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EURIPIDES, SUPPLICES 42-70

In a previous article I discussed some textual and metrical issues in the lyric-iambic
stanzas Supplices 71-8/79-86, and the problematic persona and constitution of the
Chorus.! The preceding maternal {xec/a in four ionic stanzas presents fewer textual
problems; but here too there is a challenging crux, at 45(—6) in the first strophe; and
there is more to be said about the ode’s metrical structure. I begin with a metrical re-
appraisal, which will prove to have a bearing on the textual problem. Unless
otherwise stated, the text given is identical with those of both Diggle and Collard,?
except in lineation.

42-7 ~ 48-53°
XOPOZX
. p , s o8 s a4
{keTevw ce, yepaud, écdoiic’ oikTpa pév Sccwv
- 3 ’ \ 4 L] N 4 I3

yepardv éx cropdtwy mpoc  Sdrpv’ dudi PAeddporc, pu-
yovv mimTouca 16 cov* ca 8¢ caprdv moAdy

tdvopor Tékva Avcar katadpippara xelpdv:

POuévwy vexvwr oit T{ydp; d PpOiuévovc mai-
kaTalelmovct uédn dac éuovc ovire dduoic

Bavdrwe Avcipedei Onp- mpobépav oire Tddwy xi-
civ dpelowct Bopdy: pata yalac écopd.

The metre of this first stanza-pair is properly interpreted as a system of ionic
dimeters,* with word-end at verse-end except where synartesis (word-overlap) in one
or both stanzas creates a run of four metra, such runs all ending catalectic with the

rhythm UU——uv—A.5

The fourth dimeter is a short colon between double-length cola (or dicola);® a unit
which follows a period-end, but also ends the first half of the stanza, the period-end

! Euripides, Supplices 71-86 and the Chorus of “ Attendants”’, CQ 40 (1990), 340-8. I am
again indebted to Dr Diggle for his helpful criticisms of my first draft, and further suggestions.

* J. Diggle, Euripidis fabulae, ii (Oxford, 1981); C. Collard, Euripides Supplices (Groningen,
1975), cf. also his Teubner edition (1984).

% In 45f. Collard obelizes only the first three words. In 51 I prefer his colon after yeipdv;
however the syntax is interpreted (n. 22 below), the structure of this stanza-pair favours internal
punctuation lighter than Diggle’s full-stop.

* Modern editors have rightly rejected the mixed iono-choriambic interpretation attested by
L: 2ion| 2ion , | 2ch || 3ion , | 3ion , | 2ion , | 2ch (presumably favoured as avoiding word-overlaps).
But their lineations have been oddly varied: Dale (Lyric Metres?, 123) has dimeters apart from
a concluding tetrameter (though she calls the first three dimeters a ‘hexameter’). Diggle and
Collard both lineate so as to show a tripartite pattern of six, six and four metra. The former
subdivides both the 6ion runs as tetrameter plus dimeter, despite the more natural 2|4 division,
both having diaeresis thus in both stanzas; Collard follows Murray and others in dividing the
first as three dimeters, the second (see further in n. 7 below) as two trimeters. The ionics here
replace the anapaestic dimeters with which choruses often begin in other plays; cf. also the
iambic dimeters in 71-86 (art. cit. 342-5).

® On catalexis in relation to period-end, see L. P. E. Parker, CQ 26 (1976), 14-28.

¢ For my definition of ‘ colon’ (not synonymous with *verse ), see my commentary on Orestes,
p. xx. In a “dicolon’ (often but not necessarily printed as a ‘distich’) the diaeresis between the
constituent lengths can either shift or disappear.
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being more evident in the strophe, the stanza-halves more evident in the antistrophe.
Both this colon and the next begin with a syncopated metron (vu-vo—-|
vu-uu-—...);" the same sequence as A. Pers. 70-1/77-8.8

54-62 ~ 63-70°
érexec Kai cv moT’, & TWOT-
via, kodpov ¢pida moun-
capéva AéxTpa moceL cat:
perd vov 8oc épol cdc
Swavolac, perddoc 8’ éc-

) - RS
cov émalyd peléa (yw)
POévwy otic érexov:

, Y
mapdmeicov 8¢ cov @, Aic-
N Aor 2 .
copat, éXfeiv Téxvov Icun-
vov éudv 1’ éc xépa Beivar

T I
oclwe oby, Um’ dvdyxac
8¢ mpomimTovca mpocarTod-
sy , .
¢’ épodov Sefumripouc feddv
Ouuédac éyopev 8§’ év-
duka, kai col TL TdpecTL
cBévoc dict’ edTexviar Suc-
Tuxlay Tav map’ éuoi
NS
kafeleiv: olxTpa 6€ mdcyov-
¢’ ikeTebw cov éuol mai-
8a Tadaivar v xepi Oeivar

véxuvy, dudifaleiv Av-
ypa péAn maidoc éuod.

vekvwy fadepdv co-
par’ dAavovr’ drada.
Here the ancient tradition attested by L is superior to the colometry adopted (with
variations) by all modern editors.!® My re-arrangement in dimeters differs from the
former only superficially:

1-3: 6ion (L: 3ion| 3ion)
4-7: 8ion, || (L: 3ion|3ion| 2ion )
8-10: 6ion (L: 3ion| 3ion)
11-12:4ion, || (L: 4ion, uno versu)

This is the essence of the pattern, whether 1-3, 4-6 and 8-10 are presented on the page
as two trimeters or three dimeters. Dimeters are preferred here partly for the sake of
presenting the stanzas side by side.™!

? It may be difficult to distinguish between syncopated and catalectic ionic metra of the form
wu—. But there can be no doubt here about catalexis in the sixth and sixteenth metra; and the
pattern favours similar interpretation of the twelfth (...-ct uéAn ~ ... -7e 8duoic; the ‘overrun’
in the antistrophe at ... odre 8duouc | mpolépav is like similar overruns in the second antistrophe,
see below). By contrast, the seventh metron (fdvopott ~ karadpup-) is certainly syncopated
within the period, and we should not wish to suggest catalexis in both the ninth and twelfth by
dividing at ¢fiuévwy |vekvwy ~ ¢ ydp; & |$Oyuévouvc (giving 3ion , | 3ion , ).

8 A similarity unlikely to be fortuitous in a metrical sequence otherwise apparently modelled
on the Parodos of the Persae; cf. CQ 40 (1990), 340, and further on 69-70 below.

® Jeunvdv (not Icu-), see Mastronarde, ed. Phoenissae (Teubn. 1988), xxiif. For the text of
58-9 (8ccov Tr?) and 60-2 (where Collard prefers Awccouef?) see Diggle, Studies on the Text of
Euripides (1981), 2-3. As to punctuation, I have removed the usual but superfluous comma
preceding & in 60; for & or & following an imperative, cf. CQ ibid., 345 with nn. 34-5.

1* Both Diggle and Collard, after Wilamowitz, Dale and others, treat the stanza as 7ion, |
7ion , | 10ion , . This is only superficially attractive, since (a) the 7ion , lengths, apart from their
overall equality, are in other respects amorphous (divided by Diggle as 4+3|4+3, and by
Collard, again following Murray, as 34+2+2[|2+3+2); (b) the division after 7ion, is
presumably intended to give symmetrical periods with catalectic close, but there can be no
period-end at werd vuv|8oc (an indivisible unit) in the strophe. [Diggle further contrives to get
the v - metra at verse-end in all three places, by dividing the /0ion, sequences as 4+3+3,
rather than 3+ 3+4; thus further obscuring the difference between catalexis and syncopation
(cf. n. 7 above).]

11 ’s divisions match the phrase-lengths in the strophe, and give another eight-verse stanza.
But there is still an overlap at dvc-|Tvy/av in the antistrophe ; and the dimeter-arrangement with
indentations arguably shows more clearly the structure of both stanzas and their relationship
with 42-7/48-53. Since the 3ion lengths occur in pairs, it is likely that Euripides was himself
conscious of the ambivalence (3 x 2 = 2 x 3). Cf. the 3an phrase-lengths which frequently occur
in anapaestic systems, where the dimeter is the fundamental, but not sacrosanct, unit; M. L.
West, BICS 24 (1977), 89-94.
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The system of twenty-four metra, half as long again as that of the previous stanza-
pair, has a structure at once bipartite (14 + 10), tripartite (6 + 8 + 10) and quadripartite
(6+8+6+4). Catalectic period-end is again given by the rhythm...co——cvo- (7,
12). Here too there are two syncopations, both initial;'? in this case symmetrically at
the beginning of 4-7 and 11-12, the second part of each main section, following a
non-catalectic 6ion sequence.

Metrical and rhetorical lengths (longer in these stanzas) again correspond in the
strophe, which thus establishes the colometric pattern. The syntax of the antistrophe
then repeatedly overruns the metrical divisions (...|fuuédac:...|rkaBeAeiv:...|
véxuy,...), in a way similar to, but more pronounced than, the overruns at 50f. (...
| karadpvppara yetpdv:) and S52f. (...|mpobéuav...); a surely deliberate use of
‘period-end without pause’ in the antistrophes,'® giving an effect of enhanced urgency
as the supplication surges to a climax.

The tautness of the design is confirmed by the climactic phrase-responsion in 61—
2/69-70 (xépa Oeivar|vexvwyv Barepiv ~ xept Oeivar|véxvv, dudiBaleiv), the an-
tistrophe here exhibiting another apparent reminiscence of the Persae Parodos,*
whose first stanza ends with ... | {vyov du-'¢iBarwy ad-'yéve movTov.

The crux in the first strophe (where the metre, however, is well preserved) has been
most recently discussed by Diggle in GRBS 14 (1973), 2414, and subsequently by
Collard in his commentary. It is common ground that 45(—6) is unintelligible as
transmitted, and that dvopo: (at least) is certainly corrupt.’® Diggle proposes dva pot
(Brodaeus) téxva Adcar (’k) (Page) pOiuévwv vexvwv dv (for oi) karalelmovce
wéry ktA. Collard, though implying that he would have preferred to save the words
Tékva Adcar, commends Campbell’s dvdpovc xardmravcar.

Collard’s principal objections to Diggle are, first, that ‘it would be “mapa 76 ffoc”’
for the Cho. to ask recovery for their sons while the other Argive dead remain
unburied : distinction between the Seven and the rest is made only in the place of their
burial (754fF.)’; and that ‘the absence of a definite subject for karalelmouvc: is a real
difficulty’ (sc. ‘they, the Thebans’). His first objection can be put rather differently
and more strongly: it is surely intolerable that the whole second half of the first
strophe should be concerned with the non-burial, not of the Mothers’ sons, but of ill-
defined ‘dead corpses’ from which the sons are to be released or ransomed. The
blurred focus introduces a wholly irrelevant complication and misdirected emphasis,
instead of a simple, specific and straightforward focus on the grievous denial of burial
to the T€xva; cf. the résumé in 2845 below: 7epi coictv | yovvacw e mitvw Téxvorc
Tddov éavicachar.

There are other, if less forceful, objections that can be raised against this line of
emendation. The prodelision Ajca: ’« is doubtful in itself,'® and the more unlikely in
the light of the above metrical discussion, falling as it does at colon-end, at the mid-

' For such initial syncopation, Dr Diggle reminds me of Ba. 64 *Aciac dmé ydc (Hermann
yaiac) and 69.

13 i.e. rhetorical ‘pause’, as defined and analysed in relation to period-end by Stinton in CQ
27 (1977), 27-66; or we may prefer simply to speak of ‘enjambment’.

14 See n. 8 above.

> Against Murray, who unconvincingly defended the text as ‘clamores confusos’. We agree
also in rejecting all proposals that give a text in which the dead corpses are leaving their own
limbs unburied.

'® The only other Euripidean instances claimed by Diggle of prodelision after -a. (both
conjectural, though probable) are of (é)yd following -opas: Hel. 953, 1.4. 1396 and (he now
adds) 1.4. 900 (Markland). [The position is different if the « is adscript, as at 69 radaivac v xep,
for which see Diggle, Studies, 33.]
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point of the stanza, where the antistrophe has its main syntactical division. As to the
popular dva pot, it may well be that -po. conceals poc; but ava (surge!) is more
questionable. Aethra’s situation, immobilised by the Suppliants (32ff.), is quite
different from that of the inertly recumbent or seated persons exhorted to rise in Alc.
277, Tro. 98, S. 4j. 193 and II. 9.247 (none of which has an associated pot). ‘Arise!’
is odd at the beginning of this extended {xecia, the more so as what the Mothers want
from Aethra is not physical action, but advocacy on their behalf when Theseus comes
(cf. 24ff., 3641, and 60ff. mapdmeicov...).

Against Collard (and Campbell) it suffices to say that the postulated corruption
avopoYCKATAIIAY car > avopol TEKNAAY ca: cannot properly be explained as
an ‘anagrammatic’ error; that transitive karamavecfa is attested elsewhere only at
Hel. 1153, in a corrupt passage;'” and that ‘put a stop to lawless persons who leave
corpses unburied ...’ is scarcely the sense to be looked for. Aethra is not a Chief of
Police, and the corpses need to be identified in this sentence.

Breaking new ground, my first suggestion is that the corrupt dvopo: may conceal,
not dva pot, but dve po (‘effice mihi’, cf. 285 é€avicacfat). Rare words are the more
likely to be corrupted. € and o are often confused; and a copyist here might well have
judged that dvopo: ‘lawless men’ made better sense than dvepor ‘winds’.!®

‘I beseech you...|accomplish for me the release of my (our) sons|...”. Given dve,
the metrical and rhetorical colon following iketevw ce ... mpoc yovv wimrovca 10 cov
(and ending the first half of the stanza) economically enunciates the essence of the
appeal. If dve had been transmitted, we should be happy to accept it as a rare poetical
verb!? appropriately elevated in tone and flattering in implication (in line with 7érvia
54), with some conative force (= dvve, rather than dvucov), and as the appropriate
syntactical peg for all that follows, including the participial antistrophe (éctdodc’...);
pou is neatly dmo xowod, and also equivalent to fjuiv with the plural rékva ; and Ajcas,
now active infinitive (not middle imperative) with accusative and dative, is vox propria
in line with a famous Iliadic precedent, viz. the release to Priam of his son’s unburied
body (/. 24.560-1 voéw 8¢ kai adroc| "Extopd Tor Avcai); cf. LSJ Aw 1.2. c. For the
infinitive construction after dve ‘effice’, we may compare S. O.T. 720-2 *AmoAAwv
00T’ éxeivov fvuce | povéa yevécBar matpoc, olte Adiov... mpoc madoc malbeiv.

If we are on the right lines so far, the problem now is whether we need something
like

dve pou Tékva Adcat
{cxerAiovc), dpfiuévwy [vexvwy] of
kaTalelmouct puéAn kTA.

in order to link the so far subjectless infinitive Adca: with the subject developed in the
relative clause, or whether the sentence is already sufficiently intelligible, needing only
a comma after Adca: (matching yeipdyv- in the antistrophe) to show where the relative
clause begins. Omission of éxelvouc (vel sim.) is possible in itself, since we quite often

17 The seriously disturbed text of Hel. 1152-4 (a passage which I hope to discuss elsewhere)
may well involve some corruption in the relevant words (movouc ... kaTamavduevod); and in any
case dvdpovc and wovouc are different kinds of object.

18 Professor West has drawn my attention to the corruption of dvopov to dvepov at Hes. Th.
307, where allegorical interpretation was a factor.

! The imperative dvérw occurs at S. Ichn. 70. The participle occurs in Ar. Vesp. 369
(dvovroc), and possibly in S. 0.C. 523 (dvwv Hermann, for d«xwv; a conjecture meriting more
attention than it has received); cf. also A. Ch. 798 (dvouevov Emperius, -vwv M). The optative
dvouc is plausibly restored in A. fr. 161.2 (Dobree; Stob. vaoic, AddBoic ~ Hom. I 158 et Eust.).
For Euripides we have at present only Andr. 1132 dAX’ 008év vjvev (Fvov Borthwick), but that
suffices to show that dvw, equivalent to dviw, was not a verb alien to his vocabulary.
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find the subject of an infinitive left unexpressed if it can be easily supplied;* and
Greek commonly omits the pronominal antecedent of relative clauses.?’ But
undeniably the position of ¢fiuévwy vexvwrv before the relative pronoun is an
obstacle here, liable to be mistaken as the antecedent if no other antecedent has been
expressed. The antistrophe ends similarly with a relative clause whose antecedent is
merely implicit ;22 but it is doubtful whether ‘symmetry’ can be held to justify a more
obscurely implicit antecedent in the strophe.

The compound suggestion of a supplement before ¢fiuévwv and excision of vexvwv
is bold, but potentially remedial,® with the additional good effect of bringing
$Oiuévwr into responsion with ¢fiuévovc 52. vexvwv, though the pleonasm is
unexceptionable,? is a superfluous word here (featuring more pointedly later, in the
responsion at 61/69), which could have entered the tradition as an isometric variant.

The passage should doubtless remain obelized as not remediable with a sufficient
degree of certainty. dve pou can, I think, properly claim a place in the apparatus
criticus as the most plausible available correction of avouo:. But for acceptance into
the text we really need a supporting attestation of this second person imperative; and
the associated infinitive construction is virtually another ad hoc postulate, supported
only by a single parallel (with 7vuce) in Sophocles.

Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK

20 Especially after verbs like keAevw; often also after dicre, as in 204 etc. (PCPS 36 (1990),
199 n. 37).

21 Kiihner-Gerth ii.402; for omission in particular of the accusative antecedent of a clause
with nominative relative pronoun, cf. Alc. 338 cruyd peév 7 u’ érwcrev. Relative pronoun plus
finite verb is commonly equivalent to article plus participle, and vice versa. So here ot
kaTtaAelmouce can (in theory at least) be understood as rovc karadeimovrac.

2 The antecedent of d may be either the first person variously implicit in the context as a
whole (including the extended object of écidodca), or specifically the ‘I” implicit in the elliptical
7{ ydp; (sc. mdfw).

28 The suggestion offered is ex. gr. (some may prefer to look for a suitable noun denoting the
Thebans). For cxérAwoc ‘hard-hearted, merciless” (LSJ s.v. 1.2) followed by a relative clause, cf.
Od. 5.118fF., etc.; it is a word that naturally begins a colon, as at Alc. 470 cxeTAlw, moAwav
éxovte yaitav (followed by an ionic sequence).

4 Cf. Kannicht on Hel. 176-8.
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