Notes on the Hecuba of Euripides
James Diggle

K. Matthiessen.! In this paper I cite manuscript readings from
the collations of his own which Dr Matthiessen, with very great
generosity, has allowed me to use.2

1. Hecuba 414-22

(Po.) @ untep, & Tekovo’, eyt 37 KaTw.

T HE TEXTUAL TRADITION of Hecuba has been surveyed fully by

HE. @ GVyatep, Nuets 8 év pael Sovhevoouer. 415
Po. avvudos dvvuévaios ov u’ éxpny TvxeLw.

HE.  oiktpa av, ékvov, @éO\ia & éyw yvvm).

Po. éxel 8 év "Awdov keloouar xwpls aéfev.

HE.  oluov 7t Spacw; mot Tehevrnow Blov;

Po.  80¥A7m Bavovuar, matpos ova’ é\evlépov. 420
HE.  nuets 8¢ mevtnrovTa v’ duuopor Tékvwy.

Po. 7l gow mpos "Extop’ 7 yépovt’ eimw moov;

The sequence of exchanges between Polyxena and Hecuba has caused
no offence to editors.3 At certain points, however, it proceeds without
the close logical or syntactical connections which we should expect to
find.

1 Studien zur Textiiberlieferung der Hekabe des Euripides (Heidelberg 1974). To his list of
papyri (108) add P.Oxy. XLV 3215 fr.2 (lines 223-28). But one papyrus should be
subtracted from the list: Fitzwilliam Museum inv. 2 (Pack? 1571), identified by F. M.
Heichelheim (AJP 61 [1940] 209-10) as the scanty remains of lines 20-21 and 503-04,
as well as of 14 790-91 and Soph. 4Anr. 689-90, has been identified as Coptic not Greek
by R. V. Nicholls, Senior Keeper in the Fitzwilliam Museum, and J. M. Plumley, Emeri-
tus Professor of Egyptology in the University of Cambridge. Mr P. J. Parsons, who was
kind enough to inspect the papyrus at my request, endorses their identification.

2] refer to the following editions: R. Porson (ed. 2, London 1802), G. Schaefer (ed.
2, Leipzig 1803), A. Matthiae (Leipzig 1813 [text], 1821 [commentary]), G. Hermann
(ed. 2, Leipzig 1831), F. H. Bothe (ed. 2, Leipzig 1837), W. Dindorf (Oxford 1839), F.
A. Paley (ed. 2, London 1874), H. Weil (ed. 2, Paris 1879), W. S. Hadley (Cambridge
1894), N. Wecklein (Leipzig 1902), G. Murray (Oxford 1902), L. Méridier (Paris
1927), M. Tierney (Dublin 1946), S. G. Daitz (Leipzig 1973).

3 With two exceptions. J. King (Cambridge 1726) transposed 415 with 416 and de-
leted 417 (“mira vel audacia vel negligentia,” Musgrave). This is not reported by
Wecklein. And A. Jenni deleted 419-21 (presumably in his Kritische Mittheilungen zu
Euripides 1 [Frauenfeld 1865], which I have not seen), and this deletion is adopted by
Wecklein.
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316 NOTES ON THE HECUBA OF EURIPIDES

415: Hecuba, in reply to Polyxena’s valediction, says that she will
live the life of a slave on earth. J. D. Dennistont has some difficulty
in classifying the 8¢. Citing LSJ s.v. I1.4, he observes that 8¢ is nor-
mally postponed after a vocative “when the speaker turns from one
person to another,” and he is obliged to admit this passage as an
exception, together with Soph. OC 1459. But in that passage &¢
introduces a question, and in such circumstances 8¢ is regularly
postposed (see Denniston 174). Denniston, however, is unduly re-
strictive. There is no question of the speaker turning from one per-
son to another at [Aesch.] PV 3 “Heawore, ool 8¢ kr\., or Soph. OC
592 & wape, Buuos & év kaxois ov Eudopor (“8é sometimes cor-
rects or objects,” Jebb pertinently observes), or Hdt. 1.115.2 @ &éo-
mota, éyw S¢ (again, a correction or objection). In fact, as is noted by
Kiihner/Gerth I 51, such postponement also occurs “beim Ubergang
zu einem neuen Gedanken,” and “von der Erzdhlung zu einem
Anrufe.” An essential difference between our passage and the ma-
jority of the passages cited by Denniston and Kiihner/Gerth is that
(whether or not the speaker turns to a new person or a new point) in
those passages the &é-clause contains remarks applicable to the ad-
dressee, which our 8é-clause does not. We shall have to take the 8¢
as introducing a contrast with the preceding statement (“I shall go
below the earth” —“But I shall live a life of slavery”), which seems
acceptable, even if no exact parallel exists.

416: Polyxena ignores Hecuba’s statement and adds an appositional
clause to her own preceding statement.

417: Hecuba remarks upon her daughter’s pitiful state and her own
misery, aptly enough.

418: éxer & is a mildly surprising beginning, for éxet provides a link
not with Polyxena’s immediately preceding line but with her last but
one (414 &meyu v xarw). While it may be held that 414, 416, 418
form a reasonable continuous discourse, the direct point of reference
for ékeu is a long way back.

419: Hecuba’s expression of helplessness and her wish to die are a
satisfactory continuation. “This line is in answer to the preceding
one, in which Polyxena lamented her impending separation from her
mother. Hecuba replies with a wish, expressed in question form, that
she too might find death” (Hadley).5

4 The Greek Particles? (Oxford 1954) 189.

8 rot Tehevmow PBiov; is faultless: “ad quem exitum vitam perducam?” (Matthiae),
“vers quelle fin précipiter ma vie?” (Weil), “whither shall I take my life and end it?”
(Hadley). There is no need for 7m), attributed by editors to A. Nauck (Euripideische
Studien 1 [MémSt-Petersb 7.1 (1859)] 9) but already reported by Hermann from ‘Aug.
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420: Polyxena’s “I shall die a slave” also follows well enough.

421: “And I (shall die) bereft of fifty children.” We cannot help
supplying the verb favovuefa, but it is not the verb that we should
most wish to supply. “I shall live bereft of fifty children” would
excite pity, but “I shall die bereft of fifty children” seems a muddled
thing to say.

422: “What am I to say to Hector or Priam?” is an acceptable
continuation.

Now see what we gain if lines 415-16 are placed after 420:

(Po.) @ untep, @ Texova’, dmeLu 1) KaTw. 414
HE.  oiktpa o, Tékvov, &ONia & éyw yvrm. 417
Po.  éxet & év "Aidov keloouar xwpls oédev. 418
HEe.  oluov 7i Spacw; mot TeAevrnow Biov; 419
Po.  80vA7m Bavovuar, matpos ovo’ é\evlépov. 420
HE. @ @byarep, Nuets & év dpael Sovhevaouer. 415
Po.  avvudos dvvuévaios ov u’ éxpmv Tuxeww. 416
HE.  ruets 8¢ mevmkovta ¥y’ &uuopol Tékvwv. 421

A minor gain is that Polyxena’s statement in 418 is now the im-
mediate continuation of her statement in 414, with éxet 8 picking up
katw. The greatest gain is at 420-15, where Polyxena’s SovAn fav-
ovuar could hardly be better answered than it is by Hecuba’s @ Gvya-
Tep, Muets 8 év pael Sovhevoouev. The 8¢ is now as natural as could
be, for Hecuba is providing a precise verbal antithesis to the state-
ment that precedes. Polyxena’s next line (416 &vvudos avvuévaios
wv W éxpmv Tvxew) is a much better continuation of SovAn favov-
uat, warpos ova’ ékevfépov than it was of amequr &m karw, for it
. continues the syntax of the appositional phrase marpos ovo’ é\ev-
fépov by adding a second, parallel expression in apposition. And this
lament by Polyxena for the marriage of which she will be deprived is
now most aptly followed by Hecuba’s lament for her own greatest

c.” (=Monac.gr. 501, on which see A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the
Tragedies of Euripides [Urbana 1957] 135) and adopted by Schaefer. For mot with rehev-
rav (or the like) see Aesch. Pers. 735, 787-88, Sept. 157, 659, Supp. 603, Cho. 528,
Eur. Tro. 1029, P1. Symp. 181E, Leg. 630B, Kiihner/Gerth I 545. (Contrast Soph. OC
476 70 & Evlev moi Tehevrnaal we xpn; where ) [Elmsley, Dawe] is probably right [it
is impugned by M. L. West, Gnomon 53 (1981) 525]: as Dr Dawe points out to me, we
must distinguish between ‘end’ and ‘perform’, and here the question is clearly ‘how’
the rite is to be performed, and the question is answered in those terms; the last ele-
ments of the rite come later.) Still less do we need Nauck’s alternative proposal rade
for Biov (accepted with the further change of Tehevmow to TeAevrmoel by A. Y. Camp-
bell, Hermes 86 [1958] 175). Three further proposals (not noticed by Wecklein) may
be found in J. Kvitala, DenkschrWien 30 (1880) 133.
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loss (421 nueis 8¢ mevtnrovta v &uuopor Tékvwr), which gives a
perfect syntactical balance with Polyxena’s preceding line, and in
which the verb to be supplied is no longer favovuefa but ‘I shall
live’ (supplied from nueis & év dpael Sovhevoouer).

2. Hecuba 619-21
(HE.) & oxmuar’ oikwv, @ mot’ ebTu)els douot,
® TAELOT EXWV KAANOTA T, €VTEKVWTATE
Mpiaue, yepara 8 18’ éyw unmp Tékvar . . .
620 kaA\ora 77 FGPPaRZZcZmT! et B2K!°V3: -7a ¥’ MBKVT?
et OsAl°:-7(a) OALSXXaXb

‘... O you who had very many and very fine possessions, most
blessed with children Priam.” Disquiet has often been felt over the
banal @ m\eior éxwv kal\wora 7. In itself mhetora . .. kaA\oTa Te
is acceptable Greek: Ar. Ran. 1254-55 mo\v mAelora 87) kal kKaA\io-
Ta wé\m, ¢f. Hor. Epist. 1.8.3 multa et pulchra minantem. But while @
mAetorT éxwv kal\iota Te ... [lplawe might be tolerable, the addi-
tion of a further epithet evrexkvwrare makes the invocation very
oddly expressed, though I have not seen this feature remarked on by
editors. The oddity would be lessened if we could take evrexkvwrare
as exemplifying wAetor €xwv kal\wota 7€, as Weil, Hadley, and
Meéridier do. “I see no difficulty in understanding from evrekvwrare
in this line and réxkvwv in the next rékva as object of éxwy: reference
to the number and beauty of Priam’s children is frequent and here
appropriate” (Hadley). But this is very artificial.® The variant kev-
rexvwrare,” accepted by Kirchhoff and Wecklein, scarcely helps.

Porson, in his second edition, punctuated kaAMoTa T’ evVTeKv®-
rate, but there appears to be no parallel for kal@s or kaA\ioTa
qualifying a superlative, although we find ka\@s qualifying an adjec-
tive at Aesch. fr.317 N. (628 M.) = Soph. fr.848 N. (934 Pearson and
Radt) 7ov kalds eVdaiuwova, an expression parodied by the comic
poets (see Nauck and Radt ad locc.).

J. N. Madvig’s kedrexvorara and F. W. Schmidt’s kevrexv’ dp-
yava are absurd.® Substitutes for kaAMora 7, like &yahuar’ or
keunh’ (Wecklein),® \Blouar’ or kaAAn mor’ (Murray), have no

<

6 This interpretation is as old as the gloss in Gu (Gudianus gr. 15, on which see
Turyn [supra n.5} 61-66, Matthiessen [supra n.1] 50, 94-95) kmuara 7 réxva (377 of
W. Dindorf’s edition of the scholia).

7 For the crasis see my Studies on the Text of Euripides (Oxford 1981) 70.

8 The former in Adversaria 1 (Copenhagen 1871) 109-10, the latter in Kritische Stu-
dien zu den griechischen Dramatikern 11 (Berlin 1886) 85-86.

9 The former in JhrbClasPhil 121 (1880) 392, the latter in SitzMiinchen 1921, 8-9.
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plausibility. Much the best solution is J. E. Harry’s uakiora 7 ev-
trekvoTatel® See Hipp. 1421 paliora ¢piltatos, D. L. Page on Med.
1323, LSJ s.v. uaha II1.3, Kiihner/Gerth 1 27, O. Schwab, Historische
Syntax der griechischen Comparation 1II (Wiirzburg 1895) 69-72. For
the corruption see Heracl. 794 uakhiora, mpatas v’ (Elmsley: & L)1
éx Gewv kaN\oTa (apogr. Par.: puahora L) 87 (though here the
corruption was influenced by the preceding uaAwora), Soph. OT 1172
kaA\or plerique (kahor V: uanior HN2¢ [conj. Nauck]).:z If
mA\eior éxwrv should seem a rather bare expression, compare Eur.
fr.580.5 65 & Av mhetor Eéxme (though here we understand ypnuara
from the preceding clause).!3 For wealth coupled with children as the
mark of a prosperous man see Eur. HF 64-67, Hom. Od. 14.206.

3. Hecuba 653-57

4 3 \ ~
CH.  mohwv 7 ém kpata patnp Tékvwy Bavovtwy
TifeTrau xépa SpvmreTai Te mapeay,
Staupor dvvxa Tileuéva omapayuots.

653 monov MBOAFGKPPaRSXXaXbT et V2: -av LVZZcZm et
ZV

655 re AFGKPPaXXaXbZm et Zc¢'c: 8¢ V: om. MBOLRSZZcT

656 Slawuov] 8idvuorv B B3 Q2 '

There is nothing demonstrably amiss with the language: “The mother
of dead children lays her hand on her grey head,* and scratches her
cheek, making her nail bloody by tearing.” Objection has, indeed,
been taken to the sequence 7ifetau . .. Tifeuéva,!® but “repetition of
the neutral word rifec@ar need not cause offence.”!é In fact there are
many parallels for the occurrence of a participle and a verb of the
same stem in the same sentence.l” The expression ém kparta ..

10 The Greek Tragic Poets (Cincinnati 1914) 103.

11 See ICS 6 (1981) 88.

12 Cf. R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles 1 (Leiden 1973) 255.

13 Tierney’s claim that “the real difficulty is in the tense of &éxwv, which seems to
require some complement such as wor€” is misguided. éxwv is an imperfect participle:
see Kiihner/Gerth I 200. Ignorance of this use probably accounts for the variants at 821
ol utv yap Svres (MOGKLRSZZcZm et Va™: rogovro. APPaXXaXb et FIGrw
G2Va2T: roooide BFVa) maides ovkér eioi pou, as it does for the conjectures of
Nauck (of ueév yap noav), Weil (mor’ dvres), and B. Stumpo, RivIndGrlwml 18 (1934)
45 (mapovres).

14 roXov not mohwar, which is preferred by several editors and by M. L. West, BICS
27 (1980) 12, who cites Supp. 50, where mohav should be taken not with xewp@v but
with capkov.

15 E.g. by Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst (Berlin 1921) 547 n.2 (“die Dublette
unertraglich ist”), and West (supra n.14).

16 T. C. W. Stinton, Euripides and the Judgement of Paris (London 1965) 75.

17 See Diggle (supra n.7) 6667, 120.
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T(@eTau xépa is supported by Andr. 1210-11, El. 148-49, Hel. 372, all
quoted below.

The problem is largely, perhaps entirely, a metrical one. In 655 the
copula 7e, which is attested by only half the tradition, ruins the me-
tre.!1® If re is omitted, we have a form of enoplian (v v~~~ -~ -~ ==)
which is found at 927 ~ 937 and often elsewhere in Euripides.® But
can we dispense with the copula? Stinton believes that we can. I do
not. The asyndeton is most unwelcome.

The solutions that have been offered entail considerable change.2
Wilamowitz, combining excision with transposition, proposed woAwov
T ém kpara patnp / dlawuov dvvxa Tifeuéva amapayuots / Tékvav
Oavovrwv Spvmrerar mapewav. This is thoroughly bad in style and
sense (“laying a bloody nail on her grey head, with tearing, she rends
her cheek, her children being dead”). One does not rend the cheek
while laying a bloody nail on the head; and rékvwv @avovrwy is very
awkwardly placed.

West (supra n.14) deletes Spvmrerar, changes dvvxa to dvvye and
Ti0euéva to Teuvouéva, and accepts the variant 8dvuov for Siawuov.
This gives rékvov favovrwv Tifetar xépa, mapeway Sidvuov drvxe Teu-
vouéva amapayuots (to be interpreted as v —~ ——~~ - [E=——T3/
TSv—vv—+v—--7). He quotes two passages in which “‘lay hands on
her head’ is supplemented by another phrase involving évvye and an
accusative specifying the part of the head being scratched (8épav,
vévvy).” They are El 146—49 kata ueév dpilav dvvxt Teuvouéva 8é-
pav xépa 1€ kpar ém xovpwov (Barnes: dmox- L) 7ifeuéva, Hel.
372-74 émi ¢ kpati xépas éOnkev, dvvxL & amakoxpoa yévvv Sevae
doviawor mhayats. He apparently takes ‘lay hands on the head’ to
mean ‘tear the scalp’ (for which idea see El 150 8pvmre kapa). This
interpretation is considered by J. D. Denniston?! and rejected by him,
rightly, in favour of the interpretation ‘beat the head’, which gains
strong support from Andr. 1210-11 ovx éuin 'mbnoouar (Murray:
émbnoouar éumt codd.) kapar kTvTUA xewpos 6Moov;22 Head-beating
and cheek-tearing are again juxtaposed at 7ro. 279-80 &paocae kpara
Kovpuuwov, €Nk’ dvvxeaar dimrrvxov mapewar, and Or. 961-63 Tfeioa

18 Editors who accept the copula divide ... uamp / ... Ti@etar / xépa Spvmrerai Te
mapeway, but it is no good calling v+~ - —~~—— a paroemiac (O. Schroeder, Euripidis
Cantica? [Leipzig 1928] 42) or an enoplian (Daitz).

19 See PCPhS N.s. 20 (1974) 19 and (supra n.7) 102.

20| record without comment two proposals which may otherwise pass unnoticed:
réxvwy Bavovrwy del. R. Lohmann, Nova Studia Euripidea (Halle 1905) 38; amalav
xept for riferar xépa C. B. Sneller, De Rheso Tragoedia (Amsterdam 1949) 123.

21 Eyripides Electra (Oxford 1939) ad 146—49.

22 Cf. also R. Kannicht, Euripides Helena (Heidelberg 1969) ad 372-74.
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Aevkov dvvxa S mapnidwy . . . krvmov Te kpards. If, then, ém kpdra

. Tilfetaw xépa refers to head-beating, Spvmrerar, so far from mak-
ing the language “sadly redundant,” is indispensable, for the parti-
cipial clause dicuuov dvvyxa Tifepéva omapayuors describes what is
meant by dpvmrerar, not what is meant by émi kpara . . . TitfeTar xépa.

West’s alternative proposal, riferar xépa <8a> mapewas / dlayuov
Svuxa Tfepéva omapayuots, is open to the same objection, and it
entails a resolution in the enoplian (v~ —v~ -~ « —-) for which no
parallel is quoted.

If, as I believe, the language of the passage as a whole is faultless,
and we need the copula with 8pvmrerar, then the most economical
way of mending the metre may be to suppose that a word has been
lost: e.g. Tiferar xépa Spvmreral e <dimrvyov> mapewav. For 8im-
Tvxov mapewav see Tro. 280 (quoted above). And 8tdvuor may have
begun life as a gloss on dimrvyov rather than as a corruption of 8-
awov. The colon vv —vv —v —v —v —v —— is the same as Med. 645—
46 ~ 655-56, Hipp. 755-56 ~ 768-69. Alternatively, 7’ <d&6iiav>
will give the same colon as the previous line: this colon is found
again at Eur. fr.118.2-3.23

4. Hecuba 828-30

(HE.) mov tas ¢ihas dnr eddpovas Seifeis, avaé;
N TOV év VNl GINTATOV AOTATUATOV
xapw TV’ €fe mais éum, kelvns & éyw;
828 citat Etym.Magn. 137 Miller, 828-29 schol. Soph. 4j. 520

“In what way will you show your gratitude for those nights of love
that you call (8%7’) so dear?” is Hadley’s translation of 828. But he
confesses that “mov Seifeis is an odd phrase: it may = ‘in what es-
teem (wov) will you show that you hold?’” Perhaps he meant that
we are to supply the participle ovoas with 7ov,24 i.e. wov (ovoas) Tas
dilas evppovas deifers; This is probably the best explanation avail-
able. But the expression remains unparalleled and unconvincing. Mé-
ridier’s translation “Comment montreras-tu ... que ses nuits te sont
chéres?” and his note “On attendrait ras evgpovas ¢ilas ovoas.
Mais ce complément de 'idée est impliqué dans ¢ias. L’attribut se
sous-entend parfois en pareil cas” are wishful thinking.25

23 See Diggle (supra n.11) 91-92.

24 For its ellipse with the predicate see Kiihner/Gerth Il 66—67.

25 Pl. Meno 89A ovk dv elev dvoel of ayafoi (sc. dyafol), which he cites as a par-
allel, does not help (see the useful remarks of R. S. Bluck, Plato’s Meno [Cambridge
1961] ad loc.).
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Attempts have been made to turn ras ¢ihas 877 into a predicative
expression: 87 ¢ikas tas (or racd’),2 mpoodkeis dnr (Weil), uot
di\as dn7 (H. van Herwerden), oot ¢idas 8n7’ .27 The results are
insipid. Better sense, but at an unacceptable cost, is given by G. M.
Sakorraphos’ mwov tots dihows 801’ €V ppovav kA28 (c¢f. Or. 802 mov
yap Qv detfw dihos; IA 406 Seiters 8¢ mov mor TaTpos €k TavTOV
yeyos;).

Others have altered 8eifers. E. Holzner’s mov oot ... 7evéets is
negligible.?® E. B. England’s reioeis cannot give the meaning which
he intended (“how will you repay?”).2* Much the most promising
proposal is Herwerden’s @noeis (“quo numero habebis?” “how will
you value?”),3! for which he compared Andr. 210 v 8¢ Zkvpov
o¥dauov Tifms, Soph. Phil. 451 mov xpm Ti@edbar TavTa, mWov &
aiveww ... ; The sense is perfect. But the corruption of fnces to
deikeus is inexplicable.

The same sense is given by a word with which Seifeis is readily
confused: Aééews. See Med. 741 édeitas Sigonius: éeéas codd.; Supp.
340 étedertaumv Hermann: éfehefaunv L; Phoen. 530 Nééav: Seiéar
Stob. 4.50.1; Soph. Phil. 426 é\etas: -édewfas L7PS 32 With mov . . .
Aééers compare Soph. Ant. 183 Tovrov ovdauov Aéyw3d The verb is
used in similar connections (with the sense ‘count’, ‘reckon’) at 906
1OV dmopfnTwy wONs ovkéTt Néfmu, Alc. 322 év tois ovkér’ ovo
Néouar, HF 41 € 1u 8% xpm k&’ év avdpaoww Néyew, [Aesch.] PV
973 kat o€ & év TovTOLS Aéyw, Soph. Ant. 462 Képdos air’ éyw Aéyw.
For mov introducing a question of this type see Supp. 127 70 & “Ap-
vyos nutv mov “orw; with C. Collard’s note.

In 829-30 it is worth considering whether we should write 7) ...
rw’ for 7 ... 7', It is the difference between “What value will you
put on those nights of love? Or what gratitude will my daughter have
for her favours?” and “What value will you put on those nights of
love? Will my daughter have any gratitude ... ” The latter reads
more naturally. In its support is the late position in the sentence

26 H. Gloél, WochKlasPhil 1 (1884) 556.

27 T. Halbertsma, Adversaria Critica (Leiden 1896) 44.

28 Mnemosyne N.s. 21 (1893) 200.

29 Studien zu Euripides (Vienna 1895) 48.

30 CR 9 (1895) 171.

31 RevPhil N.s. 2 (1878) 24. “mallem 6nomn” Wecklein 63.

32 Note also Aesch. Cho. 566 8éfaur’ Turnebus: Aé€aer’ M.

33 For this use of ovdauov see P. T. E. Stevens, Colloquial Expressions in Euripides
(Wiesbaden 1976) 50; G. W. Bond, Euripides Heracles (Oxford 1981) ad 841. Add
Men. Aspis 298.
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which the interrogative (v’ would otherwise occupy. G. Thomson34
includes this passage in the category which he defines thus: “When
two questions are asked in succession, the second amplifying the
first, the interrogative introducing the second question loses some-
thing of its force by reason of the fact that it has been anticipated,
and therefore it is liable to be postponed.” But there is no example
on his list in which the interrogative is postponed to so late a position
as it occupies here.

The enclitic 7w’ was silently printed by Porson, and after him by
Matthiae and Hermann, a fact of which modern editors seem un-
aware.? But, with the enclitic, the disjunctive 7 is less natural than
the interrogative .36

QUEENS’ COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE
June, 1982

34 “The Postponement of Interrogatives in Attic Drama,” CQ 33 (1939) 148.

35 Herwerden, recanting his earlier proposals, also restored the enclitic, but wished to
delete 828 and replace 7 by wov: RevPhil N.s. 7 (1893) 225. Bothe deleted 829, C. G.
Cobet, Variae Lectiones? (Leiden 1873) 564, deleted 828-30.

36 | am grateful to Dr R. D. Dawe for helpful comments.



