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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'.1 Whereas Nauck2 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'.3 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: 

Opd' oaol VotJL'?ET OVtK ELvaL Oedv, 

ols E'acLapTrvovTes oUK evyvWtLOdvOs; 
EUTLV yap EaTTL. el Se, Ts rrpaaUe KaA)s 
KaKOS 7rE?VKogs, TOV XpOVOV KEpOatLVETO' 

Xpovn) yap OVTrS va-rpov 6WUaet oIKrv. 

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 doctrine4 - and Clement of Alexandria. 

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

2 A. Nauck (ed.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta2 (Leipzig, 1889; repr. with a Supplement 
by B. Snell, Hildesheim, 1964). 

3 TrGF 2.617-24 'ex fabrica falsarii Iudaei (saec. Ia?)'. In the apparatus to fr. 624, Kannicht 
and Snell refer to A.-M. Denis, Introduction aux pseudepigraphes 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. 

4 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 
[Universitatsprogramm 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 Literatur2 Bd. 1.1 
[Leipzig, 1958 = 18971], 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, 'Anonymitat, Pseudepigraphie und "Literarische Falschung" 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 l'ouvrage de Celse et la 
datation de quelques apologies', Rev. des etudes aug. 18 (1972), 32f.; cf. also O. Bardenhewer, 
Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur2 Bd. 1 [Freiburg i.Br., 1913], pp. 236f.; W. Speyer, Die 
literarische Fdlschung im heidnischen und christlichen Altertum [Miinchen, 1971], p. 161; N. 
Zeegers-Vander Vorst, Les citations des poetes grecs chez les apologistes chretiens du IIe siecle 
[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 

124 



A EURIPIDEAN FRAGMENT 

Both Ps.-Justin (De mon. 3.2-3) and Clement (Strom. 5.121.1-3)5 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.6 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.7 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 Jt'tAos 7TrdaAv 6 KcoyltKoS TOLavfT TLVa Tep T r's KpaCEWS otaAyETrat. 

Immediately after the quotation of the Diphilean fragment (Diph. PCG 5.136), he 
adds - still under the same heading - the lines Eur. fr. 835 N2 and TrGF 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 :8 

S. E. Math. 1.2749 KaL txrt)v ovi TavTa !xdvov TO?S 7rotvp'ai?s' ?e4tw ElpaoOat at'fveTaLt AAa KaL 

Tar 7TrEpt OeV, oloV (ETL Kat TO Trapa TcO E6vptir'rI AeXOE0V 4v Pp.1'0o 

OCTl SE OV77TWV oLETat rov4"11 7fiepav 

KaKOV TI 7TpaadUv TOVs O0Eov AEA6Oevat, 
$OKEl rTov?7pa KatC oOKv12 aa,L`KE?TaL, 

oTrav aXoAXIv ayouaa Tvyxadvl iiKT.13 

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. 

5 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. 

6 (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 
Christ2, Vol. III.1 (Edinburgh, 1986), p. 657; (b) Clement is dependent on De monarchia: A. 
Elter, op. cit. (n. 4), pp. 188, 198, 201ff. 

7 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. 
9 The lines are quoted again in Math. 1.287, but without mentioning the name of the play: Kan 

{I)v OGov 7Lr TC) 
VU7T' Evpitr(tov AEXOE-VTL 7TEpL OeoJv, rTV aVT7rV Kait ol tSLJLTa, OLav EXovatv. 

Laov yap aUTL 
T) 

'OarTLs 8e.... .ALKq, KaLt TO OVTco 7rapa TOS r7ToAAoLs AEyoLUevov, 'ObE OGeWv 

aAdovaut tv"Aot, daAovar Se A7rTTd. 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 cf. Stob. loc. cit. Ezvptrt'[qls Ppi`Co. 
11 The manuscripts of Sextus give in this passage the reading KaO', but rovf' 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 KaitKWv. But KaQL OKCV 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 
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Ps.-Justin also mentions Euripides, but his remark Kal Evpltrriqs appears in our 

manuscripts in the wrong place, i.e. two lines before the fragment of Euripides.14 
Mechanical corruptions occur several times in De mon.15 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,'6 is surely right 
in correcting the manuscripts and transposing Kal E3vpLtTr'Ts just before the 

generally acknowledged fragment of Euripides.17 
Ps.-Justin thus introduces Eur. fr. 835 N2 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 'OpdO' oCaol Vro .LiETr OVK eSval 

EOdv... (UTLV yap EaTlv. 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 0Eov.18 In addition to that, he felt that his scepticism was 
confirmed by the fact that Clement writes bOKErTE instead of vopicLTr' (p. 3): 

Sed vide mihi turpem istum in Attico versu hiatum, 'OpdO' UaoLt OKeiTE OVKK - nam correctoris 
potius esse videtur paulo doctioris, quem offendebat hiatus, illud apud Justinum, 'OpdO' oaot 
VO[LTEr' OVK -. 

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 oarTL Se OVr)TO)V oETaL ... ... AEAeE'vaL, I 6OKEi -Iov)pac, cf. Oinomaos, fr. 575 N2 
oarTs 8oe Ovr)Tv fovAeraL &va)UWvvLov | elg y7Rpasg AOeiv, ov AoyL'ETra KaAa>? KTA. and Tro. 1203 
OvTrToV SE6 t/0)po0 oarTL eV) Trpdaaev 6OK0),v I /f3aLa aLpeL KTA. ; for roTV0' 'txEpav, see Cycl. 336 
WgS TOVLrtLeilV yE Kal qacyelV TroVq' 'tgpav; aALaKerTa (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 N2); 
for orav aXoAMrv dyovaav ... cf. Med. 1238'Kal pt aXoA,Gv ayovaav ... 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 (o0VroI r ApoaeAOova' r) J/I[K asE, tV rpE'oar,l 
7raTaeL TrTpos rrap o65S Tr)V aAAWv ppoTrv I TOrv aSKoV, dAA F aciya Kal fpaSei TroSl I aUTELXovaa 
adpatEL roVg KaKOVs, orav rtuX-); El. 771, Archelaos, fr. 255 N2 etc.; see in general H. Lloyd- 
Jones, The Justice of Zeus2 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1983), pp. 151ff. 

14 cf. M. Marcovich, 'Patristic Textual Criticism', ICS 13 (1988), 143f.; H. J. Mette, 
'Euripides (insbesondere fur die Jahre 1939-1968), Erster Hauptteil: Die Bruchstficke', Lustrum 
12 (1967), 282 ('beide Worter versehentlich um 2 Zeilen nach oben versetzt').-N. Walter, 
Gefdlschte Verse auf Namen griechischer Dichter. In: Jiidische Schriften aus hellenistisch- 
romischer Zeit (hg. von W. G. Kummel) Bd. IV (Glitersloh, 1983), p. 246 hazards a guess that 
Kat E6vpirTj'sq might be explained as a 'sekundare "Verbesserung"', but this seems to me to be 
very unlikely. If Kal Evpt'rrrsq was already misplaced in Clement's time, it would be easy to 
understand why he has disregarded the phrase. 

15 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-Iustini 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 cf. 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,'9 that in the third 
line of TrGF 2.624 Clement wrote KaKbs- instead of KaA,s - a rather careless error, 
probably caused by assimilation to the following KaK,s,20 and perhaps also influenced 

by KaKOv TL Tpdauqwv 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 KaKCs as wrong.21 Clement cannot, on the other hand, be blamed for the 
erroneous reading Kepvdaw instead of KEpSatVLEr in the next line because Eusebius 

clearly found the correct form in Clement's text.22 Yet Eusebius' quotation confirms 
that Clement omitted line 2 8ts Ecataprdvovres oVK EVyvwOdvws for reasons to be 
considered below.23 

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 8oKEiTE instead of votL4er' in the 

first line can be similarly accounted for as a 'Perseverationsfehler' following SOKEi 
trovripd Kal 8oKCtv dAL'aKETat in the penultimate line of fr. 835 N2. Moreover, one 
should not be surprised that Clement writes an unmetrical form such as 8oKETr(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.24 

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 el TLs at the beginning, whereas Sextus 
Empiricus, Ps.-Justin and Stobaeus unanimously transmit OcrsTt. The latter seems to 
be the preferable reading for Euripides.25 

On the other hand, Clement is more reliable than Ps.-Justin in one particularly 
important detail. In line 2, his wording KaKOV Tt rrpdaawv TObS OEovS, AEAr0evaL 
agrees with that of Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus, whereas the Codices of De 
monarchia have rTOv OeV. 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 0edv and the plural Oeovs 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 0Edv for an original 0Eovs in his pagan source. 

19 cf. above n. 5. 
20 cf. A. Matthiae, op. cit. (n. 18), p. 198 'KaK&s facile scribi potuit propter KaKO'S, quod 

sequitur'. 
2" I. C. Th. von Otto (ed.), lustini philosophi et martyris opera quae feruntur omnia' (Corpus 

Apologetarum Christianorum saeculi secundi, vol. III) (Jena, 1879; 18421; 18492), p. 139 n. 23. 
It is worth noticing that Clement and Eusebius have 7rparrre for 7rpdaaUe; the latter is the 
correct form for Euripides (cf. fr. 835.2 N2, IT 668, and elsewhere). 2 

KepvdraT must be a scribe's error; cf. 0 Stahlin, Clemens Alexandrinus' ii (GCS) (Berlin, 
1960) ad loc. and Kannicht-Snell TrGF 2.624 ad loc. 2 See n. 36. 

24 Bpovrg 
s 

v Kova-s tf) Oty'qS vs. Ps.-Justin, De mon. 4.2 Bpovrls aKoVaas tL'8rap.6ts 
7Tippw V7'y; cf. ibid. line 1 (LKCL'oLS ~pyotL for the metrically correct 4pyot oiKa;oLs); 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 eL TlS ... OvrpT v 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:26 

O6pd' OOL voL'IETr'27 OVK ELVaL OOvS,28 

6Ls Lea!.apTdVOVTES OVK EVyvtOLOdvc'29 
Elalv ya p, EtaLv.30 E 8e T T rpdaael3 KaXAS32 
KaKOS 7TTEVKo3jU, TOV XPOVOV KEpSaLVETr' 

Xpdvc yap OVTOS VorEpov33 6oa(E 6LKtKrV. 

II 

This easy emendation produces a piece of verse which could well come from a 
reputable source,34 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.35 Yet whereas %aluapTrveLv seems indeed to strike 
a Judaeo-Christian note in connection with the singular form Oeov,36 no objections 
can be raised against the line in the context of the fragment in its emended form. For 
the concept of adaprTa in general is not at all alien to Greek tragedy,37 and the verb 

e5a/tapTrdvetv in particular occurs quite frequently,38 especially in Euripides.39 It 
usually refers to errors in the human sphere, to offences against fellow-men, e.g. Ale. 
708 AS..... EL ;' aAyefs KAVWV I TalArOes, ov xpr)v o' Els EL' ;eaaLapTaveLv. I 0E. ov3 

8' av 7rpoOv'oKwv tdiAAov `r1oadpravov. But the root cdapr- also covers offences 

against the gods: cf. for the simple verb Peirithoos 11 (fr. 15a Page)... aAAa f/ope[daLv 
7rvoas EKE?] I StoteorapdcXOs avtLi[ETpCOL Kol/TrdoaiLagLv] Trar'Tp aliapTwJV elS OE[oVb 

T/lcoptaL],4 for the composite ~EaMLapTdvetv Aesch. Prom. 944 (EPMHZ) Go 

rov tO9Lar1Tv, rovT 7TrKpcS9 V7TEprlTKpov, I TOOVv eapapTrovT elS OEOV'S ISpV t 9 pOIS \ Trop'vTa 

26 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) SOKErTE. 
28 Ps.-Justin and Clement (and Eusebius) EOEv. 
29 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) Earv 'yap, CarLv. 
31 Ps.-Justin: Clement (and Eusebius) TrpaTTrE (cf. above n. 21). 
32 Ps.-Justin: Clement (and Eusebius) KaKd(S. 
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. 5 - reads 
vaCTcpo, 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 cf. Valckenaer, p. 5 'Noster ille posuit quo sensu Judaei dicebant et Christiani a,dapTadvetv 

els 0Eov'. 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 K6rte). 

37 The problem of tragic adiapTta 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 a S' 

?EL Et' 7lqpapTr)KE TL/tuop)aooJtato I 'I7 rdvrTov I 
v Trl' p. ,dpa with the comments of Stinton, art. cit. 

(n. 37), 247f., and Said, op. cit. (n. 37), p. 413. 
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TtfIds, TOV 7rvpoS KA7TTrTV A,yw.41 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.42 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 TrdvrcWS varEpov qrOe SKr/.43 
Euripides in particular often points at this 'sera numinis vindicta',44 e.g. Antiope, 
fr. 223 N2 aiKca Tro, AL'Ka Xpodvos, a AA' 5Wus vr7TroTreaova' I eaOev, O'rav eX7 TlV 

daef7rj poTrv; Antiope, fr. 222 N2 T7rV TOt ALKcTv AEyovatL raiS' ElvaL Xpdvov, 
6EL'KVVat 8' rfJLV Oa7LTS E(JTcr Tt KaKOS; Heracl. 941 ELAE a' j ALKC'q Xpdo'v; Ion 1614 

...adl yap ovvlIpdvta CLEv ra TW(V 0?eUV 7TWO, ES TEAoS o' OVK daOev7j (cf. 1621f.); 
Philoct. fr. 800 N2 0e?v, irjroT 

' 
eT'V dXAAo rAorv OeolS (,XAos l cS 7 TdV TEAovaU, Kav 

f3paSvvwalv xpdvw; Ba. 882-90 (with the commentary by E. R. Dodds [Oxford, 
19692]).45 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 Euripides46 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: 

Eyco i/EV EvT' av TOVS KaKOlV Op& f3porTWV 
7TLfTTOVTra, ELvatL q'L (at~lovuov ye'vo.47 

For the converse argument, cf. El. 583-4: 

*.** Xp} ~K(' ryeLaOaL OeoVt, 
el rTtK' ErUTaL T SLK rls VUTprTEpa.48 

41 cf. the comments ad loc. by Said, op. cit. (n. 37), pp. 319ff. One may, moreover, refer to Soph. 
Ant. 743 AL. ov yap SLKatd La' ;eatapTdvovO' 6p. I Kp. adJapTdvw yap Tras tads dpXas 
ua ov; l At. OV yap /e3ftLs, TLdaS yE rTaS Oe,W;v raT(xv, and Eur. Hipp. 1433 advOpo7roLa 

E |I OecOv tSdLOVTwV eLKogS EaapapTdvetv. 
42 This is indeed the reason why Ps.-Justin has quoted the fragment, cf. the introduction to 

chapter 3 of De monarchia, KaL Trepl TroVe, OTL IoVs SvvaTrd's ETL KaL T&V Ev T- L( i 
avvTEAovfLEvWv 7rpadewuv KatL T]Sg 7Tept TO OeLOV dyvwaLasg KpLaLV evuT7aaaaOa, OlKeLovS 

tadpTvpas grapaaTriaaLt Exo. Cf. also Clem. Strom. 5.121.1 (TroLaTa' TtLa TrrpL TriS KPLaUeWS 

SLaAEyyerat). 
43 cf. lines 25ff. TOtavUrT Z'qvos TreAeraT TLrns' of83' ~e' EKaLaTL I \a77rep Ov7rTOS dv7p yLyveTra 

o vxoAos, adeL ' ov e AiArO?e Stat/7repe', ocTr daALrpoV l O1vov EXeL, TravTrco 8' Es TrAo 

6e?EdLvr7' I dAA' o ILEV arVTLK EreTaLe, 
' 

VaTrepOV KTrA. 
44 Both fr. 835 and TrGF 2.624 similarly express this idea, see above n. 13 and below part IV. 
45 cf., moreover, Bellerophontes, fr. 303.3-5 N2, Alexandr., fr. 60 N2, and Alope, fr. 112 N2 (three 

passages which stress the importance of time 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 (LSe TLS KaKoVpyoog -v l,, tLOL TO 
7rpJrTOv /3la' sav op r] KaAh&g, I VLKaV SOKElrT T rrv AJLK'Iv, rrptv dv |rTAa I ypalp) LKs'TCLa Kat 

cTEAO K4^ju) flioV). 46 See above part I. 
7 cf. Supp. 731 vvv T'rlvS' LEA7rrov 'bptepav ISova' yco | Oeovs voptz{co ... TV... TrVS TreLadvrTo 

8LK-rv, perhaps also fr. 913 N2 rS rTde AEV'aaWov Oeov ovxl voet...; see already Hom. Od. 24.351 
Zefv aTdrep, 77 p' T' EaTe Oeol KaTa tiaKpov 'OAAvxrvov, I el -TEOV LvrarTpes drdLTaaOaAov V]pLtv 
ETELaav; see also G. W. Bond's commentary on Euripides' Hercules furens (Oxford, 1981), lines 
772f. 

48 cf. Herc. fur. 841 ... ' Oeo'l UIV oVSa tov, I ra OvnTa 
' 

araTaL eyd'Aa, t' SdvTros SL'Knv. See also 
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Unlike Aeschylus and Sophocles,49 Euripides freely put such 'atheistic' sentiments 
into the mouths of his characters, as is shown by Bellerophontes, fr. 286 N2:50 

?rai[v Ttl eLval frT' iv ovpavp Oeovss; 
OVK elliv, OVK EL`a, el TLS dvOPCr7TWov OAEL 

/Lr) T 7TraAalt) tLCpoS jv XplaOQaL Aoyo51 KTA. 

The wording of these three lines is so similar to our fragment that it supports, I 
think, quite strongly the authenticity of TrGF 2.624. Since it is a well-known feature 
of Euripidean tragedy that the same rhetoric can be used for arguing 'in utramque 
partem',52 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.53 Lines 4ff. of fr. 286 show, moreover, that the basic structure of 
the argument is the same both in this fragment and in TrGF 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 be 

TS TT rpdLUet KaA,wc | KaKOS 7TEVKWo 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.54 

TrGF 2.99 7rTCs oUv 
Ta'S elaopwVTes 7 OEev yo vosI Elva AE'yowflev f voLaOL Xpco/jeOa; TrGF 

2.465 -oA,xCW KaTELTreiv, Y /7ror' OVK ELOlV OEOL' I KaKOL yap EV'TvXOVVTES EK7TAr7aUovaL iLe. 49 Sophocles develops the same idea in Electra 245-50 but is much more cautious in his 
wording: el yap o6 iev (sc. Agamemnon) Oavobv yd TE KaL oviev cbv I KeaeL'TaL Ta'Aag, | ot SE & 
7rdAtv C aWova davTL'ovS 6LKay, I Eppot T' av aloUS aITTavWruv T evaEeLta OvaTwv (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 Ag. 369-72 atheists who dare to say that the gods disdain 
to care about wrongdoers: ... OVK Ecba rt I OEOVs flpoTdiv daitooaOalt ,LEAELV I OUolr d6OLKToV 

XdPL i rTaTro O' 6 
* 

OV#K evarEefs]. 
50 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 N2) 
(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 vvv ?' ovros 
v ralatLv TpayWp&Satg 7rotcJV Tov) alvpas ava7'TETELKEV OVK elvat OEovs). 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. 

51 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 (el TLS drvOp>7rrv 
AEyYE, I| ri T() 7raAauc iucbpos Jwv Xpca0o Aoyw) - a codex which is often more reliable than the 
Argentoratensis, but not in this particular case. 

52 cf. 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'. 

53 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). 

54 cf. fr. 991 N2 dAA' ErTL-, Kel TtS 7yyeAa <T(LAC> (coni. Nauck) Ao'yO, I Zevs Kat OeoL, pO'TEta 

AEvaJOVTres TadOr; Herc. fur. 757 rtS 6 OeoVS dvotu'a xpawvov, Ovaro's tv, lI cfpova Aoyov I 
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III 

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 opdO' oaro occurs also in Ion 1090 6pdO' o0aoL vaKeAad8oL-IoL 

KaTa r!ovaaav LO'VES aJe[SeO V/'ivoLS I adEdrepa A,?XEa KTA. 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 opdO' o6pad (with Bond's comment, 
op. cit. [n. 47] ad loc.).55 The use of the verb VOL'dELV to express belief in the gods is 
standard Greek language,56 cf. for drama Eur. Suppl. 731 vvv Tr v' dEA7Trrov tLEpav 

Ltov0' Eyo | OEeo votLcow; A. Pers. 497 Oeovs 6e rtl | TO rplV VOiLLv ov Ov6aLOv 

TOT' VXETO I ALTaiaL KTA. The best Euripidean parallels for OViK elvat O0ovs are 

Bellerophontes, fr. 286.157 and Phrixus B, fr. pap. 154.1-2 Austin.58 
Line 2 6Ls Ceapaprdvovreg: the exact combination occurs only in Menander, Sent. 

183 Jakel Jig E atxaapTEiv TraVTO oVK dv6posg aoovi. Yet the sort of 'mathematical' 
intensification found in 6is ee- is rather characteristic of Euripides, as C. W. Willink 
suggested to me, cf. the phrase isg TOU'- which occurs not less than ten times in the 
surviving plays (e.g. Med. 1134, El. 1092). For Eeatapardvetv see above; Eur. uses the 

verb in the same metrical position in IA 1204 (6 6' lSatzaprova'), fr. 1027.3 N2 (... vEo` 
' 
orav I ro'AA' cta!aprTq), Hypsipyle, fr. 22.8 Bond (7qv 8' catLa[pr ...). The point of 6is 

is not altogether clear59 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.60 

OVK EvyvWco1vcoWs: the word evyvocLwov is not found in the surviving plays of the 

three tragedians (in drama, it only occurs in Menander, fr. 571.1 Korte Ev 'ar' aArOesg 

q,'Arpov, evyvO4l0WV Tpo'7ros, cf. Sent. 334 Jakel O9cov rTETVKE 6&pov EVyVWOItOv 

Tpo7ros), but the notion expressed by it is a very familiar one.6' The phrase OVK 

EvyvwtLovwst can be paralleled with Soph. Tr. 473 KOV,K ayvwcaova (also at the end of 

the verse; cf. in the same metrical position OVcK dyvowLoveg in Men. fr. 762 K6rte). It 

toipavptVov liaKaapWvt KaTrJSaA' U'S aip' ov I aUOvovaLv 0Eo0; 772 0eoL OEOl I TWv da&LoK(ov t.A,ovUL 
KaL TCOV Oai,oV 7Trd'Ev. 

55 I 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 Here. fur. 1072, for such a translation 
adequately brings out the warning overtones of opdTE in both this passage and our fragment. 
Cf. also Ar. Plu. 215 opTre, translated by van Daele with 'Prenez garde' (V. Coulon-H. van 
Daele, Aristophane V [Paris, 1954], p. 99). 

56 See generally W. Fahr, OEO YZ NOMIZEIN. Zum Problem der Anfdnge 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. 
59 It has strongly bothered Valckenaer (p. 5 'Sed cur, obsecro, dicuntur /ls, bis, stulte 

peccantes gravissime?') and, in his wake, Matthiae, loc. cit. (n. 18). 
60 Another possible explanation would be that one of the' mistakes' concerns the human realm 

(because those people really behave wickedly towards others, cf. KaKO6S 7TecVKWo), and the other 
dpaapTLa consists of the neglect, or rather the denial, of a divine power; for whereas in Aeschylus 
every adtaprt'a 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. 

61 To have an 'upright and good sense' is, according to Eur. Hipp. 426, absolutely crucial for 
life: Jio'vov Se TOVTOaa' daa dttAAdaOat g'), I yvo'rtqv LKCKatav KadyaO70v, OrT) trapS7; cf. Hipp. 240 
7roI rtapeTrAayXxO6rv yvolir4ls dyarO'; 377f.; cf. Soph. OT 687 dya0o6 cov yvo4Lc'rv avr4p 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 OtK EU-,62 cf. e.g. ot0K E SatLov- 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 ELULv ydp, E1LUV: 'epanalepsis' as in fr. 286.2 N2 (see above part II). Euripides 
uses the same emphatic figure e.g. Antiope, fr. 223 N2 A Ka TOL, A LKa; Bellerophontes, 
fr. 285.7 N2 aiAyEi CtE`v, a&Ayd; Andr. 980 'Ayovv /.dv, 'Ayovv; Aic. 1017 KaL lLE/'lcoo.LaL 

pIEv, /1E4ko/xLaL etc. 

El 8E TLg :TrPdauE KaAwS: cf. the striking parallels Oineus, fr. 564 N2 (oraV KaKOL 

derpd UVw, E'VO OL, KaAcsg, I a'yav KpaXTOUVES KOU VO/LL OVTE9 &LK7)V I 8WCTEtv E'Spauav 
i7ra'v-r ES EESovZ) and Polyidos, fr. 644 N2 (oraV KaKOS TLS9 v 7To'AEL irpa'ru-q 
KCaLASc, I VOrEiv 7 ct'-L -rac a/LELVO VOw qSpEVa KrA.); IIpdUU9EL KaAJSg occurs at the end 
of a trimeter in IT 668 and Belleroph. fr. 287.3 N2 (cf. also Ion 730, Suppi. 728, fr. 
443.2 N2). 

Line 4 KaKOs IT7EqVKWS2 cf. Ion 440 KaL ya'p o59LST as' Vpo-rcwv IKaK' I'TEOV'K27, 

SIqLLO0VULV OL OEOL; ibid. 1622 ot KaKO'L W',U7TGEp 7TEfVKaUr' o,VI`roT` Ec) 7Tpd6ELav a'v; 
Hipp. 1031, 1075, 1191 EL KaKo' g 7q%K' aCv-4'p; Hec. 332. 

TOy XPOVOV KEPaLLVETW: the exact combination occurs only later (in Lysias, Or. 
13.84... TOy Xpo'VOV KEp&aLVEL Os' 0)q T poUJ7)Kov a'-rc~j and Demosth. Philipp. 3.29 
Toy XpOVOV KEpLSvatQ). Yet time as 'a gain', as 'profit', is well paralleled in Greek 
tragedy (Soph. El. 1485 -rL'ya'p /3porwcv a'V OUvV KaKOLSg /IE/LEL'YIIE'VWV I OV"7UKEWV 0 .LEAAWOV 
7O0) Xps'VOV KE`p6o, qSE'pot 6 cf. Eur. Or. 789 -r- xpo's') &E KEp&avELSr 'and you will 
profit by... .the (saving of) time' - Willink, op. cit. ad loc., following Di Benedetto), 
and SO iS KEpSaL'VELv with accusative (e.g. Eur. Heraci. 154). The combination in our 
fragment may thus possibly be new but is at any rate unexceptionable (pace Valckenaer 
p. 5)64 

Line 5 Xpo'vPo yap qvog5~s VuTEpoV &UU'Et L 'Ktqv: cf. Herc. fur. 740 ?7AES Xpovcp 
p.Ev (according to Wilamowitz brachylogical for xpd'vp ptEv qWAES, a&AA' -q'A6E`S YE TrOL) 

01) SLKV 8Wo'9ELSC Oavw'v, I V13 pEts. Vf3pt~wv Elg a/LzEL'vovaS uE`GEv. Aeschylus, Suppi. 732 
also offers a quite close parallel (... XpO'Cv TOL Kuptq) T EV) 7/lEpaL I OEovSg a'TLt~CV Ttg~ 

flpOTJbV tSCO%EL &LK-qV); see, moreover, Aristoph. Nub. 1242 (-q3 P-' UT) TOVTWOV Trw 

XpovcoS('c 6WEL9 &iojv), Eur. El. 952 (E'pp', OV&SEV EI&SW%s W'V EqSEUpEOELS Xpos'p I LKV 

8Ef3WKaLs) and Heraci. 1025 (oZTo9 SE 8WLUEt T-)V 8LK7)V Oav.wv 4.toi). The phrase 
8wUGEL(sg) &LK-qV occurs at the end of the verse in Med. 1298, Hec. 1024, Or. 1134, 1597 
and Ba. 847; even more frequent is Xpc'vw at the beginning of a trimeter, e.g. Med. 
904, Hipp. 1181 (cf. also de Romilly, op. cit. [n. 64], pp. 125ff.). 

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. 

62 I owe this important observation to C. W. Willink. 
63 cf. Aj. 457f.; El. 1485f. may be interpolated, as Dindorf and others assumed (cf. R. D. Dawe, 

Studies on the Text of Sophocles, Vol. I: 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.) 

64 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 TrGF 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,65 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.66 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.67 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.68 But the new papyrus, P.Oxy. 3652 col. II. 16ff., shows quite 
clearly that both plays had almost identical plots.69 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.70 

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 

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

66 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. 101 f. 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 N2 to the second Phrixus. 

67 Phrixus A: fr. 821 N2; Phrixus B: fr. 819 N2, 827 N2, and - most likely (cf. n. 84) - fr. pap. 
154 Austin. 

68 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. N2 fr. 819), a confusion which Webster tried to explain by the chronological priority of 
plot B over plot A. 

69 See H. M. Cockle, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Vol. 52 (London, 1984), pp. 22f.; cf. moreover 
W. Luppe, 'JA TPIKOZ KEPAYNOZ im "Phrixos" A des Euripides?', ZPE 51 (1983), 
25-8; W. Luppe, 'Hypothesis zum ersten "Phrixos" des Euripides', APF 32 (1986), 5-13. One 
may refer to the two Hippolytus-plays with nearly the same plot. 

70 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 fur die Jahre 1968-1981), Erster Hauptteil: 
Die Bruchstiicke', Lustrum 23-24 (1981-2), 299-306. 
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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,72 
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.73 
The father refuses to kill his son, and Phrixus offers himself to save his native city.74 
But seeing him standing at the altar, the messenger is moved by pity and reveals Ino's 
intrigue.75 Athamas hands her over to Phrixus to be killed.76 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.77 

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.78 Thus, fr. 835 -including 
Stobaeus' line TrGF 2.490 - and TrGF 2.624 may both have featured in a long speech, 
probably delivered by Athamas.79 The king will have pointed to Ino as a vivid 
example of the general truth expressed in the lines: 

OTtLSg SE' OVTrWV Ol'ETaL TOV4> 7/jLEpav 1 

KaKOV Tl 7TpdaaUWV TOVS OEObS hAEATOEvaL, 

oOKEi 7Tovrlpa Kal $OKCV aA'IaKerat, 

orav aXoAq)v ayovaa TvyXadvr aLKr1.... 

Since Phrixus can now take complete revenge on her, Justice has indeed visited Ino, 
late in time, for evil which she initiated: 

TqLWUptaV ET<?E>l(Ev (LV )p'EK<V> KaK(V80.... 5 

71 cf. Hypothesis Phrixus A 9-12 Luppe uvyKa-IAEaaaa yap T()V [ETTrd,raAv y]vva]lKas 
op-IKOLS KaTrrqaafA[[aaTo TrvpOV 7Tr(EpvytlE-`vov er7T TrV Ka[Taa7TOpav tLiodvat. 

72 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. II. 19), in Phrixus B over 
Orchomenos (P. Oxy 2455.270). 

73 Hypothesis Phrixus A 12-17 Luppe Trs e l dKaprtasg [TrreLae yev7qaeacOatl K-IAvaLv, EL 

Opipos [orqayELi Allt rTO yap I ELS AeAOovS da7T[oaraA\radO'Evov ayyE-lAov E7TrlaE Us, A[Eyot 
TOVTO KEXp7rlOGLE-\VOV E'lVat. 

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

75 Hygin. loc. cit. 'itaque cum ad aram cum infulis esset adductus, satelles, misericordia 
adulescentis Inus Athamanti consilium patefecit'. Cf. the dyc6v between Ino, Athamas and the 
slave in the Florence papyrus (D. L. Page, Select Papyri, Vol. III. Literary Papyri [London, 
1950], No. 32), discussed by W. Schadewaldt, ' Zum "Phrixos " des Euripides', Hermes 63 (1928), 
1-14 (= Hellas und Hesperien2 Bd. I [Zurich and Stuttgart, 1970], pp. 505-15). 

76 Hygin. loc. cit. 'rex facinore cognito, uxorem suam Ino et filium eius Melicerten Phrixo 
dedidit necandos'. 

77 cf. the end of the Hypothesis Phrixus B, P. Oxy. 2455.280] TrJt Ir7To[vA]evokE`v[wt' 1 be rTov 
Altdv[vaov] E7rtKaAE[uaa]a Evap['yr I\ OavarTov oLWAtLO'ev qtlaveLi yap 7r[ot-ly aasr [o] A[t]dvvaos 

peptov TE [K]aL [Tr] | dSa[A]O[']v 7Tpo7yadyEro ELs T''V pprj[r.L]v Xwo[pav 1 (285) d[a].rep avdAoAta 
T(JV pavd8to[v 7Tro-lrjauov NeOA>er) 8 Kara7rrTaa Kait ftap-I7raaaaa roVt[s] Eav[r}T]s KptOV 
E8oWKE[v] av-lTrois o68y. [..] . [..] ..-; for the end of Hypothesis Phrixus A see Luppe, op. cit. 
(1986) (n. 69), 12f. 

78 4th epeisodion in van Looy's reconstruction (op. cit. [n. 12], p. 177). 
79 cf. 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 '835N2... may well belong to the context when Athamas hands Ino over to Phrixos'. 

80 7pe<KV> Grotius; T<rTE>aev 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 Ep~ev instead of 'peev and wanted to separate the line from fr. 835 N2 
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A EURIPIDEAN FRAGMENT 

Her downfall is positive proof that the gods really exist8' and that the wicked man has 
to be on his guard, for he, too, will be punished: 

o6pa' OUOL VO/tOUET' OVK ELvaL OEovUS, 
OLs E'a/LapTrdvovTe9 OtK Ev'yvw/Lov(o' 
elaLv yap, eloaL. el es Ts rpaeaL KaXd) 
KaKOS 7T(EVKw)S, TOV XpOVOV KEp8atVETCt' 

Xpdovw yap OVrTO vorepov oc)otE OlK7V. 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 416-18 
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.82 We may possibly get a clue from yet 
another papyrus which contains a florilegium, including five quotations from 
Euripides.83 One of them, fr. pap. 154 Austin, is most probably taken from Phrixus 
B: 

Evipnrioov uy SEVTEpov <('p0ov>'84 

0) Ov7Tad 7Tapaebpov'rpaT' advOpo7ruv, ipkdrT7v 
ol' auLv elvOat T'V TV'X7V aALA' OVj OeoVS' 

UoS ovoev lrae KEL. [A]VyEYLV OOKE?TE TL. 

el LeV yaV p YP LTrjX7?) 'TLV ovoev Oel )V,5 
ELLJ 

' 
Ol 0OEO L0O vOV,LV_j )86E' v TV LX7. 

('Vielmehr gehort der lastige Vers nicht hieher, und eine aussere Bestatigung 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 TrqIpL'av <T'> TLUev (S. Musgrave, Euripidis fragmenta [Leipzig, 1779], p. 467 -he 
suggested as another possibility TL/LcupLa eLaev), or they printed a semicolon after dAiUKerat 
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 orTav line 4 to OTE S' av; 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 TrLoWptav E-r<E>oev is impeccable (pace 
Musgrave, loc. cit.), cf. Plat. Leg. 905a6-7 TEL'TELs...Tr-v 7Trpoa7Kovaav TLr.)wpfav; for ,v qpf~e<V> 
KaKd)v, cf. Eur. Hel. 425 Kpvbasg yvvalKa T'rv KaKoCV TravTWV Elo, I dpeaaav..., Ba. 1114 etc. 

81 cf. 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', Atti 
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. 

84 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), 388ff. 

85 It is very interesting that Joh. Lyd., who, loc. cit., quotes four out of these five lines, changes 
the plural Oecv into the singular 0Eov. 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-TrGF 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. 

V 

To sum up briefly the less speculative observations, TrGF 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 TrGF 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.* 

Zurich/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 F6rderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung) 
for the generous scholarship which enabled me to spend a stimulating year in Oxford. 
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