Interpolation in Greek Tragedy, 11
Michael D. Reeve

HE FIRST PART of this trilogy (GRBS 13, 247-65) was a review of

the only systematic attempt yet made to discredit deletion in

the textual criticism of tragedy, J. Baumert’s dissertation
ENIOI AOETOYZIN. When he comes to Baumert’s Lebenslauf, the
reader discovers that behind Baumert there looms a more venerable
figure: “Die vorliegende Arbeit regte Herr Professor Erbse an und
betreute sie.” The tenor of Baumert’s dissertation is not unlike that
of Erbse’s articles on the Midiana® and Iliad 202 and above all on
Euripides’ Phoenissae;® for out of 181 lines in Phoenissae whose authen-
ticity he examines, Erbse acquits 180.4

Now that Baumert has shown how unconvincing the prosecution
can be, Erbse’s arguments will be used to show that they are matched
step for step by the defence. For their true example, however, the
following pages are indebted not to Baumert but to the scholar whose
work Erbse is bent on undoing, Eduard Fraenkel. Fraenkel brought
to the study of Greek tragedy four virtues without which scholars
might as well not study it at all: a logical mind, a respect for the
idiom of each author, an awareness both of rhetorical structure and
of dramatic convention, and the ability to discriminate between
poetry on the one hand and doggerel and rant on the other. Nowhere
are these virtues exercised with happier results than in his article on
Phoenissae.® It would be regrettable if Erbse’s mere authority, unsup-
ported by compelling argument, were allowed to reverse such an
advance in Euripidean scholarship.®

1 Hermes 84 (1956) 135-51.

2 RhM 110 (1967) 1-25. He has curious views on how magic horses cross the sea (pp.14-15).

3 Philologus 110 (1966) 1-34.

4 His arguments against the 181st (1634) are in fact unsounder than some of his argu-
ments in favour of the other 180 (see infra n.19). 180 might have been 150 if he had disclosed
what he really thinks about 1737-66.

5 SBMiinchen 1963, Heft 1, 3-120.

¢ The approval of Erbse’s article expressed by Elizabeth Rawson, GRBS 11 (1970) 109 n.2,
is only one symptom of her indifference to critical problems, the main blemish in an un-

ambitious but level-headed essay on the theme of the play. Diller’s reply to Fraenkel in
Gnomon 36 (1964) 641-50 is altogether more discriminating than Erbse’s.
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452 INTERPOLATION IN GREEK TRAGEDY, II

References are confined to the articles of Fraenkel and Erbse, which
give access to the other literature.

435 adX’ éc cé Telver T@Vde SitAucic kakdv,

pijrep, SuaAdalocay opoyeveic didovc

madcar TOVwy pe kal ce kol wacow TOAw.
438 madow pev ody Sumbév, adAX’ dpwc pd-

Ta ypiper avlpdmoict TydTaTO

Svvaulv Te mAelcTny TGV év avbfpdimoic Exer.

ayw pebrikw Sebpo pvplay dywv

ASyymyv mévnc yap ovdév edyevc avrp.
Fraenkel (pp.25-27) gave three reasons for deleting 438-42: (1) Poly-
nices is not concerned with money; (2) SixArafacav in 436 is picked up
by SiaMerydc in the first line spoken by the chorus after his speech
(443), and SixMaxmic also comes at the end of Iocaste’s next speech
(468); (3) mabcor wévwv pe kol ce kel wcav méAw makes a suitable end
to the speech, not least because Eteocles’ final speech ends rj &
EdbXaBeia . . . mpocevyduecha e Siacdcon wSAw (782-83). “Mit-
angeregt sein mag die Interpolation von 438—442 dadurch, dass Poly-
neikes in dem Zwiegesprich mit seiner Mutter auf ihre Fragen, also
in gang anderem Zusammenhange, geantwortet hat (403) ed mpé&cce: o
didwv 8 0ddév, v Tic Suctvyfi und (405) kakov T6 i) E€xew- 76 yévoc
ovx &Bocié e’ (italics editorial here and hereafter).

Erbse (pp.3—4) contests (1), the decisive argument,” by trying to
show, in opposition to the italicized words in the last sentence, “dass
der erste Teil der Stichomythie (383—407) die Voraussetzung fiir die
Aussage 438—42 bildet” (p.4 n.3). “In dem Gesprich, das er mit seiner
Mutter iiber die N6te der Verbannung fiihrt (383—407), geht es ihm
nicht um Sentimentalititen, sondern um sehr materielle Dinge. Das
Leben draussen, so héren wir, enthilt Armut und obendrein Unfrei-
heit, da man auf fremde Unterstiitzung angewiesen ist. Der Zuschauer
erkennt leicht, dass die nackte Not hinter dem Unternehmen des ver-
triebenen Konigssohnes steht” (p.3). Erbse might in fairness go back
beyond 383-407 to 358, where Polynices speaks the following words:

358 avaykoiwe €xet
marpidoc épdv amavrac: 6c & aMwc Aéye
Adyoict yoiper, TOv 8¢ vody éxeic’ Eyer.

7 (2) and (3) may not be decisive, but they are welcome confirmation. Erbse calls (2) “ein
psychologisches Argument” (p.4).
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366 modvdaxpuc 8 aducduny,
xpovioc 8aw uélabpe kol Bwpodc Bedv
yopvace 8 olcw éverpadmy Aiprnc 60° tdwp-
v 0? Bikaiwc amedabdeic Eévmy moAw
vouw, 0 Sccwy vau” Exwy Sarpippoov.

Is this not the Polynices who says

430 oMol 8¢ davadv kol Muknvaiwy dxpot
mapeict, Avmpay ydpww, avarykaloy 8¢ pou
Si8dvTec: émt yop Ty éunw cTpaTedouon
7 \ 2 9 ’ ? e 3 ’
méAw. feove 8 émdpoc’ e arovciwce

T0lc PArdroic éxodcw fpauny ddpv
and who ends his plea before Iocaste with the words

491 papTupac 8¢ T@vde Salpovac KaAD
e mavTa mpdccwy cdv Oiky Sikmc drep

amoctepoduan maTpidoc avocidToTe?

In elevating 383-407 to the stature of a ‘Voraussetzung’ for 438-42,
Erbse not only fails to see that they are an incidental element in the
structure of the whole scene but also misjudges the function they
fulfil in themselves, which is not to make the audience think “dass
die nackte Not hinter dem Unternehmen des vertriebenen Konigs-
sohnes steht” but simply to create sympathy for him (418 Io. ric
odroc; de dp’ &hAoc kakeivoc 7v; cf. 86-87, 16367, and 301-54, especi-
ally 317-21).8 Once this latter point is recognized (and how many
people are there who have not recognized it?), the fate of 43842 is
sealed; for their effect on the audience could hardly have differed
much from the effect attributed by Seneca (Ep. 115.14-15) to a more
famous passage on the same theme (pecunia, ingens generis humani
bonum, etc.= Nauck fr.324): cum hi novissimi versus in tragoedia Euripidis
pronuntiati essent, totus populus ad eiciendum et actorem et carmen con-
surrexit uno impetu.

753 aAX’ €ly’, dmwc &y p1) karopyduev xépo:
Kol pot yévour adeddov avripn AoBety
kol Evcralbévra Su pdymc ety Sopl
kToveiy 0, 6c HA0e maTpida wopbricwy dudjv.

8 In addition, as Mr Barrett points out, Erbse forgets that Polynices only went in need
7ply yauoc edpeiv Biov (400).
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If 753 goes, so do 754-56, but the converse does not hold. About 753
Fraenkel argues as follows (pp.29-30): “Wenn in einer Tragodie eine
Person aAX’ eluc sagt, so verlisst sie nach wenigen Versen die Bithne.
[Footnote: “Ich habe hier nur den Gebrauch von absolutem ¢A\* .,
‘aber ich gehe’, im Auge, also nicht die Fille, in denen jemand sagt
‘aber ich will da und da hingehen’, wie . ..”] Das gilt fiir Euripides
und ebenso fiir Aeschylus und Sophokles. Zwei scheinbare Ausnah-
men bestitigen in Wahrheit die Regel . . . In beiden Fillen wiirde es
nach dem A\’ el zu einem sofortigen Abgang des sprechenden
kommen, wenn das nicht von einer anderen Person verhindert wiirde.
Hingegen findet in der Phoenissenszene kein Dazwischentreten statt;
ohne dass eine andere Person eingreift, redet Eteokles noch eine
lange Zeit weiter, als hitte er garnicht gesagt ¢AX* elu..”” Erbse ignores
the footnote and appeals to four irrelevant passages® along with two
relevant ones cited by Fraenkel, El. 1132 and IT 636. He speaks
throughout as though the distance of ¢\’ elu: from the end of the
speech were what mattered and not rather the content of the in-
tervening passage. A mere glance at El. 1132 suffices to show that
it is no exception to Fraenkel’s rule:

1132 X €lut, moudoc apifuov e Tedechdpov

fvcw Beoice: col 8 Stav mpafw ydpiv

7 ’ + 95 3 5 1 < ’ ~
Twd’, ely’ ém’ aypov ob mécic Bunmodet
Nopdoucv. aAda Tovcd’ Syovc, dmdovec,

4 ¥ ’ x4 € 7/ 9 N /
darvaic cyovrec mpoched - Nik’ dv 8¢ pe
doxijre Bucioc THcd’ amnAaxbau feoic,
mdpecTe: Ol yap kai mécer Sodvar xdpw.

IT 636 is not so straightforward, and Erbse could have made his objec-
tion more convincing if he had confined himself to this one passage:

636 X’ el 8édTov T° ek Bedc avakTdpwy
b4 \ 7 \ ’ 4
olcw* 10 pévror Sucuevéc wr) Tuov AdByct.
dvddccer’ adrovc, mpdcmodot, Secudv drep.
£ ¥ -~ > ~ ’ \
icwe cedmra TOV éudv didwv Twi
méupw mpoc *Apyoc, 6v pdAicr’ éyw dild,
\ 4 k] ~ ~ o ~ -~
kol 8éAtoc avTd {dvrac odc Sorel Javeiv
Aéyouc’ amicrouc fj8ovac amayyelet.

® “Natiirlich denkt man auch an Med. 1067 (GAX’ elue yap 81 tTAnuovecrdryy o8dv) . .."”
Does one also think of the syntax?
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As Iphigenia turns towards the temple, she orders the attendants to
keep Orestes and Pylades under guard; the order is made necessary
by her departure. Likewise at Phoen. 753-83, Erbse might have argued,
Eteocles’ instructions about his family are made necessary by his
departure, and he naturally completes them, regardless of their
length, before he leaves the stage altogether.

This defence, however, has an unfortunate consequence: the longer
a passage is, the less plausible it sounds as an afterthought. Further-
more, the dispositions Eteocles makes in 757-65 are no afterthought
but have been in his mind since the beginning of the scene:

690 xper v ket kpule Tov Mevoiéwc
Kpéovr’, aderdov unrpoc *lokdcrnc éudic,
Mywy 7ad’, dic olkela kol kowe yBovoc
0édw mpoc avrov cvpPaleiv BovAevpara,
mplv éc paymy Te kol dopdc Tafw poleiv.

At that point Creon arrives, and they thrash out between them the
rowe. BovAeduare. That Eteocles should then turn on his heel before
broaching the oikeio BovAevuare is at the very least surprising. Again,
however, a defence is available: in view of Creon’s report émloic
éMléew adri’ *Apyelwv crpardv (711), Bteocles is taking the military
preparations in hand with due urgency (753 énwc dv uy karapydper
xépa), so that the olkeic BovAevuara become secondary.

It could be, then, that 753 is genuine. What about 754-56 11° Paley
felt that they were out of place in a speech so businesslike. Further-
more, Eteocles has already expressed the same wish:

621 PoOL. mod mote ctiicy mpo mipywv; ET. dic 7¢ p’ icTopeic 188¢;
PoL. avrirdfouon krevdw ce. ET. kaué 17088’ épwe éxer.

Finally, Iocaste’s reaction of horror there (623-24) is the same as the
messenger’s later (1219-22) and the chorus’s at a similar point in
Septem (677-719); Creon ought therefore to be horrified by the prayer
in 754-56, but he lets it pass. Which, then, is likelier, that the lines

10 On 756 (=1376) Erbse derides Valckenaer’s observation that “suam ipsius patriam
vastaturus” would have been more to the point (p.6 n.1) but nevertheless says (p.6) “‘es
kann. .. kaum belanglos sein, dass der Zug gegen die Heimat als Grund fiir die gewiinschte
Tétung genannt wird.” To quote Erbse’s criticism of Valckenaer, “der Sinn dessen, was
iiberliefert ist, bleibt . . . ganz unbeachtet.”
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were written by the poet or by the man who elsewhere anticipates
the “Wechselmord’ !

766 év & écriv Nuiv apydv, el T fécdaTov
b ’ s ¥ /7
olwvdpavtic Tepecioc éxer dpdco,
7098’ éxmvlécoun TabT . . .

774 moAeL 8¢ Kkal col TadT émckimTw, Kpéov:
L4 14 3 7 H A ’ /’
nymep kparicy Tapd, TloAvveixovc véxvy
wijmore Tadivou 150 OnPaix xbovi,
Oviickew 8¢ Tov Bapavra, kv idwy Tic 7).

“Was sollte denn den Dichter zu der eindeutigen Formulierung é& &’
écriv juiv apydv veranlassen, wenn er den Sprecher hinterher doch
noch zu einer vollig unerwarteten und iiberaus gewichtigen Mittei-
lung iibergehen lassen wollte ?” (Fraenkel p.35). Erbse rightly points
out (pp.7-8) that év & écriv Nuiv dpydv is not the same as év od Adexrau
rév éuav (Hipp. 1021) but means ‘there is one thing I have not done’;
yet why should the one thing that Eteocles has not done be sand-
wiched between his other instructions ? and why should the one part
of his speech that looks forward to the next scene be buried away in
the middle?

Another argument of Erbse’s (p.8) is that 774-77 are the xowa
BovAevpare referred to in 692,as 757-65 are the oikeie; “die Aufforde-
rung, den Seher anzuhdren (766-73), steht folgerichtig in der Mitte, da

11 765, 880, 1263, 1269. Erbse cannot see why it should not be anticipated (p.12): “Der von
der Sage gebotene, bereits von Aischylos behandelte Wechselmord enthielt fiir den
athenischen Zuschauer tberhaupt kein Spannungsmoment. Ihn interessierten nur die
Voraussetzungen (wie es dazu kam) und die Wirkungen (das Leid, das der grauenhaften
Tat folgte).” In other words, anything traditional can be mentioned at any point in the
play, and the characters are allowed to know everything the audience knows. The applica-
tion of this dramaturgically ruinous doctrine to Phoenissae had been forestalled by Fraenkel
(p-42, on 880): “Wie vertraut auch immer das athenische Publikum mit der Geschichte
vom Ende der beiden Briider gewesen sein mag, der Dramatiker, in dessen Plan die
spannungsreichen Botenberichte 1219ff. und 1356ff. liegen, wird sich seine Wirkung nicht
von vornherein dadurch verderben, dass er den Tod beider Briider nebenher in Reden
erwihnen lisst, deren Aufbau und wahrem Gehalt eine solche Erwihnung ginzlich
widerstrebt.”

The anticipation in 880 is defensible from the lips of Tiresias, but it occurs in a spurious
passage (see later on 834-1018). On 765, the anticipation that most jars, Erbse writes (p.7):
“Der Vers 765 . . . nimmt zwar die Katastrophe der Briider voraus. . . Aber man versteht
nicht, inwiefern dieser Gedanke eine Athetese rechtfertigen soll; denn Eteokles geht ja in
dem ganzen Abschnitt von der Moglichkeit aus, dass er nicht zuriickkehren kénne.”
Apparently Erbse sees no difference between one death and two.
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Eteokles den Inhalt seiner Spriiche nicht kennen kann.” Even if 706-52
do not constitute the xowa BovAeduare, the consultation of Tiresias un-
questionably falls into that category. Why after all does Eteocles want
him consulted ? Not because he may be able to offer some personal
advice but for the reason given by Creon:

863 éuol & émécrad’ éxpalbety céfev mapa

14 ~ n 4 /’ 4
Ti SpdvTec Ay podicTa chcouper TOAw.

On 775-77 Fraenkel repeated an observation made by Polle, that if
Eteocles survives (775 7jvmep kparijcy rauc) he can see to it himself that
Polynices is not buried;!2 in a footnote he added references to three
other places in Euripides where rdu¢ means no more than éyd. Erbse
replies (p.7): “Die inhaltliche Nuance ist indessen auch in den von
FRAENKEL genannten Beispielen sichtbar, in unserem Fall ist sie ent-
scheidend: raud bezeichnet die Partei, zu der ich gehére.” Erbse
cannot have it both ways: if the victory of réud need not include the
survival of ‘me’, the defeat of the enemy need not include the death
of Polynices.

778 col uev Tad elmov* mpocmddoic 8 éuotc Aéyw:
éxpépere Tevyn movomAd T audiPljuara.

“FRAENKEL mochte ihn [778] . . . tilgen, einer selbstgeschaffenen Regel
folgend, wonach in dieser Formulierung nicht ‘irgendwelche unter-
geordnete Diener’ angesprochen werden diirften. Die vier sprachlich
verwandten Verse scheinen ihm Recht zu geben . . . Aber es begegnen
zahlreiche Beispiele dafiir, dass sich ein Darsteller vom Partner ab
und zu den Dienern hinwendet (vgl. Her. 722-5, Ion 661-7, auch Med.
819-23), und im vorliegenden Fall besitzt ja gerade die Aktion der
Wappnung ein solches Gewicht, dass sie durch die feierliche Zisur
vom Vorangehenden abgehoben und dadurch in ihrer Bedeutung
kenntlich gemacht werden darf” (Erbse p.8).

Two of Erbse’s passages are nice parallels for the text as Fraenkel
restores it:

-~ 9
Her. 722 Nueic, €medn) col 768’ éct’ évBiuiov,
(4 / » b3 4
ol Seyparwy ééwlev ékmopedcopey
\ A -~ -~ ) ¢ / A
cvv unTpt maidac. debp’ émecle, mpocmodoc,
¥ ’
¢ Qv cyoAny Adcwuev dcpuevor wovwy.

13 “Das gleiche Argument wurde schon 1890 von PoLLE vorgebracht. FRAENKEL zitiert es
a.0. 34, 4 und bezeichnet es als amiisant”” (Erbse p.7 n.3). Erbse might accord Fraenkel the
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Med. 819 irw* mepiccol mavTec odv pécw Adyou.
3 k4 ’ \ ’ t I I 34
aX’ elo yaper kai kéul’ *Idcove:
b} 4 \ M \ \ \ 7’
éc movra yop 81 col T& mcTa ypwypeba.

In the third passage a simple experiment can be performed:

col pév 168’ elmov- Suwicw 8 éuaic AMéyw-
cry@r’- SAetcle 8 v éun paly dapop.

duiv 8¢ cydy, duwidec, Aéyw Tade,
o) 4 3 ’ \ / % 9 /7
%) Qcvarov elmovcouct mpoc douapr’ éuny.

Which pair of lines stands at Ion 666-67 ?

“Der Eteokles des Euripides gab seinen Dienern ohne pompése
Einleitung nur den Befehl éx¢épere revyn mavomdd +° audiBlijpara
k7)., offenbar in beabsichtigtem Anschluss an die Worte, mit denen
der Eteokles des Aeschylus seine tragischste Rede schliesst (Sept.
675£.), pép’ dic Tdyoc kKimuidac, alyutic kai wérpwy mpofMijuare” (Fraen-
kel p.36). Erbse could have inferred from that whether a “feierliche
Zisur’ is required to confer ‘Gewicht’ on éx¢épere Tedym.

Of the Tiresias episode (834-1018), Erbse says (p.9): “Die entschei-
dende Partie der Szene ist die erste Teiresiasrede.” Unless Erbse
attaches some private sense to the word ‘entscheidende’, this state-
ment is flagrantly false: the whole scene revolves round 911-14:

&rove 67) vuv BechdTwy éudv 68dv-
cpcfon Mevowkéa Tévde det ¢’ dmép marpac

\ ~Qd y A M 4 3 \ ~
cov waid’, émedn) ™y TUXYMY adToc Kadetc.

Everything before these lines leads up to them, and everything after
them is consequent upon them. According to Erbse, however, “die
Worte des Teiresias [865-95] sind...ein Bindeglied, eine etwas
steife, aber sehr geschickte Gelenkkomposition, welche die beiden
Hauptthemata des Dramas vereinigt, nimlich das Schicksal des Oidi-
pus und seiner Sohne mit dem des Menoikeus. In der Konzeption des
Dichters ist dieses die Voraussetzung von jenem. In seiner Darstellung
aber wird das Opfer des Menoikeus nur erforderlich, weil es dem
Seher nicht gelungen ist, die hadernden Labdakiden zu versdhnen.”

courtesy of reading him carefully and reporting him carefully: “Amiisant ist die Bemer-
kung von F. Polle. . .: ‘774ff. Diese Verse sind auffillig, denn wenn Eteokles siegt, kann er

s 3

ja selbst dafiir sorgen, dass Polyneikes unbegraben bleibt. Das ist ein Fehler des Dichters’.
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Why the sacrifice of Menoeceus is necessary the poet explains with
perfect clarity, and his explanation differs from Erbse’s:

931 et 76v8e Badapouc ob Spdrwv 6 yyernc
éyévero Aipknc vaudTwy émickomoc
2 4 * ~ ~ A
C‘ﬁaerTa ¢OV‘0V aLI.La YY" SOUVaL XO(ZC
Kddpov, madaidv "Apeoc éx pnpriudrwy,
oc ynyevel SpdkovTt TiuwpEL pdvov:
\ ~ -~ ’ ’ 3 ¥
ko Tabre Spdvrec chppayov krijcect *Apn.
\ 3 A ~ \ b 4 > o
x0wv 8 avri kapmod kapmov avri 8 alparoc
alp’ dv Aafn Bpdreov, éfer’ eduevi
~ g 3 € A 4 ’
yiv, 7 mol’ nuiv yedkomidnke crayvy
-~ S A b 7 A ~ ~
2mopT@y avijkev. €k yévouc 8¢ det Gavely
~AQY & 4 7 b ’ ~
7008’ 6¢c Spdrovroc yévvoc éxmédure maic.
v 8 évad’ Huiv dowmoc €l Dmaprdv yévouc
axépouoc, €k Te unTPOC dpcévwy T’ &mo,
€ ’ ~ o \ ¥ A
ol coi e maidec. Alpovoc pév odv yauor
\ > ’ > 3 4 k4 L4
charyac amelpyovc’* od yap éctwv Nbeoc:
® \ ~ AQY> ’ ’
obroc 6é mdoc TS’ aveluévoc méAer
~ »
Oavay morpdav yaiow éxcdiceer av.

For once, however, Erbse’s error is understandable. The fact is that the
text offers two conflicting explanations of why Menoeceus must be
sacrificed, one in 865-95 and the other in 931-48. Fraenkel deleted the
greater part of the first (869-80, 886-90), but not 868 é¢ o *rexvwifn
Aduoc Ble v, on which it hinges. His deletion of 869-80 is confirmed
by a stylistic detail that he misses: uéleoc (869) is an intruder from
lyric.23 If 868 is deleted as well, one of the conflicting explanations has
vanished and Tiresias’ first speech has become a vague and sinister
foretaste of his second. It is no accident that the same language recurs:
vocet . . . 10¢ yfj madouw (867), and Menoeceus must cayévra $dviov
alue yfi Sodvaw yoac Kdduov, madadv *Apeoc éx pmppdrwv . . . ybav &

.. éer’ eduevii yiv (933-34, 937-39). The sins of Laius and his
descendants are beside the point.

13 In Euripidean lyrics it occurs something like 70 times. In trimeters it occurs four times
in & pédeoc (Or. 90, 447, 671, 1029) and once in an etymology of Meleager’s name (fr.517).
Mr Barrett draws attention to Soph. fr.443.5, where Pearson thought that “<u >elea indi-
cates lyrics”'; he himself reads the lines as trimeters and does not find the space too wide for
Telear.
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1009 aM\’ elue kai crac €€ émalfewv dxpwy
chaboc éuovtov cnrov éc pedauPabdi
dparovroc, &8’ 6 pdvric éénpyijcaro,

3 14 ~ v ’
éAevlepiicw yalav. eipnron Adyoc.

1013 creiyw 8¢ Oovarov 8dpov ovk alcypov mwioAe
dcbcwy, vécov 8¢ Mvd’ amaddafw yxfdva.

b \ \ o 14 4 7
el yop Aafaw éxacroc 61L Svveutd Tic
A} / ~ 3 A} 4
xpneTov 8téNbou TodTo Kac Kooy pépot
2 -~ A L4 ’ b} 7
maTpidL, KaK@V Ay ai modeic éAcccovwy

\ -~ ¥
melpddpevar 76 Aotmrov evTUyoley av.

“Wenn jemand soeben (1009ff.) gesagt hat ¢AX® eluc koi . . . cdéac
euavtov . . . édevlepdicw yatar und diesen Satz mit einem dixi, elpyrau
Adyoc, abgeschlossen hat, so kann er wirklich nicht, jedenfalls nicht,
wenn er das Geschopf eines die Redetechnik beherrschenden Dichters
ist, wieder ganz von neuem einsetzen...” (Fraenkel p.52). Erbse
musters two exceptions, Med. 355-56 (del. Nauck and Fraenkel
amongst others) and Soph. Phil. 389-90:

Adyoc Aédextou méc. 6 8 Arpeidac cTvydv

éuol & opoilwc roi Geoic ein ¢idoc.

Anyone who has been listening since 341 can see that Adyoc Aéexra
wéc in 389 means ‘my story is finished’:

341 PH. Tovyapoiv 70 cov pdcov
. ’ ~ s o I
adlfic oA pot mpdyu’, omwce ¢ éviPpicav.

That a brief imprecation should be appended to the story affords no
support for Phoen. 1013-18, which are merely a sententious regurgita-
tion of 997-1012.14

Erbse passes on to 1584, the beginning of the last episode:

1584 CR. oikTwv pév 16n Mjyed’, wc wpa rddov
pviuny rilfeclou

Fraenkel (pp.74-76) deduced from a comparison of this opening with
a number of similar ones that Creon has just entered the stage. “Aus
der Fiille des von FrRaeNkeL nicht beriicksichtigten Materials seien
hier wenigstens zwei Stellen genannt, I.A. 496-7 (Menelaos gegen Ende

14 Erbse is happy to translate 1015-17 “if everyone were to take what he has of value and
go through it, and place it at the disposal of his country ... (p.15).
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des Gesprdches mit Agamemnon ...) und Hipp. 473-4 (die Amme
schliesst ihre Rede an Phaedra mahnend ab)” (Erbse p.16). Ion 650, which
Erbse relegates to a footnote, is more to his purpose: after a long
speech by Ion and two lines from the chorus, Xuthus takes over with
madcou Adywv T@vd’. Nevertheless, since the majority of such openings
occur when a character enters the stage, and many of them after a
lyric ode, there must be a strong presumption at Phoen. 1584-85 that
Creon too has just entered the stage. On its own this presumption
would count for nothing, but in the presence of other anomalies it
cannot be waved aside.

The most important of the other anomalies here is that Creon re-
mains on the stage in silence from 1356 to 1584, even though the news
that the messenger brings (1356-1424, 1427-79) is addressed to him
(1335-55). Erbse is not at a loss (p.17): “Eine vollkommene Parallele zu
dieser Anordnung befindet sich im letzten Epeisodion der ‘Andro-
mache’: Peleus fragt den Boten, wie sein Enkel gettet wurde (1083—
4), und dieser berichtet (1085 bis 1165). Sobald er geendet hat, setzen
die Anapiste der Frauen ein (1166ff.: ket pny 88° dwaé 487 dopddny |
derdldoc ék yhic 8dpx merdler ... ), und erst danach beginnt die
erschiitternde Klage des Peleus. Die Sgene der ‘Phoenissen’ wird aller-
dings anders fortgefiihrt : die Totenklage ist den nichsten Angehérigen
des untergehenden Geschlechtes vorbehalten. Kreons Beteiligung
wiirde die Wirkung der leidenschaftlichen Szene nur abschwichen
und sein eigenes Verhalten ins Zwielicht riicken.” As Erbse has been
kind enough to demolish his own case, Di Benedetto’s arguments for
removing Creon from 1307-55 (Fraenkel pp.71-74) need not be re-
peated.

One difficulty in Creon’s speech, however, does deserve mention.

1310 otpor, 7{ Spdcw; woTep’ épowTov 1) mOAw
7 4 ) 4 ¥ ’
cTévw Bakpicac, Ny meéplé el védoc
-~ -4 E 4 (4
TocobTov dcre 8 *Axépovroc lévar;

Why does a cloud of doom surround the city after Menoeceus’ death ?
Since the moment when Tiresias declared that his death would save
the city (834-959, especially 918, 947-52), no-one has doubted his
words—not Creon (915-90), not Menoeceus himself (977-1012), not
the chorus (1058-59), not the messenger (1092), not Iocaste (1206).
According to Erbse (p.19), however, Creon “kennt doch am Beginn
dieses Epeisodions den Ausgang des Kampfes noch nicht, weiss vor
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allem nichts vom thebanischen Sieg! Er kann also auch den Tod des
Sohnes noch nicht, wie Teiresias verheissen hatte, als Vorbedingung
der Rettung ansehen . . . Erst am Ende des folgenden Botenberichtes
wird ihm bestitigt, dass die Leiche des Menoikeus nicht Symbol des
allgemeinen Unterganges, sondern ein Zeichen der Erlosung sei.”13
Besides dreaming up this idea, Erbse deals with 7€ in 1313 (p.18) in a
way that looks responsible enough but can only astound anyone who
comes to him from Fraenkel (pp.78-79).
To return to 1584.

1585 T@&vde 8°, Oidlmov, Adywv
[ 4 3 \ -~ -~ W ’
arovcov: [apyac Thcde yiic édwké pot
> EteoxAénc maic cdc, yopwy depvac didovc
Alpovt kdpnc Te Aéxtpov Avriydimc célev.
> 5 > 37 ’ -~ Y A ¥
ok odv ¢’ édcw Tivde YNy olkely éTi
~ \ I3 3 /’
capdc yap] elme Tepeciac od wij) more
~ / -~ bl ~ ke A /’
cod Tvde yiv olkovroc €0 mpdfew woAw.

“If the dowry was given to Haemon, how is it that Creon becomes
sovereign ?” (Pearson, cited by Fraenkel p.87 on behalf of the deletion
indicated above). Erbse replies (p.20) that “Kreon Vormund («dptoc)
Antigones wird” and “der zukiinftige Gemahl das gesamte Vermégen
der Erbtochter (émikdnpoc), etwa gar das Konigsamt, schon zu Leb-
zeiten Kreons erhilt. Die Herrscherwiirde geht damit also auf den
gesetzlichen Vormund (Kreon) iiber ... Bei Billigung dieser Uber-
legungen versteht man, weshalb Oidipus und Antigone Kreon als
neuen Herrscher widerspruchslos anerkennen.” On the contrary,
Creon is taking a liberty, because Eteocles merely confirmed mjv 8dciv
v mpécle, which naturally did not include the kingdom:

757 yapovc 8 adeddiic *Avriydimc mauddc Te cod
Aipovoc, éav T Thc TUYNC ey chadd,
\ \ ’A \ 8 ’ 8’ ? 4
col xp1) pédeclou- v 8ocw 8 éxéyyvov
\ 4 -~ ~ ¥ % ’ b -~
) mpdcle moud viv ém’ é£68oic épaic.

Since Creon appeals only to Eteocles’ instructions, Attic law is irrele-
vant except in so far as they comply with it. If it were relevant beyond

18 The passage quoted is actually part of his answer to a point of less consequence raised
by the deletion of 1312 (which he rightly opposes), but it would obviously have been his
answer to the important point if he had answered it.
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that, the first thing that would have to be explained is why Oedipus is
not Antigone’s xvpioc. The less said about Creon’s authority, therefore,
the better. For the audience it is surely enough that he ywpac Aédeirron
wodvoc ¢pvAag (OT 1418).

Fraenkel maintains that the language of 1595-1614 is unworthy
of Euripides, and so Erbse does his best to demonstrate that it is
not.

\ \ k] -~ \ ] ~ ~
1597 Kol Tplv éc pdc unTPOC €k yovijc podelv
dyovov AméMwv Aoiw p’ ébécmicev
’ 4 4 » A 3 ?
dovéa yevéclou maTpdct & TaAac €yd.
9 \ > / ke N € ’ \
émei 8’ éyevduny, adfic o cmeipac maTyp
’
KTEWeL e vouicac moAéuioy meduréva.

“Man wird ad8.c wohl als ein ungeschicktes Fiillsel ansehen miissen”
(Fraenkel p.90). “Der Text deutet die Moglichkeit eines Anschlages
des Sohnes auf den Vater an. Der aber setzt sich zur Wehr (1600-1).
Das umstrittene odfic ist also recht sinnvoll (‘seinerseits’). Man ver-
gleiche Ton 312. .., Hik. 743, Soph. O.T. 1403 und andere Stellen”
(Erbse p.21). In all these passages ad6ic means not ‘for his part’ but ‘in
turn’.

1602 méumer 6€ pe
poctov wobotvra Onpciv &BAwov Bopdy-
o8 cwldpeclo — Taprapov yop wderev
E’Aeetv Ktoatpd)v GZC &BUCC“ X(x’c’l:aTa,
oc 1’ ov uddec’ ada SovAedcai Te pot

Saipwy é8wre IT6AvBov audt Secmdry.

“oD is awkward, as the antecedent . . . has to be inferred from wéuwe:
.. . Bopdv” (Pearson). Erbse (p.22) translates ‘he sent me to the place
where—I was rescued’: ‘dorthin, wo—ich gerettet wurde’. The dash
is informative.

“Ob... die Verse 16067 wirklich korrupt sind, darf man bezwei-
feln. Es gibt gwar keine exakten Parallelen, aber doch sehr dhnliche
Konstruktionen, vgl. besonders & 267f. (éyw» 8¢ xe Tov Xepirwy piow
Smhorepdwy | Sdrew Smuiéuevan)”’ (Erbse p.22). Iliad 14.267 would be a
parallel for Saiuwy por édwre ITAvBov Secmérny audidovAedeon, if that
were what the interpolator had written.

“No mention is elsewhere made of Oedipus having ever been the
slave of Polybus™ (Paley). “Euripides gebraucht dovAedw in der weiten
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Bedeutung ‘abhingig sein’ [here follows a string of references, every
one to dovAevew in the usual sense ‘be a slave to’ or ‘serve’]. Gewiss ist
Oidipus kein Sklave im gewé6hnlichen Sinn, aber er war als Kind und
Jiingling in seiner Korinther Zeit von seinem Pflegevater abhingig—
die Verse 43-4 (kai daBov Syrjuara | ITodiBw Tpopei 8idwciv) bringen
zum Ausdruck, wie er seine Stellung angesehen hat—und empfindet,
seit sich herausgestellt hat, dass Polybos nicht sein leiblicher Vater
war, jenes Verhiltnis als SovAele” (Erbse p.23). Children dependent on
their parents would be surprised to hear that they are the doddo: of
their parents and their rpogeix are a token of their SovAele;'® and as
for the piece of psychology with which Erbse winds up his argument,
it rests on a sense of the word dovaela that he has just gone out of his
way to dispose of.

A) ~
1612 oV yap Tocobrov actveroc méduk’ éyw
(-4 > b ¥ 5 N 3 ¥ ? ~ 14 ’
tder’ elc Eu’t Sppar’ & 7° éudv maldwy Piov
avev fedv Tov Tadr’ éunyormcauny.

The daggers are Erbse’s. “FRaENkeL (a.0. 91) hat im Anschluss an
Paley . . . mit Recht an die bekannte Regel erinnert, dass éud¢ (im Gegen-
satz zu reud) nicht elidiert werden darf. Der Wortlaut des Verses 1613
ist also verdorben, indessen (wenn ich recht sehe) nicht eindeutig
heilbar. Das darf aber nicht zu der Folgerung verfithren, der Satz
16124 konne nicht im 5. Jh. geschrieben worden sein (vgl. FRAENKEL
a.0. 92)” (Erbse p.23 n.4). Whether the rule about éud'? was bekannt
to Erbse or anyone else before Fraenkel drew attention to it is some-
thing that may fairly be doubted. What of Erbse’s daggers? dcre is
necessary as a link between o and 1614, and eic is necessary alongside
éc 7 éudv maidwv Blov. Is it the embarrassing éu’, then, that is “nicht
eindeutig heilbar” ? Erbse might have taken the bull by the horns and
proposed 7d3’.

Back to dramatic technique. “Wire diese Rede [1595-1614] nicht,
dann wiirde Oidipus, sobald er die Ausweisung erfahren hat, FRAEN-
keLs Wunsch gemiss nur fragen: “Was soll ich nun tun. . ., wer wird
mich fithren . . ., wovon soll ich leben ?” Der Zuschauer aber kénnte
kaum ein Mitleiden mit solchen Besorgnissen des Greises haben”

16 ] et Erbse make what he will of Supp. 361-62 Toic Texobct yip | S¥crvoc Scric pay avre-
dovAever Téxvav.

17 ¢ applies equally to cd on its own, but ¢¢ after 7¢ can be elided even if other words
intervene (Soph. El. 1499, Men. Epitr. 43).
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(Erbse p.24). Antigone might have had something to say about
that.18

Fraenkel then tries to show that the question of Polynices” burial,
first raised by Eteocles in 774-77 and argued out by Creon and An-
tigone in 1627-82, has been superimposed on the original under the in-
fluence of Antigone. Erbse is at pains to play down both the similarity
of the situation and the significance of the verbal echoes.

1627 vekpdv O¢ TvOe TOv pév éc déuovc ypewv
bl 4 4 b a ’ ’
107 kopilew, Tovde 8, dc mépcwv mEAw
maTpido cov dAdoic HA0e, IToAvveikouvc véruvy
éxPader’ dbamrov THcd’ Spwv é€w ybovdc.
kmpverar 8¢ méce Kadpelowc Tade-
a N 1 /’ ? N /’ € -~
oc Gv vekpov T6vd 1) karTacTépwy oaAd
n -~ / 4 b /’
%) y7 kadbmTwv Oavarov avraldferar:
1634 éév & drxdavrov, dragov, olwvoic Bopdv.

\ LI} -~ 4 / -~
b &8 éxlumoiica TpumrTUyouc Bprivouc vekpov

18 Diller, op.cit. (n.6) 645-46, is of the opinion that if 1595-1614 are removed the resultant
use of elév in 1615 is unidiomatic: “Auch wenn das Wort eine Rede einleitet, hat der Spre-
chende vorher schon Wiinsche oder Einwinde zu der Lage vorgebracht, in der er sich be-
findet und zu der er nun, von einem neuen Standpunkt aus, sich wieder dussert”; “Immer
wird in diesen mit elév beginnenden Reden etwas registriert und beiseite gelegt, das, so
lange es nicht gesagt war, den Sprechenden von dem nun folgenden Schritt im Handeln
oder Reden zuriickhielt.”

As regards the first statement, would it really have been unidiomatic for Iphigenia to
begin her speech at IT 342 with elév if Euripides had passed straight from 239 to 260 and
omitted the intervening dialogue between Iphigenia and the messenger? To rephrase
slightly Diller’s second statement, the function of elév in the passages he examines is to
indicate acceptance, often resigned acceptance, of new information or a new situation, and
at the same time to introduce a reflexion or decision occasioned by that new information
or situation. It is just this function that it fulfils at Phoen. 1615 if 1595-1614 are removed. For
a similar use in stichomythia cf. EL 618.

Supp. 1094, which Diller considers his strongest card, differs significantly from Phoen.
1615. The loss of his son moves Iphis to lament the irremediable mistake he made in
begetting him. ‘If I had known what it is like for a father to lose his children, my present
plight would never have befallen me’, §cric puredcac kai veaviov Texwv | dpictov, elra Tobde
vy creplcopon (1092-93). Having summed up his plight in these last three words, he
proceeds elév: 7 87 xpn Tov Tedaimwpdy pe Spav; (1094), where &j in effect means o8¢
crepickdpevov. At Phoen. 1615, on the other hand, the one thing that Oedipus’ recital of
his woes does not include is a summary of his present plight, and yet he proceeds elév
7{ 8pdcw 878" S Svcdaiuwv éyds; What then is the function of §jra?

Even if there were any substance in Diller’s objection, it would not follow that Fraenkel
was wrong to ascribe 1595-1614 to an interpolator. The interpolator might have sub-
stituted lines of his own for lines written by Euripides (or elév for aiat, as Mr Barrett points
out).
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’ /7 5 rd !’ ¥
kouile coavriy, *Avriydrn, dopwy écw,
kai moplevevov Ty émobcay Nuépay

’ b4 k3 < 14 v 4
pévouc’, év 3 ce Aékrpov Alpovoc péver.

“Das Verbot gilt ab sofort. Es untersagt also symbolische Bestattun-
gen, bevor der Tote (nach Abzug der Feinde) fortgetragen werden
kann, es untersagt aber ebenso, dass er in die Heimat zuriickgeholt
und dann erst bestattet werde.l® Wie man sieht, weichen die sach-
lichen Voraussetzungen von denen der ‘Antigone’ erheblich ab”
(Erbse p.26). The only significant difference is the one intended by
Euripides and ignored by Erbse, that the body has been brought into
the city (1480-1581). Erbse also ignores Fraenkel’s observation (pp.
101-02) that vekpdv 8¢ T@vde 7ov pév . . ., Tovde & . . . (1627-28) is in-
compatible with the presence on the stage of three bodies (1482, 1502,
1635, 1693-1702).

karacrépwv (1632), which Fraenkel suspects of being borrowed in-
opportunely from Ant. 431 7ov vékwy créper, “heisst ‘nach ritueller
Vorschrift schmiicken’, wie aus Herakl. 124 und L.A. 905 besonders
deutlich hervorgeht (vgl. auch Pearson z.St.)” (Erbse p.26 n.2). Once
more Fraenkel has disposed of this interpretation in advance (pp.102-
103), but it would not have occurred to him that Hcld. 124 and IA 905
are relevant:in the former passage the object of the verb is an altar, in
the latter Iphigenia. So long as Erbse understands the word, the pro-
priety of the operation it denotes is apparently of no interest to him.

“In 1637 sind die Formen émobcav und eiciobcav, paldographisch
gleichwertig, also beide tiberliefert. Dass émobcor vermutlich nicht
‘unmetrisch’ .. .ist, hat C. PraTo...gezeigt” (Erbse p.26 n.2).
Where metre is concerned some Italians can prove anything, but it is
unusual to see their results acclaimed in Germany.

19 Erbse’s reason (p.26) for suspecting 1634, where the syntax alone breaks down, is
quite baffling: “Es mag zwar tiblich sein, einer positiven Formulierung die negative folgen
zu lassen; hier aber wiirde diese Aussage nur fiir die Zeit gelten, in welcher sich der Leich-
nam noch auf thebanischem Hoheitsgebiet befindet.” The argument seems to run as fol-
lows: the body is “noch auf thebanischem Hoheitsgebiet™ (even the interpolator knows
that it is on the stage); it must be neither symbolically buried where it is nor brought into
the city for burial (a distinction not drawn in the text); only where it is can it be eaten by
birds; therefore Creon cannot have added ‘it must be left where it is to be eaten by birds’.
The falsity of the first premise, the fanciful nature of the second, and the sheer irrationality
of the conclusion, leave the argument rather too weak to prove the line spurious.

In case anyone is bewildered by the passage, here is a paraphrase of it: the body of Poly-
nices (which is now on the stage) is to be thrown outside Theban territory and neither
crowned nor covered with earth but left unburied for the birds to eat.
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In 1644, where Antigone asks a question that Creon does not answer,
Erbse (p.26) commends “die leichte und wohl evidente Anderung” of
7( to e, which “befreit den Text von der ersten (scheinbaren) Frage
(1644): 7{ 76v8” OBpileic marép® amocrédwv xBovdc™; but he does not ex-
plain the force of this €, and it does not emerge from the translation
he quotes: ‘Jagst frevelnd du den Vater aus dem Land, warum |
Schaffst du, zum Hohn dem Toten, uns ein neu Gesetz ?’

Fraenkel (pp.106-07) regards it as the most surprising feature of the
passage that nothing comes of Antigone’s avowal éyd cde dipew, xdv
amewémry méhic (1657), from which she gradually retreats until she is
forced to change the subject (1673). Erbse replies (p.27): “Antigone
reagiert eindeutig” to 1656, “wie es einer Antigone2® zukommt: éyd
cpe Ocapw (1657). Aber sie muss . . . Schritt fiir Schritt guriickweichen: sie
darf den Toten nicht waschen, darf seine Wunden nicht verbinden,
ihm nicht einmal einen Abschiedskuss reichen. Der Dichter . . . ldsst
sie jedoch die Aussichtslosigkeit ihres Vorhabens nicht eingestehen:
nirgends nimmt die das Versprechen des Verses 1657 (éych ce Ocipw, wdv
amewémy méic) guriick.” How do the two italicized assertions square
with each other 1

How is Antigone to bury Polynices (1657) if she accompanies her
father into exile (1679)? The difficulty was noticed by a scholiast:22
o0 Tpel 70 chudwvov, aAda kare 70 dpaua Vmoriferon: mwdc yop fGupe
Iolvweikny > Avriydvn coppedyovca ¢ marpl; According to Erbse (p.29),
these sentences “‘sind . . . kein Produkt interpretatorischer Klugheit;
denn sie setzen gang naiv voraus, dass ein dramaturgisches Genie wie
Euripides die Teile seines Werkes nicht habe aufeinander abstimmen
konnen.” They setzen nothing whatever voraus: they merely state in
an unexceptionably sober way that the text contains an inconsistency.
It is Erbse himself who setzt something gang naiv voraus, namely the
third proposition in the following syllogism: Euripides was a genius;
a genius is never guilty of an inconsistency; Euripides wrote this pas-
sage; therefore there is no inconsistency in this passage. Unlike some
of Erbse’s others, this syllogism is at least valid; but a more alarming
method of arriving at the conclusion can scarcely be imagined.

20 The phrase ‘einer Antigone’ is a concise illustration of the preconceptions with which
Erbse approaches this part of the play.

21 The object of Erbse’s factitious distinction is presumably to deflect suspicion from
1743-46, where Antigone is still proposing to bury Polynices.

22 Whether or not the author of such a comment was Byzantine is of purely historical
interest.
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1703 OED. vy xpncudc, & mai, Aofiov mepaiverar.
ANT. ¢ motoc; adX’ 7} mpoc kokolc épeic KaKd;
OED. év raic *Abjvouc karfaveiv p’ aAduevov.
ANT. mod; 7ic ce mipyoc ’Ar8iboc mpocdéferan;
OED. iepoc Kodwvdc, ddpal’ irmiov Beod.

In his defence of these lines, an addition suggested by OC, Erbse makes
light of 1687 and 1734-36, which are inconsistent with them:

1687 OED. mecwv 6mov pov potpe keicopar médw.
1734 ANT. Ta€ ’ éméueve uélea mabea

dvyada matpiboc &mo yevduevov,
/’ -~
@ mwarep, Oaveiv mov.

In his translation of the latter passage he misses out the very word that
introduces the inconsistency, wov. At no point does he acknowledge
that a reception anywhere (1706 mpocdéferar), let alone in Athens,
must be regarded as a mitigation of Oedipus’ misery (1687 mecdv, 1690
TGV c@v kaxdv, 1710 dvyav radawav, 1723 Svcrvyectarac duydc, 1734
pédea wdalec).2

Whether or not Erbse thinks 1737-66 are interpolated is not clear
(see p.30 n.2), but he treats them (p.32) in the same way as many
passages that he defends: “Halten wir uns nur an den iiberlieferten
Wortlaut, dann ergibt sich: Antigone versichert dem Vater in den
Versen 1737-9 zum letztenmal, dass sie mit ihm in die Verbannung
ziechen werde. Wenig spiter gibt sie die Absicht kund, den Bruder
trotz Kreons Verbot zu bestatten. Wenn Oidipus sie daraufhin auf-
fordert, bei den Freundinnen, bei den Heiligtiimern oder im Gebirge
Zuflucht zu suchen, kann er doch wohl nur an die Zeit nach Erfiillung

33 Diller, op.cit. (n.6) 646, is unhappy about the function of ¢AX’ ela if 1703-07 are deleted:
“Diese Interjektion steht gewdhnlich innerhalb einer Rede; sie besagt, dass der Sprechende
einen Gedanken nunmehr in die Tat umsetzen will ... Wenn wir Ph. 990 der von F.
gebilligten Personenverteilung der Uberlieferung folgen, steht dort ¢AX* ela zwar bei Per-
sonenwechsel, aber innerhalb der bisherigen Handlungslinie. Dasselbe gilt fiir Hel. 1429.
Wenn Oedipus 1708 Antigone mit ¢\’ elx von der Leiche des Polyneikes wegrufen wollte,
so wire das nach dem Sprachgebrauch wohl einfach ungehorig.” Here too, however, the
speaker wishes to translate an idea into action (Antigone’s idea of accompanying him into
exile, which he has implicitly accepted at 1693 mpocdyoayé vuv pe, unrpéc dic Padcw céfev),
and since the idea was discussed only 15 lines previously and the intervening passage is a
preliminary to carrying it out, his ¢\’ ela most definitely stands “innerhalb der bisherigen
Handlungslinie.”
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des ersten Auftrages, also an die Zeit nach seinem Tode, denken.
Diese iiberaus naheliegende Deutung . . .”

Two years before he turned to Phoenissae, Erbse took issue24 with
an earlier article by Fraenkel on Septem.? Fortunately most of the
interpolations he discusses are single lines of no significance outside
their context, and his misinterpretation of the play2¢ neither stands
nor falls with them; but it may be as well to show that he has not
undermined Fraenkel’s arguments at any point.

470 kal T@8€ pwti méume TOV Pepéyyvov
méAewc amelpyew Tijcde Sovhov Luydv.
4 LAY 3 / \ 4 4
Er. [méumow’ &v 48n Tévde, cov Ty 8¢ o]
Kol 87) mémepmron kdumov év yepolv Eywy
Meyapeic

Del. C.G.,*" Fraenkel. “Auch in der Tragodie finden sich Beispiele fiir
Verwendung der Junktur xei 8 im Satzinneren (vgl. Soph. O.C. 173;
DENNISTON, Gr. Part. 2251” (Erbse p.9). In the section that Erbse refers
to, Denniston presents examples of xai &7 ‘in response to a definite
command, often with a word of the command echoed’, e.g. Alc.
1117-18 7éA\pa mporeivon xeipe . . . — kol 87 mporelvw, Aves 175 BAépov
Kdrw. — kai 81 PAMémw, and three of the five cited by Fraenkel from
Aeschylus himself, PV 74-75 ckély 8¢ kiprwcov Bler. — xai 87 mémparran
Todpyov, Supp. 437-38 rdde Ppdcar ...— ki 8y médpacuar, 506-07
kA&Sovc pév adTod Aeime . . . — kal 81) che Aeimw. What is in dispute is
not whether xai 87 can come in the middle of a sentence?® but
whether it is a coincidence that the deletion of 472 brings the passage
into line with all these others. A coincidence it might be if the trans-
mitted text gave better sense than ‘T will now send this man, and
rather fortunately he has already been sent’.2?

24 Hermes 92 (1964) 1-22.

25 SBMiinchen 1957, Heft 3, 3-61=Kleine Beitrdge I (Rome 1964) 273-328.

28 See infra n.29.

27 See R. D. Dawe, Repertory of Conjectures on Aeschylus (Leyden 1965).

28 OC 173 is the worst example Erbse could have chosen to prove that it can, because
Yavw kai 84 behaves in all other respects as though it were xai 8 avw. The examples he
wants are on p.252 of Denniston in section (iv), e.g. Hdt. 4.102.1 7dv 8¢ ki 8% of Bacidéec
cvvedddvrec éBovAevorTo. It is in this section that Denniston ought to have put Sept. 472 if he
trusted the text.

29 That the seven commanders have already been sent to their several gates, ‘already’
meaning while the chorus were singing 287-368, is a theory to which Erbse devotes the
first nine pages of his article. The history of the theory is reviewed by von Fritz, Antike und
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451 Aéy’ &Adov GAAauc év modauc eldnydTa.
457 ET. [kai pyv 1ov évredbev Aaydvra mpoc midac]
Méw- Tpitw yap *Eredrdow . . .

Del. H. Wolf. Fraenkel objects amongst other things to the vagueness
of mpoc mAaic, but according to Erbse (p.11) it is “nicht unbestimmter
als im Vers 376: dc 7" év mddaic €xacroc eidnyev madov.” Since ‘how at
the gates’ quite plainly means ‘at which gate’, the resemblance be-
tween the two uses is purely superficial.

510 Evvolcerov 8¢ modeplovc én’ acmiBwv
’ [3 A \ /7 -~ 9 ¥
Oeovc 6 pev yap mipmvoov Tvddv’ éyer,
‘YrmepBiw 6¢ Zedc marnp ém’ acmidoc
cradaioc teron, Sia yepoc PBédoc PpAéywy.
514 [kodmw Tic €lbe ZAve mwov vikdpevov.)
4 7 4 'é
ToLdde pévTor mpocPideio Sauudvwy:
TPOC TV KPATOVVTWY €cpuév, ol 8’ Tfccwuévwy.
[ \ ’ 1 Q% ’
elxoc 8¢ mpatew avdpac &S’ avticTaTac,
2 4 ~ ’ 4
el Zevc ye Tvdpd kaprepdrrepoc pdym:
¢ 4 1 /7 ~ /’
YmepBiw 1€ mpoc Adyov Tod crjparoc
\ 2 9 N \ ? % > / 4
cwTp yévorr’ dv Zedc én’ acmidoc Tuyxdv.

Erbse accepts this order from Fraenkel but refuses to part with 514
(del. Hermann). His elaborate paraphrase of the passage, which leads
to the predictable conclusion “dass der Gedanke des Verses 514 in
dieser Deduktion nicht fehlen darf™ (p.13), never comes into contact
with Fraenkel’s argument: “ein solcher Gedanke kénnte an sich sehr
wohl den Abschluss des Vorhergehenden bilden, er darf sich aber
‘nach den Regeln aeschyleischer Gedankenfithrung nicht zwischen
511-3 (6 pév yop . . . Tvpdv’ éxer, *YmepBiw 8¢ Zevc . . . dcra . . . pAéywr)
und 515 (rowdde pévror kA.) eindringen.”3® It may be added that the
invincibility of Zeus is less to the point than his victory over Typhon.

moderne Tragddie (Berlin 1962) 193-226, whose verdict Erbse is appealing against. Erbse’s
only contribution is the argument that the future tenses in 408 and 621 do not refer beyond
the speech (better, do not refer beyond themselves: ¢f. Eur. Andr. 323, Or. 560, Pind. Ol.
9.25, 10.79, and Bundy, Studia Pindarica I [U.Cal. Publ. in CL.Phil. 18.1, 1962] 21-22), which is
possible but leaves von Fritz’s case untouched (cf. Erbse p.5: “natiirlich konnen diese Verb-
formen nicht eine der Vergangenheit angehérende Handlung bezeichnen™).

30 Fraenkel “muss allerdings zugeben, dass die tadellosen Worte nicht von einem
Interpolator verfertigt sein konnen” (Erbse p.12). Fraenkel merely says that the line
“macht . . . gar nicht den Eindruck, als sei er das Flickwerk eines Bearbeiters.” The notion
that interpolators cannot write presentable lines is an assumption of Erbse’s own similar to
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553 écrw 8¢ kol 7HS’ Sv Myeic Tov *Apkdda
op dropoc, xeip 8’ op& To Spdcipov,
"Axrwp, adeddoc Tod mdpoc AeAeyuévov
Oc ovk édcer yAdccav épypdTwy dTep
elcw TUADY péovcav aldailvew kakd,
008’ elcapetfou Onpoc €xficTov Sdroc

559 [elkw Pépovra modeploc ém’ acmidoc]
eéwlev elcw. & Pépovry péuferon
wUKvoD KpoTCcuod Tuyydvouc’ Ymod TToAw.

558 Sdroc V: Sdrouc cett.

Weil emended ddxovc to Sckoc and deleted 559, but Wilamowitz, who
adopted both changes, was the first editor to punctuate after efcw
rather than after 559. Erbse makes the suggestion, entirely ground-
less, that Wilamowitz would never have accepted the deletion of 559
but for the mistaken punctuation that led Weil to it. Some other
passage, therefore, will have to serve as a lesson about the persistence
of error.3!

others that he makes elsewhere, e.g. “schwerlich kann diese Beziehung von einem Inter-
polator geschaffen oder auch nur kenntlich gemacht worden sein” (p.6 of the other article,
on Phoen. 1376=756 of all things), “ich wiirde diesen Kontrast als sehr wirkungsvoll be-
zeichnen. Konnte ihn ein Interpolator geschaffen . .. oder gar durch Zusitze in den Text
gebracht haben ?” (ibid. p.28, on Phoen. 1680).

“Die beliebte Annahme, ein ‘Leser” habe die Worte aus einem anderen Drama des
Aischylos hertibergenommen (‘an den Rand geschrieben’ . . .), soll das Ritsel [of how the
line got in] 16sen” (p.12), with the footnote: “Die Annahme ist natiirlich méglich, aber sie
erklirt so lange nichts, als nicht bewiesen wird, dass die spitere Uberlieferung notwendig
ausschliesslich auf dieses interpolierte Exemplar zuriickgeht. Wenigstens seit einem halben
Jahrhundert (seit Bekanntwerden der Papyri) weiss man, dass ein solcher, fiir die Glaub-
wiirdigkeit der oben referierten Annahme unabdingbarer Beweis nicht gefiihrt werden
kann.” The argument of these two sentences seems to be: (1) before a line can be ascribed
to an interpolator, it must be proved that all the mediaeval manuscripts go back toaninter-
polated copy; (2) the papyri show that in antiquity the tradition had several branches;
therefore (3) even if someone interpolated a line in one copy, it would not spread through
the tradition; but (4) 514 is found in all the mediaeval manuscripts; therefore (5) 514 is not
an interpolation. This chain of argument prompits three questions: (1) could it be proved,
except of course by the discovery of interpolations, that all the mediaeval manuscripts go
back to an interpolated copy ? (2) do the papyri show that no interpolation established it-
self before the tradition branched ? (3) was the tradition free from contamination right up
to the mediaeval period ? An authority on Uberlieferungsgeschichte like Erbse really ought to
have worked out other answers to these questions than the ones implied by his argument.

31 “Wer sich den Gang der Diskussion um diese Verse vor Augen hilt, wird sich die
Frage, weshalb wir den ganzen Rattenschwanz von Vorurteilen und {iibereilten Folge-
rungen nicht lingst losgeworden sind, sicherlich selbst beantworten kénnen” (p.15).
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Erbse (p.15) would like to know how Fraenkel, who follows Wila-
mowitz, “vom neutralen Objekt dd¢koc zum femininen Subjekt des
Verbs péuperan zu gelangen gedenkt.” Kiithner-Gerth § 359.3 (a) will
tell him.

Fraenkel’s observation that the Sphinx and not the eiksv must be
the subject of péuperar makes no impression on Erbse. A further ob-
servation may be offered, that yAdccav épyudrwy drep and Onpoc éxbic-
Tov Sdkovc elkd pépovra®? are unequal yokefellows.

617 aAX’ oldev wc cde xpr) TeAevTRicon pdyy,
el kopmoc éctou Oecparorct Aofiov.
[hedet 8¢ ciy@r 7 AMéyew 1o kaipie.]

Del. Pearson. Erbse (p.16) accuses Fraenkel of suppressing any refer-
ence to Eum. 614ff, a passage that proves nothing except what no one
doubts, namely that Apollo’s prophecies come true. Erbse himself, in
propounding for 618 the novel interpretation ‘if he will have fruit by
means of Apollo’s oracles’,3® suppresses any reference to another
passage in Eumenides that Fraenkel does cite, 713-14 xé&ywye xpncpodc

ToUc épovc Te kol dioc | TapPety kedevw und’ axapmdiTove kricar. If a
line cannot be defended except by such means, Erbse’s ‘unprejudiced
reader’ may be forgiven if he concludes that it is indefensible.

649 Towad7’ éxelvwy écti TalevpripaTa:
\ b 3\ L4 ~ 14 7 ~
[cd & adroc ndn yvdb Tive wéumew Soxet.]
¢ ovmor’ awdpl T®8€ KMpUKEVULTWY
pépdn: v 8 avroc yvdb vavkAnpety méAw.

Del. Paley. Erbse’s defence of the line (pp.17-19) is built on the hasty
assertion, for which he cites Tucker’s note (“in xnpvkevua lies the
sense of conveying a message entrusted”), that xnpvkevudrwv (651)
“nicht die vom Spiher vorgetragenen Berichte meinen konne. Man
wiirde statt dessen ayyeludrwy erwarten ...” Cf. Trach. 97-99 rofito
koptéan Tov Alxpajveac, wob pou mébe pov vaier wor’, IT 527 vécroc &
*Axoudv éyéved’, dc kmpicceras;, probably OT 737 rot7’ [the murder of

32 Erbse reduces the clutter of genitives to order by punctuating round éxficrov 8drove
(p.13). Mr Barrett would delete 559 and read éxficrov 8droc after the example of Hipp.
64647 GdBoyye . . . ddxn Onpdv (and see his note on Hipp. 333-35).

33 “IraLie erkannte, dass zu xapmoc écrar der Dativ des Profitierenden (adr®) erginzt
werden muss, wihrend fecpdroice Aofiov ein Instrumentalis ist” (p.16), with the footnote
“IraLie bemerkt zur Stelle: ‘el kapmoc écrou i.e. el uéMew kapmov déper’.” Italie, for what it is
worth, surely means e ué\e kapmov pépew ra fécpara.
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Laius] éxknpdxfn wdler (‘nuntius venit’ Ellendt-Genthe, though Erbse
could argue that Creon had the news proclaimed by a kfjpvé).

Lastly, a word about 803-20, where Erbse thinks he can rescue the
credit of the transmission by defending the position of 809 and treat-
ing 804 and 820-21 as author’s variants designed to follow 810. His
remarks about 809 are irrelevant unless he is saying that since 038¢ pfv
is not a mere negation of «af, it is not a negation of xa«l at all.3¢ His
speculation about author’s variants is simply irresponsible, even if 804
and 820-21 were marked as alternatives in the Aristophanean text;35
for what use are variants to the author of a play written for a single
performance ? He also ignores the difficulty of pdvric elui 7@dv karxdv
(808) when the messenger has already said dvdpec Tefvaciv éx yepdv
avroxTdvwr (805)%8 and the even greater difficulty of Bapée 8 ofv Sucwc
dpdcov (810) after both 805 and 008’ audilérrwe uny karecmrodnuévow
(809). If this is a way of showing that the methodological possibilities
have not been exhausted,*? then they never will be.

That bad arguments are often put up in defence of suspected verses
is not a startling or important discovery, and it no more reflects on
good ones than the extravagances of deletors reflect on their suc-
cesses; but it had to be demonstrated not only that there is nothing
disreputable in principle about deletion but also that between
deletors and defenders nature has not been unfair in her distribution
of skills. The first demonstration was concluded in the first part of

3¢ “Dass der Vers 809 an der richtigen Stelle steht, hat man seit G. HERMANN mehrmals
bezweifelt, vielleicht deshalb, weil man 053¢ uvjv fiir eine blosse Negation der Kopula hielt.
Das trifft nicht zu, wie die beiden anderen Belege bei Aischylos dartun; man vergleiche
Eum. 471 . . ., Sept. 668 (Eteokles iiber das Schildzeichen des Bruders, negierte Behauptungen
gehen voran) . .. Der Vers 809 besagt also, beide Helden seien so in den Staub geworfen
worden, dass an ihren grisslichen Tod auch nicht der geringste Zweifel moglich ist™ (p.21).
It is not clear what the last sentence is supposed to contribute to Erbse’s argument.

35 If Aristophanes treated 804 as an acceptable variant, he must have been half asleep,
because BaciAeic does not scan, BaciAéec is not admitted in trimeters, and Bacidéwc Sudemopor
does not mean ‘the king’s sons’.

38 Cf. Andr. 1070-73 MEss. dpot pou- | olac 6 TAfpwy dyyeddv frw Tixac | col 7°, & yepaié,
kai pldowct Secmdrov. | PEL.  alal: mpduoavric Gupdc dic ¢ mpocdord. | MESS. odk écti cot maic
maddc . . . The scholiast’s interpretation of 808, followed by Tucker, has against it not only
Schiitz, Hermann and Weil, but also the tense of eiul.

37 “Der nachfolgende neue Anordnungsvorschlag erhebt keinerlei Anspruch auf Uber-
zeugungskraft, geschweige denn auf Evidenz. Ich trage ihn nur vor, um darzutun, dass
man in der bisherigen Diskussion nicht alle methodischen Moglichkeiten erschopft, son-
dern (von der Anderung einzelner Worter abgesehen) immer nur Umstellungen und
Athetesen befiirwortet hat™ (pp.19-20).
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this trilogy, and the second part has been a contribution to the second.
The third part, which will be given over to a number of deletions not
accepted by recent editors and commentators, will make up for the
absence from the first part of any but the broadest critical principles.

ExeETER COLLEGE, OXFORD
June, 1972



