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TrGF 2.624 - A EURIPIDEAN FRAGMENT

In the authoritative new collection of the Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (TrGF),
a five-trimeter passage appears as No. 624 in the second volume which contains the
‘Fragmenta adespota’.! Whereas Nauck? placed the lines among the ‘Fragmenta
dubia et spuria’ of Euripides (Eur. fr. 1131), Kannicht and Snell separate them totally
from the Euripidean fragments and associate them with various pseudepigraphical
pieces of tragic poetry which are commonly thought to have originated in the
‘workshop of a Jewish forger’.? The purpose of my article is to challenge this decision
and to show that TrGF 2.624 may well be genuine poetry by Euripides if we restore
the lines to their probable original form. An attempt to reconstruct the original
context of the fragment will also be added.

I

The text of the fragment given in TrGF 2 is as follows:

6pdl’ Soow vopiler’ olx elvar fedv,

8is éfapaprdvovres ovx ebyvwuovws;
éoTw yap éotw. €l 8¢ Tis Tpdacer kadds
KaKos Tedukds, TOV Xpovov kepdaweéTw:
XPovew yap odTos DaTepov Schaer dikny.

The lines have been handed down only by two comparatively late writers: the
unknown author of Ps.-Justin’s treatise De monarchia — a selection of genuine and
forged passages of pagan Greek literature, often irritatingly intertwined, which are
quoted in support of a Jewish monotheistic doctrine? — and Clement of Alexandria.

! R. Kannicht and B. Snell (edd.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, Vol. 11 Fragmenta
adespota (G6ttingen, 1981).

2 A. Nauck (ed.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta® (Leipzig, 1889; repr. with a Supplement
by B. Snell, Hildesheim, 1964).

8 TrGF 2.617-24 ‘ex fabrica falsarii Iudaei (saec. 1*?)’. In the apparatus to fr. 624, Kannicht
and Snell refer to A.-M. Denis, Introduction aux pseudépigraphes grecs d’Ancien Testament
(Leiden, 1970), p. 226 with n. 15, but this reference is not very helpful since Denis, loc. cit., only
gives a summary of Ps.-Justin’s De monarchia.

* It is rather difficult to give an exact date for the treatise. It is commonly attributed to the
second century A.D. (cf. A.Elter, De gnomologiorum Graecorum historia atque origine
[Universititsprogramm Bonn, 1893-7], p.203; A.von Harnack, Die Uberlieferung der
griechischen Apologeten des 2. Jahrhunderts in der alten Kirche und im Mittelalter. [TU 1.1]
[Leipzig, 1882], pp. 154f.; A. von Harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur® Bd. II.1
[Leipzig, 1958 = 1897"], p. 512; R. Harris, Justin Martyr and Menander [Cambridge, 1932], p. 25
‘earlier than Justin’; N. Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos [TU 86] [Berlin, 1964], p. 211;
M. Hengel, ‘Anonymitdt, Pseudepigraphie und ‘Literarische Filschung” in der jiidisch-
hellenistischen Literatur’, Entretiens de la Fond. Hardt 18 [Genf, 1972], p. 294 n. 2 ‘Ende 2. oder
Anfang des 3. Jahrhunderts n.Chr.’; J.-M. Vermander, ‘La parution de 'ouvrage de Celse et la
datation de quelques apologies’, Rev. des études aug. 18 (1972), 32f.; cf. also O. Bardenhewer,
Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur® Bd. 1 [Freiburg i.Br., 1913], pp. 236f.; W. Speyer, Die
literarische Filschung im heidnischen und christlichen Altertum [Miinchen, 1971], p. 161; N.
Zeegers—Vander Vorst, Les citations des poétes grecs chez les apologistes chrétiens du II° siécle
[Louvain, 1972], pp. 8-9 and 18). But it seems to me quite certain — for reasons I cannot expand
in detail in this article — that De mon. belongs to the first century B.C. or A.D. Scholars used to
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Both Ps.-Justin (De mon. 3.2-3) and Clement (Strom. 5.121.1-3)° transmit the
fragment as part of almost identical packages of lines containing Diphilus PCG 5.136,
Eur. fr. 835 N2 and TrGF 2.624. This correspondence suggests that either both
authors drew on a similar florilegium, or Clement directly depends on the treatise De
monarchia. Both views have been held.® To resolve this issue would require an
evaluation of the many other instances where both authors quote the same fragment.
But that is beyond the scope of this article.

It is Clement’s citation of the lines on which Valckenaer based his negative
judgement about the fragment.” Clement of Alexandria generally enjoys a rather high
reputation among classicists, and in cases where his wording of a passage differs from
others, modern scholars tend to give preference to his reading. But this rule of thumb
quite often proves to be unreliable, and each case must be considered on its merits.

Clement Strom. 5.121.1-3 introduces the sequence of verse-passages with the
remark didilos mdAw 6 kwuikos TowadTd Twa mepi THS kploews OaAéyerar.
Immediately after the quotation of the Diphilean fragment (Diph. PCG 5.136), he
adds - still under the same heading — the lines Eur. fr. 835 N? and 7rGF 2.624. Yet
it is fairly obvious that the ascription to Diphilus applies in fact only to the first
quoted comic verse, which Ps.-Justin for his part attributes to Philemon (De mon.
3.2). The authenticity of the Euripidean fr. 835 has never been seriously doubted
because Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus quote the lines as taken from Euripides’
tragedy Phrixus:®

S. E. Math. 1.274° kai unv od Tadra povov Tois monrais Sefids elpiobar dalverar dAa kai
\ \ ~ ) v PN 5 p s ; 10
Ta 7epi Bedv, olov éoti kai 76 mapa 1 Edpumidy AexOév év Ppifw:
Satis 8¢ BvnTdv oletar Tovd™! fjuépav
kakov Tt mpdoowy Tovs Beovs AeAnbeévar,
Soxei movnpo. kai Soxdv'? dAlokeTal,
Srav axoly dyovea Tuyxdvy Alkn.'®

oscillate between whether the treatise had been compiled by a Jew or a Christian. Yet nothing
within the six chapters presupposes Christian doctrine, whereas on the other hand we find many
thoughts and concepts which are well known from the late writings of the LXX and Philo.

® The whole passage of Clement is cited by Eusebius in his Praeparatio evangelica 13.13 (§47 for
TrGF 2.624). Since Clement’s Stromata are transmitted in only one manuscript, Eusebius serves
as an important independent witness for the constitution of Clement’s text.

8 (a) Ps.-Justin and Clement use the same source: Harris, op. cit. (n. 4), pp. 17f.; Harnack, loc.
cit. (n. 4); Walter, op. cit. (n. 4), p. 186 (in connection with the so-called Testament of Orpheus);
Hengel, op. cit. (n. 4), p. 295; E. Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus
Christ?, Vol. II1.1 (Edinburgh, 1986), p. 657; (b) Clement is dependent on De monarchia: A.
Elter, op. cit. (n. 4), pp. 188, 198, 201ff.

? L. C. Valckenaer, Diatribe de Aristobulo Judaeo, philosopho peripatetico Alexandrino (pub-
lished posthumously by J. Luzac) (Leiden, 1806), pp. 1-5. References to his discussion will be
given with name and page only.

8 Euripides seems to have written two tragedies called Phrixus, see below part IV.

® The lines are quoted again in Math. 1.287, but without mentioning the name of the play: Ka.i
wyv 8aov émt 7¢) v’ EdpumiSov AexOévti mepi Oedv, Ty adrny kal of SudTar 8dfav éxovaw.
{oov ydp éoti 7¢ "Ooris 8é....Alkn, kai 16 obTw mapd Tois moAdois Aeyduevov, "Oié Bedv
aAéovor uvdot, dAéovar 8¢ Aemrd. Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.3.15 alone adds a fifth line, wrongly printed
among the ‘adespota’ in TrGF 2.490, as will be pointed out later (cf. n. 80).

10 ¢f. Stob. loc. cit. Edpumidns Ppiéw.

11 The manuscripts of Sextus give in this passage the reading xa8’, but To¢’ in 1.287 (cf. n. 9)
which is supported by Ps.-Justin, Clement (and Eusebius) and Stobaeus.

12 F. H. Bothe, Euripidis fabularum fragmenta (Leipzig, 1844), p. 300, adopted the reading of
the Stobean codex F xd8ixdv. But kai Soxdv is generally attested and can be regarded as ‘lectio
difficilior’. Cf. H. van Looy, Zes verloren tragedies van Euripides (Brussels, 1964), p. 153.

13 For the probable context of the fragment, see below part IV. One could, of course, always
play the devil’s advocate in suggesting that the passage may be a sententious interpolation. But

5 0CQ
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Ps.-Justin also mentions Euripides, but his remark Kai Edpimidns appears in our
manuscripts in the wrong place, i.e. two lines before the fragment of Euripides.!*
Mechanical corruptions occur several times in De mon.'® They are symptomatic of the
poor condition in which this monotheistic florilegium has come down to us, and
Marcovich, in his forthcoming edition of three treatises of Ps.-Justin,!® is surely right
in correcting the manuscripts and transposing Kai Evdpuriys just before the
generally acknowledged fragment of Euripides.!’

Ps.-Justin thus introduces Eur. fr. 835 N* and TrGF 2.624 as one continuous piece
of Euripides. At first sight, this ascription may seem rather unlikely because of the
strongly monotheistic character of the sentiment in ‘Opd#’ oot vouiler’ ovk elvar
Oedv ... éoTw yap éorw. The Dutch scholar mentioned above, Valckenaer, was the
first to doubt the authenticity of the five lines TrGF 2.624, and his principal objection
was, indeed, to the singular fedv.'® In addition to that, he felt that his scepticism was
confirmed by the fact that Clement writes Soxeire instead of vouiler’ (p. 3):

Sed vide mihi turpem istum in Attico versu hiatum, ‘Opd6’ Soo. oxeite odx — nam correctoris
potius esse videtur paulo doctioris, quem offendebat hiatus, illud apud Justinum, ‘Opdf’ Soou
vopiler’ odx —.

This precisely reflects the favourable view which scholars in general hold of Clement’s
accuracy, but it proves to be a false prejudice if we consider his citation of this

since Euripides is generally quite fond of gnomic sentences, the ‘onus probandi’ lies, I think, on
the side of people who question the testimony of our sources. There is, at any rate, nothing
whatsoever in either language or thought of fr. 835 which speaks against a Euripidean origin of
the lines. For 8oris 8¢ Ovnrdv oietar...|... AeAnfévar, | Sokei movnpa, cf. Oinomaos, fr. 575 N?
6o7is 8¢ fvnTdv BovAeTar Suadivupov | els yiipas éMeiv, ob Aoyilerar kadds k7). and Tro. 1203
Ovmriv 8¢ pidpos 6otis €0 mpdaaew Soxdv | BéBata yaipet kT, ; for Todd’ Huépav, see Cycl. 336
s Todumieiv ye kal ayeiv Tovd’ fjuépav; aliokerar (line 3) occurs five times elsewhere in
Euripides at the end of an iambic trimeter (Med. 84, Hipp. 913, IT 1038 and 1419, fr. 811 N?);
for 6rav axoyv dyovoav...cf. Med. 1238 xai un oxoAny dyoveav ... For the concept of Dike,
who sometimes may be inconspicuous and tardy but will always exert her power in the end, cf.
Antiope, fr. 223 N2 (see below part II), fr. 979 N2 (o070t mpogerfoia’ 1) Aiky ae, w7 Tpéays,|
maicel mpos frap ovdé Ty dAAwv Bpotdv | Tov ddikov, dAXG aiya kai Bpadei modi| arelyovaa
udper Tovs kaxovs, 6tav Tixy); El. 771, Archelaos, fr. 255 N etc.; see in general H. Lloyd-
Jones, The Justice of Zeus® (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1983), pp. 151ff.

14 ¢f. M. Marcovich, ‘Patristic Textual Criticism’, ICS 13 (1988), 143f.; H.J. Mette,
‘Euripides (insbesondere fiir die Jahre 1939-1968), Erster Hauptteil : Die Bruchstiicke’, Lustrum
12 (1967), 282 (‘beide Worter versehentlich um 2 Zeilen nach oben versetzt’). — N. Walter,
Gefilschte Verse auf Namen griechischer Dichter. In: Jiidische Schriften aus hellenistisch-
romischer Zeit (hg. von W. G. Kiimmel) Bd. IV (Giitersloh, 1983), p. 246 hazards a guess that
kai Edpur(dns might be explained as a ‘sekundire “ Verbesserung ™, but this seems to me to be
very unlikely. If xai Edpum{dns was already misplaced in Clement’s time, it would be easy to
understand why he has disregarded the phrase.

> The two most prominent examples are: (1) chapter 2.4 where the so-called Testament of
Orpheus is quoted without the first two lines (this has commonly been regarded as a result of
a mechanical distortion, cf. A. Elter, op. cit. (n. 4), p. 157; H. Erbse, Fragmente griechischer
Theosophien (Hamburg, 1941), p. 17 n. 37; N. Walter, op. cit. (n. 4), p. 211; (2) De mon. 3.1 +2
(lines 6f. of Diphilus PCG 5.136 occur in our MSS. some six lines too early where they are totally
out of place).

16 Pseudo-lustini Cohortatio ad Graecos, De Monarchia, Oratio ad Graecos (Patristische Texte
und Studien, Verlag W. de Gruyter [Berlin and New York]). I should like to thank Prof.
Marcovich very much for his outstanding generosity in letting me use the typescript of his new
critical edition. 17 Marcovich, loc. cit. (n. 14).

18 ¢f. p. 3. All later discussions of the fragment are in one way or another indebted to the work
of this scholar (cf. the note in the apparatus criticus TrGF 2.617-24 ‘duce Valckenaerio’; A.
Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae, Vol. IX [Leipzig, 1829], p. 298; Th. Fix, Euripidis fabulae [Paris,
1843], p. 822 etc.).
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fragment more closely. For it seems clear from Eusebius’ quotation,® that in the third
line of TrGF 2.624 Clement wrote xaxs instead of xaAds — a rather careless error,
probably caused by assimilation to the following xaxds,?® and perhaps also influenced
by xaxdv 7 mpdagwv in the previous second line of Eur. fr. 835 N2, Valckenaer in fact
questioned Clement’s reading in this case (p. 2), and Otto in his edition has definitely
rejected karxds as wrong.?! Clement cannot, on the other hand, be blamed for the
erroneous reading «epvdrw instead of xepdaweérw in the next line because Eusebius
clearly found the correct form in Clement’s text.?? Yet Eusebius’ quotation confirms
that Clement omitted line 2 8is éfapaprdvovres ovk edyvwudvws for reasons to be
considered below.?

Thus, in this particular case, Ps.-Justin is obviously more reliable than Clement. The
latter was evidently capable of making mistakes more characteristic of an ancient or
medieval scribe than of a scholar. For his variant Soxeire instead of vou({er” in the
first line can be similarly accounted for as a ‘Perseverationsfehler’ following Soxei
movnpa kai Sokdv dAlokerar in the penultimate line of fr. 835 N®. Moreover, one
should not be surprised that Clement writes an unmetrical form such as Soxeir(e).
A glance at other passages where he and Ps.-Justin transmit the same lines reveals
quite clearly that Clement sometimes does not bother about metre at all. In Strom.
5.120.2 for instance, line 6 is so defective that one wonders whether Clement’s reading
ought not rather to be considered as a prose paraphrase.*

If we examine Clement’s reliability as a source in connection with fr. 835, we find
further that he is the only one who writes €l 7is at the beginning, whereas Sextus
Empiricus, Ps.-Justin and Stobaeus unanimously transmit o7.s. The latter seems to
be the preferable reading for Euripides.?®

On the other hand, Clement is more reliable than Ps.-Justin in one particularly
important detail. In line 2, his wording xakov 7i mpdoowy Tovs feods AeAnfévar
agrees with that of Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus, whereas the Codices of De
monarchia have rov feov. It is a matter of dispute whether Ps.-Justin himself used the
singular, or whether a Christian copyist has assimilated the plural to the singular in
the following lines TrGF 2.624. The latter must be the case if De monarchia is one of
Clement’s sources. But that cannot be proved in this article.

Be that as it may, the wavering between the singular feov and the plural feovs here
should encourage us to consider the possibility that something similar may have
happened in TrGF 2.624. Both our witnesses, Clement and Ps.-Justin, transmit the
singular in this case. It is therefore undoubtedly the correct reading for Ps.-Justin’s
treatise. But since the fundamental question of whether god(s) exist(s) or not arises
in the first half of the fragment, the author of a treatise About the monarchy of God
is likely enough to have substituted feov for an original feovs in his pagan source.

19 ¢f. above n. 5.

20 cf. A. Matthiae, op. cit. (n. 18), p. 198 ‘kaxds facile scribi potuit propter xaxds, quod
sequitur’.

21 1. C. Th. von Otto (ed.), Iustini philosophi et martyris opera quae feruntur omnia® (Corpus
Apologetarum Christianorum saeculi secundi, vol. III) (Jena, 1879; 1842'; 1849%), p. 139 n. 23.
It is worth noticing that Clement and Eusebius have mpdrre. for mpdooet; the latter is the
correct form for Euripides (cf. fr. 835.2 N2, IT 668, and elsewhere).

2 kepvdTw must be a scribe’s error; cf. O Stdhlin, Clemens Alexandrinus® ii (GCS) (Berlin,
1960) ad loc. and Kannicht-Snell TrGF 2.624 ad loc. 23 See n. 36.

2 Bpovrijs éav drovons un ¢vyns vs. Ps.-Justin, De mon. 4.2 Bpovrijs dxovoas undapds
moppw duyys; cf. ibid. line 1 (Sikalots €pyous for the metrically correct épyois Sukalois); see,
moreover, Strom. 5.121.1 (Diphil. PCG 5.136, quoted in Ps.-Justin, De mon. 3.2).

25 cf. the parallels quoted in n. 13 (there is no €i 7is ... fyn7dv at the beginning of a trimeter in
Euripides).

5-2
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And in fact a restoration of the plural creates no problems because both forms fit the
metre perfectly :2¢

0pal° Soow vouller’® odk elvar Beovs,”

8is ééapaprdvovres ovk ebyvwudvws:*®

eloiv ydp, €lov.*® €l 8¢ Tis mpdooel™ kads®?

Kakos mepukds, TOv xpovov kepdawérw:

Xpovew yap obtos GoTepov®® Sdbaer Slkny.

I1

This easy emendation produces a piece of verse which could well come from a
reputable source,? and nothing in language or thought is now inconsistent with
classical tragedy. Valckenaer particularly objected to line 2. Although he admitted the
line to be ‘sonorum nec invenustum’, he considered the thought expressed by it not
to be appropriate for Euripides.?® Yet whereas éauaprdvew seems indeed to strike
a Judaeo-Christian note in connection with the singular form fedv,*® no objections
can be raised against the line in the context of the fragment in its emended form. For
the concept of apapria in general is not at all alien to Greek tragedy,*” and the verb
éfapaprdvew in particular occurs quite frequently,®® especially in Euripides.?® It
usually refers to errors in the human sphere, to offences against fellow-men, e.g. Alc.
708 AS....el 8 dAyeis kAbwv|TdAnbés, od xpiv o els éu’ ééapaprdvew.|Pe. cod
8 dv mpobviioxwy pdAlov éénudpravov. But the root duapr- also covers offences
against the gods: cf. for the simple verb Peirithoos 11 (fr. 15a Page) ... dAAa Bope[dow
mvoals éxeil|beomapdytn ovuulérpwt koundopaow]|marnp duaprav €is Belovs
Tipwpiad],’® for the composite ééapaprdvew Aesch. Prom. 944 (EPMHZY) oé

\ ’ \ - L1 ’ \ 3 ’ 3 3 \ 3 ’ ’
TOV GoPLaTIY, TOV MLk pdds Urépmikpov, | Tov é€apapTdvt’ eis Beovs édnuepors | mopdvra

28 For the convenience of the reader, I give the text with critical notes, which entails the
repetition of things mostly already mentioned above.

27 Ps.-Justin: Clement (and Eusebius, cf. n. 5) Sokeire.

28 Ps.-Justin and Clement (and Eusebius) fedv.

2% The line is omitted by Clement (and Eusebius, cf. above and below [n. 36]). Kannicht-Snell’s
punctuation (semicolon) is not appropriate, see below part III.

30 Ps.-Justin and Clement (and Eusebius) éarw ydp, éorw.

31 Ps.-Justin: Clement (and Eusebius) mpdrre (cf. above n. 21).

32 Ps.-Justin: Clement (and Eusebius) xakds.

33 H. Grotius, Excerpta ex tragoediis et comoediis Graecis (Paris, 1626), p. 416 — followed by J.
Barnes, Euripidis quae exstant omnia (Cambridge, 1694), p. 503, and Valckenaer p. S — reads
YoTépw, contra necessitatem.

34 This is, in a way, already suggested by the association with fragments of Diphilus and
Euripides in both Ps.-Justin and Clement (see above).

35 ‘si sententiam [sc. spectes], minus aptum nec Euripidi congruum [sc. versum]’ (p. 5).

36 ¢f. Valckenaer, p. 5 ‘Noster ille posuit quo sensu Judaei dicebant et Christiani dpaprdvew
els feov’. I have a feeling that this may, in fact, have been the reason why Clement avoided
quoting the line; for there are other passages where one gets the impression that Clement
considerately leaves out what he — sometimes rightly — thinks is suspicious in his source (cf.
Strom. 5.119.2 = Men. fr. 683 Korte).

37 The problem of tragic duapia has formed the subject of numerous books and articles ; one
may refer to J. M. Bremer, Hamartia. Tragic Error in the Poetics of Aristotle and in Greek
Tragedy (Amsterdam, 1969); T. C. W. Stinton, ‘ Hamartia in Aristotle and Greek Tragedy’, CQ
25 (1975), 221-54; and S. Said, La faute tragique (Paris, 1978).

38 See Bremer, op. cit. (n. 37), pp. 31ff,, and Said, op. cit. (n. 37), p. 44.

39 A careful discussion of the history of the word-group and the changes of meaning from one
author to the other is given in Said, op. cit. (n. 37), pp. 41ff.

40 See Said, op. cit. (n. 37), p. 411; cf. also Aphrodite’s words in the Prologue of Hipp. 21 & 8
els éu’ fudpryre Tipwprigopad | Irmdlvrov év 118’ 1juépa with the comments of Stinton, art. cit.
(n. 37), 247f., and Said, op. cit. (n. 37), p. 413.
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Tiuds, Tov TUpos kAETTNY Aéyw.*! A suggestion concerning the exact meaning of the
‘double’ mistake in our fragment will be made below (part IV).

In lines 4-5, a Judaeo—Christian reader may, of course, have seen a reference to the
Last Judgement.*? Yet such a tendentious interpretation cannot be used as an
argument against a classical origin of the five lines, since the thought expressed is, in
fact, nothing else than the very traditional one that divine justice sometimes comes
late but will surely come; cf. e.g. Solon, fr. 13.8 West mdvrws Gorepov nAfe 8xn.t?
Euripides in particular often points at this ‘sera numinis vindicta’,** e.g. Antiope,
fr. 223 N? dika Toi, dika xpdvios, AAX" Suws Vmomecoio’ |éXabev, Srav éxn Tv’
doefy Bpordv; Antiope, fr. 222 N2 71y Tor Aikmy Aéyovor maid’ elvar xpovou, |
delivvol 8 fudv doris éori uy kaxds; Heracl. 941 €lXé o 1) Aikn xpovw; fon 1614

..del yap odv|xpovia uév o Taw Bedw mws, és Tédos 8 odk dobevij (cf. 1621f.);

Philoct. fr. 800 N2 ded, urjmor’ einy dMo mAv Beois pidos|ds mdv Tedovior, kdv
Bpadvvwow xpdvew; Ba. 882-90 (with the commentary by E. R. Dodds [Oxford,
19692%]).%> For the exact wording of TrGF 2.624 line 5, Herc. fur. 740 may be the
closest Euripidean parallel (see below part IV).

Ps.-Justin’s ascription of our fragment to Euripides*® gains further credibility by
the fact that the first half of it is also perfectly in line with Euripidean thought, if we
accept the emendation as proposed above. Numerous recognized passages attest the
special attention this tragedian paid to the ‘theological’ question, whether the gods
exist or not. This issue is usually associated with the problem of theodicy, reflecting
the traditional view that righteousness should be rewarded by the gods and injustice
punished. It is from the downfall of the villain, we are told in Euripides’ Oinomaos,
fr. 577 N2, that human beings can infer the existence of the gods:

éyw pév €07 Gy Tovs Kakovs 0pd BpoTdy
minTovras, elvar ¢nul Saiudvwy yévos.t’
For the converse argument, cf. El. 583-4:

7 Xp'q ynxe@ yeicha Oeovs,
€l 7dduk’ €oTar Tijs Sikns vmépTepa.t

41 ¢f. the comments ad loc. by Said, op. cit. (n. 37), pp. 319ff. One may, moreover, refer to Soph.
Ant. 743 Au. ob yap Slkawd o éfapaptdvovd’ opd.|Kp. duaprdvw yap Tas éuas dpxas
éBwv;| Au. oV yap 0éBeis, Tiuds ye tas Bedv mardv, and Eur. Hipp. 1433 avfpdimoion
8¢|fecdv 8i8cvTwy elxds ééapaprdvew.

42 This is indeed the reason why Ps.-Justin has quoted the fragment, cf. the introduction to
chapter 3 of De monarchia, Kai mepi T008€, 81 pdvos duvards éoti kai Tdv év 7¢ Plw
owvTedovpévwy mpdlewv kai Ths mepi 16 feiov dyvwolas kplow évarrjoacfar, olxelous
udprupas mapasticar €xw. Cf. also Clem. Strom. 5.121.1 (rowadrd Twa mepi Tjs kploews
Suadéyerar).

43 cf. lines 25fT. TOLGUT‘I] Znvos méeTar nms 008’ éd’ éxdoTw|d damep 01/1770; av'qp ‘yl.‘yVSTO.L
6&uxodos, | ael 8 ol € )\61\1)06 Stauﬂepeg, Saris dAirpov | Qupov éxet, mdvtws & és Télos
éfedpdvy | AAX’ 6 pév adTiK’ érewcev, 6 8 Datepov kTA.

4 Both fr. 835 and TrGF 2.624 similarly express this idea, see above n. 13 and below part IV.

% cf., moreover, Bellerophontes, fr. 303.3-5 N2, Alexandr., fr. 60 N2 and Alope, fr. 112 N2 (three
passages which stress the importance of tzime as bringing everything to light). In El 953,
Euripides says we should not allow ourselves to be blinded by the temporal well-being of the
wicked, for they cannot overcome Dike in the long run (w5€ TS Kakovpyos wvl;u) unot TO
mpwTov B’ éav Spdun kadds, |vikdv Soxeltw Ty Alxknw, mpiv dv médas | ypapuis iknrar kai
T€édos kdupy Blov). 46 See above part 1.

47 cf. Supp. 731 viv 48’ dedmrov fjuépav idoiia’ éyw|feods vouillw ... | ... Téwvde TetadvTwy
8{xmv, perhaps also fr. 913 N2 7/s 7dde Aevaowv feov ovxi voei ... ; see already Hom. Od. 24.351
Zeb mdrep, 1) p €1’ éoté Oeoi kata uaxpov "Olvumov, | el éreov uvnarijpes drdabadov oBpw
érewoav; see also G. W. Bond’s commentary on Euripides’ Hercules furens (Oxford, 1981), lines
772f.

8 cf. Herc. fur. 841 ...4) eoi uév ovdapod, | 7a Bvmra 8’ éorar peydAa, un 8dvros 8ikny. See also
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Unlike Aeschylus and Sophocles,*® Euripides freely put such ‘atheistic’ sentiments
into the mouths of his characters, as is shown by Bellerophontes, fr. 286 N2:*°

/. b A 3 3 3 - ’
DPnolv Tis elvar 897 év obpave Beods;
S S st ,
ovk €loiv, ovk €io’, € Tis avlpdmwy Bédel
un 7@ madaid pdpos wv xpiclar Adyw®! kTA.

The wording of these three lines is so similar to our fragment that it supports, I
think, quite strongly the authenticity of 7rGF 2.624. Since it is a well-known feature
of Euripidean tragedy that the same rhetoric can be used for arguing ‘in utramque
partem’,*2 we should not be surprised that the speakers in the two fragments voice
precisely opposite views. Only if we take into consideration the complete plots of the
relevant plays, can we try to grasp the poet’s own outlook, if at all, and in the case
of Bellerophontes, the hero’s ‘atheistic’ declaration seems to have been outweighed
in the play by the pitiable outcome of his bold attempt to fly to heaven, as I have
suggested elsewhere.®® Lines 4ff. of fr. 286 show, moreover, that the basic structure of
the argument is the same both in this fragment and in 7rGF 2.624. Bellerophontes
deduces his rebellious conviction that the gods do not exist from the bewildering
observation that the wicked and impious enjoy a comfortable and prosperous life
whereas the good suffer hardship and affliction. TrGF 2.624, which obviously answers
a statement like the one of fr. 286, admits that such a situation may exist (line 3 el 8¢
Tis mpdaoeL kKaAds | kakos mepukdss kTA.), but warns that the happiness of the wicked
will not last for ever and that sooner or later he will have to pay for his wrong. For,
as Euripides also has his characters saying in other passages, there are, in fact, gods
who care and watch over human affairs.®

TrGF 2.99 mis obv 1d8’ eloopdvtes 1) Oedv yévos|elvar Aéywpev 1 voporot ypddueba; TrGF
2465 ToAud katemeiv, wijmor’ odk eloiv Beol” | karol yap evTuyolvTes ékmArjacoual pe.

49 Sophocles develops the same idea in Electra 245-50 but is much more cautious in his
wording: e yap 6 uév (sc. Agamemnon) favwy yd Te kai 00dév & | keloeTar TdAas, | oi 8¢ ui
mdAw | 8doova’ dvTiddvous Sikas, | éppor 7' dv aldws | dmdvTwy T’ €ba€éBeia BrvaTwv (cf. also OT
892ff.). I cannot think of any passage in either Aeschylus or Sophocles where a character is
driven to deny explicitly the existence of the gods. Aeschylus only touches upon the periphery
of the problem when he mentions in 4g. 369-72 atheists who dare to say that the gods disdain
to care about wrongdoers: ..otk épa Tis|feods Bpordv dfoiofar uélew|doors dbikTwy
xdpis|maToil’ 6 & ovx evoeBis.

°0 cf. A. B. Drachmann, Atheism in Pagan Antiquity (Copenhagen, 1922), p. 53. I have argued
in an article on ‘The * Atheistic” Fragment from Euripides’ Bellerophontes (286 N?)
(forthcoming, ICS 15.1 [1990]) that it may have been precisely this outspoken Euripidean
passage which provoked Aristophanes to impute atheism to Euripides (Thesm. 450 viv & obros
é&v Taiow Tpaywdias mowdv|Tods dvdpas dvamémeicev odk eivar Beovs). M. Lefkowitz, in a
recent article on ‘*“Impiety” and *“ Atheism” in Euripides’ Dramas’, CQ 39 (1989), 70-82, has
convincingly shown that such a charge against Euripides is unfounded; cf., moreover, her article
*Was Euripides an Atheist?’, SIFC {Ser. III} 5 (1987), 149-66.

1 The fragment is only transmitted by Ps.-Justin, De monarchia 5.6. In lines 2-3, I have given
the reading of the Argentoratensis gr. 9 which Nauck and Marcovich (cf. above n. 16) rightly
adopt, whereas the previous editor of De monarchia, Otto (n. 21), followed Matthiae’s edition
of Euripides (n. 18) and gave preference to the reading of the Parisinus gr. 450 (ei 7is dvBpdmwv
Aéye, | i) 76 madaid pudpos @v xprjobw Adyw) — a codex which is often more reliable than the
Argentoratensis, but not in this particular case.

52 ¢f. H. Lloyd-Jones, op. cit. (n. 13), p. 146 * The case for women is sometimes argued with all
the resources of the poet’s eloquence, but so is the case against them ; the same is true of almost
every other regularly controversial subject’.

3 See n. 50. Such an interpretation of Bellerophontes confirms the results which Lefkowitz
obtained looking at other Euripidean tragedies (see CQ 39 {1989}, 70ff.; it is rather surprising
that she never mentions the particularly relevant fr. 286 in her fine article).

5 cf. fr. 991 N2 GAX €07y, kel Tis éyyeAd {Tdu ) (coni. Nauck) Addyw, | Zebs kai feol, Bpdreia
Aevooovres mdln; Herc. fur. 757 1is 6 Oeods dvoula xpaivwv, Bvaros dw,|ddpova Adyov|
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IT1

Concerning the thought, the five lines thus display a striking similarity with genuine
pieces of Euripides’ poetry. The same is true for the phrasing which contains not only
nothing alien to Euripidean language but also offers some positive evidence (cf.
especially lines 2 and 4).

Line 1 The phrase 6pdf’ oot occurs also in Jon 1090 6pdf’ ool Svokerddor-|aww
KkaTa poboav idvres aeided’ Duvors | duérepa Aéxea TA. It does not introduce a ques-
tion, as Kannicht and Snell (following Nauck) have assumed in printing a semicolon
at the end of the sentence (see above part I); the verb has to be understood as an im-
perative (‘watch out’, ‘mark’), cf. Herc. fur. 1072 6pa8’ 6pdre (with Bond’s comment,
op. cit. [n. 47] ad loc.).>® The use of the verb voui{ew to express belief in the gods is
standard Greek language,® cf. for drama Eur. Suppl. 731 viv mijvd’ deAmrov Huépav
800’ &y |Beods vouillw; A. Pers. 497 Beovs 8¢ Tis|To mpiv vouilwv ovdapod
767" mbyero|Mraioe kA, The best Euripidean parallels for ovx elvar feovs are
Bellerophontes, fr. 286.1°" and Phrixus B, fr. pap. 154.1-2 Austin.*®

Line 2 §is ééapaprdvovres: the exact combination occurs only in Menander, Sent.
183 Jikel dis éfauapreiv TadTov otk dvdpos copod. Yet the sort of ‘mathematical’
intensification found in 8is é¢- is rather characteristic of Euripides, as C. W. Willink
suggested to me, cf. the phrase 8is 7do- which occurs not less than ten times in the
surviving plays (e.g. Med. 1134, El. 1092). For é€apaprdvew see above; Eur. uses the
verb in the same metrical position in /4 1204 (%) §" ééapaproia’), fr. 1027.3 N2 (... véos
8 érav| wdAX éfaudpry), Hypsipyle, fr.22.8 Bond (v &’ é€apalpr ...). The point of dis
is not altogether clear®® but may have been clearer in the original context. The most
natural explanation of the ‘double’ mistake is that it is (a) a false belief and (b) an
error with serious practical consequences.®

ovk evyvwpdvws: the word edyvadpwy is not found in the surviving plays of the
three tragedians (in drama, it only occurs in Menander, fr. 571.1 Korte év éor’ dAnfés
¢ rpov, edyvdpuwy Tpdmos, cf. Sent. 334 Jikel Ocoi méduke Sdpov evyvidpwy
Tpomos), but the notion expressed by it is a very familiar one.®* The phrase ovx
ebyvwpovws can be paralleled with Soph. Tr. 473 kovk ayvduova (also at the end of
the verse; cf. in the same metrical position otk dyvdpoves in Men. fr. 762 Korte). It

tovpaviwy pakdpwrt karéBaX’ ws dp’ ot | ofévovow Beol; 772 Beoi feol | 1wy dBlkwy pédovar
Kkal TOV 66iwy émdew.

5 1 do not think that C. W. Willink, ‘Sleep after Labour’, CQ 38 (1988), 97, is right in
objecting to Bond’s translation ‘look out’, ‘be careful’ of Herc. fur. 1072, for such a translation
adequately brings out the warning overtones of dpdre in both this passage and our fragment.
Cf. also Ar. Plu. 215 épdre, translated by van Daele with ‘Prenez garde’ (V. Coulon-H. van
Daele, Aristophane V [Paris, 1954], p. 99).

56 See generally W. Fahr, OEOYX NOMIZEIN. Zum Problem der Anfiinge des Atheismus bei
den Griechen (Spudasmata 26) (Hildesheim and New York, 1969).

57 See above, and compare the probable echo in Aristoph. Thesm. 450 (n. 50).

58 See below part IV.

5 It has strongly bothered Valckenaer (p. 5 ‘Sed cur, obsecro, dicuntur Ais, bis, stulte
peccantes gravissime ?’) and, in his wake, Matthiae, loc. cit. (n. 18).

50 Another possible explanation would be that one of the ‘mistakes’ concerns the human realm
(because those people really behave wickedly towards others, cf. kakos medukds), and the other
apaptia consists of the neglect, or rather the denial, of a divine power; for whereas in Aeschylus
every aupaptia was at the same time an offence against men and gods, the two aspects are clearly
separated in Euripides, as Said, op. cit. (n. 37), p. 429, has pointed out.

51 To have an ‘upright and good sense’ is, according to Eur. Hipp. 426, absolutely crucial for
life: udvov 8¢ 10076 pac’ duAdobat Biw, | yvduny 8ikaiay kdyabdijv, dtw mapy; cf. Hipp. 240
moi mapemAdyxOnv yvduns dyabis; 377f.; cf. Soph. OT 687 ayabos wv yvdunv dvijp etc.
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is, moreover, the sort of new locution to be expected in Euripides, who shows an
idiosyncratic fondness for the use of ovk €0-,% cf. e.g. odx edbacpov- at the end of a
trimeter in IT 619, Hel. 895, Or. 541 and 601, Ba. 1232; see also Bond, op. cit. (n. 47)
on Herc. fur. 1284 (he speaks of a ‘sinister litotes’), and C. W. Willink on Or. 600-1.
(Oxford, 1986).

Line 3 eloiv ydp, eloiv: ‘epanalepsis’ as in fr. 286.2 N2 (see above part II). Euripides
uses the same emphatic figure e.g. Antiope, fr. 223 N? Aixa o, Aixa; Bellerophontes,
fr. 285.7 N2 adyei uev, ddyei; Andr. 980 fjAyovy uév, HAyouv; Ale. 1017 kai uéudopar
wév, péudopar etc.

€l 8¢ Tis mpdooel kalds: cf. the striking parallels Oineus, fr. 564 N2 (Grav kaxol
mpdfwow, & Eévor, kadds, | dyav kpaToivtes kod vouillovres Sikny|ddroew ESpagav
mdvr épévres 8ovii) and Polyidos, fr. 644 N2 (3rav rkards Tis év méder mpdooy
kaAas, |vooeiv Tilnow Tas duewdvwy dpévas kTA.); mpdaoer kadds occurs at the end
of a trimeter in IT 668 and Belleroph. fr. 287.3 N? (cf. also lon 730, Suppl. 728, fr.
443.2 N2).

Line 4 xakos mepurdis: cf. Ton 440 kai yap Sotis dv Bpordv|xaxds medvky,
{mpiodow o Beol; ibid. 1622 of kaxoi &', domep medpvkaa’, obmor’ €l mpdetav dv;
Hipp. 1031, 1075, 1191 €l kaxos mépur’ avijp; Hec. 332.

Tov xpovov kepSawéTw: the exact combination occurs only later (in Lysias, Or.
13.84... 7ov xpdvov kepdaivel dv é{n oV mpooiikov adry and Demosth. Philipp. 3.29
Tov xpovov kepbdvar). Yet time as ‘a gain’, as ‘profit’, is well paralleled in Greek
tragedy (Soph. El. 1485 7(yap Bpordv dv olv karois peperyuévawr | Brrjoxew 6 uéddwv
70D xpovov képdos Peépor;®® cf. Eur. Or. 789 7¢ xpovw 8¢ xepdaveis ‘and you will
profit by...the (saving of) time’ — Willink, op. cit. ad loc., following Di Benedetto),
and so is kepdaivew with accusative (e.g. Eur. Heracl. 154). The combination in our
fragment may thus possibly be new but is at any rate unexceptionable (pace Valckenaer
p. 5).%

Line 5 ypdvw yap odtos Jorepov Sddoer Sixmy: cf. Herc. fur. 740 §Mfes ypovew
weév (according to Wilamowitz brachylogical for ypdvw uév jAfes, dAX’ HA0és ye Tol)
0?0 8ikny Sdoes Bavdiv, | DBpers VBpilwv els dueivovas aéfev. Aeschylus, Suppl. 732
also offers a quite close parallel (... xpovew Tot kvpiw 7° é&v fHuépa|Beovs arilwy Tis
Bpotdwv 8dioer 8ikny); see, moreover, Aristoph. Nub. 1242 () punv ov Tovrwv 76
xpovew Sdoers Blxny), Eur. EL 952 (épp’, 0vdév eibwrs dw édevpebeis xpovew | Siiny
8édwkas) and Heracl. 1025 (odTos 8¢ Schoer v 8lkyy Bavawv éuod). The phrase
8diaeu(s) 8kmv occurs at the end of the verse in Med. 1298, Hec. 1024, Or. 1134, 1597
and Ba. 847; even more frequent is xpdvew at the beginning of a trimeter, e.g. Med.
904, Hipp. 1181 (cf. also de Romilly, op. cit. [n. 64], pp. 125fT.).

It is noticeable that the parallels quoted in this short commentary mostly attest
similar, but not identical, idiom in authentic Euripidean contexts. This clearly
indicates that TrGF 2.624 in its emended form is not merely a competent pastiche,
written e.g. in the fourth century by a pious poetaster. On the contrary, the five lines
disclose some quite typical features of both Euripides’ style and thinking and
therefore deserve to be accepted as much as similar passages in the Euripidean canon.

2 T owe this important observation to C. W. Willink.

93 cf. Aj. 457f.; El. 1485f. may be interpolated, as Dindorf and others assumed (cf. R. D. Dawe,
Studies on the Text of Sophocles, Vol. 1: The Manuscripts and the Text [Leiden, 1973), pp. 202f.),
but are still probably by a tragedian or, at least, an actor of classical times. (N. G. Wilson drew
my attention to this problem.)

8 cf. for the thought, J. de Romilly, Time in Greek Tragedy (Ithaca and New York, 1968),

p. 134, with regard to Euripides, ‘time offers an opportunity for reflection and rectification [sc.
of passions]’.
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Iv

As for the original context of the fragment, Ps.-Justin’s presentation may perhaps give
us a hint. He quotes fr. 835 N2 and 7rGF 2.624 as one continuous piece of Euripidean
poetry (see above part I). Both of them strongly argue the case of divine justice, the
former in pointing out the impossibility of escaping the gods when doing evil, the
latter in stressing the fact that the gods really exist and that the wrongdoers will have
to pay for their offences sooner or later. It therefore seems to me quite possible that
both fragments indeed belonged to the same tragedy, as the arrangement in De
monarchia suggests.

As noticed above, Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus, who alone adds a fifth line
which we will have to include in our discussion,® introduce fr. 835 as being taken
from the tragedy Phrixus. With the publication of P.Oxy. 2455, which contains
hypotheses of Euripides’ plays, it now seems clear that Euripides wrote two tragedies
named Phrixus, both of them lost.®® This papyrus, however, is rather incomplete,
especially in relation to the first Phrixus, and only a few of the remaining fragments
are explicitly attributed to one or the other of the plays by the sources.®” They do not
allow us to get a clear idea of how the two plays compared with each other. Not until
a further papyrus with a fuller text of the hypothesis of Phrixus A came to light was
it possible to appreciate that Webster was wrong in differentiating the stories of the
two Phrixus. For according to his ingenious suggestion, Phrixus A would have
focused on Phrixus’ adventures in Colchis, whereas Phrixus B would have covered the
earlier part of the myth.® But the new papyrus, P.Oxy. 3652 col. I1. 16ff., shows quite
clearly that both plays had almost identical plots.®® Both the hypotheses of Phrixus
A and B, as far as they are preserved in the papyri, can therefore safely be used for
summarizing the action.”

Ino, the daughter of Cadmos and Harmonia and the second wife of Athamas, plays
the notorious role of the malicious stepmother. In an attempt to kill the two children,
Phrixus and Helle, whom Athamas had by Nephele, she conspires with all the women

85 Wecklein arbitrarily separated this line from fr. 835 (see below n. 80), followed by Nauck
and Kannicht-Snell who record it in 7rGF 2 under No. 490.

% cf. E. G. Turner’s comment on line 221 of P.Oxy. 2455, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Vol. 27
(London, 1962), p. 64; H. van Looy, op. cit. (n. 12), p. 132. The hypotheses of Phrixus A and
B are printed also in C. Austin (ed.), Nova fragmenta Euripidea in papyris reperta (Berlin and
New York, 1968), pp. 101f. Wilamowitz’s verdict ‘somniasse eos qui duplicem Phrixum extitisse
dixerunt’ (Analecta Euripidea [Berlin, 1875], p. 158) has for a long time prohibited scholars from
giving due credit to the remark of the Scholion in Aristoph. Ran. 1225 which correctly attributed
fr. 819 N? to the second Phrixus.

87 Phrixus A: fr. 821 NZ?; Phrixus B: fr. 819 N2, 827 N2, and — most likely (cf. n. 84) — fr. pap.
154 Austin,

%8 T. B. L. Webster, The Tragedies of Euripides (London, 1967), pp. 131f. His suggestion was
based on the fact that Tzetzes argued that the prologue of Phrixus B was in fact that of Phrixus
A (cf. N fr. 819), a confusion which Webster tried to explain by the chronological priority of
plot B over plot 4.

% See H. M. Cockle, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Vol. 52 (London, 1984), pp. 22f. ; cf. moreover
W. Luppe, ‘TTATPIKOX KEPAYNOZX im “Phrixos” A des Euripides?’, ZPE 51 (1983),
25-8; W. Luppe, ‘Hypothesis zum ersten * Phrixos” des Euripides’, 4 PF 32 (1986), 5-13. One
may refer to the two Hippolytus-plays with nearly the same plot.

® The gaps which still remain can be bridged by Apollodor. 1.9.1 and Hygin. Fab. 2 and 3. Both
show such striking parallels with the two hypotheses that one has to assume that they either rely
directly on Euripides or on the hypotheses. Cf. Webster, op. cit. (n. 68), pp. 132-6; van Looy,
op. cit. (n. 12), pp. 165-84; Cockle, op. cit. (n. 69), p. 22; Luppe, op. cit. (1983) (n. 69), 6-7; see
generally also H. J. Mette, ‘ Euripides (insbesondere fiir die Jahre 1968-1981), Erster Hauptteil :
Die Bruchstiicke’, Lustrum 23-24 (1981-2), 299-306.



134 CHRISTOPH RIEDWEG

of the country to roast the corn before sowing it.”? The consequences of this
procedure are famine and pestilence. Athamas, king of Thessaly or Orchomenos,®
sends one of his attendants to consult the oracle at Delphi. Ino urges the messenger
to report back that only the sacrifice of Phrixus will bring an end to the pestilence.”
The father refuses to kill his son, and Phrixus offers himself to save his native city.”
But seeing him standing at the altar, the messenger is moved by pity and reveals Ino’s
intrigue.” Athamas hands her over to Phrixus to be killed.” But Ino escapes death
with the help of Dionysus who drives Phrixus and Helle mad and leads them into the
desert with the intention of their being killed by the maenads. But now Nephele, on
her part, intervenes and rescues the siblings, providing them with the famous ram to
escape.”

In this ‘plot, there is only one place appropriate for a general consideration of
justice and the impossibility of the rogue hiding his evil deeds for ever: after the
uncovering of Ino’s plot and her delivery to Phrixus.” Thus, fr. 835 —including
Stobaeus’ line 7rGF 2.490 — and TrGF 2.624 may both have featured in a long speech,
probably delivered by Athamas.” The king will have pointed to Ino as a vivid
example of the general truth expressed in the lines:

SoTis 8¢ BynTdov oletar TobP’ Huépav 1
Kkakov TL mpdoowy Tovs Beols AeAnbévau,

Boxei movnpa. kal Soxdv dAlokeTar,

Srav oxoAny dyovoa Tvyxdvy Aiky....

Since Phrixus can now take complete revenge on her, Justice has indeed visited Ino,

late in time, for evil which she initiated:
Tipwplay érledioer dv Npfelv) rkarav®.... 5

"t of. Hypothesis Phrixus A 9-12 Luppe ovyka—|Aécaca yap Tawv [@errdAwv yluvalikas
ép—Kois karnadad[iocaro mupdv medpuyué—lvov émi v ka[racmopav Siddvar.

2 This is one point where the two plays obviously differed from each other. In Phrixus A,
Athamas rules over Thessaly (P.Oxy. 2455. 224f. and P.Oxy. 3652 col. I1. 19), in Phrixus B over
Orchomenos (P. Oxy 2455.270).

3 Hypothesis Phrixus A 12-17 Luppe 1ijs 8¢|dkapmias [émeioe yevijoeoBar éx—|hvow, e
Dpifos [opayein Au" Tov yap|els deddovs dmlooTarnaduevov dyye—|dov émeioe s Aléyou
ToUTO KexpnOUé—lvov elvar.

% Hygin. Fab. 2 ‘quod cum Athamas se facturum abnuisset, Phrixus ultro ac libens pollicetur
se unum civitatem aerumna liberaturum’.

" Hygin. loc. cit. ‘itaque cum ad aram cum infulis esset adductus, satelles, misericordia
adulescentis Inus Athamanti consilium patefecit’. Cf. the dydv between Ino, Athamas and the
slave in the Florence papyrus (D. L. Page, Select Papyri, Vol. 111. Literary Papyri [London,
1950], No. 32), discussed by W. Schadewaldt, ‘ Zum “ Phrixos " des Euripides’, Hermes 63 (1928),
1-14 (= Hellas und Hesperien® Bd. 1 [Ziirich and Stuttgart, 1970], pp. 505-15).

6 Hygin. loc. cit. ‘rex facinore cognito, uxorem suam Ino et filium eius Melicerten Phrixo
dedidit necandos’.

" cf. the end of the Hypothesis Phrixus B, P. Oxy. 2455.280] 7 émiBo[vA]evopév[wi: | 1 8¢ Tov
Aidv[voov] émxaréloacla évaply|Odvarov BudAialev: éupaveis yap mloroas [6] A[ddvvoos
Ppilov 7e [c]ai [r]y | dde[AlB[n]v mponydyeTo eis Tiv éprilunly xdlpav|(285) d[clmep dvidwpa
TV pawddwly mor-hjowyv: Nedédn 3¢ xaramrdoa xai Suap—|mdoaca Todls] éav[rils kpiov
&8wrelv] ad—|rois 68nyme [..] . [..] ..—; for the end of Hypothesis Phrixus A see Luppe, op. cit.
(1986) (n. 69), 12f.

8 4th epeisodion in van Looy’s reconstruction (op. cit. [n. 12], p. 177).

" ¢f. van Looy, op. cit. (n.12), p. 153 ‘Waarschijnlijk dient Athamas als de spreker
beschouwd, hoewel ook Phrixus of de koorleider niet uitgesloten zijn’; Webster, op. cit. (n. 68),
p. 135 “‘835N%... may well belong to the context when Athamas hands Ino over to Phrixos’.

80 Apfe(v) Grotius; ér{e)ioev Nauck. As already mentioned, this fifth line is only transmitted
by Stob. Ecl. 1.3.15. N. Wecklein, ‘Studien zu Euripides’, Jahrb. f. cl. Philol. Suppl. 7 (Leipzig,
1874), 355-6 reads épfev instead of 7pfev and wanted to separate the line from fr. 835 N?



A EURIPIDEAN FRAGMENT 135

Her downfall is positive proof that the gods really exist®! and that the wicked man has
to be on his guard, for he, too, will be punished:

0pad’ Soot vouiler’ obx elvar Beovs,

dis éfapaprdvovres ovx ebyvwudvws:

elolv ydp, elolv. €l 8¢ Tis mpdooer kalds

Kakos Tedukdis, TOV xpdvov kepdaweéTw:

XPOvew yap olTos GaTepov Sddaer Sikny. 10

It seems quite likely that Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus as well as Ps.-Justin and — if
not dependent on the former — Clement have used the same anthology. The compiler
of the extract from the Phrixus will naturally have selected only the gnomic lines,
which means that we have to reckon with the omission of quite a few lines between
the different parts. We can check this procedure against a selection of lines taken from
a preserved tragedy in De mon. 5.4, where Ps.-Justin quotes from Euripides’ Orestes,
and he, or his source, tacitly leaves out a substantial body of 173 lines between 41618
and 591-8. Something similar may apply to our fragment from the Phrixus.

What still remains to be considered, is the extremely tricky problem of whether the
ten lines belonged to Phrixus A or Phrixus B.®* We may possibly get a clue from yet
another papyrus which contains a florilegium, including five quotations from
Euripides.®® One of them, fr. pap. 154 Austin, is most probably taken from Phrixus
B:

Edpinidov éy Sevrépov (DPpibov)

T \ ’ > ’ ’
& Bvmra mapadpovijpar’ avlpdimwy, pdryy
- f o Yy 5 p
ol pacw elvar Ty TUxMY dAA’ 00, Beovs:
ATV 15 Y,
s ovdév ioTe kel [Méyew doxeité T1.
ST e soy & 2 p . gs
€l pév yap 1  TU xn oTw obdév Sei fev,
3 b (3 \ /. 3 \ ¢ ’
€Liy 8 ol Beoi abévovaw, ovdév 7 TU x7.

(‘ Vielmehr gehdrt der ldstige Vers nicht hicher, und eine dussere Bestitigung liegt darin, dass
Sext. Emp. etc. gleichfalls nur V. 1-4 in Verbindung mit anderen bringen’). This was a reaction
against earlier scholars who tried to link the fifth line closer to the previous four; they either
wrote Tipwwplav {7’) érwoev (S. Musgrave, Euripidis fragmenta [Leipzig, 1779, p. 467 —he
suggested as another possibility Tiuwpla érioev), or they printed a semicolon after dAlokerar
line 3 and took lines 4 and 5 together (e.g. A. Matthiae, op. cit. [n. 18], p. 297; a similar proposal
was already made by H. Grotius, op. cit. [n. 33], pp. 415 and 959, who, however, felt forced to
change the conjunction Srav line 4 to 67e 8 dv; Grotius was followed by J. Barnes, loc. cit.
[n. 33]). But all the problems disappear if we assume that the compiler of the extract has omitted
a few lines between 4 and 5 (cf. below). — The phrase Tipwpilav ér{edioev is impeccable (pace
Musgrave, loc. cit.), cf. Plat. Leg. 905a6-7 reloeis...mw mpoaorjxovoar Tipwplav; for dv pée(v)
kaxawv, cf. Eur. Hel. 425 kpvihas yvvaika v kakdv mdvtwy éuoi|dpfacav ..., Ba. 1114 etc.

81 ¢f. Eur. Oinomaos, fr. 577 N2, quoted above (part II).

82 With the publication of P.Oxy. 3652 (see above), it has become almost impossible to ascribe
the fragments, for which the sources do not give a precise designation, to one or other of the
plays. The attempts of van Looy, op. cit. (n. 12), pp. 176-83, and Webster, op. cit. (n. 68),
pp. 132-6, who both concentrated on Phrixus B and considered fr. 835 as part of this second
play, have therefore ceased to be likely, although the general considerations of both scholars
remain useful.

83 See V. Bartoletti, ‘ Frammenti di un florilegio gnomologico in un papiro fiorentino’, Arti
dell’ XI Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia (Milano, 1966), pp. 1-14. The Euripidean
fragments are printed in Austin’s collection (cf. n. 66) under Nos. 152-6.

8% Wilamowitz’s attribution to the Hypsipyle was based on an inadequate interpretation of
Joh. Lydus, De mens. 4.7 p. 72 Wiinsch, cf. V. Di Benedetto, ‘Giovanni Lido e due frammenti
Euripidei’, Maia 17 (1965), 388fT.

8 Ttis very interesting that Joh. Lyd., who, loc. cit., quotes four out of these five lines, changes
the plural fedv into the singular feod. As in Ps.-Justin’s quotation of Eur. fr. 835 N2 (see above
part I), it is not absolutely certain whether this change is due to the author himself or to a scribe.
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Here, again, we find Euripides polemicizing against people who do not believe in
the existence of the gods. The similarity of thought is striking enough, and I wonder
if fr. pap. 154 Austin may not be a reworking of our passage in the second play. If
that is true, the ten lines fr. 835 N2>-7rGF 2.490-TrGF 2.624 will have featured in the
first version, Phrixus A. Not only, on this hypothesis, did Euripides deal with the
same plot in Phrixus A and B, he also used quite similar arguments in both plays.

\%

To sum up briefly the less speculative observations, 7rGF 2.624 in its transmitted
form is not Euripidean. But by an easy emendation, a Euripidean original, and even
a possible context, can be plausibly reconstructed. It may be worth mentioning that
Wilamowitz, according to the apparatus criticus to 7rGF 2.624, jotted down in the
margin of his copy of Nauck’s collection the following comment on our fragment:
‘recipe’ (sc. inter fragmenta Euripidea). From the available evidence, his advice ought
to be followed in the new collection of Euripides’ fragments which is being prepared
for TrGF.*

Ziirich/ Lincoln College, Oxford CHRISTOPH RIEDWEG

* I should like to express my sincere thanks to Nigel G. Wilson, Fellow of Lincoln College,
Oxford, who kindly read an earlier version of the article, and whose scholarly approach was a
source of inspiration to me, and to John H. Sykes who sacrificed a good deal of his valuable time
to make my English intelligible. I am also indebted to C. W. Willink for helpful references and
many critical suggestions. And, last but not least, I am grateful to the Swiss National
Foundation (Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Forderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung)
for the generous scholarship which enabled me to spend a stimulating year in Oxford.
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