Interpolation in Greek Tragedy, I
Michael D. Reeve

T Is not always possible to read a classical text without feeling from

time to time that more than one mind has played a part in its

creation. In Homer the feeling is familiar, but lesser authors can
arouse it in forms even more acute. If not all scholars share it, those
who act upon it and excise what strikes them as alien are liable to be
accused of arbitrariness by others who have been brought up on the
author from the cradle and never seen reason to doubt the received
text. In no branch of literature has the issue engaged more attention
than in tragedy.!

As of many other things, the great age of arbitrariness in the textual
criticism of tragedy was the second half of the nineteenth century.
Many scholars of that age who shortened the extant plays have left
no name to posterity outside bibliographical compilations,? and no
two scholars of the present century will agree on a second practitioner
of the craft; but the first is invariably August Nauck, whose range
alone guarantees him notoriety.?

The present century has seen two works concerned with interpola-
tion in tragedy, Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy by D. L. Page
(Oxford 1934) and Binneninterpolation by G. Jachmann (GéttNachr 1
[1936] 123-44, 185-215, of which all but 123-33 deal with tragedy).
Where Page places the responsibility for most interpolations is evident
from the title of his book. Jachmann, on the other hand, is convinced

1 This article is in three parts, which for reasons of space will appear separately. Professor
William M. Calder III was kind enough to suggest the idea for the first, and all three owe
many improvements, visible and invisible, to the acumen and careful scholarship of
Mr W. S. Barrett.

2 For Sophocles see the exemplary Index Commentationum Sophoclearum by H. Genthe
(Berlin 1874). For Euripides, Prinz and Wecklein (Leipzig 1878-1902) endeavour to record
all conjectures, and the sources can usually be located by recourse to the relevant sections
of Engelmann-Preuss, Bibliotheca Scriptorum Classicorum I (Leipzig 1880), and the continua-
tion to 1896 by Klussmann (Leipzig 1909-11).

# To mention nothing else, he edited the whole of Euripides (ed. 1 Leipzig 1854, ed. 3
1869-71) and revised all Schneidewin’s commentaries on Sophocles (Berlin 1856-60 and
several later editions, for which see ed. 9 of Ajax, 1888, p. iii n.x+).
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248 INTERPOLATION IN GREEK TRAGEDY, I

that most interpolations in tragedy are of the same nature as inter-
polations in other literary works and date from the period of purely
literary transmission, which lasted much longer than the period of
performances. Both Page and Jachmann lean heavily on the labours
of nineteenth-century scholars, though Jachmann’s respect for them,
especially for Nauck, is greater by as much as he is the readier of the
two to delete.t

How is the student of tragedy to make up his mind about the extent
and the origin of interpolation? “It would be possible to collect all
the passages which have ever been suspected or expunged,” says
Page (p.55), “and then to make two inquiries. First, whether the
grounds for suspicion or deletion are strong enough; second, if they
are strong enough, whether the interpolation is histrionic or not.
This would seem to be the proper method. But nobody could study
even fifty passages chosen at random without beginning to under-
stand the feeling which lay behind Jebb’s acrimonious strictures (pp.1i,
lii of the Introduction to his edition of OK). It soon appears that careful
scrutiny of a very great number of suspected passages is a waste of
time, and that animadversions on the deletors’ methods and reasons
must be ineffably tedious.” A German scholar has recently attempted,
however, to circumvent the ineffable tediousness of the operation. In
a dissertation entitled ENIOI AOETOYZIN (Tiibingen 1968), J. Bau-
mert has collected and examined all the deletions ever proposed in
Alcestis and Medea, not so much for the sake of Alcestis and Medea as
because the deletions proposed in them raise all the questions that
ever arise about the propriety of deletion. If it could be proved that
certain kinds of argument for deletion are invalid, much of the work
that Page had no stomach for would have been done. Deletors and
defenders alike must be grateful to Baumert for undertaking the
proof; deletors cannot afford to ignore, and defenders certainly will
not ignore, an investigation so fundamental.

Baumert distinguishes two kinds of evidence for interpolation, ex-
ternal and internal. The external evidence, however, presents nothing

4 For all its aggressiveness, Jachmann’s article is on the whole more instructive than
Page’s book, partly because his arguments on individual passages are more incisive, partly
because he is better informed about scholarship in antiquity, partly because he exposes
many of the prejudices that deletors have to contend with. It must not be forgotten, how-
ever, that Page’s book was his first publication.
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more than a choice of variants, and such choices can be made only on
internal grounds. Not until they have been made can the reliability
of the external evidence be assessed. Stobaeus, for instance, attributes
Andr. 330-31 to Menander. Who is right, Stobaeus or the scribes of
Andromache? There is a simple conflict of evidence, and it can be re-
solved only by an examination of the context in Andromache. If the
context is incomplete without the lines, Stobaeus is wrong; if they do
not belong to the context,® Stobaeus may still be wrong but has
some chance of being right.

Baumert divides the external evidence into three categories accord-
ing to the nature of its source: the mediaeval manuscripts, citations,
and the scholia. A division according to the nature of the evidence it-
self might have been more helpful: direct evidence, indirect evidence,
and editorial comment. There is no difference in principle between a
mediaeval manuscript that visibly gives one reading and an ancient
scholion that explicitly attests another; but there is a difference be-
tween transmitting a text and compiling an anthology, and there is
also a difference between transmitting a text and passing judgement
on it. Baumert’s conclusions about these three kinds of evidence are
as follows: (1) direct evidence indicates omissions rather than inter-
polations; (2) indirect evidence is altogether unreliable because the
sources go their own way; (3) editorial comment, which includes
much that has been mistaken for direct evidence,® is of no evidential
value. His argument for (1) is completely invalid, and though he is
more right than wrong about (2) and (3), he fails to formulate
his points sharply and to discriminate between one case and
another.

To take (3) first, what does it mean if a scholiast remarks that a line
is mepiccdc ?? Noticing that the term is often used in grammatical

5 In fact they do not. See most recently O. Zwierlein, GGA 222 (1970) 204 n.9.

¢ E.g., the greater part of what the scholia say abourt actors.

7 One of the scholia Baumert discusses in this connexion is irrelevanr, Z Phoen. 1692 mdc
yap Ocper Iodvvelny > Avriydvy cupdedyovca 7§ matpl; mAeovdalet 8¢ T3 Toiodre eider 6 Edpunidnc.
Baumert says (p.63) “fiir den Scholiasten . . . liegt in der Verbindung von Bestattungs- und
Begleitungsmotiv einfach ein Pleonasmus des Euripides,” and again (p.65) “im Schol.
Phoen. 1692 werden zwei Motive, die sich nicht glatt zueinander fiigen, mit dem Vermerk
nAeoviles dem Euripides zuerkannt.” The comment of course means “Euripides is full of
such things.”

Baumert is not at his happiest interpreting scholia: at Or. 640, where the scholiast says
évior abferodicr Tobrov kel Tov éffjc crixov: bk Exovc yop Tov Edpinideov yapaxripa, he regards
as “erwigenswert” (p.51 n.1) Biehl’s suggestion that the subject of éxouc: is the same as the.
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elucidation when a word fulfils no obvious function, Baumert argues
that it is never more than an editorial judgement. Some of the most
interesting cases bear him out. At Or. 249, for instance, the scholiast
rightly takes exception to the article in éc Tov ydyov, but there is no
reason to think that he knew of any other text; and at Phoen. 428
anyone could easily feel that cdyyepoc ydp écr’ éudc is mepiccdv
after 408-25. Nevertheless, editorial judgment may not be the whole
story.

Phoen. 973 Méfew yap apyaic kal crparnidraic Tdde,
modac €’ émTa kai Aoyayérac poAdv

1fjpKeL obroc: 6 yop émpepduevoc . . . mepirToc écrwv. X 973

Why is 974 wepirrdc ? On the strength of Homeric scholia such as that
on Iliad 8.528 afereiroun 87e mepiccdc, Fraenkel suggested® that mepiccdc
is a remnant of an Alexandrian athetesis. Though in this particular
case he could well be wrong, since the scholiast may have disliked
doyayérac in 974 after crparpddraic in 973, the idea itself is perfectly
plausible, especially in the abbreviated state of the extant scholia.
The problem of mepiccdc then gives way to the thornier problem of
Alexandrian atheteses; but if in one single case an Alexandrian athete-
sis can be shown to have rested on documentary evidence, the possi-
bility must always be reckoned with that mepiccéc has documentary
authority behind it. One such case is Iliad 23.92: ¢fereirou 67¢ . . . Z A,
év mdcauc 8¢ odk v 6 criyoc Z T. Two others have been pointed out by
Jachmann:® Iliad 4.88 Znvddoroc Tovtov pév 76 dkpoTeevTiov olTwc
ypader ‘ebpe 8¢ TéVdE, 1oV 8¢ SevTepov 0vBE ypdder, Sokdv avBpumvov
70 {nretv elvou, cum Zenodoto consentit P.Hib. 20;1° Iliad 21.290 aBereiran
ot ... 2 A, om. Kpnrukif secundum P.Oxy. 221 col. xv 26-27. In general,
then, Baumert is right that editorial comment is of no evidential
value; but the Homeric scholia show that it may occasionally reflect
a documentary divergence.

Then (2). Baumert discusses a number of excerpts in Stobaeus and

subject of dferodc. To say nothing of the strain this imposes on éyouct, a refutation is pro-
vided by hypoth. Rhesus: rofro 76 péua &ow vébov vmevéncay dic odx dv Edpimidov: Tov yap
ZogdrAetov puadov vmodaiver xaparripa.

8 SBMiinchen 1963, Heft 1 p.46.

® Klio 33 (1940) 240-41; GottNachr 4 (1942) 343 n.1. Cf. also op.cit. (p.247) 141 n.1.

10 Cf. S. R. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of the Iliad (Cologne 1967) 27, 68-69.
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Christus Patiens without properly illustrating the elementary point
(p.18) that not every word of the original always suited the purpose
of the excerptor. He mentions, for instance, that Stobaeus cites Eur.
El. 369-70 without the rest of the sentence (p.19), but he does not
mention that the rest of the sentence was irrelevant to the heading
under which the citation comes, namely 67t otk del Toic edyevéct kal
xpreroic T@v marépwy €oike To. Tékve. Similarly, Stobaeus cites HF
101-06 (Baumert p.26) without 103 of 7° edrvyodvrec dix Tédovc odk
edrvyeic, which may have seemed unsuitable for a section mepi éAmriSoc.
Such omissions clearly reveal nothing about the original. On the other
hand, the omission of a line that would not have conflicted with the
purpose of the excerptor may well reveal something more interesting
than the mere selectiveness of the excerptor, asit does at Bacch. 314-18:

cod. L oty 6 dudvucoc cwepovely avaykdcer
yuvaikac éc Ty Kompw, aAX’ év 1) dice
76 cwdpovely évectv elc To TAVT ael.
T0DTO CKOTELY YP1)* Kol yap év Bakyeduocw
oDc’ 7 ye cddpwy od Siadbupricerou.

Stob. Flor. 5.15 ovy ¢ dudvucoc u1) cwdpovely avoyrdce
(=351 W.-H.) ywaikac elc v Kdmpw, adX’ év 17} $icer

\ ~ ¥ ] \ /3 3 ¢
70 C(D(ﬁpOVELV EVECTLY €ELC T TTXVT €L,

Stob. Flor. 74.8 ovy ¢ dwdvucoc un) cwdpovely avaryrdce
(=4.23.8 W.-H.) ywvaikac eic Ty Kdmpw, adX’ eic Ty ¢vcw
ToDTO cromely xp1j* kol yap év Bacyedpocty
otc’ 1] ye cdpwy od duadbaprjcerar.

Here for once Baumert does try to show why the citations differ (p.26):
the longer version, he thinks, was suitable for the section mepi cwépo-
cdvme but would not have made a good youwov mapdyyeue. Un-
fortunately it is by no means clear why he takes this view.1! Since
316 is undoubtedly an interpolation,'? it is perverse to deny that the
shorter version derives from an uninterpolated text.

11 “Die verkiirzte Fassung ist eine Ermahnung fiir Hochzeiter. Fiir mangelnde Keusch-
heit entschuldigt Dionysos nicht: . . . ¢AX’ elc v ¢vcw TodT0 ckomeiv xpi, °. . . sondern auf die
Anlage muss, wer auf Brautschau geht, in dieser Hinsicht priifend sehen’.”

12 See Dodds on 314~18, and W. S. Barrett, Hippolytos (Oxford 1964) 175. Baumert ignores
Dodds’ observation that évecrw nowhere else means ‘depends on’ (for which the Greek
is écrw év: see LSJ év A.16).
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Finally (1). Direct evidence is supplied mainly by the mediaeval
mss but also by the scholia they contain, which report the readings of
ancient mss, and divergences at both stages of the tradition are dis-
cussed by Baumert. About the mediaeval mss he has this to say
(pp-7-8): “Die mittelalterliche Uberlieferung basiert aller Wahr-
scheinlichkeit nach auf einer einzigen, vermutlich in der Photius-Zeit
vorgenommenen Transliteration. Divergenzen unserer Handschriften
kénnen folglich, wenn iiberhaupt, ausschliesslich byzantinische
Filschungen und Ubertragungen anzeigen.” That no divergence in
the mediaeval tradition can be older than Photius is a strange mis-
apprehension, and Baumert would no doubt have avoided it if he had
read more widely.*? It invalidates completely the ingenious argument
to which he proceeds.!* His argument about ancient variants is more
complex but equally invalid. If a scholiast says that a line was not év
Tolc moMoic, these moddol, unless descended from Aristophanes’
edition, must have been either mss used by him or mss independent of
him. The latter alternative is rejected by Baumert (p.46) on the ground
that there is no evidence for the existence after Aristophanes of mss
independent of him;!® but how can such evidence be recognized when
so little is known about the form in which Aristophanes presented his
results? and how likely is it that the Aristophanean edition drove all
other texts out of circulation? As for the other alternative, that the
moMol were Mss used by Aristophanes, Baumert argues as follows
(pp-45-46): Aristophanes used the official Athenian copy (Galen
17.1.607 Kithn=in Hippocr.Epid. 3.2.4 [Corpus Med.Graec. V 10.2.1
p-79]), which was the mainstay of his edition; the scholia were written

13 E.g. Barrett, op.cit. (supra n.12) 58-59; G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the
Plays of Euripides (Cambridge 1965) 261-72. The unsoundness of Baumert’s argument does
not entail that the conclusion he wishes to establish is false. If later centuries shared
Aristophanes’ desire for completeness (cf. n.18), interpolations might be expected to have
spread throughout the tradition by the time of Photius. Certainly the mediaeval mss all
contain, with two trivial exceptions (Phoen. 1282 om. OP; ¢f. Baumert p.11), every one of the
11 Euripidean passages that are known to have been unevenly attested in antiquity. Cf.
Jachmann’s remark, GéttNachr 4 (1942) 366-67, that “nahezu iiberall die interpolierten
Rezensionen sich vorherrschend durchsetzen und den breiten Hauptstrom der Uberliefer-
ung bilden.”

14 Namely: Byzantine interpolations, if they were to have been written in Buripidean
Greek, would have had to be derivative, say borrowed from an anthology; but of the 65
lines unevenly attested not one is in Stobaeus; therefore uneven attestation is a sign not of
interpolation but of omission.

15 In spite of holding that there were no such mss to collate, Baumert considers it imper-
missible to restrict the practice of collation to Aristophanes (p.45).
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to accompany the Aristophanean edition; therefore the moA)o( are of
no authority. This argument depends on the reliability of the official
Athenian copy, which for all anyone knows may have been heavily
interpolated. The conclusion that Baumert draws after he has rejected
both alternatives is that the moAo{ were vitiated by post-Aristoph-
anean omissions (p.47). This conclusion does not follow, however,
unless Aristophanes suppressed information about all his sources
except the official Athenian copy, which is the last thing he is likely
to have done 1

Baumert regards it as significant that the scholia record omissions
in other mss but never additions (pp.44-45).17 An explanation readily
suggests itself: Aristophanes drew up a text that included every line
attested, so that the only symbol he needed to use was a symbol for
omission.!8

What does it mean, then, if a line was unevenly attested in the
ancient Mss ? Once more, only an examination of the context in each
case can give the answer.

(1) Alc. 818-20 (?): 818-19 del. Wecklein, recte.1?

(2) Hipp. 871-73: del. Nauck, recte (see Barrett).

(3) Hipp. 1050: del. Nauck, recte (see Barrett).

(4) Andr. 1254: del. Kirchhoff, recte.20

(5) Phoen. 375: del. Usener, RhM 23 (1868) 155, recte.

(6) Phoen. 1069 (?): 1070 del. Bruhn, jahrb.f.cl.Phil.Supp. 15
(1887) 271.21

18 See Barrett, op.cit. (supra n.12) 47.

17 This is not actually true: 2 Or. 1229 é 7§ avreypddew ob dépovrar odror of 8’ lapBot, [kai]
év &M 8¢. Baumert does not discuss the passage, but if he thinks omissions in mss other
than the scholiast’s Hauptexemplar have no authority, he must think the addition here has
no authority.

18 Cf. U. von Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die griechische Tragodie (Berlin 1895) 149: “Sein
Bestreben war offenbar, méglichst wenig von dem Uberlieferten umkommen zu lassen™;
Hermes 44 (1909) 449: “‘Unser Text ist, wie so oft, von den Alexandrinern aus verschiedenen
Exemplaren componiert, in der Absicht, mdglichst wenig umkommen zu lassen.”

19 rafra 8¢ 70 Tpla & Ticw otk Eyxerar X 820 in 'V, where 819 is written as two lines.
Whichever lines the scholion originally referred to, 818-19 at least are interpolated (see
Dale or Weber).

20 The line separates amaMdfaca (1255) too awkwardly from <€ (1253).

21 Bpadéwc pév e£épxm, Suwe 8¢ éfeMfe, drouvcov év Tolc moMoic avTiypddorc od ypdpeTar o
crixoc (Z 'V 1069). Since 1071 cannot stand as it is without 1070, Bruhn altered Mjéac’ to
Méewc and attached the line to 1069. Not the least objection to this procedure is that it does
not account for the interpolation; for it would be a coincidence if a line was interpolated
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(7) Phoen. 1075: del. Kirchhoff, recte.22

(8) Phoen. 1225: del. Kirchhoff.23

(9) Phoen. 1282: del. Grotius, recte.
(10) Or. 957-59: del. Kirchhoff, recte. 24

after @A\’ Suwc when the construction was not elliptical. Elliptical it surely was: (enter
messenger) o1, 7ic év mduct dwudrwy Kkupel; avolyer’, éxmopever’ 'loxdcrny ddpwy (no
response); w1 pdA’ adfic (pause, and then the bolts rattle); 8ie parpod uév, dA’ spwe (Jackson,
Marginalia Scaenica [Oxford 1955] 173-74). Either, therefore, 1070 must be left alone, or
1071 must go with it; so that unless the original note has been badly garbled, it looks as
though 2V had wandered from 1075. Irrespective of 2V 1069, a case can be made out
against 1071, but too many other passages would have to be considered with it for a footnote
to suffice.

22 Contrary to what Wecklein and Murray say, Valckenaer retained the line: “quae
secundum scholiasten, si recte conicio, deerant in exemplaribus non paucis, 7 poi mo8’ fjxeic
xouvdy ayyeddv émoc, Euripidea tamen mea quidem opinione, non miror si nonnullis hac
in sede displicuerint.”” As Pearson points out, the line interrupts the sequence of thought.

23 For the interpolation of such lines see e.g. Il. 9.224a and Ed. Fraenkel, Agamemnon III
(Oxford 1950) p.756 n.1. If Phoen. 1225 were unanimously transmitted, deletion would not
be justified. Baumert’s remarks on the scholion are confused and the italicized sentences
irreconcilable (pp.49-50): “G. JacHMANN. .. beurteilt dieses Scholion als urkundlichen
Nachweis fiir eine nacharistophaneische Interpolation ... Mboglicherweise deutet das
Scholion auf eine Interpolation hin. Den Anspruch einer Urkunde allerdings kann das Scholion
nicht erheben. Denn G. JacHMANN hitte vielleicht doch bedenken miissen, dass gerade die
Sinnlosigkeit der Kombination beider Bemerkungen [(1) a6 70 Supynuaricoed émi 76 pepnre-
KOV peréfn: Aeimet odv 7 Adyw 16 Tabra Aéywv, (2) odroc 8¢ od pépetan év Toic moAroic avriypddoic]
auf byzantinische Zeit hinweisen kann, in der systematisch alles antike Material zusam-
mengestellt wurde, um es vor dem Untergang zu bewahren. So ist es durchaus denkbar, dass
ein Scholion aus einem Exemplar, welches den Vers Phoen. 1225 nicht fiihrte, in ein vollstidndigeres
Manuskript iibertragen wurde.”

24960-81 are rightly given to the chorus by Weil, RevPhil 18 (1894) 208-09, and G.
Pasquali, Athenaeum 8 (1930) 72-76. The formal facts about Euripidean messengers’ speeches
are as follows: (1) they are invariably followed by some utterance from the chorus; (2) if
no other character is on the stage, the chorus follow with lyrics (HF. 1016, Ion 1229, Bacch.
1153; ¢f. Alc. 212) or anapaests (Andr. 1166, Phoen. 1480); (3) if some other character is on
stage, the chorus either (a) follow with trimeters and are followed by that character in
trimeters (Med. 1231, Hcld. 867, Hipp. 1255, Hec. 583, Supp. 731, IT 340, 1420, Phoen. 1200,
Bacch. 775 ; ¢f. Hec. 1183) or tetrameters (Hel. 1619), or (b) follow with lyrics and are followed
by that character in trimeters (El. 858). Formal considerations, therefore, tell against two
of the possibilities at Or. 949-1012: that the chorus both speak 957-59 and sing 960-81,
and that Electra sings 960-81 immediately after 956. There is no strict parallel for either of
the other possibilities, that the mss are sound and that the chorus sing 960-81 immediately
after 956; but since there is only one other passage (El. 858) where the chorus follow the
messenger in lyrics while some other character is present, it can hardly be called anomalous
if at Or. 982 they are followed by Electra in lyrics rather than trimeters. El. 854-72 is in fact
closely parallel to Weil’s arrangement: just as the chorus there start dancing when the
messenger announces to Electra that Orestes is returning triumphant, so the chorus here
start dancing when the messenger announces to Electra that Orestes is returning in distress.

Formally, then, Weil’s arrangement has more to commend it than the arrangement in
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(11) Or. 1229-32 (?): 1227-30 del. Nauck.25
(12) Or. 1394: del. Kirchhoff, recte.26

Out of 12 omissions, then, nine are right, and one more (8) will be
accepted by anyone who is not defending a theory like Baumert’s; of
the remaining two, (11) may be right if the scholion is misplaced, and
(6) is almost certainly a misplaced version of (7). Jachmann therefore
has every justification for the view that the omission of lines from
some ancient Mss casts such suspicion on them that their genuineness
and not their spuriousness must be proved (Baumert p.43).

Even Jachmann makes one mistake in dealing with omissions.
Manuscripts occasionally omit lines accidentally, and if there are
obvious palaeographical reasons for an omission it cannot be used
in support of a deletion, however attractive the deletion may be on
internal grounds. In an otherwise excellent article on Horace, Odes
4.8,%7 Jachmann castigates scholars who seize on a palaecographical

the mss; but the crux of the matter is whether 960-81 are better suited to the chorus or
Electra. Di Benedetto’s summary does not do justice to Pasquali’s arguments for giving
them to the chorus, and he is unable to point to a single word that suits Electra better. His
assertion that “da vv. 960-967 risulta che chi parla assolve alla funzione di éfdpywv del treno
e questa era propria dell’attore” makes no allowance for 960 & Iedecyie and 965 layelrw
8¢ y& Kvkdwmia.

25 &y 7 dvruypdde ol dépovrar ofror of 8 iaufor, [kal] év &A@ 8¢ X' 1229. If the avriypadov
really omitted 1229-32, the omission can only have been an accident, because 1231-32 are
indispensable. No other scholion, however, with the doubtful exception of 'V Phoen. 1069
(see n.21), records an omission that can only have been an accident, and so Nauck deleted
1227-30 on the supposition that they were the four lines originally referred to by the
scholion. The deletion has two advantages: it restores symmetry to the prayer (cf. Cho.
479-509), and it allows poleiv in 1226 to be echoed immediately by ixod 847 in 1231 (cf:
El. 672-73, 675-76, Hyps. fr.64.69-70 Bond, Aesch. Supp. 215-16).

26 If what Di Benedetto says were true, that the line makes sense and is immune to con-
siderations of either attestation or symmetry, then there would be no case against it,
certainly not that it is “una evidente dittografia del precedente,” which it is not, even in
the loose acceptation of “dittography’ that prevails in modern editions. As for the sense,
the chorus ought to be saying “for I did not understand what went before’, but the line
makes them say ‘for what went before, which was not readily intelligible, I have worked
out’; or does it mean ‘I grasp not your previous story with any clearness as the result of
conjecturing’ (Wedd) ? Weil pardonably goes no further than to quote Heath’s translation
and declare the line “assez obscur.”

27 Philologus 90 (1935) 331-51. When Jachmann has demonstrated once and for all the
spuriousness of lines 15b-19a (del. Lachmann), it is a surprise to find G. W. Williams, The
Third Book of Horace’s Odes (Oxford 1969) 84, invoking eius at line 18 in defence of eius at
3.11.18.
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explanation of correct omissions; but in method, if not in their con-
clusions, they are right and he is wrong.28

Now to internal evidence. Baumert divides arguments for deletion
into categories, so that if a variety of arguments have been brought
to bear on one passage, it has to be discussed separately under each
heading. Since many kinds of argument for deletion turn out to be
bad, any accumulation of such arguments is presumably bad.
Methodical as this approach seems, it is misguided and dangerous, as
an example will show.

Or. 1022 o ciy’ aelca Todc yuvaukelove ydouc
4 \ / 3 b \ \ 7Q9 b Y o
crépeic To kpavfévr’ ; oiktpa pév Ta8’, dAX Spwc
/ » / \
Pépew ¢ avaykn) Tac mopecTCHC TUYOC.

Three arguments have been used for the deletion of 1024: (1) it was
unknown to the scholiast (Aelmer 70 et Ppépew); (2) it was obviously
put in to complete the sense of A\’ Spewc; (3) it disturbs the sequence of
couplets (1022-46). Now it is true that each of these three arguments is
inadequate: (1) and (3) would go by the board if the line were vital
to the sense, and (2), as Baumert says (p.277), is just as likely to be an
explanation of why the poet put it in as why an interpolator put it in.
An inadequate argument, however, is not the same as a bad one:
three bad arguments do not make a good one, but three inadequate
arguments may make an adequate one. That is the case here, and it is
the case in many other passages.2®

A relevant argument is bad only if its premises are false or its logic

28 Jachmann’s examples (p.341 and n.13) are Hes. Scut. 209b-11a ikedoc [. . . ixedoi], Ov.
Fasti 2.203-04 omen habet [. . . omen habet], 2.281-82 erat [. . . erat], 6.271-76 onus [. . . onus],
and Prop. 3.10.17-8 caput [. . . caput]. Cf. also Med. 304 toic & ... [r0ic & ...]om. A, del.
Pierson; Hipp. 691 épei. . . [épei . ..] om. A, del. Brunck; Hec. 756-58 [o0 djra . . .] 00dév om.
MB, del. Kirchhoff; Juv. 7.135 ... purpura...[... purpura...] om. U, del. Knoche; 8.5-6
[Corvinum/-i . . .] Corvinum/-i om. G, del. C. F. Hermann; 159b-60a [Syrophoenix . ..] Syro-
phoenix om. F, del. C. F. Hermann; 160 . . . Syrophoenix . . . [. .. Syrophoenix . ..] om. A, del.
Jahn; Soph. OC 1321 édusjmyc[. . . "Araddvryc] om. P, del. Gratwick, CR 79 (1965) 24346 (for
this omission ¢f. Or. 1393-94 ékacra [. . . ebyvwcra] om. A).

29 It would be nice to know why Baumert regards Med. 468 as spurious (p.257 n.2). The
only objections that are advanced against it nowadays are that it recurs at 1324 and without
it the two speeches are of equal length; yet Baumert discountenances both kinds of argu-
ment. All credit to him if he agrees with Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta VI
(Leipzig 1821) 469: “aptius ibi haec conferuntur in Medeam post Creusae et liberorum
caedem perpetratam, quam hic in lasonem, nullo nisi uxoris desertae crimine laboran-
tem.”
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faulty. The three arguments above are bad only if their major
premises are expressed in a way that renders them false: (1) no line
unevenly attested in the ancient tradition is genuine (false for the sake
of argument); (2) no line that completes what would otherwise be an
elliptical construction is genuine; (3) no sequence in dialogue is irregu-
lar. Most scholars, however, would be content to express them as
follows: (1) very few lines unevenly attested in the ancient tradition
are genuine; (2) many spurious lines complete what would otherwise
be an elliptical construction; (3) the regularity of sequences in dia-
logue is usually broken for some dramatic reason (this will do, but
the matter is rather more complex).3® The conclusions yielded by
these premises all begin “probably,” and the degrees of probability
vary. To think that there is anything discreditable about that is to
misunderstand the logic of textual criticism. In default of an auto-
graph, no textual decision in Euripides or any other author can rise
above probability. At Alc. 1037 all the mss and the scholia as well
offer odiror ¢’ arypdlwr, but all editors since Scaliger have printed odroc
¢’ érll{wv. That Euripides intended aryud{wv is overwhelmingly im-
probable, but it is not in any strict sense impossible. A tempting
syllogism must be resisted: (1) Euripides always made his trimeters
scan; (2) Alc. 1037 does not scan; (3) therefore Euripides did not write
Alc. 1037 as it stands. What after all is the authority for (1)? To go
no further, it founders on Alc. 1037. The notion that it holds good can
only be entertained after a judgement of probability has been made,
namely that a scribe is far likelier than Euripides to have written
aryuclwy instead of arilwv.

It is unreasonably exacting, then, to demand that a transmitted
reading should not be changed unless the poet cannot possibly have
written it.3! It should be changed if he is likelier not to have written
it than to have written it. There are no rules for weighing probability
in such matters,?2 and different critics will tilt the balance in different

30 See Denniston on El. 651~-52.

31 Baumert’s assertion (p.97) “Anderungen des iiberlieferten Textes kénnen—will man
nicht jeden methodischen Halt verlieren—ausschliesslich dann erlaubt werden, wenn
zwingende Notwendigkeit vorliegt” is vacuous until “zwingende Notwendigkeit” is
defined, and no definition is likely to meet the objection put forward above.

32 To be more precise, general rules are too vague to be helpful in particular instances,
and specific rules are too numerous to be worth drawing up. It is trivially true that anyone
who gives a reason for making a change is setting up a rule, but the number of helpful
rules to be extracted even from a large number of good reasons is usually very small.
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ways; but an editor who prints a reading when he regards another as
more probable is not doing his job, and an editor who fancies he can
avoid arbitrary procedure by sticking to the transmitted text is mak-
ing a judgement of probability just as arbitrary as if he were to change
it.

If there were rules for weighing probability in such matters, they
would not include, as Alc. 1037 shows, the rule that a transmitted
reading is the likeliest reading simply because it is transmitted. A
transmitted reading is never more than part of the evidence for what
the author wrote. Another example will make the point clearer and
take it further. At Hipp. 1228, where L has mpoc mérpac, editors rightly
print mpoc mérpouc; but at Hel. 409, where L again has mpoc wérpac,
editors all retain it. In neither passage is mérpac impossible (cf. Od.
12.71).Why then the discrepancy ? Because at Hipp. 1228 several other
mss have mpoc wérpaic, whereas at Hel. 409 L is the sole authority. Can
it really be maintained in these circumstances that wpéc mérpac at
Hel. 409 is protected by the mere fact of being possible ?

The deletion of a line does not differ in principle from the addition
or alteration of one letter, and the text may be no more affected by
it. At IA 1032, for instance, Wilamowitz deleted a line that makes no
difference to the sense:

\ ~ ’
undé marpdov déuov
L4 > 3 4 ’ ] L4
aicyvy’- o yap rou Tvvddpewc odk aioc
-~ b /’ ] \ o 7
[kaxdc axovew: év yap “EAncw péyac].

Many editors who might bring themselves to add an iota or alter a
letter would balk at deleting a whole line, and yet by deleting IA 1032
they would run no graver risk of misrepresenting what the poet
meant. By altering a letter, indeed, they might run the gravest
possible risk, the risk of reversing the sense completely (Soph. El
1320 koddc codd., kaxdc Nauck; 1466 o codd., €0 Tyrwhitt; OT 376
e . . . ye cob codd., ce . . .y’ éuod Brunck; Eur. {r.1035.2 kexoic codd.,
kadoic Grotius). The best that can be said for the reverence some
scholars display towards transmitted lines is that they are following
Alexandrian precedent; but the Alexandrian editors possessed an
equivalent of square brackets and were not afraid to use it.
Broadly, the difference between emending and deleting is that the
one corrects an accidental change in the text, the other a deliberate
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change. Some changes made by scribes were deliberate, but their
object was to restore what the author wrote, not to improve on it.
That actors in antiquity often tried to improve on the text of the
tragedians is shown by the notorious measure of Lycurgus ([Plut.]
Mor. 841F), and only a devout believer in the purity of the copy
sanctioned by Lycurgus can suppose that their efforts have left no
mark on the tradition.

If the deletion of a line is being considered, therefore, the question
to be asked is which is more likely, that the line was written by the
poet or by an interpolator. It is a more difficult question than which
is more likely, that a word was written by the poet or by a scribe.
Scribes often wrote 8é£ecfow when they should have written 8ééacfou,
but they were not given to writing ¢es when they should have
written mopackevacIncopérmy. About the mental processes of inter-
polators, however, nothing useful is known beyond what can be
inferred from their work. In comparison with what survives of Eurip-
ides, what survives of their work is very little, and there is no reason
to think they all shared the same mental processes. It is futile, there-
fore, to demand that before a line is deleted some explanation should
be forthcoming of why it was put in. Futility is not all: are doctors
forbidden to treat a patient for pneumonia unless they know how he
contracted it? Not but what the motives of some interpolators are
perfectly clear; and if it turns out that interpolators often put lines
in for the same reason, say to complete an elliptical construction, then
something useful is known about them, and anyone who refuses to
contemplate the possibility that less offensive lines elsewhere were
interpolated for the same reason is turning a blind eye to part of the
evidence.

Enough on the metaphysics of interpolation. It remains to say a
word about Baumert’s views on internal arguments. With one excep-
tion, his categories do not lend themselves to general comment,
because it is not so much the value of certain arguments that
he disputes as their applicability to particular passages: editors
have been too intolerant of grammatical anomalies,? too strict in

33 “Egs ist letzten Endes eine Frage des Ermessens, bis zu welchem Grade syntaktische
Schwierigkeiten zu billigen sind. Aber der Spielraum sollte nicht zu eng bemessen sein”’

(p.116). The second sentence, incidentally, is tautological and therefore completely
unhelpful.
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their logical requirements,?* too quick to diagnose obscurity,?> and

so on.
The one exception concerns words that occur nowhere else or

nowhere else in the same sense, a motley collection about which no
comprehensive statement can be made; for along with «épevua (Alc.
178; amaf Aeyduevov) and Badicrijc (Med. 1182; amaf in classical Greek)
come wéumyoc (Med. 848; dmaf in the sense ‘hospitable’) and wémparrau
(Med. 1064; c¢mof in the sense ‘it is settled’). No d@maf Aeyduevov is
automatically suspect: in the messenger’s speech in Orestes, for in-
stance, there are at least five words beginning with alpha alone that
appear nowhere else in Euripides (866 dypdfev, 874 dfporcuc, 903
aBupdylwccoc, 920 adrovpydc, 922 avemimdnrroc), but it would not occur
to anyone to suspect either the whole speech or the lines in which they
appear. In trimeters suspicion falls on words of the following classes:
(1) words common at the time but otherwise absent from poetry ;3¢
(2) words otherwise found only in epic or lyric;3? (3) words common
elsewhere in the poet in a different sense;3® (4) words common in
later Greek but otherwise absent from the language of the time;
(5) words not found elsewhere in the poet but common in the other
tragedians. None of the five words from the messenger’s speech in
Orestes belongsinany of these five classes; nor does xépevpe or Badicric.

34 “Mit einem Urteil, das ein Missverhiltnis eines Verses oder einer Versgruppe zum
Kontext feststellt, erhebt man einen schwerwiegenden Einwand gegen die Echtheit der
Uberlieferung . . . Auf die sich zwangsliufig ergebende Frage, wann wir von einer Verletz-
ung der gedanklichen Gestaltung eines Abschnittes sprechen diirfen, kann freilich keine
umfassende Antwort erteilt werden. Eine Entscheidung ist von Fall zu Fall zu treffen”
(p.198); “Fiir uns ergibt sich die Aufgabe zu iiberpriifen, ob die Widerspriiche an den
verdichtigten Stellen immer richtig ‘diagnostiziert’ sind™ (p.209).

38 “Diese Stelle kann ein Beispiel fiir die Neigung einiger Kritiker sein, bei schwierigen
Perikopen, denen man fehlende Klarheit und Mingel im Ornatus nachsagt, gar zu schnell
zum Mittel der Athetese zu greifen” (p.136).

3 E.g. oixix, read by A 'V B at Med. 1130 and introduced by Pearson at Trach. 911, and
Adywov at Hcld. 405 (¢f. Wilamowitz, Hermes 17 [1882] 352 n.1=Kleine Schriften 1 p.97 n.1).

37 E.g. OC 304 &iwv (cf. GRBS 11 [1970] 293 n.21).

38 B.g. Or. 806 Spoupoc, which elsewhere means ‘brother’ or ‘sister’ (674, Hipp. 339, IT
1361, Hel. 890—where in the words of Hermann “mirum si elidere vocalem, quam Suauov
scribere maluisset Euripides,” Phoen. 319, fr.515.5; the same applies to Sophocles). Together
with the unemendable metrical anomaly in 804 (P. Maas, Greek Metre, transl. H. Lloyd-
Jones [Oxford 1962] § 118), this suffices to condemn 804-06. 803, incidentally, is corrupt,
because érapreiv elsewhere takes the dative, a point that did not escape Weil and Wecklein
but failed to worry them; read perhaps edpdv for dvra (el ye . . . évn would be closer, but
ye is unjustifiable).
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mémpaxtar at Med. 1064, if the objection is correctly formulated,3®
belongs in class (3), and of course mpdccew is so common in Euripides
and everywhere else that the objection is a very serious one. In short,
misuse of a word, whether in sense or stylistically, is what matters.

From Baumert’s treatment of individual passages there is very little
to be learnt. Under both ‘external evidence” and ‘internal evidence’
he defends a large number of interpolations commonly recognized,1
and even if he had always seen the force in his opponents’ arguments,
his own too often defy probability and strain language. Two illustra-
tions will suffice.

Andr. 5 {mAwroc év ye & mpiv > AvSpopdym xpdvw,
viv &, el Tic GAAy, SucTuyecTaTy Yyur

3 ~ 4 N /4 ’
[épnod médukev 1) yemicerai moTe]

6 ofiric V. oi dmokpiral 1ov lapfov mpocébnroy dmovorcavrec elvan Tv ypadny

& ric B 7.

Baumert accepts odric from V and agrees with the scholiast’s inter-
pretation avri Tof cuyrpirikod 70 Suctvyecrarn. Why Euripides in this
one place should have used the superlative for the comparative, and
why &8 ofiric was ever corrupted to 8 el 7ic or 8y 7ic, he does
not explain. There is no clearer case in Euripides of an interpolation
designed to obviate an elliptical construction.4!

Med. 1314 YoAGTe KAfSac e TayicTa, mpdcmodot,
éxAved’ appovc, e dw SumrAody koxdy,

\ \ 4 A \ / ’
Tovc pév favdvrac, Ty 8é Telcwuon Sikny.

“Nach allgemeiner Auffassung wird das Objekt Sumdodv kaxdv des
Finalsatzes durch zwei mit den Partikeln pév und 8¢ abgesetzten
Bestimmungen erldutert. Die Verbindung zweier Glieder, die trotz

39 Another way of putting it is that the perfect is being made to do duty for the future.
The whole of 1056-80 is interpolated, as G. Miiller argued in Stltal 25 (1951) 65-82; ¢f. now
CQ 66 (1972) 51-61.

40 E.¢. Hipp. 1029, Alc. 795b-96a, 1094-95 (on which see Zwierlein, op.cit. [n.5] 205 n.10),
Med. 87, 262, 785, Phoen. 912, Hec. 1087.

41 But for Baumert’s treatment of the passage, it would scarcely be necessary to add
that the interpolator altered Svcrvyecrdrn to Svcrvyecrépa, which must already have dis-
appeared from the margin (or wherever Aristophanes put it) when the text came into the
hands of the scholiast.
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der Partikeln syntaktisch nicht parallel geordnet sind, noch sich
inhaltlich unter den gemeinsamen Oberbegriff fiigen, veranlasste
einige Interpreten mit Recht zu Textinderungen. K. SCHENKL 186842
streicht den Vers Med. 1316 . . . Zweifelhaft jedoch ist der Ausgangs-
punkt dieser Vorschlige . ..” (p.146); and he goes on to suggest that
only the punctuation need be altered:

¢ Bw (Sumdody karov)
\ \ ’ \ \ ’ 14
Tovc pév Bowdvrac, Ty Oé Teicwpon Sikny.

The words 8urdofiv kaxdy constitute a “betont vorangestellte Appo-
sition zu rodc pév fawdvrac,” the children being two in number, and
“die Partikeln uév und §¢, die an keine bestimmte Stelle des Verses
gebunden sind, stellen dann vollig parallel die Objekte (rodc, mjv)
der beiden Pridikate 8w und relcwpon gegeniiber.” In other words,
the text is the nearest Euripides could get to dic Tovc pév dw favdvrac,
Sumdodv kakdv, Ty 8¢ Teicwpon dlkny.

In most of the passages Baumert discusses, the pertinent arguments
have already been used, and Baumert’s reluctance to accept them is

not reason enough for repeating them; but in two passages something
can be added.

Med. 37 8édoka &’ avmyy i Tv Povdevcn véov
~ \ 4 IQNY I / ~
[Bopeia yop ppriv, 008’ avéferau rardc
/’ k] 3 ~ 4 ’ /7
macyovc - €y@da Tivde, Sewpalvw TE vy
AN \ t4 / y &
w1 Onrrov dey dacyavov 8¢ fmaroc
~ 4 b4 ~ 3 ¥ 3> ¥ 14
cvyf} dépovc elcfac’, v’ écrpwTon Aéyoc,
7) kol TUpavOY TOV TE YiuovTa KTAYY),
¥ 4 N 4 ’
kamewre pellw cvpudoparv Adfn Twd.]
Sewn ydp* obToL . . . .

No one seems to have noticed that Sews ydp in 44 very nicely picks up
8édowka 8" adrijv in 37. Cf. Or. 102-03:

EX. 8ébowka marépac Tav v’ *INw verxpdiv.
HA. Sewov ydp,23 "Apyer 77 cwafod Sia cropc.

42 The article here referred to, ZostG 19 (1868) 344-58, contains no mention of Med. 1316.
Good luck to anyone who sets about tracing the conjecture to its true source.
43 Sewol yap?
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Or. 1366 XO. al& kTumet yop kAfjlpa PBacielwy Sduwv,
cyrjcar’ éw yap Tic exPaiver Ppuydv,
ob mevcdpecto Tav 8duoic Smwce Exer.

PP. ’Apycov Eidoc €k Gavarov médevya
BapBdpoic év evudapt-
ar kedpwra mactddwy vmép Tépauvae
Awpikac Te TpryAidouc,
¢potide ppoiide, y& ya,
BapBdpoict Spacuoic.

7 A \ ~ 13 3 bl bl € ’ ’ \ 3 7
TovToUC 8¢ TOVC Tpeic criyovc ok v Tic €€ €rolpov cvyywpricerev Edpimidov
k) 3 \ - -~ € -~ L4 o A ~ > \ -~
elvar, aAda p@Adov TOV dmokpiTdv, oiTwec, va puy kakomaldcw amo v Bact-
Aelwv 8Spwv kaboAduevor, mapavoifavrec éxmopedovrar 70 Tod Ppuryoc Exovrec
~ A Ié < e \ ~ ’ k] 7 k] / 4 ’
cxfpo kel Tpécwmov. 6mwce odv Sia Tic Bipac edAdywc é€dvTec dalvwrro, Tou-
/’ b * \ k] \ ’ 3 -~ ~ \ -~ ~
Touc mpo(c Jevérabav. é§ dv 8¢ adrol Aéyovcw avripaprupodct T 6ue TéV Bupdiv
> ’ \ \ 3 -~ € oo 4 € 4
€£88w* Pavepov yap ék Tav €€fjc oTL Imepmemridnkev. X 1366

A familiar problem. As the scholiast observes, 1369-74 seem to indi-
cate that the Phrygian has just jumped off the roof; but defenders of
1366-68 put some other interpretation on them, such as that he
jumped off a roof somewhere in the palace before emerging through
the door (21371, Baumert pp.78-79).

That is as far as the argument can go if it is confined to 1366-74.44
In fact the structure of the whole scene must be taken into account.

CHO. 1353-65 strophe
136668 three trimeters

PHR. 1369-1502 monody, punctuated by single trim-
eters from the chorus (1380, 1393,
1425, 1452, 1473)

CHO. 1503-05 three trimeters

OR./PHR. 1506-36 dialogue in tetrameters

CHO. 1537-48 antistrophe

Now in the strophe the chorus assume, naturally enough (cf. 1296~
1310), that Helen is dead, and only at the end of his long monody does

4 One small point, however: if dwpikai Tplydvdor were represented on the ckmj, would
it not be confusing for a slave who emerged through the door to speak of having escaped
over them?
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the Phrygian reveal that she has escaped (1494-98). No sooner has he
revealed it, however, than he is agreeing with Orestes that her death
was fully deserved (1512-13), and Orestes goes on to say that he will
not stop at one corpse (1536). This and other difficulties in 1503-36
led A. Griininger*® to delete 1506-36 and substitute 1503-05 for 1549-
53 (with *Arpeldny for *Opécryv in 1505). Griininger’s proposal has
recently been revived, albeit tentatively, by B. Gredley, who shows
that none of the solutions so far offered is satisfactory.#¢ Amongst
other things, Gredley observes that without 1503-36 the structure of
the scene is much more orderly; what he fails to observe is that it is
more orderly still, in fact perfectly symmetrical, without 1366-68.47

48 De Euripidis Oreste ab histrionibus retractata (Basel 1898).

486 GRBS 9 (1968) 409-19. He deletes 1503-05 and leaves 1549-53, except that he suspects
1550 (414 n.11). If 1506-36 go, the remaining tetrameters in the vicinity inevitably come
under suspicion. Their use just to announce an entry seems rather pointless (on Phoen.
[1308-09] see Fraenkel, op.cit. [n.8] 83 and n.2), and the shouted yvdun in 1552~53 is strange
technique; the yvduy itself makes only superficial sense, and Griininger remarks (p.23) that
ebTuxdv amjp “male cadit in Menelaum, praesertim si dicitur a choro, qui modo calamita-
temn vel jam ruinas domus Atridarum cecinerat” (¢f. Di Benedetto: “Riesce strano che il
Coro qualifichi Menelao edruydv in una situazione simile. Si avrebbe I'impressione che
Euripide faccia ripetere poco opportunamente al Coro una formulazione dei rapporti tra
Menelao e Oreste, che andava bene per una fase precedente della tragedia,” followed by
the suggestion, ingenious but impossibly demanding on the audience, that elrvyav is
meant to pull the wool over Menelaus’ eyes).

On tetrameters in tragedy see J. Kanz, De tetrametro trochaico (diss. Giessen, Darmstadt
1913) 23-39; W. Krieg, Philologus 91 (1936) 42-51; M. Imhof, MusHelv 13 (1956) 125-43;
T. Drew-Bear, AJP 89 (1968) 385-405. Of 1549-53 Imbhof says (p.137): “Die Tetrameter von
1506ff. wirken hier noch nach.”

This is as good a place as any for drawing attention to another proposal of Griininger’s
that has recently been revived and elaborated on, the deletion of 1618-20. In Hermes 97
(1969) 8-22, an article that would do credit to the most methodical of detectives, G. Seeck
finds cause for suspecting not only 1618-20 but every other mention of setting the palace
on fire (1593-96, 1149-52, 1541-44-+1357-60). This reference was kindly supplied by
Professor W. G. Arnott.

47 The inconsistency between the dialogue and the surrounding context is so glaring that
even the interpolator can hardly have overlooked it. Was the dialogue written not to follow
the monody but to replace it, at a time when monodies were either out of fashion or
beyond the capacity of the actors ? Without the monody the Phrygian does not contradict
himself, and the disappearance of Helen is not forgotten but merely delayed (1579-86).

In this hypothetical version the arrival of the Phrygian must have been announced, and
it is tempting to wonder whether 136668 might have announced it. As Mr Barrett points
out, however, they are not quite suitable: 1368 aptly introduces the monody, in which the
chorus do learn what has been happening inside the palace, but not the dialogue, in which
the Phrygian is so intent on saving his skin that his entry must have been too precipitate
to be greeted so calmly by the chorus.
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So much for ENIOI AGETOYZXIN, a catalogue of deletorial obliqui-
ties. As it happens, two recent articles on tragedy have furnished
ample material for a dissertation in the manner of Baumert entitled
ANAT'KAIOI AE EIZIN; and though the second part of this trilogy
will not pretend to be anything so grand as a dissertation, it may at
least succeed in showing that the boot fits either foot.
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