

62 SOK0ocav may include the imperfect sense '(previously) believed (by me)'; but I.T. 831 
shows that Menelaus might equally have said ,aoAofcav doc Sodi4Erat. 

63 For rrpoc O0ecv followed by a question and introducing a new Aoyoc, cf. Or. 92 and 
579. 

64 Cf. Andr. 857, 862, Ion 1480(?), 1494, Hyps. fr. 64.94; H.F. 1190 (...68pac) and Ion 1487 
(... KVKAwL) have anceps penult.; for the related . - - -, 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 - - - - - -x (both may be correct: cf. the 'sub-dochmiac' 2ia verse 
......: ?-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.65 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 ai'Scc, to tell her 
painful story. Menelaus twice encourages her to proceed. The answer to 660 then 
begins at 666. 

bTpoc 0E?6v, od0LWV 7TT C TW V EIAJYV CarTEcTdaArc; 660 

EA. E' E 7TLKpac c apXac fiaLvELc' 
E' 7TLKpaV 3' s PEVVdC ca'TLV. 

ME. Ac'y', oc dKOUCrTa 7T'rdva 8bpa 8atl,odvwv. 
EA. dTEiTrrTvca ;iEv AOyov olov 

olov troL'coa Lat. 
ME. otLwoc 8e A OV TOS8 TOL t0LdxO6w)V KAVELV. 665 

661-2. The exclamations may be scanned , , giving cr 8 verses; or they may 
represent alai, giving ia 8 (cf. Hypsipyle fr. 64.72 on p. 69 below) or a~a1 ataL , giving 
28 (cf. Hipp. 830). For the lineation, see above with n. 55. The correct -&c -ac in 661 
is transmitted as a 'yp' marginale (Zuntz, p. 131). 

663. Recent defenders of the text treat it as two sentences. But Acy', dce aKovcra is 
an oddly terse 'prompt'; 7navTa 6cpa a8cfdvwv 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 a&KOUCX&: a sophisticated inversion of the standard use of oVK JKovcTOC (-L oc) 

and avqtKOVCTOC ('auditu nefandus') in reference to TrXaL, racOEa, etc. too terrible or 

shocking to be heard about: Andr. 1084 dKcoucat 8'oVK dKoivcO' Ltoc OE'Ac, Hipp. 362 

(rTdOEa), fr. 334.4(?), S. El. 1407, O.C. 1312, Pearson on S. frs. 357, 745 (though he 
was wrong here). S6opa 8atLJ6ovov is a variation of the standard rVXaL (or cvjx4opat') 

SatLoovwv (or 0ec?v): Hipp. 832, 1267, H.F. 309, fr. 37, etc.; for the idea of 'troubles' 
as 'gifts of the gods', cf. II. 1.96, Od. 9.15, etc. Menelaus proceeds in 665 to argue that 
'hearing tuo xOoL is 'S V' (cf. 634-5 qr8ovav... oc Aci3w). 

664. EcoLcoJiEV Lenting, Zuntz, Kannicht, on the ground that Aoyov ELcEbpElV is the 
standard idiom. Dale defended -otxaL ('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 Aoyoc is autobiographical. I obelize for a different reason: there 
is no parallel for the clausula .... :- .-. - to an enoplian dicolon."6 The clausulae 
favoured by Euripides, especially in 'enoplian dochmiac' contexts, are... 

v: _ _ , .... : ... , and ... _: -..-.- x_ ;67 and that suggests that the choice 
here lies between Eico'cwo and Ecotco'eOa. The former would be rhythmically in line' 
with 657, 680, 681; the latter with 693 ... xaAKEO'7rAwv Aavacv (the whole dicolon 

then like H.F. 1083-4 8blKcre- K EVyETE Lapyovav^8p' ETrEyepolEvov). [Some clear 
instances of alteration of 1st person plural to 1st person singular are cited by Diggle 

65 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. 

66 Period-end at olov I otov is out of the question, and otov &oL'co,uati cannot therefore be a 
dochmius, whose anceps first syllable (pace Dale) can only follow a longum or biceps. The 
telesillean x-. ..- occurs exceptionally in the rising part of enoplian dicola (Hipp. 1269, S. 
O.T. 1096/1108), but not in the close. 

67 For these clausulae, variously following P x ( -- ), T x (--W-_) or A x 
(.-.-.-.-), see comm. Or. pp. xxi, 113, 288. 
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in CQ 33 (1983), 350. Rh. 832 rapatioiuaLi may be a similar error (leg. 7rapaLTovJteOa; 
CQ 1988, 94). A possible cause of confusion here is the preceding r7TETTrrcayLEv (cf. 
Or. 1165 'v' dvravaAocw tv .L...).] 

666-71. First emphasizing that she was neither physically involved in the notorious 
elopement in Paris' ship nor guilty of adulterous 'pcoc, 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.68 

EA. oVK 7rrl f3apfdapov AEKrpa veavL'a 
7TrETOl.iva K7TTrac t7'ETOt.LEVOV S't Epc)- 

TrC adtKcv yaLcoV ... 
ME. TLC <(> cE 8aLrLWiv 77 rrOTdrOC cvAhd TrrTpac; 
EA. 6 AtOC o6 ZJI, r7TOdct, LE 7Traic MatOac 670 

T' E7TrAacev Nt'Acot. 

666. hAKTpov 3apfdapov L, corr. Kluge, after L. Dindorf; so Diggle. The false word- 
order with (at first) AhKrpa ftapfdpov 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 rTTErotLvac... TIreToLEvov... 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 cpwoc' are an oddly disparate pair.69 (c) The sentence runs very 
awkwardly with ill-balanced genitive absolutes, both to be understood as negatived 
by OVK. No parallel is cited for ov..., ... 8 equivalent to ov... EV ... Sc, and the 
natural coordination here would be OVK ... oV6' (or oVTr ... ov-re). 

Reiske seems likely to have been right, therefore, in proposing <...> ov8' for 
7reroftevoVS; the scribe's eye could well have taken TETro/fev from the line above (L 
attests verse-end after Ko)7Tac). But we are not then committed to looking for a finite 
verb (K:EAokLEV Reiske, 'EfLev Campbell, el7rdToeO' Dale), with further alteration of 

EpWTOC to Ep&JVTEc. We can at once preserve the unity of the sentence and improve 
its structure by writing: OUK ... KtcTaC (<&Troxov>, ou6' pio'roc... (the predicative adj. 
picked up both by ce in 669 and by /Lu in 670). One can be c&TroXoc 'borne upon' either 
a ship (va&dv A. Pers. 54) or an emotion (liavt'ac Hipp. 214). 

669. Tt'I <yap> (Barnes) needs a parallel before it can be considered for the type of 
intervening question that precedes subject and predicate. TLC <&8> (Zuntz) is more 
suitable. But Rappold's neglected <7`> deserves to be right, enhancing the disjunction 
aSltwv i rt6O'rioc. For the omission, cf. Andr. 848-9 7roV ... cdpO&), \ <75) Kar-a OT'VOV 

77 KaO' vAav op&cv...; (suppl. Seidler). There is a mild hyperbaton in the position of 
the first 75, exactly as in Hipp. 670 rL'V' vVv -rEXvav (`XoJ?ev -7 A6oyov ...; (riv' 5 vovV 

Page, Conomis, Diggle; cf. Z TLrva vov 7 rTCXVm-V ... Aoyov ... ;). 'Either' has a licence 
to wander somewhat in this type of alternative question.70 In this case the inserted 
position of the enclitic pronoun may owe something also to the ancient type of 
phrase-pattern illustrated by Barrett on Hipp. 10 6 yap JuE (&97cE`oc 7raic... 

670-1. Elmsley's ...7roct, <Mat'ac T-> raic /'... can claim the support of II's line- 

68 Classified by Mastronarde (Contact and Discontinuity, pp. 56ff.) as 'suspended syntax with 
intervention encouraging completion (lyric and iambic)'. 

69 As to the latter, it is the person, not the emotion, that 7TE'TETat in the passages cited by 
Kannicht as parallels. 

'7 'Either' may also be deferred: cf. Med. 846ff. Trrc oVv LepW)V 7rora/i.Cv l\ 7 rorAc 7 
f'AwcovI 7To'jrrtjioc ce Xo3pa...; (where Elmsley compared Ar. Av. 420). 

OCQ 
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openings (o 6[Loc... I I[aLac... I .l[e ..). Dale rightly preferred the metre of Hermann's 

tLe rraic Ma'ac 7',71 but hesitated to accept it in the light of II ('now it postulates a 
tangled little process of corruption '). All we have to believe, however, is that the same 
iambicizing tendency which treated o &Loc...7roct as a lekythion had already in the 
4th-3rd centuries iambicized the words /e TTratc tCatac -T (giving also easier word- 

order) in accordance with that metrical interpretation. L may descend from a 
tradition with o Ltoc... atac re 7ratc 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 II has the common misspelling n7ociE at verse-end in 
644, and may well have had it here also. 

tCEtXacev: from TreArdw, a favourite verb; not from r7TEAavvco, a compound not 
attested elsewhere in Euripides;72 cf. Med. 759-60 aAAa c' o Mat'ac TreAadELe SOI/otc. 
[The articulation rE rreAacev is equally good here, and also W,?e TreAac' 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 ad Atoc i' dAoxoc (hAEcev 
will not be completed until 682(-3), after a further intervening question; and even 
then Helen will have further points to make. 

ME. OavcLacrad TOv 7TE'p.avroc; S6ELvol Aoyol. 
EA. tKaTe&adKpvcat Klatl fAh apov vypa'vu 

SLKpVCtv' ad AlLOc L' aAoXoc coAcev. 

ME. "Hpa; rt vbJLv Xp7rLtovca 7rpocOelval KaKOv; 675 
EA. W,iOL Ey/W KEtLOV AovTppwv Kal Kpr'vdv, 

tva 0eat liopqav E<fai8pvvav, ev- 
OEV ?EFLOAEV KptCLC. 

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 SaKpva 
(with a KaTa compound) and the verse-end at vypalvw make the appending of 

SaKpvctv even more jejune. 
What we want, surely, is KarTa 8' EKAavca..., looking back to 663 arrErrrvca tuv ... 

and forward to 676 c4oL ..., while giving an appropriate verb of'lamenting' (intrans., 
cf. El. 113, 128; tmesis as Or. 196, etc.). The scribe's eye catches Sa'Kpvctv in the line 
below (cf. 667-8, 690). 

675. npoc6elval: simply 'to inflict' (not 'add', which would require dAAo). 'i vWLv 

(Hermann, for Tt'Vcv)...KaKv; ; Probably 'What hurt...?' (not 'Why...?'), though 
xp 'ltouca implies an interest in Hera's motive. Hitherto he has been thinking of a 
vague OeOc directing Tv'X- (642f.) or Tv;X, Oeoc (653?), without 'desires'. vILv: 
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. uiLOtL CML,uv 8SEtvcv L, corr. Badham (&ey), Stinton and Dale (Kcivcov); so 

Diggle (cf. also Or. 671). No one seems hitherto to have corrected L's atticized 
spelling Kprlvwv. 

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

72 Both LSJ and Allen-Italie cite these passages under irreAavtvw; 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.' Kplctc can scarcely be personified like Justice 
(Ion 846) or Death (A. Ch. 935). For the abstract subject with UtoAdev, the nearest 
parallel seems to be Ion 1558 /r TOhv 7TcpotOE Eu/lalcbtc c tiEov lO'Arit. But 'to go etc 

Kpt'Cv' is standard Attic forensic idiom, and one might have expected EvO' cioAov ic 
Kpt'ctv, cf. I.A. 1298ff. evOa rrOTE I HaAAac oE oAc SohAdopcov Ka rrpc I "Hpa 
0'... KPLtCLV E7Tt cTvyvav ptLV TE I KaAAovdc; or in this case, where the focus is on Hera, 
6OV' ElOAEV EC KpLCLV. 

679-83. After a much-discussed intervening question, Helen continues and Menelaus 

intelligently supplements the explanation of the statement d JtoC i ' aAoXoc CJAecev 

~(674). ME. tra o' etc Kp'CLV COL TrVa3' ̀ OrX' "Hpa KaKOcvt; 
EA. I7dptv wLc ac iAotTo... 
ME. 7Tic; avjSa. 680 
EA. Kurrptc CLt L' E7TEVEUCEV... 
ME. ) tTA/jLOv. 
EA. rTAadItv rAa'TLwvt (L3' irS'Aac' AlyV7rTTIL. 
ME. ELt' avrTES K' Et'SWAov, W0C CeOEV KAVW. 

679. Menelaus can be assumed to know about the ruin-causing events on Mt Ida 
as apX7j of the Trojan War and so of his own troubles. The issue now, to which lines 
680ff. are addressed, is the connection between those events and Hera's ruination of 
Helen in particular (674 /u'...WAEcev, and Ey7o 675). 

Diggle has discussed and disposed of most of the published conjectures for 679. Of 
those considered, Kayser's TI (' (Musgrave) Ec KptLCL cot rv3' OTV x' er "Hpa KOTOV; is 
indeed the best; and Diggle's rov8' is arguably an improvement on rTv8'. 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 'KKptTOV 

(adv., with an idea of 'singling out', cf. Tro. 1241 Tpo'a Tr roroAEcv cKKptrov 

crvyoviEv-q7, sc. by the gods).73 We can then keep TrcvS' as a straightforward causal 

genitive 'on account of these (events on Ida)': 

ME. Tt 
' 

EKKptTrov cot rTjV' E8TX' "Hpa KOd7OV; 

Etc (sic L) Kpt'Ctv for 'KKPLTOV will then be an error influenced by the preceding verse 
(in more than one possible way, see above). But the line must remain obelized. KOTOC 
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 IIapiv... I K67ptLC... (for KV7TrpLV... I 7Tadpt...) is almost universally 
accepted.74 Bothe's jc <(t'> a&cEXoLTo is plausible (clearer, and also balancing otL 

' 

rTErvEUCEV ). Helen hesitates al8otcc before mentioning Aphrodite, and Menelaus 

prompts her to proceed (cf. 661ff.; for the elliptical use of Trrjc; sc. 7tc or eLTac, cf. 

95, 1523, Ph. 1648, I.A. 513, 874, etc.). He may also be momentarily puzzled, and 
perhaps disturbed, since de,AotTo 'take away from' might imply that Helen had after 
all been with Paris. 

73 Campbell gilded the lily (more suo) by writing ce TO)V ' 0qK E aCdpLaKov for cot robv3 ' QsX' 
"Hpa KaK6CV, 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 pKKPLTOV. 74 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. 

3-2 
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681. '...to whom Cypris (had) assigned (lit. nodded) me...'. Menelaus now follows 
Helen's drift and expresses pitying sympathy with d rAdcov (Ald.) or dc rTAd/ov 
(Hermann). [Surely rAat- (so Kannicht): juxtaposition of Attic rA,rl- and Doric 
TAafL- 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 '.75 

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) 
TA7rjAt/ does not strictly mean 'cruel'. The pejorative force of TAr7rjwv and raAac, 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.76 The right point here must be the straightforward one, with the adjective used 
in the same sense as at 647. 

682. Hermann rTAdfov(a) rXTAaov', Wilamowitz rTAdtwv rTAadov'. Both are 
metrical improvements, removing 'the abnormality of word-division after the second 
long anceps of the dochmiac'.77 rAatowv rXdTAcov', accepted by Dale, Kannicht and 
Diggle, is superficially attractive, since paregmenon is a favourite figure; cf. Su. 598 
cd xEA,at iEALVEowv jiaTEpec Aoxayuv.78 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 rA ,'ovec. 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. co rXAd,ov, 
rTAhdOV. 

EA. -rAadtov' c08' rETAIac' Al'V7TrTWL. 

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. O.C. 836/879. 

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

75 Metre guarantees c TA7rjLov at Hec. 775 and c TAa, dcov vLEvaL'wv at Hipp. 554 (both 
obviously pitying). In exx. ofexclam. 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. 

76 In all senses TAr,iCwv and raAac are characteristically applied in tragedy to human beings, 
whose 'audacious' conduct may be due to divine affliction (cf. TA7rcLOyv 'OpE-r-qc); cf. also 
-raTAa7Trcpoc, AE, Aeoc, 8 rvcrvoc. Dale needed better support than Ale. 1, where Apollo uses the 
verb Er,TAv for his ungodlike 'submission' to servile status. Dr Diggle draws my attention to Ion 
905, where (in his text) Creusa reproaches Apollo as rAdkyov; that is doubtless right (after the 
precedent of Med. 990 cv' ', c ra'Aav, W( KaKdvvtiE), but it is likely that the use of -rAdaCov 
addressed to Apollo was as bold a novelty as Orestes' rhetorical hyperbole ,KELVOV yTeicO' 
avoCLov Kat KTELVETE at Or. 595. 

77 So Diggle, citing Parker, CQ 16 (1966), 12. 
78 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 ra'rO of Leda and Hermione are further features of 'my ruin'. 

EA. ra E3 <(ca> KaTa juE'AaOpa TadOEa Trrada, tid- 
TEp - oL 'yo. 

ME. Ti' {fjLC; 685 
EA. OVtK ECTL /LaT7rp, adyXdvLv SE fpdOov 

St' ELa&v KaTEeSjcaTo 3vcyaliov alcxvvav. 
ME. wtiot' OvyaTpoc 8' 'EpLt'dv'qc tEcrt it'oct; 

EA. aya/LOc aTEKVOC,7C, KaOTaCTEVEL 

yadtov ayaiuov <( odv)>. 690 

684. <ca> Hermann; a certain correction (pace Young). 
686-7. ?&?av Duport, for /t[i; Sucyaltov Brodaeus, for bv'cyatoc (there is little to 

choose between Sv'cyatov and Dale's Svcya'/tov, but see further on 688-90 below). 
For the metre Dale rightly compared Ion 1441-2; the enoplian verse 
...vv_v_vv_ _x- is a favourite, going well here with the preceding iambelegus.79 

For the confusion of ct,c and ctdav (-7rv), cf. Or. 122. [Kannicht does his best, in a bad 
cause, to defend St' uE KaTE6o`qCaTO as a dochmius, with Sv'cya/tov atcXv'vav 
appositive to E/Et.] 

688. ECTIv (Triclinius) remedies only the metrical fault. We seem to need TtC...; but 
Badham's Tt'C tot for WioiL removes a necessary expression of grief in response to the 
report of Leda's suicide, and the 86 is unnaturally late. Better would be d/lot. 
OvyarpCc 'Eptotdvrlc 8E Tlc 13toc; But Dr Diggle (pers. comm.) questions the genitive 
case, comparing the dative in S. Ant. 548 KaL TI'C t'/oc tOL coV A,EAE,LLEV-qTL; As he says, 
we really want Aodyoc (Campbell), not /3'oc, as in the similar question at I.T. 563 T 'SC; 
craycLt'cr)c Ovyatrpoc ECTL rLC Aoyoc; There is no need then for an interrogative t'c, but 
... 6 Tl'C... could still be right. 

689-90. L has three errors: (a) a6ya/toc ErTEKVOC rTEKvoc (corr. Tricl.); (b) Lc ro'ctc 

(rrdct Ald.); (c) yad'ov dayacov alcXvva (alcXvvav 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 c, I follow Murray and Dale, against Kannicht, 
in accepting Hermann's remedy (after L. Dindorf), which restores a 38 sentence in 
line with 628f., 634f., 654f., 670f., 677f., 684f. Etidv may have dropped out anciently 
after ayaptov (cf. 650); -ya)ov alcXvvav was then a false echo of the previous 
sentence-end (8vcya/ov alcXvvav). Conjectures that attempt to save atcXvdva(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. ya&pov 
&ayaCov is a favourite type of riddling phrase, here with a play following the 
straightforward use of dayactoc as 'unwed' in 689. What Hermione IL.nents, from her 
point of view, is her mother's 'infidelity', with a- equivalent to 6vc- (cf. 687);80 but 
from Helen's point of view 'my yactoc ayatoc' may be either her sundered marriage 
with Menelaus or her illusory adultery with Paris. There is a similar ypifoc in 352-3 
TIo Tpot'a rdacAava (Herm. rda'- Tp-), 6St' ipy' dvepy' XAAvcat, 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. 

'9 The iambelegus (cf. Or. 1264/1284) makes its appearance more often than not in Euripides' 
'enoplian dochmiac' scenes; and for the verse -vv -v-v -x-, see comm. Or. p. 303. 

80 For the pejorative-negative use of d- and Jcrro- words, see in general D. Fehling, Hermes 
96 (1968), 142ff., and comm. on Or. 162-5. 



691-7. The Duo ends with a well-characterized exchange: 

ME. L rrdv KaT' aKpac 3&a t' cliov Trpcac Idptc. 
EA. TraE KaQ c StoWAEc t pvptdaac TE 

XaAKEOd7rAv aJavadv' 

F ? TrraTrpl'oc d.7ro<(rp> KLaKOTrrorFov dpai- 
ov gaAE Oeoc d7or rrTOAEOC darTd re ceOev, 695 

Ont IuLAaOpa AE'XEa T' EArrov ov AtLro6- 
c 7-r alcXpolc ya'Lotc. 

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 tb ciav...nipcac IIapic and 
an appropriately paradoxical metaphor (Menelaus having sacked Paris' house). 65Cd' 

pLo6v reflects 660 8odcLwv...-cwv E,Ljv. 
692-7. Helen concludes with an extended dochmiac period preceded by an enoplian 

dicolon; a characteristic pattern,8' 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, (h) 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 'r&S6, but ends by attributing her own 
misfortune to Oc6c (= 3a4udwv), to be understood in the same sense '(generalized) 
divine power' as in 642; a turn of language which enhances her own Svc3Sapovt'a. 

692-3. The sentence-opening is ambivalent: (a) ra6e& has two direct referents, 
'Paris' and 'my ydyaoc ayalloc', and may also refer to the events on Ida (cf. 676-9); 
(b) KaL may be taken either with rrda ('It was even these things that ruined...'; so 

Diggle) or with cE (' ... 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. SLwcXece: 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 c,AEccv in respect of Helen in 674; cf. also H.F. 
1065-6 rTKVcV ,A~EOpov...cEOEv TE ratdo'c); the point is also comprehensive, embracing 
Greek warriors like Teucer who have been 'ruined' rather than killed.82 

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

ceEiv, and the singer needs a long breath. Diggle's corrections &aro<7tp6> and &apaiov 
convincingly mend the metre of 694-5.83 Note that the overlapping word apat-lov 
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 7rarpt'c is a bad enough cTrlOToc (cf. Med. 34-5); but Helen's special 
Svc&aziLov'a is to have been supernaturally exiled from her Tro'Atc (ir6xooc as often = 

7roAtrc)v) and husband falsely execrated as an adulteress; cf. 53-5 rrSE 7avvra rAdc' 
Iy7o I KaTrparoc elF,Ut KaL SoKCi) TpooVc' LUOV I rdTOCLv cvvadiat rro0Aefov. The 'causing 

of war' counts for less, in this conjugal reunion, than the 'adultery' allegation. 

81 Cf. H.F. 883-5, 1082-6, 1205-13, Tro. 886-92, I.T. 895-9, Ion 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 SLoJAero and StoAd'cavrac rather differently at Or. 
1512 and 1566; see comm., also CQ 1988, 96 on H.F. 1021-4. 

83 L has ... Carr6 KaKcThrorTov l apa['av g3aA\e Odc I ...; see n. 56 above. 
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otL...: 'for the offence that, on the (unjust) ground that...;84 cf. Hyps. fr. 64.72-4 

(Bond, p. 47) alaL, qvyac EFciEev ac civyov, I C TCKVOV, el fadOoLc, ATjLIVOV 7Trov1ac, I 

7oAtlov OTlt rarTpoc OVK ETECLOV Kapa. The paradoxical piquancy of that passage lies 

in the truth of the unjust cyKAtqa a, i.e. in the identity of Epyov and Aoyoc. The force 
of OTL is the same here (following apaiov and the idea of 'exile'); but the Aoyoc and 
the `pyov are in conflict. 

.iXaOpa XiXE& 'n' XItov...6En' cacxpoic y&aoLc: the traditional 'adultery' 
charge is formulated with a pejorative use of ALtr- in line with II. 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 ATlro- words, see comm.). 
The 'negating' insertion of oi X)ItnOc' is the same species of positive-negative 

juxtaposition as 611 3OKO6VTEC 'EAEv'v OVK eXovT' cXEv Ila'pv. Logically, the 

negative phrase is a parenthetic contradiction of the false d'KqCLtc; but it is treated as 

integral for the sake of the rhetorical figure.85 There is also brachylogy, in that the 

Aoyoc negated is not simply c'AiTrov or LhAa6pa...Alr7rov (Helen did in fact 'leave 
home and husband'), but L.deaOpa AEXead T' AIrtTov 7r' alcxpoic yatlolc. Both the 

object phrase and the adverbial phrase are Jdro KOtvoV, as the object 'EAev71v is caro 
KOLVO6 in the simpler precedent at 611 (whose intelligibility depends in turn upon 35-6 

OKEl I' eiXELV, I KIEVTV 0KrJCLV, OVK EXWV). There is no real problem here: we know 
what Helen means,86 and Euripides could instruct his singer in the articulation of the 
words. 

Highgate, London C. W. W I L L I N K 

84 Kannicht rightly rejects the vulgate o-re (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 epAaOpa...eAm7rov. 

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 Aodyon/pyWL antithesis, e.g. (Aodyco fLv) 
ITirqrp (EpyWo 8&) da'r'TCp. In 138 TEOvdci Kov TOvdact (obviously not 'they seem to be dead') 
there are explicitly 'two Aoyot'. 

86 Cf. H.F. 1072-8, where 'the double-edged use of (ot) qE?vyw complicates the thought, but 
the point is clear enough' (CQ 1988, 97). 
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