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THE PARODOS OF EURIPIDES’ HELEN (164-90)!

The friendly expatriate ladies of the chorus in Helen enter having heard loud
lamentation issuing from the palace, while engaged, like the ¢ida of the chorus in
Hippolytus 125fF., in spreading laundered crimson textiles to dry in the sun. The
central theme of ‘hearing cries’, with the verb éxAvov and nouns of utterance (185-6),
is reminiscent also of Medea 131ff., where the opening words of the Parodos éxAvov
dwvdv, éxAvov 8¢ Body...allude to Medea’s loud utterances écwfev in 96ft. (id...) and
111ff. (aiai...): here, as there, the Parodos exploits the familiar motif of Bondpouia.?

Less orthodox, and indeed unique in extant tragedy, is the treatment of the choral
entry-song here as an antistrophe, metrically corresponding with monody sung by the
prologist;® a highly artificial and very probably novel procedure, with an element of
‘surprise’ and a pleasantly whimsical piquancy in keeping with the overall tone and
character of the play.*

Unhappily our text is marred by grave faults of responsion and other anomalies.
The familiar problems in the solo strophe (167-78) and choral antistrophe (179-90)
still merit further discussion, despite the detailed treatment in R. Kannicht’s
indispensable edition and commentary ;* and there are several other points of interest,
both there and in the brief mpowiddc (164-6a) preceding the strophe:

EA. & peyddwv dyéwv xataBalouéva péyav olkrov,

moiov auAdald ydov, 1) Tiva wodcav énéAlw; 165
[8dxpucw 7 Bprivoic mévBecw]
éé 166a
mTepodopor vedvidec...

164 olkrov supra lin. yp. Tr': olkov L 166 versum delendum censeo 167 strophae initium

notavit Triclinius
The ‘pro-ode’ has a double function:

! This article owes something to correspondence, many years ago, with Sir Denys Page, and
much more to helpful comments from Dr J. Diggle. I am grateful also for the constructive
criticisms of the CQ reader, whom I am permitted to identify as Professor M. L. West. For the
metrical terms and notation used, mostly as in West, Greek Metre (Oxford, 1982), see my
Euripides : Orestes (Oxford, 1986), pp. xx—xxi. References to the latter are given below in the
form ‘comm. Or. p...."” or ‘comm. on Or...". Cf. also my article ‘ The Reunion Duo in Euripides’
Helen’ in CQ 39 (1989), 45-69. I need not repeat here the same list of editions consulted (‘Duo’
n. 2). Here too references to Wilamowitz are to his Griechische Verskunst (1921, repr. 1975); to
Zuntz, to his An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides (1965); to Dale, LM?,
to her The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama (2nd edn, 1968).

% The most explicit choral Bondpouia is Held. 73ff. (with 121 Bondpousjcac); cf. O. Taplin,
The Stagecraft of Aeschylus (Oxford, 1977), pp. 218-20, who shows that the ‘shout’ motivating
an entry is often a lament. Note that here, unlike Med. 131 éxAvov ... Bodv, the root Boa- appears
only in the simile at the very end of the antistrophe (190 dvafBody), if with Badham (and as
argued below) we excise dveBoacev in 184. The dramatic technique is much more sophisticated.

® Compare, e.g., El. and Or., in both of which the Parodos has exchanges with a soloist
(Electra) in its first pair of stanzas, but is initiated as usual by the chorus; I.T., where Iphigeneia
goes to fetch the chorus before taking the lead in strophic lamentation; and Andr. and Ion, where
the monody preceding the Entry is in a different metre. Hypsipyle (later than Hel.) is the nearest
parallel, if the chorus enters there in the middle of the first strophe (Bond, pp. 61fT.; Taplin,
p. 64).

4 The probability of innovation is enhanced by metrical novelty (n. 22 below). ‘ Unexpected
entry’, cf. comm. on Or. 71-125, 3804, and Taplin, pp. 11-12. In effect, this chorus of human
¢iAau arrives just in time to provide the proper ‘antiphonal’ element in the dirge (cf. I.7. 179ff.,
etc.; comm. on Or. 960-1012) in place of the wished-for otherworldly chorus. For the timing and
stagecraft of their entry, see further in nn. 7 and 11 below.

® Heidelberg, 1969; text: i.139-41; commentary: ii.59-94.
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(a) Dramatic. Helen’s long-standing and recent griefs naturally prompt the
question ‘Oh, how can I do justice to the magnitude of my sorrows?’ and a further
cry or cries of woe, as a preface to ‘If only my lament might have the assistance of
the Sirens...!”; an exotic wish very possibly, though not necessarily, prompted by a
visible representation of sirens on the Tomb of Proteus.® The ‘woe-cry’ must be
loudly articulated, like other utterances heard at a distance, since this is the Bosj-‘cue’,
preceding the strophe during which the Chorus enter, to which they will allude in 186
(aldypact ctévovca).’

(b) Formal. The whole of 164-79 is patterned threnody, beginning with a
TPoOLLIOY. LEYAAWY AY€wV...€yav oikTov announces the theme,® and the big
participle kataBaAAopéva adds a flavour of solemn ‘song-inception’ to the opening
hexameter.? Then comes a ‘deliberation’ of a standard inceptive type (‘how, in what
words, form etc., am I to do justice to my theme?’).1® And even the ¢ Alas!” is formally
inceptive as well as dramatic: cf. Or. 316f. alai- | SpopudSec & mrepoddpor...(Where, in
the absence of a mpow:iddc, the exclamation is part of the strophe).

Euripides is playing a sophisticated game here with poetic conventions. Helen
‘begins’ and poses the question ‘What kind of lament...?" in the solemn antique
mode of dactylic hexameters. Her fpsvoc will then proceed in a contrasting and
unconventional mode: a new, late-Euripidean poica of partly syncopated iambo-
trochaic (more trochaic than iambic), to which the Chorus ‘responsively’ enters in a
non-threnodic dance, with contrastingly ‘bright” motifs (see below). The issue of
‘threnodic form’ thus highlighted at once draws attention to, and artificially justifies,
the formal innovation.!!

molov...7 Tiva...; a favourite kind of question with alternatives making nearly
equivalent or complementary points. This one has several points of contact with Ph.
1498ff. (text and metre uncertain) riva mpocwidov 7 Tiva povcomdov crovayav émi
8drpuct...dykarécwpar; and Hypsipyle 1.iv.5-9 (Bond, pp. 29, 76-8) ra 8’ éua mdfea

¢ Dale’s plausible suggestion. Sirens, a fortiori Sirens with instruments, may have been a new
theme in tragedy. For the new sepulchral motif of ‘Grabsirenen’, variously portraying these
otherworldly creatures as musicians and/or mourners (foreshadowing Baroque putti and
angels), see G. Weicker, Der Seelenvogel in der alten Litteratur und Kunst (Leipzig, 1902), pp.
171ff., and further below.

? To avoid too long a hiatus before the Chorus start singing, they must at least come into view
during the strophe (see further in n. 11 below). Helen, however, only becomes aware of their
entry during the antistrophe (her attention having been focused on the Tomb of Proteus?); and
they do not see her (they continue to speculate about what they have heard) until she addresses
them at 191.

8 For the stylish paregmenon, see W. Breitenbach, Untersuchungen zur Sprache der
euripideischen Lyrik (Stuttgart, 1934; repr. 1967), pp. 221ff.; for the correction olk{r>ov, see
Zuntz, p. 42, and further below.

® Kannicht compares the epic and Pindaric (dva)BdAAecfas, but see also LSJ s.v. karaBdMw
I.7°¢ lay down as a foundation’. The sense ‘begin (a song)’, perhaps neologistic here with kara-
(next in Callimachus fr. 392 Pf.), may owe somethmg to analogy with kardpyecat (cf. comm.
on Or. 960 kardpyopat crsva'y;.wv KTA.).

1% Such interrogative hesitation is especially appropriate to formal threnody: cf. M. Alexiou,
The Ritual Lament in Greek Tradition (Cambridge, 1974), pp. 161ff.

' On the ‘new metre’ see further below (with n. 22). For Eur.’s penchant for “highlighting’
artificialities (of various kinds), cf. comm. on Or. 1214-15, and R. P. Winnington-Ingram,
‘Euripides: poiétés sophos’, Arethusa 2 (1969), 132. The whimsically artificial effect here will have
been the more pronounced if the Chorus begin to enter silently quite early during the strophe,
fitting their processional steps to the rhythm of Helen’s lament (as accompanied by the
av/\'q‘r'qc‘?), but not yet seeing the singer (n. 7 above). Cf. my discussion of the unusual ‘hushed”’,

‘tiptoeing’ Parodos in Or. (comm. p. 104). On the instrumental accompaniment, an mterestmg
issue in this context, see further in n. 44.
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| Tic dv 7 ydoc ) uéroc 7 kibdpac | émi Bdrpuct poic’ dvodvpouéva | pera Kalomac
| émt wovouc dv éAfou; apart from the more diffuse style of monody in those passages.
Here we have balanced phrases in a single verse which both expresses the immediate
point (‘What kind of lament...?") and also looks forward to the wishful appeal to
otherworldly povceia (174).

ntolov apiArad® yoéov : the dydv-metaphor (cf. Supp. 71 dywv 68° dAdoc...ydwv)
conveys an idea of physical exertion (cf. Or. 456 deip’ auiAddrar modi, etc.); and the
verb is consistent also with ideas of ‘concerted performance’ and ‘projection’.!?
Helen would welcome fellow-mourners (like those in Supp. and 1.T.); and projection
of some kind is necessary if human utterance is to be heard in Hades (Or. 1241, etc.).

Tiva podcav énélBw : a podca can be either a musical vduoc (‘song-mode”), as in
LT 181ff. Tav év | Bprjvorc podcav véxvcw pédeov | Tav év pormaic "Aidac duvei | Sixa
matdvwy, or a more personal source of poetic assistance (not necessarily ‘Muse’; for
semi-personified ‘Music’, cf. Bond on Hyps. loc. cit.). émeAfeiv (lit. ‘go to’) can be
used either of ‘consulting’ a person, as in Supp. 155 (udvrewc), or of ‘appealing,
having recourse to’ a non-personal exemplar, as in Or. 495 008’ JAfev émi Tov Kowov
‘EMvjvwv vépov. ‘What music (Music)?” is the appropriately ambivalent in-
terpretation here. Kannicht prints Moicav and argues for ‘Muse’; but the chthonian
musicians whom Helen proceeds to address are surely thought of as povcixddrarar,
not as ‘Muses’ (notwithstanding Alcm. 30 Page, where the Muse is d Alyna Zmprjv).

To this well-shaped sentence and couplet the words ddxpvcwy 7 Gprivoic 7 wévfecww
are a metrically and otherwise redundant appendage. The point ‘for threnody
appropriate to my great griefs’ is already implicit; and, in effect, Helen is made to ask
‘What sort of lament shall I indite with tears or laments?’ She might properly have
deliberated: ‘(With) what tears or (with what) laments...?” But the appended
disjunction is inconsistent with the commitment to ‘threnody’ enunciated in 164-5.
The further disjunction 7 mévfecw is a further confusion of thought, since the plural
of mévfoc naturally includes ‘tears’ and ‘lamentation’.

As to the metre, it is customary to treat Sdxpuvcw...; é € (or alai) as a 5da verse.!®
But the 5da length is surprising, following the two hexameters; and this is no place
for a merely appended ‘alas!”.}* A strong pause before ¢ ¢ (s.v.l.) is appropriate here
both for reflection after the deliberative question and for the drawing of breath before
aloud aiaypa (or aidypara). And indeed we can infer with some confidence that the
ancestral Alexandrian text had verse-end before the exclamation(s).*? If the preceding

2 For duwA- in contexts of ‘projection’, cf. 1471-2 éfaudcdpevoc trpoxde Téppont
8lckovt, and Hyps. fr. 764 ééapidncar kdpac; for the construction with acc., cf. also 546,
1386-7, Andr. 336-7, Hec. 271, Or. 38 (comm. p. 89).

!* alai Hermann, Murray. Hermann’s alternative alai alai is plausible as an interpretation
of & é (cf. Ph. 1284) and as a pair of aldypara (cf. 186), but unappealing as an expedient for
padding out a third hexameter. Colometric ‘transposition” of € € is wrongly ascribed by editors
to Triclinius. It is clear from a photograph of L that Tr. was merely concerned to indicate (with
the siglum e [sic] and an enlarged initial letter) the beginning of the strophe at mrepoddpor. He
therefore erased what stood before mrep- in the right-hand column and rewrote € é: (sic) after,
but separated by a substantial space from, mévfeaw: (sic) in the left-hand column. There is no
reason to doubt that what Tr. erased before wrepodopor was & é: (sic). The size of the erasure
is exactly the same as that occupied by ¢ €: (sic) in L’s presentation of Hel. 661 and 662 (in each
case, as here, before a 7; ‘Duo’ p. 62).

14 Not to be supported by Supp. 77/85, as I hope to show in a forthcoming article, to be
published in the next issue of CQ, on a number of controversial issues in Supp. 71-86. There are
several other points of contact, meriting cross-reference: see below, nn. 30, 48, 55, 57-8.

15 For the transmissional significance of L’s colometric indications, either verse-end in the

left- or right-hand column or the ‘divider’: (sic), or both, see Zuntz, p. 212, and further in n. 17
below.
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words ddkpucw...mévfecww featured in the lineator’s text, they will have done so as a
separate verse, anomalous whether taken as open-ended dactyls or as dochmius + ia.

With suspicion thus aroused, it is not difficult to conjecture that the verse in
question derives from an explanatory scholion, offering alternative glosses (‘sc.
ddrpuct or Bprjvoic or mévbect’). There is, indeed, no obvious call for such a scholion
on 164-5; but we shall find in 169-72 a difficult text that could have anciently
prompted just such a marginal annotation. Its coincidentally dactylic form will then
have caused it to be appended to the nearby hexameters, where it appeared to make
sense of a sort.

167-90. Both stanzas are controversial, and it is convenient to begin with a synoptic
presentation of the paradosis, stripped of punctuation:'¢

(EA.) XOPOX

mTepodopo vedvidec 167 ~ 179 kvavoeidéc dud’ H8wp

maplBévor xfovoc kopar 168 ~ 180 éruyov éikd 7’ dva xAdav
cepiivec €il’ éuoic ydouic 169 ~ 181 doivikac aXiw(t) mémAovc
oot éyovcar AlBuv 170 ~ 182 xpucéaicwv avyaic

AwTov 1) cvpryyac 7 171 ~ 183 fdAmouc’ dudi Sdvaroc épvecty
$opuiyyac aildivoic kakoic 171a ~ 184 évfev oixTpov dveBoacev

Toic éuoict ctvoya ddkpva 172 ~ 185 duadov ékAvov dAvpov éAeyov
mafect mdlfea pédect pédea 173 ~ 185a 6 7v mo7’ éAaxev

povceia Opnrijuact vvwida 174 ~ 186 aldypact cTévovca

méuere pepcédacca dovia 175 ~ 187 viuda Tic ola vaic

xdpirac v’ émi ddxpuc map’ éué 176 ~ 188 Spect puydda yduwy ieica

0’ ¥mo péabpa vixia mai- 177 ~ 189 yoepov mo 8¢ mérpwa piyada yvala
dva vékvcw Sdopévoic AdBn() 178 ~ 190 kAayydc mavdc dvaPod(t) ydpovc

171a ailivowc kakoic in marg. yp. L': ai aivoic karoic (L)P 185 éXeyov supra lin. yp. Tr':
Oprivov L 189 pvyada] pvada L**

The responsion obviously breaks down in 170 ~ 182, and is problematic thereafter
almost to the end of the stanza. It is common ground that order cannot be restored
unless we are prepared to make more than superficial alterations to the wording, and
to revise the lineation accordingly. At the same time we must recognize that the
lineation attested by L is likely, on both general and particular grounds, to reflect that
of an Alexandrian ancestor.!” It can scarcely be fortuitous that L attests an

16 We can properly modify L in respect of the ‘yp’ readings in 171a and 185 (see Zuntz, p.
43, and further below): ai aivoic entered the text as a misreading of AIAINOIC, and fprivov
as a gloss that extruded éAeyov. Other Tricliniana will be considered in due course. I adhere for
convenience to the familiar Barnesian line-numeration, with the addition of ‘171a’ and ¢185a’
(Kannicht does not explain why he prefers to call 184 ‘183a’, 185 <184 and & 7t wot’ éAakev
*185°). Earlier printed editions from Portus onwards had thirteen-line stanzas numbered 166—78
and 179-91, following the sub-Triclinian lineation of P and the Aldine.

17 ¢The division of cola in lyric passages is as much a part of the tradition as its wording, and
although these divisions — being due to the Alexandrian editor and not to the poet — are not
binding on the modern critic, they are always deserving of attention and may occasionally
assume crucial importance’ (Zuntz, p. 212). That needs some qualification as to ‘the
Alexandrian editor’: Zuntz’s study of Hel. 625-97 in the light of P. Oxy. 2336 established that
the amount of colometric agreement virtually guarantees that I7 and L have a common ancestor,
presumably the Alexandrian text as lineated by Aristophanes of Byzantium c. 200 B.C.; but he
should have focused more attention on the visible colometric divergences in 6345 and 650-1
(‘Duo’ pp. 51, 59). These, and other features in L’s text of 625-97 (‘Duo’ n. 56), suggest that
we must visualize a ‘sub-Aristophanic’ ancestor of L with a fair number of deviant, yet still
rational, verse-divisions. Caution is the more necessary in a text convicted of corruption. My
‘ancestral lineator’ is not necessarily Aristophanes in respect of every single verse-division; but
in principle the erroneous iambic interpretation of our passage probably does go back to 200 B.C.
(at least).
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inheritance of thirteen, for the most part rational, verses in each stanza; and the
word-split at mwat-|dva in 177-8 is unlikely to have been invented by a mediaeval
scribe. It is probable, therefore, that our text reflects a makeshift colometric
interpretation of a paradosis already seriously corrupt in antiquity. That there is
deeply rooted and compound corruption, at least partly ancient, is confirmed by
consideration of the sense and further consideration of the metre, beginning with the
strophe.

167-78. Kannicht’s text (with a reduced apparatus) is as follows:

mrepodopor vedviec,
mapfévor Xfovdc xdpa,
Zepijvec, €8’ éuoic ydowc
uorour” éxovcar AiBuv 170
AwTdv 1) clpyyac 1) ¢op-
pyyac, aidvoic [karoic Toic] éuoic
cvvoya ddrpva, mdbfect mdfea,
wéAect uélea pouceia
Bpmyripace Evvwida
méwpere Pepcédacca 175
dowvia, xdpirac v’ émi ddxpuct
map’ éuédlev) vmd puélabpa viyia
madva vékvaw Aouévoic Adfne.
171-2 kaxoic del. Hartung; alAvoic 7’ éuoice Wilamowitz 177 éuéfev Seidler

Seidler’s map’ éuéf{ev) in 177 is rightly accepted by all editors.!® Right also, at least
in principle, is the colometric reinterpretation which recognizes the syncopated
trochaic value of the rhythm —-o in the words pouvceia, fpmrijpa(ct), méupere and
maidva, in line with similar rhythms in the second pair of stanzas.!’®* We can
provisionally account for the erroneous ancient verse-division at mat-|dva: the
lineator mistook wemeré pepcédaccd...mai-| as an iambic sequence (presumably
6ia),?® beginning with x-o—, in line with the verses ceipnvéc €l éuovic yéoic and
wouced Bpn-"vijidci Edvardd (the latter probably misinterpreted thus as ia+ith, a
form of catalectic trimeter common in lyric iambic contexts). This left -avd...AdfS7t
as an anomalous residue (-vuovoou—-u-); but x-vucuouu—o- would have been no
better.?! The lineator’s failure to recognize - -« ... as trochaic is understandable, since
these are the first lyrics in the play, and even Aristophanes of Byzantium may have
been relatively unfamiliar with this syncopated trochaic genre.??

18 But L’s reading is often misreported as the vox nihili éu.é8”, without mention of the verse-
division. map’ éué 0’ is a possible phrase in itself (it evidently satisfied Triclinius), and could be
a quite ancient error; for the normality of elided e at the beginning of a verse, cf. Zuntz, p. 232.
But the chances are that the lineator correctly read epe-|f@ev, overlapping thus in accordance with
a misinterpretation which treated -fev vmo peda-'fpa vvyia mar- as a symmetrical iambic
dimeter (vivwu-"vivuu-); cf. n. 20 below.

¥ e.g. 194 vavrac *Ayaidv Tic ~ 213 alaw dvcaiwv Tic, cf. 193 ~ 213, 200 ~ 219, 242, 352,
355. The notation ‘pa’ is convenient, though - , -« is really only a syncopated form of #r; cf.
West, p. 103, Dale, LM?, p. 93.

% As suggested below, the lineator’s text of 175-7 may have run meppeie depcedacca
povi(a)|axapir(a) w em Saxpuct map eue-lfev krA. (n. 18 above). That is consistent with the
present hypothesis, while accounting for yapirac and the hypermetric verse 7- @- dona.

2 1t is unlikely that he edited watdvac (anticipating Triclinius), with -|avac in responsion
with... kAayya()c or -lyawcv; the sing. waidva is so obviously superior (pace Dale). Other
anomalies suggest that he interpreted the paradosis separately for each stanza, despairing of
proper responsion. For the compound problem at... uvyada ydada|xdayydc..., see n. 73 and
pp- 95fT.

22 West (GM 102) rightly draws attention to the novelty of the genre here: ‘But in Helen we
suddenly get this’ (followed by citation of 167-78). Apart from its special prominence in Hel.,
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So far so good; but many disturbing features remain.

(a) The phrase aiAivoic... ué)ea has no intelligible construction. The three items
ddkpua ... mdbea ... uélea cannot be added to the alternative musical instruments as
further objects of éyovcat (‘A or B or C plus D E F’); nor can the ‘tears’ etc. be an
appositive accusative of the kind that defines the operation of the verb.?

(b) There is still no adequate parallel for aidivowc (now as a noun); see further
below.

(¢) The asyndeton between the two optative clauses following eife is unendurably
harsh. Wilamowitz had at least introduced a 7e after aiAivoic.?

(d) Helen is apparently wishing that Persephone might send the Sirens to her,
bringing with them ‘tears, pains (7dfea) and tunes’ congruent with Helen’s, in order
that she (Persephone) may receive a ‘paean’ in the Other World. That can hardly be
right: the ‘tears’ etc. are going in the wrong direction; and, if the ‘paean’ is to be
heard in Hades, a more sensible wish would have the underworld povceia performing
it in situ. Odder still, as argued further below, is pouvceia as the object of ‘send’.

(e) ¢dvia is an oddly appended epithet describing the pouvceia fuvwidd, the more
so with the syntactical break after it falling in the middle of a metron.

(f) The distant apposition ydpirac ... maitdva is more awkward than in the parallel
cited (A. Ch. 320-2 ydpirec 8’ opolwc | kékAnpvrar ydoc evxAenc | tmpocfoddpoict
*ArpelSaic). The point is also obscure: if we lean on that parallel, we must take it that
the ‘paean’ is ‘gratifications due to the dead’, and indeed Kannicht appears to take
véxucw SAopévoic 190 as dependent on ydpirac; but he also approves Heath’s
interpretation ‘ut vicissim pro mercede ...accipiat’, the ydpirec thus being a ‘quid pro
quo’ payment to Persephone.

(g) As to the stanza as a whole in relation to the antistrophe, Kannicht has in one
respect made matters worse. By transposing and emending so as to make 170-2
polour’... éuoice correspond with fdAmovca yxpucéaic év ad-|yaicy dudi dévaroc
épve™ | évfev oixTpov dvefdacev in 1824, he commits himself to a period of at least
twenty-one metra, and settles for an amorphous ‘mviyoc’ of twenty-three metra (as
indented).? A mviyoc can indeed extend the normal maximum of a lyric period; but
it ought in compensation to have a clear, regular structure of some kind.2¢ This is the
more to be expected at the beginning of an antiphonal sequence whose second stanza-
pair will exhibit notably taut and accurately responsive metrical patterns.

In sum, if this is the best that can be done with the stanza, we must obelize the
greater part of it.?” Elmsley’s ¢ovi’ dydpird 6’ merits further consideration in 175-6,
but (at best) leaves other problems unresolved.

the examples cited (cf. also Wilamowitz, pp. 269fT., and Dale, LM%, pp. 92-3) are in Euripidean
plays later both chronologically and alphabetically.

% For the ‘non-integral’ (appositive) use of the internal accusative, cf. Barrett on Hipp.
752-7, Diggle in Dionysiaca ...studies ... presented to Sir Denys Page...(Cambridge, 1978), pp.
171-2. “Congruent tears’ cannot define the action uglotre.

2% Wilamowitz appears to have begun a new clause at alA{vowc 7°, with only a comma after
wuédea. But he did not elucidate that, so as to explain why Helen should wish Persephone to send
‘congruent 8dkpuva... uéXea’, or how povceia...could be added to that object-phrase.

* Wilamowitz had treated map@évor... AiBuv || AwTov...AdBm as two periods of six and
nineteen metra (the latter already overweight), with an unnatural period-end in mid phrase.

% West defines mviyoc as ‘a very long period in uniform rhythm’. The longest 7viyn occur
in comedy, e.g. Ar. Ach. 266-79 (Dale, LM?, p. 198), which runs to thirty-three iambic metra
(following a three-dimeter period with catalexis). Note that it not only has the proper rhythmical
uniformity — it also falls into sections, demarcated by syntax-breaks at verse-end, of only ten,
fourteen and nine metra.

7 Dale desperately (one supposes) offered the plea that ‘ this is an operatic aria whose words
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There is, however, a further metrical anomaly in the text which has attracted
surprisingly little comment. We have only to notice it to find ourselves impelled along
a new and more promising path.

As we have seen, the paradosis has an incorrect, though not irrational, colometry
which features several iambic metra of the form X< -, beginning with long anceps;
and we have seen how most of these disappear when the sequence --o is re-
interpreted as trochaic (palimbacchiac).

All modern editors have accepted the long ancipitia in 169 (X'e.-), 171 (cv-) and 181
(¢oi-),?® whatever steps they have taken, usually involving further long ancipitia, to
make 182ff. correspond with 170ff. They have evidently taken the view, like Triclinius
before them, that the length of anceps syllables is (by definition) a matter of
indifference ; and so it is in many metrical contexts. They have, however, overlooked
the complete absence of long ancipitia from 167-8 ~ 179-80, 191-251 and 330-74 ;%
and now also from 172-8 ~ 184-90, given the re-interpretation as syncopated
trochaic.

The only remaining long ancipitia in these extended lyric passages are in 169-71a
and 181 (not in 182-3 as transmitted), just where the responsion begins to break
down. Everywhere else, the metron-forms employed, allowing plenty of variety, are:
woww (cr) and -- (sp), wwowwo (1r) and --o (pa), and less frequently, subject to
iambo-trochaic continuity, v« owe (ia) and o - - (ba). Everywhere else, adjacent long
syllables within the verse are to be read as true longa, with syncopation. One is surely
entitled to expect the whole of the opening sentences of the first stanza-pair, not
merely their first two dimeters, to obey the rules rigorously observed thereafter; the
more so, if the poet was creating in this play a new kind of iambo-trochaic metre (cf.
n. 22). In this distinctive metrical genre long ancipitia are as out of place as they would
be in Catullus 4 (Phaselus ille...).>

The way forward lies along a path signposted by Triclinius’ much-impugned
excision of 7 ¢oputyyac in 171. The case for rejecting ‘or lyres’ will be argued further
below. For the moment I am concerned only to demonstrate the metrical virtue of this
excision (which, so far as the metre is concerned, could equally well be of the isometric

must not be expected to bear too close a scrutiny of their meaning’. Formally, this is the opening
of the Parodos; and in any case Eur. was not Timotheos. I hope to show that every single word
pulls its weight.

%8 It is immaterial whether the long ancipitia feature in an iambic metron (X- . -) or a trochaic
(-v-%). I might have added 171a (¢dp-); but West contrives to scan cvpryyac 3 dopuiyyac as
ia pa, removing any vestige of isometric balance in the isometric phrases (cf. n: 32 below).

% There is uncertainty at 191 ~ 210, but we do not have to follow Triclinius and Murray in
writing alai {alai‘|®) Saiuovoc moduvcrdvov to correspond with iw (- |Orpapa BapBdpov
mAdrac. Kannicht accepts Wilamowitz’s reduction of iw i to & in 191, giving a syncopated
trimeter (sp lk). {w [id] Orj- ~ aiai- (&) is a possibly better alternative (ba Ik, cf. Or. 965/76 with
{d)* d); I is appropriate to this address (cf. n. 7 above). There are some long ancipitia in the
conjectures considered by Kannicht at 358-9 7t e Tcvpayy’ dodai ceBilovt ITpiauidar mor’
audi BovcrdBuouc; but that is enough to condemn them. Accepting cvpiyy- (Musgrave) and
Hermann’s cefi{ov{7t) (. omitted before ), I see nothing wrong with 7t 7€ cvpryyac (pl., see
n. 44 below) “I-|6a. (local dat.) ceBclovri IIpia-|uiSar k7. (much the same overlapping cretic
pattern as Tro. 1091f./1110f.); for Paris’ devotion to ‘piping’ on Ida, cf. I.4. 573-8; for the
ironical use of ceBilew, cf. Med. 155 (= colere, not venerari, cf. Fraenkel on A. Ag. 1612).

30 Supp. 71-86 (n. 14 above) and A. Pers. 115-25 are earlier exx. of ia-tr with only short
ancipitia ; Or. 960-81 is another such stanza-pair. Bacchyl. 19 (Wilamowitz, 393) shows a similar
principle operating in a distinctive enoplian genre with almost all the link-ancipitia short. There
is further work to be done on theoretically anceps positions which are consistently treated as
short, whether in particular places in the verse (esp. before diaeresis) or more extensively (esp.
in conjunction with resolution and/or syncopation); cf. comm. Or. pp. 113, 288.
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phrase 7 cvpiyyac) —a virtue understood neither by Triclinius himself (see below),
nor by any subsequent metrical analyst.?* This single step, a stylistic improvement
prima facie,® directly makes possible a more convincing colometric interpretation of
the entre stanza, which in turn points to a better understanding of its syntactical
structure and meaning:

TTepoddpot vedvidec 1. oov-u-u-|
mapfévor Xfovoc kdpar 2. —u-v-u|
Zeprivec, €l éuoic 3 oo

170 tydoic pddowr’ éxouvcar- 4. o-(W)-v--|
APw AwTov 7 cv- 8§, oo—u-—

puyyac [ ¢opuyyac] aldvoic kaxoict 6. —v—u-u-||
Toic {8°) éuoict cvvoya ddkpua, 7. —o-vovuuud|
mdfect mdlea, pédect pélea, 8. ovuuuuuuuuy|
wovceia Bpmijua- 9. ——u--v

c fvvanda Tréufece 10 -o-v--o]

175 Pepcédacca ¢ovia xdpiract |} FEIVEVIVIVIVN |
v’ émi 8dkpuct map’ éuéfdlev) vmo 12. covuvovouuoy|
néabpa Niyia mardva 13, covuou—-o|
vékvcw Sdopévoic AdBne. 14, covvov—o|

171-1a # ¢oputyyac del. Tr2 172 8’ addidi

A crisp pattern of fourteen dimeters emerges, like but even stricter than the pattern
of the second stanza-pair (191-209 ~ 210-28).33 All the metra are of the forms
described above, with no long ancipitia.

The stanza begins with two lekythia, firmly establishing the dominant and
recurrently cadential rthythm.®*® The rest falls into three patterned quatrains (3-6,
7-10, 11-14). 36 and 11-14 end blunt (with a /k), whereas 7-10 ends pendent; the
overall pattern is thus six dimeters (1 + 1 +4), then eight (4 +4).3 Note that 3—6 and
7-10 both have enjambment bonding their third and fourth verses; and there is
internal responsion between 7-8 and 11-12.

3 is the same verse (- , —v-v—, a once-syncopated lekythion)3® as 192 ‘EXXavidec
kopat ~ 211 polpac te cdc, yvvar, 199 A1j8a &’ év dyyovaic ~218 pdryp pév oiyerar,

31 Dale nodded uncharacteristically when she wrote: ‘No one could think Awrov % cpiyyac
aiAdvoic in responsion to @dAmovc’ dugi dovaxoc épvecww very satisfactory’. Somehow losing
sight of kaxoic, she failed to see that 7 cu- [} ¢dp-]...xakoic corresponds perfectly with
OdAmouc’... épvecwv.

32 We should be happy to be spared the repetition % -tyyac 7 -tyyac. Isometric jingles are,
indeed, a familiar feature of E.’s lyric style; but --—-< is not a metrical unit. Contrast the
properly balanced units in 348 c€ yap éxdAeca,|cé 8¢ kardpoca, Or. 170 ovk d¢’ udv|odk dm’
oikwv, Hec. 1099 moi Tpdmwpar ;| moi mopevdd ; and many similar examples cited by Diggle on
Phaethon 99.

3 Trimeters and/or monometers first appear in 191/210 (n. 29 above) and 195/214
(vvvwvo|lk). Further variations appear in 229ff. and 330ff. Cf. the looser texture of the second
stanza-pair in Or. 140-207 (comm. pp. 106, 112).

34 cf. A. Pers. 115./120f., Ag. 974f./988f. For the cadential (catalectic) effect of the lekythion
in trochaic contexts, cf. L. P. E. Parker, ‘Catalexis’, CQ 26 (1976), 21ff.

35 7-14 is a single period, all the verses ending with v except for the final /. It does not
follow that we need to indent the whole of 8—14. Indentation is best used only when the colon
(or dicolon etc.) is not coterminous with the verse; a practice which, applied to this patterned
sequence of eight dimeters, shows better the symmetrical treatment of verse- and colon-end in
str. and ant. ‘Cola’ are by definition delimited by word-end (comm. Or. p. xx). The word-end
can be after a prepositive or before a postpositive (‘ weak diaeresis’) ; but elision counts as word-
overlap, as at 181 8dAmov-|c’ dud’.

36 Dale (LM?, p. 93) called it ‘a sort of inverted ithyphallic’. It is more to the point to think
of the ithyphallic in connection with the unusual verse wwowo-—-o (¢ pa) in 10 and 13, which
at once hints at and cheats expectation of a clausula (‘not yet’).
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243 "Hpa Tov dixvmovy, 355 Aawoppvrov caydc, Ph. 677 *lodc mor’ éxyovov, etc.;
and the first syncopation in the ode now falls on the first syllable of Ze.prjvec, which
thus comes into its own as a palimbaccheus paving the way for pouceia, méuipete
(s.v.l.), madva etc. The corresponding verse at 181 is ¢ovikdc @liwe (see below).

There are problems to be discussed below in the wording of 4-6. 2ia | 2ba | ...is
provisionally acceptable;® but the antistrophe has mémAovc ypuc€aicw...at this
point, and a run of four bacchei would not be unwelcome.®

5-6 ends with ... % cvu-|pvyydc aiAiveic kdkoic (s.v.l.), which is elsewhere a clausular
sequence: 2001 aicyv-|vac éuac vm’ akyéwv ~ 219-20 ovk €v-|Saudver Téxea Pild,
208-9 Evpw-|7a, véaviav wovov ~ 227-8 wat Tav | XaAxioikdv oABieic. Since the
antistrophe has a transmitted period-end following virtually the same sequence, and
corresponding with a syntactical break, at...fadmovc’ Guéi dévikdc epvécy™ || ebév
oikTpov..., this intermediate pause, so far from meriting elimination (as, with
transpositions, by Murray, Dale, Kannicht and others), should be regarded as a
cornerstone of the structure.?®

What now of the syntactical structure?

(a) As pointed out above, the asyndeton of the two optative clauses introduced by
€ife is not to be endured. The right place for an intermediate clause-end, followed by
a fresh clause with a connective particle, is now revealed by the metrical pattern; and
it is easy to add one in 172. §” could easily have dropped out here in an unpunctuated
tradition — perhaps very anciently — partly because the omission left alA{voic karoic
Toic éuoict as an apparently coherent phrase, and partly because the first of the three
nouns with which roic éuoict agrees is understood: ‘dxpva congruent with my
(6dkpva), mdfea with (my) mdfea, pnélea with (my) uédea’—a crisply economical
triple paregmenon, neatly filling two dimeters.*® For the idiomatic anticipatory ellipse
of ddkpuct with Toic éuoict, cf. Kithner—Gerth i.597 Anm. 8. [The interpolated verse
8drpucw 7 Bprjvoic %) mévfecw at 166 (see above) could well have originated here as
an explanation of roic éuoict civoya; but, as we shall see, this is not the only place
that could have prompted the gloss.]

(b) We can at once reappraise the general sense of 172-8:

‘and (I wish) that (as) povceia in concert with my lamentation

(you) might emit/transmit 8dxpva mdfea uédea congruent with mine,
so that (also where) Persephone ...may tearfully receive from me

a paean to the dead in the halls of Night.

That seems promising (note that the syntactical break before @Pepcépacca again falls
at the end of a quatrain). It is also radically different from any previous interpretation,
in that no one seems hitherto to have taken povceia as nominative.*! But I pursue the
detail of 172ff. no further for the moment. The time has come to make a fresh attack
on the stanza from the beginning.

37 For...v—-|v-...within a period in late Eur., cf. comm. on Or. 985-7 and 1377-9. But cf.
also Or. 167/188 (comm. p. 112), where I prefer an emendation that gives 2ba rather than 2ia , .

38 For 4ba runs, cf. comm. on Or. 1294-5. This one could, of course, be analysed as
palimbacchiac with word-overlaps; but Eur. often has iambic cola in the middle of mainly
trochaic sequences and vice versa, and there is no good reason for not lineating them as such;
cf. comm. on Or. 9824, 136974, etc.

39 Kannicht’s... épve ™ |évfev ...is otherwise unacceptable: there is no other elision of this type
(-v(v)) at verse-end in 167-251 or 330-74, and the elision is particularly unwelcome where a
pause is appropriate. For vindication of the transmitted épvecw, see further below.

40 Paregmenon, cf. n. 9 above; for the favourite daxpv- dakpuv-, cf. 195, 365, Or. 335, 1308,
Tro. 605; Breitenbach, pp. 222-4.

1 Those who have given méuiere a subject other than ®Pepcépacca have also emended
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167-9. nrepocpopor veavidec | mapBévor XBovoc kbpar | Zerpiivec...: for therun
of attributes preceding the name, cf. Or. 317ff. popddec & mrepoddpor | morTviddec
Oeai... EdpeviSec.*? “Winged’ here comes first, as appropriate at once to chthonian
Saiuovec (as in Or. 317) and to ‘bird-like’ singers of threnody; vedvidec ‘ youthfully
feminine’ suits the imagined role of the Sirens as a chorus sympathetic to Helen (for
choral vedvidec, cf. Ph. 302, Or. 375, I.A. 1467); virgin’ (cf. Ph. 48, of the Sphinx)
and ‘daughters of Earth’ are more august attributes. The address as a whole is
honorific, while describing the Sirens as they might be portrayed on a tomb.*

169-71a. I suggest:

Zeprvec, €0’ époic [ydouc] VIV

opdoit’ éxovcar Cmmu——

AiBvv AwTov 1) cv- e
piyyac taidivowct kakoic: B |

169 ydowc om. ed. Aldina, alii 170 ouroir’ scripsi: uodlour’ L 171 % cvpryyac Tr?: 4
cipryyac 1) ¢opuryyac L

‘Oh that, with African aulos or cane-pipes, you might participate with (me in) my
piteous woes!” The chthonian musicians are appealed to for a purpose to be explained
in 172-8: they are to perform in the Underworld, where Persephone may receive it ‘in
the halls of Night’, a dirge corresponding point by point (as to ddxpva, mdfea and
p1élea) with Helen’s. Since they are otherworldly, they can simultaneously be thought
of as directly ‘singing with’ Helen, {uvwidol like a supporting chorus; and the
concerted dirge is to have the appropriate threnodic accompaniment of a wind
instrument (or instruments).**

As to the emendations accepted or proposed:

(i) Excision of ydouwc leaves époic...kaxoic as agreeing words framing the first
‘wish’-clause; a type of wide separation with several parallels in late-Euripidean
lyric.** It is easy to see why ydowc was added: sooner or later the intrusion of 3
dopuryyac (see below) increased the distance between éuoic and xakoic; and in texts

pouceia, e.g. Hermann, who accepted Fix’s poic’ ieica and wrote Pepceddccar (cf. n. 59 below);
other proposals only merit oblivion. The collocation of acc. and nom. n. pls. may be unusual,
but so too is the new metrical genre with its need for short pendent syllables. See further below,
where povceia (nom.) is more fully interpreted, in conjunction with the proposal méuacre.

2 The metrical pattern-might seem to favour two self-contained phrases; but I slightly prefer
Wilamowitz’s punctuation (no commas before the one after Xeiprjvec), which more poetically
treats vedvidec as adjectival.

4 For Dale’s suggestion, cf. n. 6. As in Or. 317ff. there is ad hoc ‘myth-determination’ in the
attributes. Homer’s Sirens had been feminine and two in number (Od. 12.39, 52, etc.), and in
Alcm. 30 Page the Muse is d Aéyna Zyprjv; but for male Sirens, cf. Weicker, figs. 19 (Orpheus-
like) and 72, also Simonides 607 Page. In art sirens occur often in pairs or groups of three
(Weicker, 162). The number here is naturally indefinite: cf. Or. 317ff., where the Eumenides are
similarly indefinite in number as a thiasos’, though in Or. 408 and 1650 they are a triad (see
comm.). Sirens are properly ‘chthonian’, but they were not canonically ‘daughters of Earth’
(‘honorific’: cf. 4idc in Hipp. 534, Or. 5); in S. fr. 861 Radt they are @Jpkov xopar. For ‘avian’
threnody, cf. 1107ff., El. 151ff., Tro. 146ff., Ph. 1515fT., etc.

4 Plural ‘pipes’ can, of course, be played by a single instrumentalist (cf. Jon 498), whether
as ‘twin pipes’ or ‘Pan-pipes’. I assume, but cannot prove, that Helen’s dAvpoc éleyoc was
accompanied in performance by the adAnrijc (the instrumental accompaniment perhaps
beginning at 167; cf. n. 11, also comm. on Or. 145-6). If that is right, it may well be deliberate
that the phrasing here is consistent both with a wish for an appropriate instrumental
accompaniment to Helen’s lament (highlighting the artificiality ?) and with a wish for ‘congruent’
wind-accompaniment for the dirge as performed by the Sirens in the other world.

5 cf. Ph. 190-2, 808-10, 157980, Ba. 421, I.A. 1036-9; Breitenbach, p. 246. The ‘framing’
effect here is like Ba. 526-7 {6, 4.0Vpauf’, éuav dpceva Tdvde B ynduv and 547-8 Tov éudv
8’ évroc éxer dddparoc 107 BracdiTav.
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reading ... kakoic | Toic éuoice ... there will have been nothing for éuoic 169 to agree
with. %6

(i) oproir’ then gives us at once the baccheus that we probably need (see above,
and further on 179-83 below) and a clearer construction for the dative plural
phrase.*” Moreover the sense ‘participate, consort with’ suits the present in-
terpretation better than ‘come’, if the Sirens are to make their music in the
Underworld.*® juileiv can govern either a personal or a non-personal dative (Hcld.
872, etc.; Andr. 792. Or. 354); and for the idiom with éuoic kakoic, equivalent to éuol
év karoic oden, cf. Or. 419 kdir’ odk duvver Aoéiac Toic coic karoic; and ibid. 683
kai fvpmoviicar coic kakoict Bovdopar. The similar-looking podour for oot was
a very natural error for anyone who mistook Helen’s purpose as an ordinary
‘invocation’; it will also have seemed metrically satisfactory for an iambic verse, with
or without ydouc (either ydoic uéAorr’ éxoucar as 2ia  or udAair’ éyovcar Aifov as
ia cr). A

(iii) N cvpryyac [ oputyyac]: the strophe has an excess of syllables hereabouts;
and interpolation of a variant is an obvious possibility, prima facie, in the case of an
isometric and otherwise similar word, the more so in combination with ‘or’.
Consideration of the sense shows that ¢dputyyac is the intruder here: Helen’s lament
is explicitly an dAvpoc éAeyoc (185), in line with the standard association of wind-
music with threnody, and conversely of lyre-music with joyful song;*® and the same
should apply to the Sirens’ accompanying and ‘congruent’ music (cvvoya...uélea).
Without 7 @dpuiyyac, the point of the instrumental specification is precisely to
exclude the instrument normally used to accompany paeans and sometimes played by
sirens. The ‘blasphemous paradox’ in the use of the word waidva at 178 (see below)
really requires the ‘lyreless’ point here, not only in the antistrophe, as part of the
oxymoron. [For metrical and stylistic arguments against Awtov % cipryyac 7
dopuryyac, see above with n. 32. There is also a further argument, less cogent in itself.
Given the three instruments, the third should be ¢dpuiyya, not dopuryyac; cf. the
combination of Awrdc, cUptyyec (n. 44) and xfdpa, envisaged for the music of the
Muses, in 1.4. 1036ff. Lyre-players did not play in consort with other lyre-players in
fifth-century music, and ‘lyre’-words occur elsewhere in Euripides only in the
singular.]

Missing the point, Dale defended ¢opuryyac as ‘the normal instrument of the
Sirens’ (on vases). It is true that lyre-playing sirens occur quite often on vases;

46 Others may have supplied 8d«puct or fprjvoic or mévBect here, see above. The omission of
yoouwc in the Aldine, and thereafter in all the earlier printed editions, is interesting, but
presumably accidental.

47 Kannicht gives alternative explanations of the dat. with udlour’: ‘entweider (1) das Ziel
(vgl. Cho. 935, Ant. 2334, Io 846) oder (2) den Beweggrund (vgl. Phoen. 1043) des poAeiv’. (1)
leans on false parallels (personal datives with poAeiv virtually ‘come to pass’); (2) confuses the
invocation to the Sirens with the threnody to be sung by the Sirens with Helen.

8 udMoure is in line, prima facie, with 1111f. A0’ (&) ... Oprjvewr éunoi Evvepydc, Supp. 13-4
i’ @...(n. 58 below), Hyps. 1.iv.9 éXdo: (above); also H.F. 787f. Bdre ... cuvaotdoi viudar. But
a conventional deity-invocation with ‘come’ is less appropriate here, since (a) the Sirens are to
sing ‘in the halls of Night’; (b) they can be benign creatures in that milieu, but one does not wish
for close contact with them in this world. For a possibly analogous ancient corruption, cf. the
responsion-flaw at #Avfe in Or. 813.

49 Passages illustrating that ‘if you wish to play a mournful tune, you use the flute and not
the lyre’ are collected by Diggle in PCPAS 20 (1974), 11-12; cf. also J. A. Haldane, JHS 85
(1965), 40-1. A lyre could be used for a lament, as by Orpheus in Hyps. 1.iii.9 and by Apollo
in H.F. 348; but in both passages there is oxymoron in the atypical use of the instrument. In
Hyps. 1.iv.5ff. ‘sweet-toned lyre-lament’ is by implication inappropriate to express the singer’s
grief.
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moreover from about the date of our play they became an enduring commonplace in
funerary sculpture. But there were other ‘instrument-playing’ and ‘ plangent’ types.*®
In earlier art, sirens had always been portrayed as human-headed birds, usually (and
most traditionally) as dotdoi relying only on their voice.’® The addition of an
instrument (rather awkwardly, if charmingly, played with avian feet) was a quite
ancient development, as a natural way of expressing the idea of ‘enchanting music’
in pictorial art; but the optional instrument could be a pipe — usually twin pipes, as
played by a single siren on a red-figure lekythos in Athens by the Pan-painter (c. 450
B.C.).*2 Dale’s argument merely serves to illuminate the interpolator’s motive, already
favouring the substitution or addition of ‘or lyres’ in the fourth—third centuries.

(iv) faiAivoict kakoic. Something like ‘doleful woes’ is the sense required, giving
a phrase like d0A{wv kakdv Tro. 489, kakoic...cxerAlowc Andr. 31, etc.; and allivoic
kakoic in that sense may well have been the accepted reading in later antiquity, in line
with the adjectival use attested in a Roman epitaph (Bpépoc aidwov, IG 14.1502 =
GV 473 Peck). But that use, presumably leaning on the false analogy of other -woc
adjectives, is certainly a secondary, and probably only a late, development from the
proper use of aidwov, often doubled, as an indeclinable exclamatory expression of
grief.3

Kannicht, after Hartung and Wilamowitz, excises xaxoic (also 7oic) in order to
make aiAvoic a noun. But kaxoic is blameless in itself (as argued above, and cf. Supp.
73, cited below); and aiA{voic remains suspect. Inflexion of aiAwov is not securely
attested before Call. Ap. 20 and Ps.-Mosch. 3.1.1-2, both with a{Awa apparently
equivalent, in a sophisticated way, to the traditional doubled ailwov. That
development scarcely authenticates a fully substantival dative plural in fifth-century
tragic lyric. Note also that the words excised by Kannicht are metrically integral to
the text as lineated in iambic diameters (presumably by the Alexandrian editor, see
above).

Alt accepts Nauck’s aiAwov, but this late position in the sentence is no place for a
parenthetic exclamation, especially for an exclamation that normally begins an
utterance. :

It is a striking coincidence that the very same problematic word aiA{voic recurs,
apparently as an adjective, at 11634 éni 6¢ mdfea mdfect pépecc| TabAlow cupdopaic
aiAivowct. Nauck’s édewoic is approved there by Kannicht; and it must be worth
considering a similar correction here. élewoic will not be contra metrum if we can
justify the scansion éXéivic kdrxotc (in responsion, be it noted, with 86vdrdc epréc).
The postulated é)eivdc is not éAeewoc with a shortened third syllable, but rather a
tetrasyllabic articulation of Attic élewdc, by analogy with uncontracted words like
dcréivoc, mreléivoc, and with such admissible diaereses as *Arpeidac, *Apyéioc, etc.>

172-5. 8axpua and waBea are the non-musical but potentially rhythmical
components of the dirge (both Helen’s, and correspondingly the Sirens’). wdfoc often

50

cf. n. 6 and n. 55 below. Pairs of sirens with pipe(s) and lyre (Weicker, 172) symbolize
complementary musical genres (cf. Alc. 446-7). Weicker’s earliest sepulchral example (Berlin no.
755) dates from the late fifth century. 51 Weicker, figs. 13, 83ff, etc.

52 Beazley, ARV? 557, 120, illustrated in his Der Pan-Maler (Berlin, 1931), pl. 6. Weicker
illustrates a single piping siren of the later, less avian type in fig. 89.

> See Kannicht; but he surprisingly omits AP 6.348.1-2 aidwov dxvudpwt pe Aexwidi roiro
yeypddai|tiic diodwpeiov ypdupa Aéyer copine, which may suggest how the adjectival use
was developed. It is still possible there to take the initial af{Adwov as conventionally exclamatory,
but the phrasing aidwov...70070...ypdupa is at least on the way to meaning, or being
understood as, ‘this doleful inscription’.

® cf. Kithner-Blass i.251. The non-Attic -eetwvdc is associable with the non-Attic neuter éAeoc
(ibid. ii.296). Since éXeoc is masc. in Attic, the form élewdc is not necessarily a contraction of
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nearly = wévfloc, and the plural here naturally alludes to such customary painful
manifestations of grief as tearing the hair, beating the breast and scratching the
cheeks.>® wélea adds the ‘music’ in the appropriate mode and rhythm (keening may
well be inarticulate). covoya: both ‘congruent with’ and ‘rhythmically accompany-
ing’, describing the object of the verb as in Ba. 160ff. Aw7oc drav ...malypara Bpéunt
cvvoya|dotrdew eic Spoc.

pouceia... tépete (s.v.1.): unlike the preceding *tears, pains and tunes’, povceia
are not things that can be ‘sent’ (pace Kannicht). * Halls of song’ may denote persons,
by a standard kind of metonymy; but they can only function in situ.*® That povceia
is here nominative and ‘active’, as provisonally interpreted above, is further
suggested by Bpnvipact Euvwida (‘singing with’): cf. Supp. 734 (cited below), Ph.
1518 (Spvic) éuoic dyect cuvwidde, Or. 132f. Toic éuoic fpnriijuact|dpidar Evvandol.

méumew is the mot juste for the wished-for action of the Sirens, with the double
sense ‘emit’ and ‘transmit’; also as a standard verb of choral performance (cf.
méumew xopoic).’” But the sentence would run much better if we wrote méupaire for
méupee. Both the optatives following eifle are then 2nd pers. plural, and we are
spared the awkwardness of méuieie adjacent to Pepcéacca with @- not the subject
of mr-. Moreover there is no need then to understand duérepa with povceia (‘and may
your halls of song transmit tears etc.’); rather, we have povceia Opmrijuact fvvwidd
in predicative apposition to the subject ‘you’, with poetic syntax similar to Supp. 73-5
i’ & Evvwidol kakoic|it’ & Evvalyndovec|yopov Tov "Aidac céBei.®®

If that is right, we may judge that the erroneous meuyee for meuaire, with
mewpere and depceacca in the same verse, is a central feature of the ancient
confusion of the passage, fundamentally affecting its sense.

175-8. Pepcépacca... iva ... AaPni: ‘Persephone’ is (clearly, now) the subject only
of the the {va-clause.*® Rightly so, since her sole function is to receive the ‘paean’. For
éXe-ec-vac; and, even if it is so in origin, it does not follow that it was so regarded by Eur.
(especially in a metrically innovatory context). One would, of course, welcome a parallel; but
éXewac occurs elsewhere in Attic poetry only at Hel. 992 éewoc v dv udAdov v Spacrijpeoc,
?1164 (conj. Nauck), S. Tra. 528, O.T. 672, Phil. 870 (-ac) and 1130.

% mdfea in 684 (‘Duo’ p. 67) is the appropriately chosen word for Leda’s ‘suicidal grief’.
For cmapayudc, cf. 374, 1089, Hec. 653-6, Or. 961-2 (with comm.); Collard on Supp. 48-51a,
Denniston on El. 146-9, and further in my forthcoming article on Supp. 71-86 (n. 14 above). The
‘blood’-motif, for the moment implicit, becomes explicit in 175 below. For the ‘rhythm’ of tears
and crapaypoc, cf. Hipp. 1464 Saxpvwy mitvdoc (comm. Or. p. 360) and Tro. 1235-6 dpacc’
dpacce kpdTa, mrvdovc 8idodca yetpdc. koupudc is more obviously rhythmical. For ‘Klagende
Grabsirenen’ thus (variously) engaged, see Weicker, 173ff.; many analogous mourners can be
seen on the monuments in Westminster Abbey.

%6 A pouceiov is properly a place sacred to the Muses and/or devoted to musical performance
(cf. *u8eiov). For the plural, cf. 1107-8 where the nightingale is exquisitely ‘sitting within
perched halls of song (uovceia kai @drovc évilovcav) beneath leafy coverts’, and Ar. Ran. 93
xeAdovwy p-, parodying the Euripidean xiccoc...dnddvwy pouceiov (fr. 88; dand- Meineke,
xeAd- codd.), in a reference to twittering poets. For the ‘personifying’ use of the place-word
Kannicht rightly compares edvarijpiov (Or. 590, Antiope 48.101 Kambitsis) and BovAevrijpia
(Andr. 446, A. S.c.T. 575), but fails to show that such metonymy can be used when the persons
concerned are on the move. ‘Monasteries’ can denote monks, but not itinerant monks. The
pouvceiov of the Sirens is located in Hades (cf. Pl. Cratr. 403d); and they cannot be referred to
in the same breath as ‘halls of song’ and as ‘sent’ from Hades to Helen.

7 ¢f. A. Ag. 283 etc. (of the fire-beacon), and comm. on Or. 617. For the *choric’ point, cf.
Supp. 73-5 (next n.).

8 “Go (i.e. dance) as fellow-mourners the dance which ...’ (to be discussed further, see n. 14).
The similar predicative phrase fuvwidoi rakoic...fuvadynddvec is metonymic there also
(abstract “grievings’ for personal ‘mourners”).

% So Hermann and others (n. 41 above). But to write Pepcepdccar introduces an
unacceptable long anceps at either meu- or -cac.
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the shift from optative to subjunctive, cf. Or. 982ff. pddoyut...va ... davaBodcw.®
Here, as there, iva probably has some local force: Helen wishes the dirge to be sung
where Persephone may hear it. '

moudva: cf. Bond on H.F. 348, Fraenkel on A. Ag. 645, Garvie on Ch. 151. The
normal lyre-accompanied paean, most typically in honour of Apollo, was a joyful
song. The ‘blasphemous paradox’ (Bond) of using maidv in reference to a dirge is
quite frequent in tragedy, but it was still a paradox of the kind that Euripides
habitually developed with a ‘negating’ adjective, as in Alc. 424 rawdva TdL kdTwlev
dcmovdov et (demovdov ‘2P, Diggle; dcmovdw: codd.); a favourite kind of
oxymoron.®! For Euripidean threnodists, ‘ Death music’ is properly unmelodious and
joyless, as in LT. 145ff. (rdc ovk edpovcov poAmdc «krA.) and 181ff. (uéleov, Sixa
mawdvwr); and it is surely that kind of ‘paean’, involving ‘blood’ and ‘tears’, that
Helen wishes Persephone to receive in this context. Paradoxically (in Eur.) the xdpcc
due to, or pleasing to, véprepor feol is ayaptc.

tepovia  yaprract: Elmsley’s ¢ov’ dydpird 6’ is technically plausible
(PONI(A)|(A)XAPITAO: note that the elision accounts for the lineator’s
apparently hypermetric verse meuieie depcedacca dovia); and ‘bloody’ and  without
xdpic’ link well, up to a point, with the adjacent émi 8dxpuct. But construed (as they
now must be) within the iva-clause, ¢ovia and dydpira are grammatical only if
understood as adverbs. That is possible in theory, but very awkward after so many
neuter plural nouns and adjectives; and, though one can receive music joylessly’ and
‘tearfully’, one can scarcely do so ‘bloodily’.

It is even harder to believe that Euripides wrote ¢ov.’ axdpird 6’ (or, a fortiori,
$dvia ydpirac), when both style and sense call for qpéviov &xapiv as an asyndetic
pair of tribrach adjectives agreeing with wawdva.®? For ¢oviov thus describing
lamentation associated with bloodshed, cf. El. 752 ¢- olpwyny kAdw; for dyapw
applied to ‘music’, cf. Cyc. 489 d- kéXadov povciouevoc. €mi daxpuer (cf. Ph. 1500,
Hyps. Liv.7) then adds a third element to the oxymoron, completing a chiastic balance
between the three ‘ joy-negating’ elements in the {va-clause and the three features of the
‘paean’ as Helen wishes it to be transmitted, i.e. Sdxpva, wdfea (‘bloody’, cf. n. 56)
and uélea.

The first, very ancient, error will have been substitution of ¢ovia ayapira (sic) for
doviov ayapw, associating the adjectives, seemingly placed in the main clause, with
the preceding neuter plural nouns rather than the distant matava.®® ayapira wa,
written scriptione plena, will have invited a suprascribed f (whether for ayapif or
ayapera 6);% and it was then but a short step (as Elmsley saw) from XAPITA® to
xopitac.

Um0 pérabpa NVyta: ‘Night” is commonly personified in funereal contexts,® and
‘halls of Night’ is the appropriate translation here.

80 Surprisingly, no one seems to have proposed here the easy, but probably wrong, alteration
of Adfn(v) to AdBo..

*1 H.F. 1061, 1133 (CQ 38 [1988], 90-2), Or, 319, 621, etc.; Breitenbach, pp. 236-8.

2 of. dovia pucapd El 1178, dvopoc dxapic Andr. 491, dmodic diroc 1.T. 220, etc. For the
advanced (so emphatic) position in the clause, before {va and widely separated from the noun,
cf. Or. 162ff. amo-|dovov 67’ émi Tpimodt Oéuidoc dp’ édikace | pdvov.

®* The separation here by eleven words is near the upper limit (cf. n. 45). For the corruption
by false assimilation, cf. Alc. 424 (corr. Diggle).

% Note that, if the lineator read meppere depcedacca povi(a) | axapir(a) w em Saxpuct map
epe | Gev..., his verses in 175-7 were rational iambic dimeters (n. 20), but not if he read ayapira
0 w with the same division after eue.

% cf. comm. on Or. 174-8 and 1225-6 (8&ua Nukrdc).
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véxucty 6Aopévorc: as Kannicht argues, the pleonasm is supported by Alc. 995, Ph.
1295, and Od. 11.491 vexvecct kaTadGuyievorcw; but the dative no longer depends on
xdpirac. For the construction with wawdva, cf. Alc. 424 (where the dative governed
by dvrnyrjcare is not Téi kdrwlev e, but rather an understood éuof), 1.7. 183
wolcav vékvc uédeov, ibid. 387 Béowcw écridpara, Hec. 529 xoac favovre marpy,
Pl. Rep. 607a uvovc Beoic kai éyxduia Toic dyafoic (comm. on Or. 1187;
Kithner—Gerth i.428). The force of the dative is ‘for (offered to)’ rather than
‘addressed to’, and is nearly equivalent here to the genitive in A. Ch. 151 (7od
favovroc).?

179-90. There are several more problems in the antistrophe; but the metrical view
taken of the strophe (see the analysis above) opens some new doors.

179-83. Much less alteration is now required than is usually seen in editions;

XOPOZX kvavoedéc dud’ t8wp
) A BN
érvyov éAind 7’ dva xAdav 180
doivikac aXiwe
mémdovc ypucéaiciv
{17 év) adyaic{t) BdAmov-
¢’ dudi dovaxoc épvecw:

181 daAlov Tr2, edd. 182 7’ év hic supplevi [de Triclinio vide infra, pp. 98f.]

Explaining their unexpected entry, the Chorus begin by describing the ‘waterside’
activity they have come from.®® The emphasis on colours (‘cyan-blue’, ‘green’,
‘crimson’, ‘gold’), in conjunction with the antithesis of ‘night’ (177) and ‘sun’ (181),
gives a sharp contrast with the funereal tones of the strophe.®® The vegetation
described is at first simply *fresh, luxuriant greenery’,” with no suggestion of exotic
plants (such as ‘lotus’, ‘papyrus’ and ‘palm-trees’). The only plant mentioned is one
familiar in Greece.

apepi dovakoc Epveciv: whereas the laundress in Hipp. 125ff. had spread her
mopdpea ddpea ‘on a warm sunny rock’, here the crimson wémdot were being
warmed in the sun ‘on standing reeds’. The correct interpretation ‘on’ (cf. Ph. 1516
apdi kAdboic élopéva, H.F. 108 dudi Bdrrpoic Epeicpa Bépevoc) surely requires the
dative here, pace Kannicht, after the different force of du¢i+acc. in 179. The
sequence audi+acc...dudi+dat. (with different force) in the same sentence has a
precedent in H.F. 1036-8 épeicpald’ ‘HpdrAerov du-|¢i Séuac Tdde, Aaivoic|dvmpuéva
kilocw dpe’ oikwv (L dudi xlocw).™ 8dvaf is elsewhere especially an attribute of the

* Diggle rightly rejects Markland’s metrically questionable véxvct pedopévav; the sense
‘unhappy music for the dead’ is unexceptionable there. Neither is there any need here for wadva
véruct peddpevov, after Lobeck (maidvac v- uelopévouc) and others.

%7 1 take the gen. there to be objective (‘paean honouring the dead Agamemnon’). For a
somewhat similar equivalence of gen. and dat., cf. comm. on Or. 123.

8 éruyov, cf. Or. 1426 (like érvyyavov Or. 866, Ba. 215). dud! ‘near, by’, as in 359, I.T. 6,
Or. 1310, etc. As in Hipp. 125ff. the J8wp is presumably fresh water, though the epithet gives
it a marine colour (cf. 1502, 1.T. 7). We have been told in the Prologue both that the palace of
Proetus is near the Nile (1-3), and that it is on the island of Pharos (5, del. Dingelstad). We are
not expected to refer to a map.

® A characteristic ‘chiaroscuro’, cf. comm. on Or. 821-2. Note also the more ‘tripping’
rhythm, with three resolutions in the second verse.

™ dvd, cf. comm. on Or. 329-31 (‘environmental’). é§, usually substantival, is applied in
poetry to ‘curly’ kopar, tender and/or luxuriant in growth, of various kinds. The treatment of
€\£ in LSJ needs revision. The rendering ‘on the tangled grass’ (followed by Dale) is plainly
wrong here; and é\ixa does not = Bovv in Ba. 1170 (see Dodds). é\é (A) and éX (B) are
scarcely distinct words. For the variously adjectival and substantival use, cf. Eng. ‘spiral’.

™ Discussed in CQ 38 (1988), 94f., where I missed the épeicpa point (‘supported on’) in
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Eurotas (208, 349, I.T. 399, I.A. 179). It may well be relevant that it occurs often also,
like AwTdc, in contexts concerned with wind instruments (Or. 145-6, etc.); cf. on
opadov in 184-5 below.

ahiwt...xpucéaiciv {t’ €v) avyaict: a hendiadys patterned like Ph. 305
xpovwt ... pupiaic T’ év apépawc.” The phrasing poeticizes what would be prosaic if
baldly expressed as év #A{w: (‘in warm sunshine’; LSJ %Awoc I 4). In poetry the sun’s
avyai are commonly both ‘bright radiance’ and ‘eye(s)’ (cf. comm. on Or. 821-2
peAdvdetov ... Eloc éc avyac dedlowo Seifar). All editors hitherto have accepted, with
little or no discussion, the Triclinian reading aAlov (for which see below). L’s aA{w(¢)
could, of course, be a careless slip; but they have not justified with a parallel the
sandwiching of the genitive between an agreeing adjective and noun
(¢olvikac ... mémAovc) on which it does not depend.

We can now see that the primary error in this sentence was simply erroneous
colometry, mistaking ¢otvicdc aAiwt mémdovc as an ordinary iambic dimeter (see
above). The continuation (to...€pvécww |) will then very naturally have been
interpreted as - v -v avyaic (ith)|faAmovc’ —vwvv—u - (sp k), or perhaps X - avyaici
faA-|movc’ —wuvv—v— (ia cr|2ia).™ In either case we can imagine ypvcéawctv and
xpucéacc (7°) év as metrically equivalent variants (possibly with dAlov as an associated
variant in 181).

184-7. As in the strophe, the rest falls, with the syntax, into two quatrains:

Y s p
évbev olkpov Spadov éxAvov,

dAvpov éXeyov, 8 T mot’ éAakev 185
{--<> aldypa-
ct cTévouca vipda Tic,
ola Naic...
184 oixtpov Badham: oixrpov dveBdacev L 185a lacunam indicavit Badham

184-5. évBev ... ékAvov ... follows straightforwardly from the emphasis on location
in 179-82, like 8fev in Hipp. 125-30 (760. ... 80ev poi| mpdita ddris NAbe Secmoivac).
As Badham saw, that commonsense interpretation, impossible as things stand,
necessitates excision of dvefdacev, which is otherwise unintelligible as lacking a
subject;™ and, as a further bonus, the excision makes room for a responsion-restoring
supplement in 186.7® The interpolated verb is not too hard to account for. It could

defending au¢! against Elmsley’s excision. For the word-order there, cf. Andr. 511 pacroic
patépoc dudi cdc.

2 For the dwo kowo preposition, cf. comm. on Or. 1449-51, Bruhn, Anhang §171 vi (also
ibid. §237 for some phrases like ‘the sun and his golden rays’ = ‘the sun’s golden rays’), and
G. Kiefner, Die Versparung (Wiesbaden, 1964), pp. 27ff. xpucéaict | {{V)v adyaict (instru-
mental) may be a possible alternative for those who still prefer the Triclinian dAlov.

"3 The metrically identical verses OdAmouc’ dudi 8dvaxoc épvecwv and xAayyac ITavoc
dvafod: yduouc probably reflect the lineator’s colometric interpretation; this false internal
responsion is unlikely to be fortuitous. But it is conceivable that the lineator intended fal-
|mouc(a) here and either kAay-|ya(t)c (similarly) or kAay-|yaict (~ mai-|ava) in 189f. We cannot
be sure that all the lineator’s verse-divisions, especially if in the middle of a word, have been
correctly transmitted (cf. n. 17).

4 Kannicht impossibly punctuates évflev oixtpov dveBdacev as a separate sentence. Helen did
not shout either from the waterside or as a consequence of the ‘chance’ described (érvyov); we
cannot understand the unexpressed subject as ‘she (Helen)’; and the following asyndeton is
intolerable. Attempts to save dveBoacev by adding words have failed miserably. Murray’s ‘{and
of my mistress), whence she shouted ..., I heard ... what she shouted...” is grotesquely clumsy,
though Dale looked for the truth on similar lines.

7 The legitimacy of - - in responsion with vooooo is unpersuasively argued by West (GM
103f.). It needs to be emphasized that the attested lineation is evidence that povceia and 6 7t mor’
élaxe were not treated as corresponding metra in antiquity.
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derive from a gloss dvafBoncw (cf. Sch. S. O.T. 80), explaining the adjacent Suadov (a
rare word, inviting just such a gloss; cf. also the nearby intrusion of fpsvov for
éeyov). Or it could have featured in a marginal explanation of the sentence
(intelligently associating élaxev etc. with 187-90 oia...dvaPods). Or perhaps
dvéBsacév was anciently conjectured by someone to supplement the monometer & 7t
mot’ édakev.’®

oikTpov bpadov... &aAvpov éheyov: the rare word Suadoc, here only in tragedy and
elsewhere used of the confused or concerted sound of several voices, is likely to have
been suggested by the association with wind instruments in //. 10.13 adA@v cvplyywv
7’ évomv Spuadov v’ dvlpdmwr. The ‘lyreless elegy’ (cf. Alc. 447, 1.T. 146) heard as
a ‘concerted cry’ by the Chorus was a lament pointedly mentioning Awrdc (= adAdc)
and cUptyyec, and presumably accompanied in the theatre by the adAnrijc.”

186-7. 6 TL 0T’ éAakev|{-- ) aiaypa-|cL cTévouca voppa TIC,|...: Nothing in
164-79 identified the singer of the uadoc|€éleyoc that the Chorus have heard. They
might simply have referred to her as ‘a woman’. But there was an established poetic
connection between viuga:r and lamentation; and in Euripidean lyric the word
viueda is applied not only to ‘brides’ but to such maritally distressed ladies as Medea
(Med. 150) and Andromache (Andr. 140). The assumption of ‘a (distressed) viuén’
here, justified in the event, is more immediately justified by the following simile ‘like
a fugitive Naiad (nymph)..." . Euripides is wittily playing on different senses of viu¢én
in a highly sophisticated comparison.

It follows that, contrary to the usual view, we do not need a noun-supplement to
give éaxev a subject.” viuda Tuc is the appropriately terminal subject (before oia
Naic...) of an appositive clause appropriately framed by indefinite terms. There is
indeed no immediately obvious deficiency in the sense. But closer consideration
suggests that this is where the Chorus ought to mention what at present they do not
mention, namely, the place from which the Bos originated (as opposed to the place
from which they heard it). They have come from the waterside to the source of the
Spadoc (or whatever), expecting to find the screamer (whoever she may be) in this
house. To express that point, an adequate supplement after éAaxev would be the
demonstrative adverb évretfev ‘shouted from here’. Much better, if we are prepared
to coin a standard type of adverb, would be *adAdfev (avAn-Oev), following éXaxev
like éXaxe pvyolev in A. Ch. 35, and alluding to the royal and theatral ‘hall’ to

"8 In support of dveBdacev...ola...dvaBod: Kannicht compares /. 3.2-8 (cited in n. 87
below). Such parallels can equally be invoked to show how avefcacev could have entered the
tradition falsely, perhaps by way of the margin.

" See nn. 11 and 44 above; for Aaxeiv of pipe-accompanied song, cf. Alc. 346f. mpoc A{Buv
Aakeiv avAov.

78 See R. A. Seaford, ‘The Tragic Wedding’, JHS 107 (1987), 106-30.

® Murray’s interpolation of ‘my mistress’ (n. 74) was misconceived for a different reason, as
Dale observed. After the ladies of the Chorus have entered, Helen recognizes and addresses them
in 191-2 as ‘Greek «xopar, victims of barbarian piracy’, and laments her fate; they, on their side,
are already familiar with Helen’s famous story, and they address her respectfully as morvia (224).
It does not follow that they are Helen’s servants (for the use of mdrvia Dale might have
compared Or. 1249). Rather, ‘outsider ’-status has already been suggested by entry from outside
the palace with motifs reminiscent of the choral entries in Med. and Hipp. (for other female
choruses of sympathetic ‘outsiders’, cf. El., Ph., Or., I.A.); and it will be confirmed at 313, where
they ask mdc 8” edpevelac Towc8’ év Bopoc éxerc;

80 puxdfev also A. Ag. 96; cf. oixofev, Bvpalbev (first at Andr. 953), Awcinfev 1l. 1.391, etc.
(Kiihner-Blass ii.308.4). For Aaxeiv with an adverbial expression of place, cf. also Hec. 1110,
1.T. 976, Or. 329. Note that AYAAGEN could have dropped out quite easily after EAAKEN,
either before or after the text was lineated. Could it also, perhaps, have played some part in
generating ANEBOACEN?

4 ocQ
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which the Chorus have directed their steps.®! Note that such a local adverb here also
provides another point of comparison for the cries heard pvydfev in the following
simile.

187-90 ola Naic Spect dvydda
tydpwvt leica yoepdy, vmo 8é
mérpwa tpvyada yvadat kAayyaic
ITavoc dvaBodt ydpovc. 190

188 yduov Tr?, vouov Matthiae, edd. 189 piyada (uvara L) del. Dindorf, edd. 190
kAayyac L, post Boissonade (-aic) et Hermann (-aicw) corr. Murray

187-8. oia Naic...: cf. Hipp. 550 8poudda Nai8’ Smwc Te Bdxyav. oia can be purely
adverbial (= dac, émwc), but the comparison here is naturally understood as ‘such
(aidypara) as a Naiad (nymph utters)... .

opect puyada tyapwvt (Tr. -ov) ielca|yoepov (with the transmitted lineation). If
Matthiae’s generally accepted vdpov is right, we may also need Herwerden’s ¢iyda,®
since it is hard to justify the ‘kiihne Enallage’ (Kannicht) of applying ¢vydc, which
vritually always describes a person (see LSJ), to vduoc yoepoc (‘threnodic song-
mode’);® the only likely extension is with nouns such as mouvc or Spopoc.®* But one
expects ‘fugitive in the mountains’ to describe the Naiad directly in this topos, like
‘running’ in Hipp. 550. ¢vydda dpduov ieica is a possible phrase;® but I should
prefer (Spadov) dpect|pvyac ieica yoepdv,® as more accurately laying the emphasis
where it belongs.?” There can be no certainty that the corruption here is confined to the
impossible yduwv, so that it seems best to leave the text obelized, with conjectures in
the apparatus.

189-90. V7o 8€...: the shift to a clause with finite verb is a standard feature of epic

81 For the multivalent ‘hall/court’ constituted by the stage-building and the acting-area
immediately in front of it, cf. comm. Or. p. xl. Entering choruses allude to the avAy in El. 168
(moti cav dypoTetpav avAdv) and I.T. 128 (mwpoc cav adAdv); cf. also Hec. 171, Ph. 1536, Or.
1257, Ba. 630.

82 cf. A. Eum. 256. We may prefer the tribrach word for exact responsion, but we have no
right to demand it in the light of the adjacent -eica (~ 8dkpuct).

8% In its musical sense (LSJ s.v. IT) a vduoc is never simply a song, but rather a type of song,
or ‘song-mode’ (in accordance with the root idea of ‘custom’), nearly always with a defining
epithet (6pfioc, BoidiTioc, Bakyeioc, etc.), and with an expressed or implied definite article (cf.
A. S.c.T. 952 dmpAdAagay *Apai Tov vy vouov).

84 ¢f. Or. 1468 duyd(8>t 8¢ mod( (s.v.l.), 1499 Sparmérav...m68a, Hel. 1301 Spopdd xddAwe.

8 cf. Phaethon 171 Diggle ie. 8’ é¢’ énra IThewdSwv éxwv Spduov, Rh. 198 lecav pvyn mdda.
With 8pouov yoepdv we might then compare Thuc. 4.128 év ¢oBepdi dvaywprjcet, but it would
be more natural to write yoepdc (fem., cf. Ba. 992 Aika pavepaoc, etc.; Kiithner—Blass i.535-6).
‘Running’, however, is not the relevant point here; and no support should be looked for in the
possibility that Triclinius found a transmitted 708’ in the margin nearby (see below).

8 Not dpect puyac suadov, since an overlap at 6-|uadov would conflict with the pattern of
articulated dimeters ; but word-corruption and wrong word-order can go hand in hand. dpadov
could have been skipped before dpect and/or transposed within the verse (bringing éu- nearer
to yoepov); duyadayauov is then a garble of duya..uadov, perhaps helped by illegible
suprascription.

87 Suadov...leica yoepdv thus frames the phrase, with immediate repetition in the simile of the
first of the paired nouns in the leading clause: cf. Il. 3.2-3 Tpdec pév kAayyne v° évomii v’ icav
Spviblec dc, | jiTe mep kAayyn) yepdvwy méder ovpavde mpo (cited by Kannicht as supporting
dvefdacev...ola...dvaBody).
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similes. There is a strophic balance (¥7d + acc. again) between the hidden scene of the
fugitive Naiad’s screaming and the uélaflpa Nuywa where Persephone is to receive the
‘paean’; but in the context of the antistrophe the effect of the simile is rather to
compare these ‘rocky caverns’ in the mountains with the waterside dwpara from
which Helen’s pipe-accompanied lamentation has been heard (similarly mévpuva,
unlike the coverts from which the nightingale pipes her lament in 1107fF.; in 68 the
palace-buildings were described as épvuva ddpara). As to ‘Pan’, cf. the extended
association of that god with ‘piping’ (both addo! and cvpuyyec), ‘maidens’ and
‘sunless rocky caverns’ in Jfon 492-502 & Ilavoc Baxrpara xal|mapavAilovca
mérpa | puyddect Maxpaic|iva...cvpilewc... év dvrporc.

tuvyara yvarat: Dindorf’s deletion of uvyala simultaneously removes three
metrically superfluous syllables and a lexical problem. But uvyada merits greater
respect than it has received, in the light of uvyada raprapa in a papyrus fragment
attributed to Sophocles’ Niobe (PGrenf. 2.6 fr. 1.7 = S. fr. 442.8 Radt). It is natural
there to recognize puvyadoc (sic) as a synonym of pvyadnc (itself a hapax legomenon,
restored by Tyrwhitt, in Jon loc.cit.), with the sense ‘hidden and darkly cavernous’.®®
A pwy- word is no less appropriate to this passage, both for the uvydfev point in the
simile and for the balance with uéAafpa Nvywa in the strophe. It is hard to believe
(with Kannicht) that uvyala entered the text here merely through misinterpretation
of a gloss pvy(dc) written above yvala. yvala (usually ‘dells’ or ‘fertile vales’, when
not specifically referring to the Pythian precinct)® are not elsewhere glossed as
pvyoi,” and the same explanation will not account for pvyalda in the papyrus.
‘Dittography’ (Dindorf) is even less tenable,®* and Canter’s uvyara is a mere red
herring.®?

8 cf. Hes. Th. 119 Tdprapd 7’ fepdevra pvxdt xfovoc edpvodeinc (and Supp. 545, 926, Tro.
952, H.F. 37, Ion 1239, etc.). pvyaAdc is acceptably in line with words like dmaldc, duaAdc,
Tpoxaloc; for the accentuation of such adjs. (several of them rare), see Chandler, Greek
Accentuation, §389. uvxia tdprapa might have been understood similarly, but the Hesiodic
sense of uvyioc is év pvyde olkiac or vaod (cf. West on Op. 523 and Th. 991). For virtually
synonymous cognate adjs., cf. mwapoc (El. 184) and wwdidnc (Or. 225).

85 Presumably cognate with yvnc (also usually pl.), cf. Ba. 13 and A. Supp. 550; I.T. 1235, P.
N. 10.56, Ar. Thesm. 110, etc. ‘Concave places’, able to hold soil and water, afford the only
cultivable ground in much of Greece. The archetypal ‘Pythian’ passage is Hes. Th. 499 ITvfloi
év Byadén, yvdroic ¥mé IMapvyccoio, which follows the usual formulaic pattern if understood
as vmo y- I1- (so West; but there is no need to write dmo, cf. n. 71 above and comm. on Or. 94);
likewise h.Ap. 396 yvdAwv ¥ T1- (cf. h.Hom. 26.5 Nvcnc) and P. Py. 8.63 ITvfwvoc év yudlorc.
The characteristically Euripidean use of yvala as ‘vox propria’ in reference to the Pythian
precinct, as in Andr. 1093 feod xpvcod yéuovra yvala, Ion 76,220, 233, 245, Ph. 237 pecdppadra
yvada PoBov, may reflect a misinterpretation of Hes. Th. 499 as ‘holy Pytho, (the) yvaAa under
Parnassos’. 1.4. 1052 ypuc€oicwv...év kparijpwv yvdotc seems to combine the Homeric use of
y- to denote concavities in metalwork with the kind of gen. first seen in S. Phil. 1081 & mérpac
koiAac yvalov. The sing. ydadov is unusual there, and the true meaning of Phil.’s envoi to the
cave may well be something like ‘ o my territorial dell (yvadov = yvnc) of hollow rock’, the sense
dvtpov or uvydc being given by the phrase as a whole.

0 Except perhaps by Eur. himself in Or. 331, where I now think that iva pecoudalto
Aéyovtar pvyol combines the ideas pecdupadoc écria (Ion 462) and pecdudata yvara (Ph. 223)
in a new formulation, perhaps influenced, like so much in Or., by S. Phil. (see last n.).

1 Dittography might account for puvala (L*) before yvada (though without explaining
where the u came from); but the transmitted status of uvyala is likely to have been confirmed
by Triclinius (see below).

2 Widely accepted (cf. Jebb on S. Phil. 1081); but uvyaroc is a late form (first in Ap. Rhod.
and Callim.), and we certainly do not need a superlative here. Canter, of course, lacking contrary
evidence, judged that uvyada was a vox nihili.

4-2
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A likelier explanation of the interpolation here, as in 171, is that uvyala and yvaia
were ancient isometric, and otherwise similar, variants; and, if so, the former, as
much the rarer word, could well be the truth. ‘Hidden cavernous places’ suits the
context at least as well as vague ‘concavities’ (a fortiori, ‘dells’); and we have no right
to deny categorically the possibility of uvyala as a substantive (or substantival n. pl.)
with that sense.®® The suggestion that yvaAa may be the added word is consistent with
its position after uvyada, like 9 ¢opuryyac after % cvpryyac, at the end of a
hypermetric verse.*

KAayyaict: a word with appropriate poetic overtones of high-pitched bird-song: cf.
the similes in Tro. 146f. (the only other Euripidean occurrence) and 7/. 3.2-3 (n. 87).
The dative is surely right here (not only for the metre); for the modal dative of
kindred meaning, often without epithet, cf. aldypact crévovca, Or. 39 cdayaic
favoiica, 56 dAaict mAayyfelc, etc.%

Iavoc... yapouc: cf. Jon 946 (CAmsAAwroc); poetical idiom, like AékTpa + gen. viri
(7, 666, etc.); also euphemistic, in reference to rape.

dvafodr: cf. p. 77 n. 2. Here ‘shouts for help against’, unlike 1592 dvefdnce
cuppdyovc;® but in both places there is a wish for Bondpopula.

Tricliniana

When Triclinius first worked on the text, he was performing the proper function of
a dwopbBwrric, carefully comparing the copy (L) with the manuscript being copied
(Zuntz’s  A°), and remedying the scribe’s errors and omissions.®” It was at this stage
that he wrote yp olkTov above oikov in 164 and yp éXeyov above fprivov in 185,
noncommittally recording transmitted variants or corrections which may have been
either similar suprascriptions or marginalia in /1.°® Such Tr! readings, identifiable by
blackness of ink, have the same transmissional authority as readings like yp aiAivoic
kaxoic (in marg.) recorded by the first hand. These are the only visible Tr!
contributions to the text of this passage; but it is reasonable to assume that his
8udpfwcic included visual confirmation of pvyalda in 189, where the scribe had
corrected his own lapsus calami. ’

Later he returned to the passage, probably more than once, motivated especially by
a desire to make metrical sense of the lyrics, as the first Byzantine scholar to take an
interest in this difficult field of study. His later contributions, collectively ‘ Tr?’, have

3 Many neuter nouns are adjectives used substantivally, with a tendency then for them to
retract their accent (Chandler, §§340, 346); indeed, it is plausible to derive yvada from a
hypothetical yvaAdc ‘concave’ (yvaldc in fact occurs, but apparently with a different sense, in
a fragment of Callimachus).

* If I am right in postulating a variant by misquotation (like ‘fields’ for ‘woods’ in Lycidas
line 193), the error may be very ancient indeed. We can already observe a convergence of yv-
and pvy- in late Eur. and Soph. (nn. 89-90 above). As to the hypermetric verse, it remains
possible, but not probable, that the lineator intended yoepov ... kAay-| as a trimeter (cf. n. 73).

% Note that the dative also allows us to understand the force of ola (sc. aldypara) as
continuing to the end of the simile. But xAayydc (int. acc.) is good enough to be an ancient error;
or the lineator may have read xAayyaic (for inferences from the lineation, see n. 73). Professor
West interestingly suggests kAayydc:; but see Barrett on Hipp. 101.

9 “Shout for’, cf. Ph. 1155 Bodt wip xai Sixédrac, A. Ch. 402 (see Garvie), S. Tra. 761;
‘shout against’, cf. the passive dvafod. in Or. 103 (with comm.). Both, in different ways, express
the idea ‘shout aloud concerning’.

97 of. Zuntz, pp. 49f. (and passim).

% For the ambivalence of ‘yp’, = ypdderar (kai) or ypamréov, see Zuntz, pp. 42, 130ff.
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a puzzlingly heterogeneous character, and merit careful appraisal in the light of
Zuntz’s conclusion (p. 198) that ‘Triclinius occasionally drew upon older evidence
even in the course of his final revision” — evidence found, not in /4, but in A’s parent
‘g’, the ancestral transcription into minuscule hypothetically made for Eustathius c.
A.D. 1175.%° It is on general grounds not unlikely that even some of Triclinius’ metrical
‘improvements’ were prompted in part by discoveries of new evidence, or what he
took to be new evidence.

(i) As mentioned above (n. 13), he rightly determined and indicated the beginning
of the strophe at 167 mrepodopo.

(ii) Heaccepted the three ‘yp’ readings oikTov, aiivoic and éXeyov, and altered the
text accordingly: oik(ov) became oik7(ov) by the addition of a 7; fprjvov was deleted
with what looks like two pen strokes, but closer inspection reveals to be a flattened
oval encirclement (Tr.’s usual method of deletion, as opposed to erasure); and af
aivowc became aiAlvowc by the writing of A in an erasure (he also deleted yp aidivowc
kakoic in the margin). He needed no additional evidence to justify these alterations
in what was, after all, his personal working copy of the text; but we cannot exclude
the possibility that he had found some confirmation in €.

(iii) He produced iambic dimeters in 170 (udAoir’ éxov-'car {7ov) Aifvw and 182
(avyaiciv (ev|raic) ypvcéaic) by writing the added words above the line, by erasing
and adding w at the end of ypuvcéawcwv and adyaic respectively, and by a reverse-
pointing arrow above the latter. There was merit in the addition of év, and he could
well have found ypucéaic év transmitted as an alternative to ypvcéacciw. But the rest
is most unlikely to have any transmissional authority, though many editors since
Hermann have accepted the transposition avyaicw év ypuvcéaiwc. The conjectural
status of these clumsy v-v-%-o- verses (with abnormal diaeresis after long anceps
in 170) is betrayed by the characteristically Triclinian definite articles.!

(iv) 185a-6 was brought into responsion with 174 by enlargement of the first letter
of aldyuact so as to obliterate the preceding divider (:) after élaxev, and by the
addition of 7e after povceia, in responsion (now) with 8 7« mor’ éAarev. Reduction of
185a—6 to a single verse will have seemed to Tr. the inevitable corollary of making a
single verse out of 171-1a ~ 183 (see below); and the extra syllable duly produced an
iambic metron of sorts (x -« - again, with 7e improperly lengthened before 8p-). (7€)
is another characteristically Triclinian expedient, so we are surely here in the realm
of pure conjecture, at once rational and misconceived.

(v) He wrote ov above the w of aAiw in 181, presumably because the genitive
seemed necessary in conjunction with adyaicw év Taic ypvcéaic (though there is little
sign elsewhere that he devoted careful attention to the grammar or sense of these
stanzas, cf. vi and vii below). It is not impossible that he had found attestation of
aAlov in €; but, if he had, he would probably have altered L’s dA{w more decisively
(cf. ii and vii). v

(vi) He made 175 wéueie pepcédacca dovia correspond with 187 viuda Tic ola
vaic by inserting a divider (:) after ¢epcédacca; and he went on to make three verses
out of 176-7 (¢ovia {povia) xdpitdc|iv’ émi Sdxpici mdp’ éué| O’ vmd uérdbpd viyid
mdw-lavalcy...) and 188-9 (Spéci piyddd ydudv i-[gicd yéépsv vmé 8¢|mérpivd
udxdAd yvdAd|kAayyac...). These unappealing ‘tripodies’ are certainly his colo-

% Ibid. pp. 185, 192.
100 ¢f. Zuntz, pp. 194f.
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metric invention. Presumably his inconsistent deletion of xAayydc was an earlier
idea, later abandoned.!* He failed to find the correction mwap’ éuéfev; and there is
nothing to suggest that he ever contemplated deleting uvyada or yvala (the most
obvious procedure, prima facie, for anyone prepared to make conjectural deletions).
It could well be, therefore, that he had found éu.€|8’ and pvyada yvada confirmed in
€. He may or may not have found something in & with a bearing on the alterations
¢dovia bis, ydpov and rardvalc).'*? .

(vii) He astonishingly changed mor’ to 708’ after 6 7¢ (sic) in 186, with a quite
unambiguous 8 superimposed on the 7; a senseless ‘correction’ defying rational
explanation, unless he had actually found something like yp 708" in the margin of &.
Such a hypothetical marginale, it may be noted, could relate to the nearby crux in 188,
where ¢uydda T...1 leica needs an accusative noun.'*?

(viii)) What now of the responsion which Triclinius effected in 171-1a and 183
between AwTov 1) cipryyac [7): dopuryyac] aidivoic karoic and BdAmovc’ audl (7’ év)
8dvaroc épveciv? It cannot have been dissatisfaction with the transmitted iambic
sequence -v-x-u-|X-v-u-u-, following /lk/lk/2ia/2ia (with {7dv)), which
prompted him thus to telescope the fifth and sixth verses of the strophe. Nor is he likely
to have objected to 7} ¢cputyyac on grounds of sense or style. Something had to go
from the strophe or be added to the antistrophe if AwTov ... kakoic was to correspond
with @dAmouvc’... épvecw; but why did he not diagnose word-loss in the antistrophe
(which he showed a readiness to transpose and supplement)? In the event, his
alterations gave a kind of trimeter (-v-'c-v-'v-u-), which we may suppose to have
satisfied him.'** But he must have had some grounds for thinking that his surprising
supplement in 183 was the right line of attack; a supplement the more surprising, in
that to obtain an extra long syllable after du¢( it would have been a simpler, and by
his standards satisfactory, procedure to add a definite article.

One is left with a suspicion that both the excision of 7 ¢dputyyac and the addition
of 7’ év may have been suggested to Triclinius by his collation of . It is not impossible
that the verse Aw76v 7 cuptyydc aihivetc kdxoic had survived marginally as a shorter
(trimeter) alternative, preceded by ‘yp’ and later reduced to the marginal yp aiA{voic
xaxoic preserved in L. As to 7° év, it can scarcely be fortuitous that this same 7’ év
fits remedially (and consistently with aA{w) before adyaic(), only three words earlier
in the sentence. The explanation could be that both ypucéawc év (cf. above) and
xpuc€arc 7° év had been attested as variants in €. If the latter variant appeared merely
as a marginal yp 7”év, Tr. could have been deceived into thinking that it belonged to

191 The line encircling kAayyac is visibly fainter in the photograph than similar deletions
elsewhere.

192 (i) ¢ovia {¢pdvia). Tr. was capable of doubling words metri gratia; but for the typical
instance cited by Zuntz on p. 194 (maie {maie) at Rh. 685), he is likely to have found evidence
in some manuscript (sic O). The false doubling here could owe something to the colometric
transmission : if the uncial ancestor had divided the dimeters at @ONI|A, there could have been
some duplication in the transcription (¢) which Tr. misinterpreted. (ii) yduov for yduwv
improved only the metre; but collation may have shown -ww to be a recent error. (iil) mardvalc)
was doubtless conjectural (cf. n. 21); but someone before Tr. could have conjectured it to go with
ayaptrac (sic).

) 198 ¢f. n. 85. It could, of course, simply be someone’s guess at the noun required with duydda
Lelwca.

1% For the scansion thus of 8dvarxoc as -, cf. the Byzantine misinterpretation of Or. 146
AemrToi Sdvaroc, o $pida...(part of a dochmiac dimeter) as iambic, presumably x—o_o—o—:
O. L. Smith, Scholia metrica anonyma in Euripidis Hecubam, Orestem, Phoenissas (Copenhagen,
1977), p. 11.
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the line below, where a straightforward count of syllables already suggested that a
supplement was needed.

These would not be the only places where the tradition has been affected by
marginal readings, sometimes inserted in the wrong place.

Highgate, London C.W.WILLINK
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