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SUMMARY

This is a set of philological notes on the
text of [Euripides’] Rhesus. They are in-
tended as a companion to my forthcoming
commentary on the play (Oxford Universi-
ty Press, 2012). They are concerned mainly
with textual problems: they discuss manus-
cript variants and offer, where possible,
new emendations. They also include some
metrical discussions.

RESUMEN

En este articulo se presenta una serie de
notas filolégicas al texto de [Euripides]
Rhesus. Se trata de un addendum a mi
préximo comentario de esta obra (Oxford
University press, 2012). Son fundamen-
talmente notas sobre problemas textuales:
se discuten variantes textuales y se ofrece,
cuando es posible, nuevas conjeturas. Tam-
bién se incluyen algunas discusiones sobre
métrica.
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The following notes are complementary to my forthcoming commentary

on Rhesus (Oxford University Press, 2012), to which they are meant to serve
as a companion. They are concerned mainly with textual problems, offering
discussions thereof and, occasionally, new emendations. To an extent, they
also aim to correct recent misconceptions of textual and metrical matters.

Text and apparatus (the latter sometimes slightly modified) are reproduced
from James Diggle’s excellent OCT?.

' T am deeply grateful to Professors James Diggle and David Kovacs, and to three anony-
mous referees for Exemplaria Classica, all of whom offered suggestions that improved the
paper on a number of points. Naturally, none of these scholars can be held responsible for the
use I have made of their advice, or for any errors of fact or judgement contained in this paper.

2 J. Diggle (ed.), Euripidis Fabulae, Oxford 1994, 3, 427-79.
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48 Vavos Liaris

1. Rh., Hypothesis (a) 4-6

Addewva 8¢ Tpog thv [ypetov vmakovoavta Fexnépunesbor témov
81g 'tqv Jr(xpsp[?)o?\qv |6OL(.PCOp108V aOTEOT

6 occpcopwev VQ occpopwocg Ao 5-6 éEémepe Bnpog tpodToV eig THY T-
<uobov> dpopioag avtd e.g. Diggle

‘Dolon, who responded to (Hector’s) request, was sent off ... while a
space in the encampment was set apart for him (=Rhesus?)

Diggle’s exempli gratia suggestion is brilliant: {Hector) sent (Dolon) off
to the (enemy) encampment disguised as a beast, having set a reward for
him. It has, however, the drawback of making Dolon’s disguise part of
Hector’s orders, when it is in fact Dolon’s own idea (cf. Rh. 201-15). More
importantly, it says nothing about Rhesus’ subsequent arrival, an important
and spectacular scene.

I propose (again exempli gratia, inevitably): éxméppog <PRoov pet’
OMyov dgikopevov GmedeEato> témOV €ig THV TapepPodi dgopioog
a0t?, ‘after he had sent off (Dolon), Hector admitted to his presence Rhesus,
who arrived shortly afterwards, and demarcated a space in the (Trojan)
encampment especially for him (i.e. Rhesus)’; cf. Rh. 518-20, where Hector
promises to show Rhesus a ‘space away from the marshalled troops’; the
detail is important for the plot, since Rhesus’ cut-off bivouac will facilitate his
murder. The resulting hiatus (broxovsavto exméppog) can be easily avoided
by reading Addwvo 8¢ Omokovoavta mpog Ty ypetav. For dmrodéyopon
= ‘admit to one’s presence’ cf. Polyb. 21.35.5. My supplement glosses over
Hector’s initial reluctance to accept Rhesus as a belated ally (319-32), but the
omission would be acceptable in a summary.

2. Rh., Hypothesis (a) 15-18

mopayevnBévrog 8¢ “Extopog (v [Sabtémtng tédv mempoypéveov
yévnron tetpmpévog 6 tév Prcou ["ndlwv éripedntig Sid Tod
“Extopog tov pdvov évnpyficBon Témi-Svoeit

15 Jmpocyevqee[vrog papyrus: moapoayevopeévouv & Tod €xtopog Ao 16
ovtonTng T v] mempaype| v]wv yevrron pap: adtog epryéviron (-ytvnton
V) tév mempaypéveov Q 17-18 Sio. 1 00 “Ex Jrogog Tov [ dvolv evnpynsbe[t
&Jmvoet pap: Ot adtod prpiv (enoiv Ao : posiv Q : om. spat. uac. relicto V)
gxtopog oV (Tov om. V) pbvov yeyevijcbon Q

3 For the clausula UUU — | ——in Hypotheses see ]. Diggle, “Rhythmical prose in the
Euripidean hypotheses”, in G. Bastianini & A. Casanova (eds.), Euripide e i papiri: Atti del
convegno ... Firenze 10-11 giugno 2004, Florence 2005, 27-67 (here 31).
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NOTES oN RHESUS 49

‘When Hector came along to see for himself what had happened,
the wounded keeper of Rhesus horses claimed (?) that the murder
was committed by the agency of Hector.

In 17-18, émwoel is the reading of PSI XII 1286 col. i 17; but ‘contrives’
or ‘devises’ is hardly appropriate as a description of the charioteer’s accu-
sations (Rh. 835- 55{ Moreover, not only is the hiatus évnpyfjoBon €rtvoet
inadmissible*, the tense is also undesirable, since this author seems to avoid
the historic present.” The medieval mss give ‘he says that the murder was
committed through the agency of Hector himself’ — an inferior version
altogether, cf. especially the banalizing yeyevijoBon as opposed to the choicer
¢vnpyficBat. At any rate, in both versions, 81 o0 “Extopog (pap.) or &
adtoD ... "Extopog (mss.) are factually inaccurate: the charioteer does not
accuse Hector of actually being the agent of Rhesus’ murder, but only of
having masterminded it. Relics of the original uox propria may be preserved
in émvoel: e.g. {81 Tod} “Extopog <émvoripavtog> TOV @dvov <pnoiv>
gvnpyfoBon®, note that @not seems to be the only verb this author allows,
for reasons unclear, to appear in the historic present; cf. Hyp. (a) 21-2
Diggle 008" AxdAéa pnoiv &ddkputov €oecBon. Still, one may attempt to
emend such presents away; here, one might envisage, for instance, {8re Tod}
“Extopog<émivorpavtog épnoe> Tov pévov evnpyfiotar’.

3. Rh.16-19

[Xo. Bdpoer.  Ex. Bopoéd.
Trdv Tig Adyog ék vuktdv; Xo. ovk ot Ex. ti ob yopT
puLoKdg POV KLVElg oTPATIAY, ]

N T’ Eywv vuktnyoplav;
16-18 del. Diggle (post 15 fort. lac. indicanda est propter hiatum) 17
ovk ot LQ : oOkétt OV 177 (ante () “Ex. O: paragr. L: om. VQ [Xo. o0k
goti. Ex.] i Dindorf, Xo. o0k &6, <"Extop>. Ex. ti Jackson

* On the tendency to avoid hiatus, except after prepositives, where it is venial, see W. S.
Barrett, CQ 15, 1965, 62 n. 1 = W S. Barrett, Greek Lyric, Tragedy, and Textual Criticism:
Collected Papers, ed. M. L. West, Oxford 2007, 442 n. 4; contra W. Luppe, Philologus 120,
1976, 15, and 127, 1983, 139 n. 19; the latter is criticised by J. Diggle, Euripidea: Collected Es-
says, Oxford 1994, 332 n. 19.

5See W. S. Barrett, CQ 15, 1965, 61 n. 2 = Barrett, Papers (supra, n. 4) 441 n. 3.

, “Rhythmical prose” (supra,

n. 3) 37 (no. 5).

7 For the clausula — U ———{the commonest Ciceronian clausula, cretic + spondee) see
J. Diggle, “Rhythmical prose” (supra, n. 3) 29-30 (no. 1). For &pnoe (as opposed to &pn) as this
author’s favourite form cf. W. Luppe, Anagennesis 3, 1983, 198; idem, Philologus 127, 1983,
136; both cited by J. Diggle, “Rhythmical prose” (supra, n. 3) 55 n. 60.
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50 Vayos Liapis

‘(CHorUs) Have courage! —(HECTOR) I do have courage! Has there been
a night ambush? —(Cn.) No. —(HEe.) Why then have you abandoned
your watch-post and are stirring up the army unless you have some
night-report to make?’

Division of an anapaestic metron between two speakers (Go'cpcet—eocpocb)
occurs again at 17 and, perhaps, at 5615, but is otherwise paralleled only twice
in tragedy: S. Tr. 977, 991°, and [E.] IA 2-3 oteiye—oteily® ... omedde—
onevdw. The IA, which is especially akin to our passage, is interpolated®.
Diggle excises lines 16-18, but as he is aware this leaves us with an unlikely
hiatus between BopUBw in 15 and ei in 19" Although 18 reappears almost
verbatim as 37b-38a, it is surely (pace Diggle) the latter passage that is
interpolated (thus Dobree'?): 18 makes perfect sense in a context in which
Hector berates the guards for abandoning their posts (cf. 20-2); less so in
37-8 where Hector is merely trying to make sense of the chorus’ utterances.
What is more, Bdpoet in 16 is indispensable in view of ta 0¢ Bapoiverg in
35.

An undeservedly forgotten solution is Badham’s Xo. Oapoer. ‘Ex.
{Bopocor} pédv Tig Adyog ek vuktédv; | Xo. ottic. ‘Ex. Tl ob yép k.5, which
also eliminates the anomalous lack of diaeresis between metra in 17 (Adyog
éx_vuktédv)¥. There are less invasive remedies available: delete OV’s ovkét1's
or LQ's o0k &st1’. However, such deletions, as well as producing a caesura-
less anapaestic metron, make ti oU ydp in 17 —surely a retort to something
the chorus has said— seem incoherent. More promising is Jackson’s o0k €8,
<"Extop>", which was more recently backed up by Taplin®. However this
may be, the fact remains that the division of speakers within the anapaestic
metron seems to be an irreducible anomaly, despite Ritchie, Authenticity
(supra, n.8) 290-1. Perhaps it ought to be attributed to conscious imitation of

8 See W. Ritchie, The Authenticity of the Rhesus of Euripides, Cambridge 1964, 289, 292.

?Cf. Davies ad S. Tr. 977; C.W. Willink, ‘Studies in the cantica of Euripides’ Rhesus’, ICLS
27/28,2002/3, 21-43, here 22 n. 5 = Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy, ed. W. B. Henry,
Leiden 2010, 560-82, here 561 n. 5.

0 Cf. A.D. Fitton-Brown, PACA 7, 1964, 70-2, here 71; E. Fraenkel, Gnomon 37, 1965,
228-41, here 234.

W Cf. D. Kovacs, Euripidea Tertia, Leiden 2003, 146.

12P. P. Dobree, Adversaria ..., ed. J. Scholefield, Cambridge 1843, 87.

3 C. Badham, “Miscellanea critica”. Philologus 10, 1855, 336-40, here 336.

4 On the lack of diaeresis see M. Griffith, The Authenticity of ‘Prometheus Bound’, Cam-
bridge 1977, 70-1.

5 G. Dindorf (ed.), Euripidis tragoediae superstites et deperditarum fragmenta, Oxford
1840, 3, on RA.18.

16 Fitton-Brown (supra, n. 10) 71-2; D. Kovacs (ed.), Euripides, Vol. VI: Bacchae, Iphi-
genia at Aulis, Rhesus (Loeb Classical Library 495), Cambridge, Mass., 2002.

7 See J. Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica, Oxford 1955, 12.

18 See O. Taplin, PCPhS ns. 23,1977,126.
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NoOTES ON RHESUS 51

the Trachiniae passage mentioned above (the author of Rhesus is generally
prone to such quirks of style).

In line 19, Kovacs® suggested ei pn Twv’ épeig vuktnypesiov (‘unless you
have some nocturnal activity to report’) for the transmitted el ur) v’ €ycov
vuktnyoptav. This is ingenious: vuktnypesto / vukteyepota (‘waking by
night’) is elsewhere used with reference to the Doloneia’s nocturnal action;
cf. Accius, Nyctegresia, frr. 127-37 Dangel; P.Oxy. 2176 frr. 3-5, line 6
(Addendum on p. 184); Strab. 9.5.18 (439C., ITL.142 Radt). But there seems to
be no good reason to reject voktnyoptav in the first place. It is retained, for
instance, in Nauck’s t{ o0 yoip pulokdg mpolmddv Kkwelg | otportidv; TV

gywv vuktnyopiav;®.

4. Rh.53-5

Gvdpeg yap £k yhg THode vukTépw TAat)

AoBovteg Sppo todpov dpeicbon puynv

peXovot

53 6wdpeg Elmsley : G- Q : o- pap. 54 dpeioBour Nauck : onpersBon pap. :
afpeabon Q uyiv Stephanus : puyf(1) OLQ: ¢*vyfi V (ras.): cpuyq[ pap.

‘For these people are about to flee this land by nocturnal ship-
voyage without being observed by me.’

Nauck’s emendation of the ms. ofpesBon has received some support from
AIPEIZOAI in P.Achm. 4*. The future stem may express, with péAet,
an imminent futurity; however, a notion of urgent imminence can also be
conveyed by pélAw + present stem, the continuative aspect laying emphasis
on the action’s duration; cf. 110 otpatov péddeig dyerv?.

There is a further reason why aipesBot ought to be kept. As pointed
out by Barrett®, Stephanus’ puynv (also in 126, where the mss. again have
puyf))** would be more apposite if the activity undertaken were burdensome

Y Euripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 147.

2 A. Nauck, “Euripideische Studien: Zweiter Theil”, Mémoires de l’Académie impériale
des sciences de St-Pétersbourg, Vlle série, tome V, no. 6, 1862, 1-191, here 168.

2= P.Par. inv. BN, Suppl. gr. 1099.2 (no. 427 Mertens-Pack?); ed. pr. U. Wilcken, SBAW-
Berlin, 1887, 815-16; cf. also P. Collart, BIFAO 31,1931, 52-5, here 54-5.

22 See further R. Kithner & B. Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache,
ii: Satzlehre, vols I-1I (Hannover & Leipzig, *1898-1904), 1, 177-9 (Anm. 4); ]. Humbert, Syn-
taxe grecque, Paris*1960, §280; L. Basset, Les emplois périphrastiques du verbe grec uéA ey,
Lyon 1979, 135, 141; G. Pace, “Note critico-testuali al Reso”, in Scritti in onore di Italo Gallo,
ed. L. Torraca, Naples 2002, 453-61, here 453-4; M. Fantuzzi, CPh 100, 2005, 268 n. 2.

23 Barrett, Papers (supra, n. 4) 258 n. 69.

2 For the idiom see also A. Pers. 481 o{povtat puyrv (Elmsley : aipobvron ¢- mss.). It is
perhaps an extended usage from such phrases as iotila a{pesBon ‘to hoist sail’; or, in the active,
E. Hec. 1141 &pewav otdrov, IT 117 véstov dpodpev modw, Th. 152 tag vadg dpavreg; cf.
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52 Vayos Liapis

or troublesome; however, the requisite meaning here should be no more than
‘take to flight’, since ‘Hektor is concerned with rumoured evacuation solely
from his own point of view and not the Greeks”. Thus, the transmitted
reading is to be preferred: ‘oipesBan uyf) is a perfectly proper “put to sea
in flight” that calls for no change™; in this case, the transmitted aipesBon
(passive) is paralleled by A. Su. 2, Hdt. 1.165.3, 170.2. For the dative cf. E.
Med. 938 dmopodpev (Elmsley : draipopev mss.) puyi.

5. Rh. 59-62

el yop paevvol pf) TEuvésyovi Hdiov
Aapmtiipeg, obtav Eoyov ebtvyodv 86pu,
Tpiv valg Tupdoat kod S1d oknvédv poleiv
ktelvov Ayatodg thHde Tolvpdve ept.

‘For if the sun’s gleaming lamp had not been extinguished, I would
by no means have stayed my successful spear before setting fire to
the ships and going through the tents killing Achaeans with this
hand of mine, slayer of many.’

In line 59, Euvésyov has so far resisted emendation. The ms. reading should
require e to be mentally supplied as object, but the resulting sense (‘had the
gleaming sun not restrained me’) would be odd. C. E. Palmer’s translation ‘had
not the bright rays of the sun withdrawn themselves?’ is impossible. What is
more, ZY NEXXON seems to be an error by anticipation of OY TANEZXON
in the following line; it must have ousted a word meaning something like ‘be
put out’ or ‘be extinguished’. Heimsoeth’s "Eaveioav, accepted by Kovacs in
his Loeb edition (supra, n. 16), goes some way towards restoring sense, but
the sun cannot properly be said to have ‘let go of Hector. Van Herwerden’s*
(ut) @BSvnoav is elegant, but fails to account for the initial Evv-. Wecklein’s
"Bédewmov neatly conveys the idea of the sun’s ‘failing’ Hector (éxAetmco is also
the wox propria for the sun’s eclipse), and is accepted by Jouan with good
reason”’; for the durative verbal aspect used of a specific occurrence in the past
cf. I1. 2.106-7 (alternation of #Airev and Aeime in the same context)®. For a list

Mastronarde on E. Med. 938.

% Both quotations from Barrett, l.c. (n. 23).

26 Cf, Pace, “Note” (supra, n. 22) 454-5.

27 CR 4, 1890, 228.

# H. van Herwerden, “Novae lectiones Euripideae”, RPh 2,1878,19-57, here 31-2.

» See N. Wecklein (ed.), Euripidis Rhesus, Leipzig 1902, in app. crit. ad L; F. Jouan (ed.),
Euripide Tragédies, vol. VII.2: Rhésos, Paris 2004.

3 See also J. Wackernagel, Vorlesungen iiber Syntax, Basel 19262, 1, 182-3 = Lectures on
Syntax, ed. D. Langslow, Oxford 2009, 235-6.
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NoOTES ON RHESUS 53

of emendations and further discussion see E. Magnelli, “Miscellanea critica”,
Eikasmos 10, 1999, 101-17, here 101-4. His own proposal ei yop @agvvoig
ph Buvésyev filog | Aapmtipag kT, ‘for if the sun had not held back his
gleaming lamps’, makes for unlikely Greek, even though the light emitted by
celestial bodies is, indeed, often compared to long-range missiles, such as lances
and arrows, which one can ‘hold back’ (Magnelli, “Miscellanea critica”, 102-3).
No such comparison is in evidence in the present passage, however, and even
if it were I doubt that cuvéyewv would be the uox propria to signify ‘refrain
from shooting a weapon’ (Magnelli fails to adduce any evidence whatsoever).
The crux seems intractable, despite Wecklein’s brilliant emendation.

6. Rh. 112-15

Kaitotl Tepdoag kotAov avAwvmv Babog,

el uh) kvprioelg Todepioug dmd yBovog

pevyovtag GAAS oov BAerovtag ég 8opv,

VIKOPEVOG Pev oUTL ui) poAng TaAw. 115

115 ot piy Cobet: TAvd’ 00 ui) L: tvde piy VaQ et cod. L a Triclinio tertia

emendatio: Tvd’ éuty O: TAvde piy o0 Schaefer (seruato ToAw)w ¢ A 1 v
Reiske: m6Av Q

“Yet should you find, once you have crossed the deep and hollow
moat, that the enemies are not fleeing this land but are facing your
army instead, there is no way you will come back if you are defeated.’

The mss readings are either unmetrical (tv8 o0 ud pding mé\w) or
ungrammatical (tfvde ph péAng méAw). Cobet suggested ottt pi?, Reiske
pOAng a2, Of interest is Schaefer’s Tvde pf od poAng moAwv, with
P o0 in synecphonesis®, producing an independent clause expressing fear
that something may not prove true®*. Although Troy cannot be visible in
the darkness, Tqvde méAwv, ‘this city here’, would be acceptable, since &0e
can refer with some vividness to absent persons or things that have just been
spoken of, and are thus present to the speaker’s mind®; cf. 655 tfjde ... wdAet.
However, there seems to be little point in Aeneas’ foregrounding the city

3 C. G. Cobet, Variae lectiones quibus continentur observationes criticae in scriptores
graecos, Leiden 18732, 583.

2 7. J. Reiske, Ad Euripidam [sic| et Aristophanem animadversiones, Leipzig 1754,
86-7.

3 See J. Descroix, Le trimétre iambique, Macon 1931, 32.

3 See W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb, Boston 1889,
§264; Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n.8) 181.

% See H. Lloyd-Jones, CR 15,1965, 241-2; Diggle, Euripidea (supra,n.4)49n.2; Handley
ad Men. Dysc. 185, 234ff.; Hutchinson ad A. Sept. 408; O. Taplin, The Stagecraft of Aeschy-
lus, Oxford 1977, 150-1.
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54 Vayos Liapis

of Troy as Hector’s potential place of refuge rather than bringing up the
distinct possibility that he may never come back into the Trojan camp at
all — an idea neatly conveyed by Reiske’s waAwv.

7. Rh. 131

138 dokel, Tade petabépevog voer
doxer Dawe petobépevog Hn, coni. Musgrave : petomiBépevog Q

“This is what we think (too), this opinion you must adopt, changing
your mind’

Found only in Hauniensis 417 (an apograph of Pal. Gr. 98), petofépevoc
restores responsion with this line’s antistrophic pair (195). As is her wont,
Pace® tries to defend the majority reading petatiBépevog, assuming
Responsionsfreiheit, i.e. UUU— UUUUUUU— U— in 131, corresponding
to 2 dochmiacs in 195. However, the whole idea of Responsionsfreiheit is
highly dubious, because it relies largely on textually suspect passages¥, or
is otherwise limited to very specific metrical variants®. But apart from the
dubiety of such an assumption, the parallels adduced by Pace for resolved
second anceps followed by resolved longum in dochmiacs can be easily
emended, as she is aware; even the scheme UUU — — UU is exceedingly
rare®.

As for Dawe’s 80«ket, it is presumably meant to balance voer. It is, however,
unnecessary. dokel presents the chorus’ opinion as a fait accompli which
Hector is expected to take seriously under consideration — as indeed he does

(cf. 137).
8. Rh. 149-50

tig Ofjra Tpwwv o1 Tdpetov év Adyw
Béder kotomTNG Vag é’ Apyeimv poleiv;
149 Adyco(1) OVaQ : Adyw Let Q(s.l., a.c.)

‘Well then, which one of the Trojans here present wants to go to the
Argives’ ships asaspy?

3 G. Pace, Euripide Reso: I canti, Rome 2001, 25.

% See further P. Maas, Greek Metre, trsl. H. Lloyd-Jones, Oxford 1962, 29.

3 See A. M. Dale, The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama, Cambridge? 1968, 112, 135, 153, 188.

3 Cf. N. C. Conomis, “The Dochmiacs of Greek Drama”, Hermes 92,1964, 23-50, here 28,
36. The inappropriateness of Responsionsfreiheit here is seen even by S. Delle Donne (“In mar-
gine ad una edizione “colometrica” dei cantica del Reso di Euripide”, Rudiae 16-17, 2004/5,
171-208, here 202-3), who had nonetheless earlier in the same article (p. 177) pronounced such
Responsionsfretheit ‘piu che plausibile’.
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NoOTES ON RHESUS 55

The variant év Ady is found in L and Q (the latter supra lineam ante
correctionem); moreover, as pointed out by Morstadt*’, év Aoy must have
been in the model of Chr. Pat. 1933 tig dfjra gidwv, ol wdpeistv évBade;
— otherwise, there would have been no reason to change év Adyw, which
(unlike év Adyc) suits the Chr. Pat. context.

Should one prefer év Aoy over év Aoy then? The answer is probably no.
While it is true that tragic choruses are sometimes referred to, figuratively, as
Adyoc (e.g. A. Sept. 111, Eum. 46,1026), the addressees of Hector’s proclamation
are not the chorus, who cannot be expected to spy upon the Greeks while on
guard duty, but the Trojan warriors already present on stage (2-4; cf. 154ff.).
For of ndpewowv év Aéyw = ‘those present at this announcement’, ie. ‘all of
the present company™, cf. Ar. Av. 30, Ach. 513 (with Dunbar, Olson ad I1.).
In 11. 10.299-312 Hector makes a similar proclamation, likewise prefacing his
speech with a question addressed to all those present: Tig kév pot 03¢ €pyov
Umooydpevog Tedéoete | Scdpe Em peyddw; (303-4)%.

9. Rh. 165

tdEan 8¢ puoBov, AV épfig Tupavvidog
épnv Tupavvido Nauck, cl. 173

‘So, name your reward [= ask for any reward you like], except for

my kingship.

Nauck’s A éunv tupovvida® brings the syntax into line with 173 mAv
otpotnAdtag ve@v, where the accusative is in accord with the implied object
of aiter. But while the accusative in 173 serves to avoid the repetition of two
successive genitives (J‘E)\‘h\i oTpoTnAATé®V vedv), there is no reason to tamper
with the normal construction of prepositional TAnv + genitive here. Nauck’s
emendation probably does not even deserve a place in the apparatus.

10. Rh. 166

ov ofig €pdpev ToAdyou Tupavvidog
ntoAdyov 0Q: Todovyouv V: molvdyou L

‘We have no desire for your city-guarding kingship’

40 R. Morstadt, Beitrag zur Kritik der dem Euripides zugeschriebenen Tragédie
Rhesos, Heidelberg 1827, 8 n. 1.

;1 Not ‘those who are within hearing of my words’, despite Ritchie, Authenticity (supra
n. 8) 115.

2 For a defence of év Aoy see also A. Meschini, in Scritti in onore di #Carlo Diano,
Bologna 1975, 217-26, here 217.

# Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 170.
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56 Vayos Liapis

L’s moludyov is doubtless a iotacist error; cf. 381 ol topyov (OV) < woli-
(LQ). It may have been understood as meaning ‘ruling over many’ (oAdg
+ %Xco). Such a meaning, however, would be an impossibility. In classical
Greek, dependent determinative compounds** with wolv- as first component
and a verbal second component are always resolvable into 6 &ywv TOAA-
+ a noun corresponding to the verbal component, e.g. Tolvpéprpvog = 6
oAAdg pepipvag Eyev. This is impossible with ol voyog.

11. Rh. 169

XELo0Og TapesTLY, el TOS aitroelg yépog
napestv OV : yap éotiv LQ aitiom V

‘There is gold, if this is the prize you mean to ask for’

For V’s predilection for middle verbal forms cf. 175 (8ateic: -t} V), and
181 (eidtricerg LQ and Chr. Pat. 1972 : -0 O; -cet V). There would have been
little point in arguing for the active or the middle, since they are practically
equivalent here, were it not for two unambiguous cases where the active is
used (aiter 173, dmontédd 174). For pairs of active-middle verbal forms with
no discernible semantic distinction see R. J. Allan, The Middle Voice in
Ancient Greek, Amsterdam 2003, 206-10.

12. Rh. 204

el TV’ GAANV dvti Td’ €8e1g sToANV;
) \ /) 1c .2 LY ) R A 5
émel Tiv' OV et Q' : émel Ty Tiv’ Q 1 el ntwv' L

‘Why, what new gear will you change into?

L'’s reading deserves some attention: ‘say, will you then change into some new
gear? For the combination of imperative (einé) and direct question cf. 207
AeBov, Tig €oton...; However, interrogative ﬁ usually introduces questions,
and is not preceded by another word, except a vocative or 4AXG. (see LS] s.v.
ﬁ, I1.1) — certainly not by an imperative, which might itself introduce an
indirect gi-question. Thus, on the basis of the L reading, Pierson proposed
el el Tvv’ GAANV dvti thHode kT, ‘tell me whether you will change into
some new gear instead of this one’®. This, however, is exceedingly feeble: the

# Cf. H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, rev. ed. by G. Messing, Cambridge, Mass, 1956, §
897(2).

# J. Pierson, Verisimilium libri duo, Leiden 1752, 81-2. Pierson was followed by: A.
Matthiae (ed.), Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta, vol. VIII, Leipzig 1824, ad [; F. Vater
(ed.), Euripidis Rhesus cum scholiis antiquis, Berlin 1837, ad L; and Dindorf, Euripidis
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chorus have already been told that Dolon will change into a different attire
(202); what they need to know is what kind of attire (tiv’ ... ctoArv) this is
going to be. Moreover, Pierson’s text would probably require an affirmative ye
in Dolon’s reply (mpémousdv <y’>), but there is no room for such an addition.
Pierson adduces E. Herc. 1118 as a parallel (e{n’ €1 Tt kovov roypdipn Téopdd
Ble); but the situation there is quite different: a baffled Herakles is gradually
becoming aware of the enormity of his acts, and his question to Theseus (‘tell
me whether you are revealing my life in a strange new light’, cf. Bond ad [.)
reflects his complete ignorance of the facts. More to the point is Herwerden’s
el vy’ GAAnY kT, ‘tell us what other gear you will put on™*. But both
Herwerden’s and Pierson’s emendations introduce an exceedingly harsh
asyndeton which would be hard to justify in this context. It should not go
without saying that énel is perfectly good and idiomatic*’.

13. Rh. 206
sopod Top’ Gvdpog xpt) sopov Tt povBdvery
‘One must learn cleverness from clever men’

A 12th-century gnomologium, Athous Vatopedii 36, has copod mpog
&vdpdg, a perfectly plausible alternative, cf. e.g. S. OC 12-13 povBavew ...
1pOG dotédv. True, the rest of the tradition (in its gnomological ramifications
too: Orion Flor.17 p.78 Haffner, Men. Mon. 718 Pernigotti), and Chr. Pat.
1766 unanimously provide op’ dv-, but Tpog &v- is surely lectio difficilior.

14. Rh. 208

AUketov dppi védT évdpopon dopdv
vt évapopar Cobet : védtov dpopar OV : vérta Brsopon LQ

‘On my back I shall fasten a wolf’s hide.’

Cobet’s* emendation has been generally accepted, and with good reason
(although not by the hyper-conservative Zanetto, who prints the OV

tragoediae (supra, n. 15), adll.

4 H. van Herwerden, “Studia critica in poetas scenicos Graecorum”, Verhandelingen der
koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen (Afdeeling Letterkunde) 7, 1872, 1-100 + vi,
here 17.

# See J. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides, Oxford 1981, 61.

4 See C.G. Cobet,Variae lectiones quibus continentur observationes criticae in scrip-
tores graecos, Leiden 18732, 583.
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reading)®. Cobet was surely right: it is évdmresBon (middle rather than
passive, despite LS]?s.v.) that is commonly used to signify ‘fit’ to one’s body,
‘wear’; cf. Hdt. 7.69.1 Aeovtéag évappévor; E. Herc. 549 168’ #0n nepBéAon’
évippeda; Ar. Nu. 72 Swpbépav évnuuévog, Ec. 80, Av. 1250, Ra. 430; fr.
264 KA 6 yopOg ... évapdpevog Sdmidag. I see no difficulty in the fact that
Cobet’s text gives an elision after the third princeps, which otherwise occurs
in Rh. only in 986°. Such lines are far from unparalleled in tragedy®2.

15. Rh. 219-20

swBrpopat Tot kol ktaviv 'Oduvostme

olow kapa oot 220
219 tow Diggle : te VLQ et 'ZV: 8¢ O : ye Wilamowitz

‘I shall return safe, I'm telling you, and having killed Odysseus I
shall bring you his head’

As Diggle has shown®, neither te nor ¢ can stand: te would be exceedingly
feeble as a correlative with ko, while 8¢ would be inappropriate either as
adversative or as continuative. Diggle’s tot gives highly idiomatic style, for it
is regularly used in answer to a command or wish*; and ‘the corruption of ot
to e is especially easy when ot follows™. There are, however, alternatives
worth considering, e.g. Wilamowitz’s Y€, in its common usage as response-
intensifier®: it is a neat and elegant emendation, the more so since it nicely
accounts, palaeographically, for te: ‘yes, I shall return safely’ is an apposite
reply to the chorus-leader’s ‘all you need now is luck’. I should also suggest
81 as another possibility: often corrupted into 8¢ (O), 8 is often used by
the tragedians to emphasize verbs, sometimes with emotional force”; thus,

swBroopon 81) = ‘I shall, indeed, return safely.’
16. Rh .227-30

koD évviytog
Kol YEVOU G@TAPLOG GVEPL TOPTEG

ayepcv kol EOAABe Aapdavidoig 230

¥ G, Zanetto (ed.), Euripides Rhesus, Stuttgart & Leipzig 1993.

% See E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, Miinchen 1950, 2, 231.

51 See Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 285-6.

52 See Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n.4), 473 with n. 151.

% Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 513-15.

* Cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed. rev. by K. J. Dover, Oxford 1950, 541.
% Quotation from Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 513.

5 Cf. Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 130-1.

57 Cf. Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 214-16.
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227 ixo® L. Dindorf: txov fere Q (fx- Q)  228-30 «oi yevod
&yepcov Dindorf: &yepdov (6~ cod. L a Triclinio secunda emendatio: -
<L»P)... ko yevod Q

(0 Apollo,) do appear in the night, and be a safe guide on this
man’s mission, and aid Dardanus’ descendants’.

W. Dindorf’s® transposition of the mss word-order (ixo® vviytog | dyepcov
cwThprog dvépt mopmdg | ked yevod ked EVANoBe Aapdavideic) has won
almost universal approval. Zanetto (cf. supra, n. 49) predictably keeps the
paradosis, but emends xoi yevod into ked wévou (governed, together with
Topmdg, by dyepd)v). However, dyepcov mévou is odd: we should expect
e.g. ELAMANTwp, as in E. Med. 946, oddly invoked elsewhere by Zanetto
in support of his emendation®. Moreover, it would be pointless to have a
feebly vague mévou supplement an appositely specific roundg. The attempt
by several scholars® to defend the paradosis as an instance of the oyfjpa
&md kowoD, ie. yevod kai EVAA0Pe = Evyyevod kol EVAN- will carry little
conviction.

17. Rh. 231-2

& Toykpatés, d Tpotag
telyn Todod Setpog
Tpotag Lachmann : tpolag Q

‘0, all-mighty one, you who built Troy’s ancient walls.’

For Tpotag, which is metrically necessary, see K. Lachmann, De choricis
systematis tragicorum graecorum libri quattuor, Berlin 1819, 154 n.
For the form cf. also Rh. 262 (emend. Dindorf), 360 (emend. Murray) and,
probably, S. 4j. 1190 (emend. Wilamowitz). According to Aristarchus and
Herodian, Homeric usage requires that trisyllabic Tpoin be used only as
epithet of wéig (‘Trojan town’; by contrast, disyllabic Tpoin = “Troy’ as
substantive)®. Whether this is Aristarchus’ own conjecture or it represents
genuine tradition®?, the presumed rule is observed neither here nor in 360
(although it is followed, albeit loosely, in 262). This may well mean that

% See Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 15), ad 224-263 (p. 597).

% See G. Zanetto (ed., trsl.) Euripide: Ciclope, Reso, Milan 1998, 143.

® e.g. G. Hermann, in Opuscula, Leipzig 1828; repr. Hildesheim 1970, 3, 262-310, here
302; F. Lindemann, in Ad annuam lustrationem Gymnasii Zittaviensis etc., Zittau 1834,
1-16, here 8; G. Kiefner, Die Versparung, Wiesbaden 1964, 103-4.

SLCS. I7.1.129 with ZA ad 1. (129¢, 1.47 13ff. Erbse); Od. 5.39, 11,510 with T ad /1. (1 244.24-
6,11517.6 Dindorf); Hdn. II. pros. 1.129 (Gr.Gr. 111.2.2.1, p. 23.36ff. Lentz).

62 Cf. C. G. Cobet, Miscellanea critica, Leiden 1876, 253.
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the Homeric edition known to the author of Rhesus made no distinction
between disyllabic and trisyllabic forms; perhaps the distinction had even
vanished from live performances of Homer, despite the fact that these
probably did preserve elements of archaic accentuation, which influenced
the Alexandrian editors’ (including Aristarchus’) decisions on matters of
Homeric accentuation®. If so, Aristarchus’ thesis is somewhat weakened. In
262, Dindorf’s Tpotav is an epithet, and thus conformant with Aristarchus’
standards of Homeric usage.

18. Rh. 245-9

1) oTdvig odel 245
@V dyobddv, Stav ) SusdAiov év Teddyet
Kol oAevn)
oG
245 omavig aiet Wilamowitz: owdvia O: owavio V2 et ZV: wavio V: omavig
LQ: owdvig éoti Ritchie

‘Indeed, there is a dearth of good men when a sunless sky is upon
the sea, and the city is tempest-tossed.

Wilamowitz’s neat owdwig odet (&et) was first aired ap. Murray’s OCT (in app.
crit.)®. The mss. readings are all one syllable shorter than the corresponding
256. It may be of some significance that oravio (V post corr., ZV) is reported
as a synonym for omdvig (LQ, obviously an emendation) by Hesych. ¢ 1402
Hansen, Phot. Lex. 529.12 Porson. Another possibility is Ritchie’s® omrdvic
¢otiv, which is however feebler than Wilamowitz’s emendation. Willink’s®
conjecture, f) oVt oto TV dycbév, ‘rare indeed [are Aporta] such as [are
those] of ot dyoBot’, makes for contorted phrasing, not least because the
implied change of number from singular (Afjpartog) to plural is quite jarring.
Alternatively, one might consider emending 256 instead; indeed, Dindorf®”
suggested reading émi yac / y& / y&v there®®; however, as Ritchie (Z.c.) points
out yono-forms are unanimously transmitted in 256.

%3 See on this matter P. Probert, Ancient Greek Accentuation: Synchronic Patterns, Fre-
quency Effects, and Prehistory, Oxford 2006, 34-44. The evidence of the papyri in this
regard is scant and often inconsistent; see J. Moor-Blunt, “Problems of Accentuation in Greek
Papyri”, QUCC 29,1978, 137-63; A. Nodar, “Ancient Homeric Scholarship and the Medieval
Tradition: Evidence from the Diacritics in the Papyri”, in: B. Palme (ed.), Akten des 23. Inter-
nationalen Papyrologenkongresses, Wien, 22.-28. Juli 2001, Vienna 2007, 469-81.

 G. Murray (ed.), Euripidis fabulae, vol. 111, Oxford 1909 (corr. repr. 1913).

& Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 301.

 Willink, “Cantica” (supra, n. 9) 29 = Collected Papers 568.

%7 Euripidis tragoediae, supra, n. 15 ad 256.

%8 So also Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst, Berlin 1921, 584 n. 1.
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19. Rh. 253-7

T avSp Ayardv 6 IeSoc;’tt[S‘qg SPoryeDG

oUTAoEL £V thuxtg, TETPATOLY 255
Hipov éywv émi yolag

Bnpog;

256 yatag LQ: yoion O: yoiav V

‘Which of the Achaeans will the crawling slaughterer slay in their
huts, mimicking a beast’s four-footed trail on the ground?’ (lit.,
‘putting on a four-footed mimicry of a beast’).

Pace Diggle and Kovacs, who print éni yaiog, one should probably prefer
either the O or the V reading; so Zanetto, Feickert, Jouan (émi yov, after
Dindorf, cf. item 18 above). With the O reading, the sense of motion would
merge with that of support (Dolon will be crawling over the land), cf. LS]°
s.v. émni, BI1.2.a, and e.g. Il. 4.443 émi xBovi Boiver. With the V reading, the
sense of extension over a space would prevail (LS]? s.v. ént, C.L5): Dolon
will pursue his mission over a large stretch of land. Murray’s émyaiov is
superfluous, despite Pl. Resp. 546a émyetlorg Cadorg.

20. Rh. 285-6

VUkTOG yop oUtt padlov éoBodeiv oTpatov, 285
kAvévta TApn Tedio Toleptag yepds.
éoPaAeiv Diggle: épf3- Q: cf. Chr. Pat. 2096, 2452 popei) yap ot padiov

~

eloBeeiv Twvo (eloBeeiv Epnv 2452)

“You see, it is no slight matter to come upon an army at night,
having heard the flatlands full of enemy soldiers.’

With Diggle’s éoaeiv®’, the implied subject of the infinitive must be Twvd;
as for otpatov, it will be an accusative after a verb of motion, for which
Diggle invokes as a parallel E. Cyc. 99 Bpopiov moAwv Eorypev éoBadeiv.
Consequently, yop in 285 will explain not why Rhesus chose the rugged glades
of Mt Ida over the level and broad roads (which is what Hector has asked in
282-3), but rather why the shepherd has no information on the Thracian’s
reasons for doing so (284 oUk 018 éxpBéc): he became frightened by the
great din produced by Rhesus’ advancing army (287, 290-1, 308), thought
that the approaching troops were Greeks (294-5, hence wo)epiog yepds in
286), and ran away to protect Hector’s flocks from the enemy (291-5).

% See Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 515.
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Diggle’s conjecture stumbles upon three difficulties:

(i) If the ydip-clause explains ovk 018 dxpBédg rather than eixdoon ye piy
AP0 (284), the antithesis introduced by the latter is oddly interrupted,
since we never learn exactly what the shepherd’s ‘conjecture’ (eixdoon)
consisted of.

(i) Moreover, with Diggle’s conjecture, the ydp-clause will not really explain
the shepherd’s lack of information: even if he had remained in his usual
position, he would still be no better informed as to the reasons for Rhesus’
choice of route; after all, he did eventually have the opportunity to converse
with the Thracian advance scouts (296-7) but is apparently none the wiser
for it. By contrast, with the lectio tradita éuBoleiv the rationale behind
the shepherd’s conjecture becomes transparent: the oddly inconvenient route
taken by Rhesus was, presumably (eixdoon), due to his wish to avoid leading
his army upon (épBoeiv) the enemy soldiers with which the Trojan plain
was infested (28631.

(iii) Most importantly perhaps, intransitive eiofdAAe is normally followed
by an accusative denoting the place or area entered — as, indeed, it does
in all the passages cited by Diggle in support of his emendation™: E. Hipp.
1198, Cyc. 99, Andr. 968, Ba. 1045, Phaeth. fr. 779.1 K. But stpatév cannot
really fulfil this function.

When all is said and done, I would rather keep the lectio tradita épPoeiv,
with otpatév as object: ‘it is no slight matter to bring in an army’; cf. A. Sept.
583,1019 (where 1019, probably an interpolation, seems merely a rehash of 583).
It is true that transitive eioBdAAw with otpatidv uel sim. as its object is an
established usage (LS] s.v. elofdA e I, I1); and both épBdAAe and eioBdAeo
are used alternatively in Hdt. 4.125.4, and appear as mss. variants in Hdt. 5.15.2
and 9.13.2. But this is all the more reason not to depart from the lectio tradita.

Diggle’s objections™ to the lectio tradita do not carry much conviction.
Firstly, it is simply not true that ‘Rhesus, when he appears, is brim-full of
insouciance, and has borne the troubles of a night-time arrival with a very
light heart’. For aside from the fact that Rhesus does complain of the extreme
difficulties he has had to face on his way to Troy (426-42), the shepherd
cannot possibly be aware of Rhesus’ supposed ‘insouciance’, since he has
never seen him. Secondly, to claim that ‘Rhesus did not hear the land full of
enemy troops, for the Greeks were cooped up by their ships and had every
reason to keep quiet’ (Diggle l.c.) is to disregard the advance information
Rhesus turns out (quite plausibly) to have had as to the troubles the Greek
army has been causing Hector for ten whole years (444-6). Finally, we have
already shown —see ?u) above— that ydip (285) explains not the shepherd’s
lack of ‘precise information [...] about the route which Rhesus has taken’,

7 Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 163.
" Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 515.
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but rather the rationale behind his conjecture about the possible reason why
Rhesus has chosen a patently troublesome route through Mt Ida’s glades.

21. Rh. 296-7

otelywv 0’ dvokTog TpovEepevvnTag 680D
&viotépnoa Opnkiolg Tpospbéypacty
296 6800 V: otpatod OLQ

‘So, I went and questioned the king’s advance scouts, addressing
them in the Thracian tongue.’

dvaktog has given pause to some editors: the shepherd could not have known
at the time that a king was on his way to Troy. But none of the several
emendations proposed so far is wholly satisfactory”. It seems best to assume
that the shepherd is merely speaking with hindsight (cf. also 290 ©pfjxiog . ..
otpotde, 299 cOppoyoG).

As for 6800, it is preferable to otpatod both because the latter is a
redundancy (the npovBepevvntal can only be part of an army, even though
they function separately from it) and because of the syntactical awkwardness
resulting from the presence of two possessive genitives, namely dvaktog and
oTpPATOD .

22. Rh. 333-41

Ex. ptoco cpt?\oww UOTEpOV [30q8popew 333
68 olv, en',emep e, csvppocxog pev ov, 336
Eévog 8¢ mpog tpamelov Nkétwm Eévwv:

Xaptg yop avtd Hpropuddv SiwAeto. 338
Xo. 8ok, drwbeiv cuppayoug éaricpeovov 334
Ay. (po[30g }evovt av Jto?\e].uotg ocp@etg povov 335
Ex. o0 T el Jtocpocwt-:tg, Kol oL koplewg GKOTELS. 339
6 ypuootevyiig & olvek’ dyyédov Abywv 340

‘Picog mapeste thHde svppayog xBovi.

72 Cf. #vavro Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 20 n. 2, adopted by Kovacs, Euripides
(supra, n. 16): marchlng right up [to the advance scouts] evocxxog Reiske, Animadversiones
(supra, n. 32) 88, ‘moving up close [to the scouts]’; & oot N. Wecklein, SBAWMiinchen,
philos.-philol.-histor. Classe, 1897, 494; cf. further F. H. M. Blaydes, Adversaria critica in
Euripidem, Halle 1901, 4.

73 The clumsiness is well brought out by Vater’s paraphrase (Euripidis Rhesus, supra, n.
45) ad 285: ‘Admodum enim ieiunum est: interrogavi antecursores eius, qui praefuit exerci-
tui, cum expectaveris: antecursores exercitus'.
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333, 336-8, 334-5, 339-41 hoc ordine Nauck correcta personarum
dispositione: 334-8 nuntio 339-41 choro trib. OV, 334-5 choro 336-8 Hectori
339-41 choro L (praescriptis paragr.), 334-8 choro 339-41 Hectori Q aut 336-
8 aut 339-41 del. West

‘(Hector) I hate it when one is late in assisting friends. But anyway,
since he is now here, let him come — not as an ally but as a guest-
friend at his hosts’ table; for the favour of Priam’s family toward him
has vanished. (CHorUs) My lord, it is invidious to push away one’s
allies. (MEssENGER) He would strike terror in the enemy merely by
being seen™. (HECTOR) (7o the coryphaeus) Your advice is good.
(To the messenger) And your considerations are timely. Let then
gold-armoured Rhesus, as this messenger’s report has it, come as an

ally to this land.’

There are a number of issues here, including the attribution of speaking
parts, the correct order of lines, and the question whether deletion of lines is
to be practised.

(1) As far as attribution of parts is concerned, none of the arrangements
in the mss. is satisfactory. OV give 334-8 to the shepherd, and 339-41 to the
chorus, but the chorus of soldiers cannot have the last word in the matter
of accepting Rhesus as an ally. Moreover, there can be no doubt that only
Hector has the authority to speak 336-8, and L is right in giving him these
lines”. But then 339-41 cannot be part of the same speech by Hector (thus
Q, although all other mss give these lines to the chorus), because if 340-1 (‘let
Rhesus come as an ally’) follow shortly after 336-8 (‘let Rhesus come, but
not as an ally’), the result is an irreducible contradiction”. Moreover, 339 is
problematic: it clearly addresses two speakers’, although for the last twenty
lines Hector has only been conversing with the coryphaeus. Taplin, who
wants the messenger to depart after 316, envisages ‘some textual trouble, or
even an author’s incompetence, in lines 333-41, especially 339-417%. But this
is unhelpfully vague, and at any rate Taplin himself shows that not all tragic
messengers depart after they have delivered their report” — certainly not in
this play, where the second messenger (Rhesus’ charioteer) indubitably stays
on even after he has delivered his messenger speech (833ff.).

(2) Clearly, no satisfactory attribution of speaking parts is possible unless
the lines are rearranged, or excision resorted to. Should one opt for the

7 On the Greek text here see item 24 below.

75 Cf. E. Dettori, L’ interlocuzione difficile, Pisa 1992, 134.
76 The point is ignored by Dettori, l.c. (supra, n. 75).

77 Despite Herwerden, “Novae lectiones” (supra, n. 28) 32.
7 See Taplin, Stagecraft (supra, n. 35) 90 n. 4.

7 Taplin, Stagecraft (supra, n. 35) 89.
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former, Nauck’s® brilliant transposition of lines (336-8 after 333, and 334-5
before 339) is one’s best bet, and it has been accepted with good reason by
Murray, Diggle, Kovacs, and Jouan. With Nauck’s rearrangement, 336-8 and
340-1 will be spoken by the only person in authority to make such decisions,
namely Hector. As for 334 and 335, the former will have to be spoken by the
chorus, who thus add a concluding argument to their appeal against rejecting
Rhesus (327-8, 330, 332), while the latter with its emphasis on @dBog surely
belongs to the shepherd, who has already emphasized Rhesus’ power to
frighten the enemy (287-9, 306-8). Attribution of 334-5 to two different
speakers can hardly be bettered as a means of making sense of the double
address in the immediately following 339, and has rightly been accepted
by all recent editors. It is true that with this rearrangement Hector in 339-
41 may appear to be yielding to the chorus’ and the shepherd’s arguments
all too easily, an attitude which, according to Rosivach, would make the
commander-in-chief to ‘look like a fickle ninny™. But Hector has already
shown himself prone to bow to public opinion (137), and I do not see why
his present volte-face is any more jarring than the one in 137. At any rate, it
will be seen that Hector’s change of mind is less abrupt than one may perhaps
realize (below, after (4)).

(3) Another solution, offered by M. L. West®2, is to assume that 336-8 and
339-41 are ‘alternative endings for the same scene which have coalesced.” On
this hy pothesis, Hector’s unconditional acceptance of Rhesusas a fully-fledged
ally in 339-41 could only have come after an expostulation, now lost, which
would have preceded 339. Indeed, Rosivach® had already suggested placing a
lacuna between 338 and 339 — one in which the chorus and perhaps also the
shepherd would have expatiated on such arguments as are raised in 332, 334,
335. In a similar vein, Klyve® envisages a lacuna between 334 and 335. But it
is undesirable to use a lacuna as a passe-partout textual remedy when more
cautious measures may lie to hand. Alternatively, on West’s hypothesis, one
may choose to excise 339-41 and interpret 336-8 as indicating that Hector
accepts Rhesus ‘only as a guest, postponing a final acceptance until he has
had a chance to call him to account™®. However, having the debate end on
338 would create an inconsistency with the following scene, where Hector,
despite taking Rhesus to task for his belatedness, never as much as insinuates

8 Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 171-3.

81V. J. Rosivach, “Hector in the Rhesus”, Hermes 106, 1978, 54-73, here 58 n. 12. Cf. also
C. D. Beck, Exercitatio critica de Rheso supposititio Euripidis dramate, Leipzig 1780, 23;
H.D. F. Kitto, “The Rhesus and related matters’, YclS 25,1977, 317-50, here 336; G. E. Klyve,
A Commentary on Rhesus 1-526 with an Introduction, DPhil thesis, Oxford 1995, 224-6.

82 ap. Klyve, Commentary (supra, n. 81) p. 225.

8 “Hector” (supra, n. 81) 58 with n. 12.

% Commentary (supra, n. 81) p. 225-6.

% Quotation from Klyve, /.c. (supra, n. 84).
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that the latter would be welcome only as a guest-friend, not as an ally, as
336-8 seem to imply.

(4) There is, finally, a third possibility, which however carries ver
little conviction. This is Zanetto’s (cf. Euripides Rhesus [supra, n. 49))
transposition of 336-8 to follow 328, and of 339-41 to follow 335. Line 338
is now given to the chorus and takes the form of a surprised and incredulous
question®: ydpig ... Siwdeto;, ‘what! Are the Priamids no longer grateful to
Rhesus?’ This is highly unlikely. First of all, ‘we have sufficient men to defend
Ilion’ (329) does not follow very well after 338 — one should rather expect a
comment on Rhesus’ having fallen from grace. On the other hand, Hector’s
proud retort in 329 is very much apposite after the chorus’ pointing out that
an ally should always be welcome (328). Secondly, Hector’s capitulation in
336-7 (‘fine, let Rhesus sit as a guest at our table’) would come as a complete
surprise after only two lines of argumentation by the chorus (327-8), whereas
it is more at home after the brief altercation in 329-32.

On balance, it seems best to keep the text as rearranged by Nauck. It is
true that 336-8 and 339-41 may seem at first sight to be ‘alternative endings
which have coalesced’, to repeat West's phrase (see (3) above). However, this
is a false impression. The process of convincing Hector to accept Rhesus as
an ally is both longer and smoother than has perhaps been realized, and the
Trojan prince’s attitude cannot be dismissed as ‘fatuous’, despite e.g. Pearson®.
Hector starts off by dismissing Rhesus’ professed friendship and loyalty as
mere sham (319-26); nine lines later, however, he concedes that Rhesus may
come as a guest-friend, although he is certainly unwilling to have him as
an ally (336-8); finally, after the chorus and the messenger put in their final
arguments (334-5), Hector agrees to have Rhesus fight as a fully-fledged
Trojan ally (339-41). For this gradual process to be delineated (passably,
though by no means adequately), both 336-8 and 339-41 are indispensable.

23. Rh. 336-8

For the text see item 22 above. As pointed out by Beck®, line 338 seems
to be cited in Eustathius (Comm. Iliad. p. 822.5-6, 111.123.25-6 van der
Valk): cuvtéBvnke kot tHy Topopiow f ék tédv Tpdwv ydpig té Proc,
‘as the proverb has it, the Trojan’s gratitude has died together with Rhesus.’
The situation envisaged in the Eust. passage appears to be one in which the
Trojans refuse to pursue Rhesus’ murderers because they feel they are no
longer indebted to him. This is most certainly not how matters stand in
Rhesus, and so Morstadt¥ imagined that Eust. can only be referring to a

8 Cf. Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 77-8.

87 Cf. A.C. Pearson, “The Rhesus”, CR 35,1921, 52-61, here 59.
8 Exercitatio (supra, n. 81) 27 n. 2.

¥ Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 74-6.
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different Rhesus — presumably the genuine Euripidean play. However,
Eustathius’ referring to the passage as a mopowuia strongly suggests that he
is quoting from a gnomologium, and therefore out of context; this surely
accounts for the inaccuracy pointed out by Morstadt.

As for Suddeto (OVQ) vs. dcbAeto (L), it seems, pace Diggle, that the latter
is to be preferred. Asa rule, StoAAvpon emphasizes the role of an external agency
in effecting the perishing or coming to nought®; by contrast, dxéAAupo
(or the simplex 8AMvpon) can mean merely ‘to cease to exist, to fail’, and is
apparently the uox propria to be used with regard to loss of xapg; cf. E. Held.
438 olrot oot y dmoAAutan yapig; fr. 736.5-6 Kannicht 1) & év dpBapoic
Xdpig | dméAco’" S. fr. 920 Radt dpvrpovog yop vdpog EAAuton ydptc.

24. Rh. 335

For the Greek text see item 22 above. Evidently, p6fog here is used in the
sense ‘object or cause of fear’; cf. LS]” s.v., I1.2; S. OT 917 fjv p6Boug Aéyn;
OC 1651-2 g Sevod tvog | péfov pavévrog?. Alternatively, one might
capitalize: ®Bog yévort &v woleptors, ‘Rhesus would become Phobos (=
as terrifying as Ph.) for the enemy.’ The reference would then be to Phobos,
Ares’ son or attendant®, a personification of the terror that puts warriors to
flight**. For a redoubtable warrior being assimilated to Phobos cf. A. Sept.
500, where Hippomedon ‘boasts of being Phobos at the gates™; cf. Sept.
574 for Tydeus as mpdomolov @éBov (v.l. pévov). A key passage in this
connection is I7. 13.298-300 (see Janko ad L), where Meriones is likened to
Ares, and Idomeneus (implicitly) to Phobos. Note that Rhesus is compared
to Ares himself in Rhesus 385-7. For the use of divine names in predicate
function, whereby one ‘is’ or ‘becomes’ this or that divinity, cf. e.g. E. Tr.

% Examples from tragedy include: A. Pers. 483-4 otpotog ... | StdAAVE’; S. Tr. 1052
Bpovtdv apeiBAnstpov, o Sdhupay; EL 141 det stevdyouvsa tdAluvce (‘you're ruining
yourself’); OT 225 &vdpdg ék tivog Stddeto; E. fr. 757.848 Kn. S1d ot yoip StoAAvpon (where-
as in the same fragment’s line 845, when there was no emphasis on a third party’s agency, Hyp-
sipyle had said merely dg dmdAAvpon xokédg); Hipp. 909 6 Tpdmep StoAAvTay; (Hippolytus
is seeking to ascertain the agent of Phaedra’s death); 1061 (¢’ Opcov ... StbAAvpan; 1305 tpopod
Siddet’ ody kodoa pnyavaic; Andr. 158 vndig & dxdpwv did of pot StédAvton; Tro. 629
dog kakédg oM v (of the slaughtered Polyxena); Su. 191-2 ob ypela méAerg | modAod Sicd-
Aovt’; Or. 1512 f Tuv8dpetog ... Taig StwAduto;.

% See Vater, Euripides Rhesus (supra, n. 45) p. x with n.

92 Cf. further A. Feickert (ed.), Euripidis Rhesus: Einleitung, Ubersetzung, Kommen-
tar, Frankfurt a. M. 2005, ad 52. For a similar usage in early modern English cf. e.g. Shake-
speare, A Midsummer Night’s Dream 5.1.21 ‘in the night, imagining some fear’; Milton, Para-
dise Lost 9.285 ‘His fraud is then thy fear.

% Hom. I1. 15.119; Hes. Sc. 195.

9+ Cf. Hom. II. 4.440, 15.119; A. Sept. 45 (with Tucker, Hutchinson ad [.), 574.

% As Rose ad 1. argues, ®6Bog yap #8n mpog modong kopmdleton means that Hippomedon,
who is ‘inspired by Ares’ (497 &vBeog 8 "Apet) and ‘with a horrifying look in his eyes’ (498
@6Bov ﬁlétrccov), is assimilated with Phobos. Contra, however, Hutchinson.
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988-9 6 60g ... voig émoun Kimpig: to pddpa yop mdvt’ €otiv Agpoditn
Bpotoig; S. Tr. 1278 xovdev tovtwv ét ui) Zeve™; A. fr. 70 Radt Zevg éotwv
aifrp, Zebg 8¢ yn etc.

25. Rh. 339-41

For the Greek text see item 22 above. Herwerden” thought that the
two o refer to the same person (an 1mp0551b1hty) and went on to emend
into oV y’ ) Topovelg kol TO kaiprov okomeis. However, the use of ov .
oV with reference to two different 1nterlocutors is an established usage. As
traglc instances, Nauck® cites S. OT 637 ol €1 o0 T (1 e. Oedlpus) oucovg
ov te, Kpéov, kata o'teyocg 5 Ant. 724~ 5 &vag, o€ T elkdg, el T1 Kouptov
}\exel | poc(-)ew o¢ T (i.e. Haemon) ad To08’; 1340-1 & mai, of T ody Exdov
kotékovov | oé T ad tavd (ie. Eurydlce) E. IT 657 ot (i.e. Orestes) TAPOG
#) o (i.e. Pylades) &vastevdBeo ydorg; 1069 ot xai o’ ikvodpon, ot 8¢ pilng
mopntdog (i.e. several members of the chorus); I7'1079 sov Epyov §dn kai cov
¢ofotverv 8époug (ditto); Ph. 568 oot pev (ie. Eteocles) 160 avdé: cot 8¢,
ITolbverkeg, Aéyo.

With regard to obvex’ dyyédov Aéycwv, Pearson claimed that the paradosis
cannot ‘be merely the equivalent of “if we may believe the messenger” —
with or without innuendo™. He thus went on to emend into o0k év &yyelov
A6y, ‘Rhesus in his golden armour shall come before us, no longer through
the medium of a messenger’s tale.” But it would be otiose to point out that
Rhesus will appear in person rather than through a messenger’s report —
unless one should want to have Hector suddenly all aflutter and anxious to
see Rhesus face to face, which would be starkly inconsistent with his attitude
so far.

26. Rh. 360-4

dpd ot avbg & madaws Tpota 360
TOUG TPOTOTOG TOVOPUEPED-
oet Budooug EpadTmv
aApoiot kai kLATkwV oivordavitolg
emdeBlowg apiddong ... ;
363 podpoiot Canter: papact Q 364 émdeElowg L. Dindorf (-ong iam
Musgrave): brodeEloig O, -ang VLQ et =V

% Notwithstanding the scepticism of M. L. West, BICS 26, 1979, 112 with n. 18.

7 (supra, n. 28) 32.

% Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 172 n. 1.

? A. C. Pearson, “Some Passages of Greek Tragedy”, CQ 11, 1917, 57-68, here 60; cf. idem,
CQ 12,1918, 79.
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‘Will Troy of old ever again hold celebrations all day long with
bands of toasting revellers, accompanied by love songs and the
contest of wine cups wandering ever to the right...?’

Canter’s indispensable emendation of mss. YpdApaoct (a transcription error
going back to a minuscule original: o1 > o) restores responsion with 373.
Pace'™, endorsed by Delle Donne,™ keeps the tradition, assuming ‘free
responsion’ between a choriamb (pdApact xat) and an iamb (oyotéy ma’
dvt-); but the parallels she adduces are all easily emendable'®?; on the dubiety
of the Responsionsfreiheit device see item 7 above.

With regard to émdeEloig, L. Dindorf’s'®® emendation seems unassailable,
even though €mdéEiog is unattested in tragedy'™. For the sympotic custom
indicated by émdeEioig cf. Crit. fr. 6.6 West mpomdoerg dpéyerv emdeBia;
Eup. fr. 354 Kassel-Austin &tav ... wivewor thy eémdéto; idem fr. 395.1
Kassel-Austin 8eEdpevog 8¢ Zwkpdtng thv émdeEr with K—A in app. crit.
ad I. Dindorf’s emendation has been contested by Pace!®, who reverts to the
lectio tradita UrodeBlong (VLQ and =Vad 364) or -Eloig (0), for which she
posits an otherwise unattested meaning ‘welcoming, hospitable’ (‘che riceve,
che accoglie, che ospita’).

27. Rh. 370-4

g0 pdvnB, tav Tdypuoov mpoBolod 370
ITnAetda kot Sppo TEA-

Tav Soypiav Tedaipwv

oyoTov o’ Bvtuya, Tewlouvg épebiCwv

S1BoAbv v dxovra TaAAw@v.

‘Come, appear, hold before you your solid-gold pelté as you face
Peleus’ son, raising it aslant over the bifurcating chariot-rail, goading
your mares and flourishing your two-pronged spear.’

My translation follows Diggle’s punctuation at 373 (comma after &vtuyo).
Alternatively, one could punctuate after redaipwv in 372, and take oyiotav

100 Reso (supra, n. 36) 39-40.

101 “In margine” (supra, n. 39) 199.

102 A, Sept. 736 yoito Dindorf alii alia (yBovie: mss.); S. Phil. 1100 Aewtovog Bothe alii alia
(tod Agpovog mss.); 1138 mss. dvatéA~(Aovd’) could be emended into émavatéd-; in E. Held. 915
read éportov Par. gr. 287, Ald. (époccrév L), in 924 goyev & Bpwv (Heath: Eoye & UPpeic mss.);
in Hel. 1340 read évémnet (Heath: évv- L).

193 In Thesaurus Graecae Linguae vol. 3 s.v. émdéEiog, col. 1568.

104 Cf. J. C. Rolfe, “The Tragedy Rhesus”, HSCPh 4, 1893, 61-97, here 74.

105 “Note” (supra, n. 22) 455-8.
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... ¢peBlwv to mean ‘goading your mares past, or beyond, i.e. over the
edge of, the split chariot-rail' (Rhesus’ whip or reins would naturally pass
over the rail); for this use of wtopd. see LS]? s.v., CIIL1; cf. especially Ar. Av.
390-1 map’ adThv TV Y UTpav dkpov dpdvtag, with Dunbar ad .

28. Rh. 385-7

Bedc, & Tpota, Bedg, atrrog Apng 385
6 Ztpupdviog Td@Aog &ordod
Movong fjkwv katanvel oe.

‘A god, O Troy, a god, Ares himself — the colt born of Strymon
and Muse the singer has arrived and breathes upon you.’

An accusative governed by katamvéw denotes that which comes out with
one’s breath, not that which is breathed upon or over (except in late Greek,
e.g. Heliod. 3.2.1 tov témov ebwdia katémveov); in E. Med. 838-40 one now
generally reads v Kimpw xAflouvow ... xdpog (Reiske : ycdpav mss.)
katamvedoat ... avépwv ... adpag. It follows that kotomvel oe cannot mean
‘breathes upon you’. Such a meaning could only be obtained if the object of
katanvel were either in the genitive (governed by xata-, cf. E. Med. 838-40
above, and Ar. Lys. 552 {pepov fjuédv xota T@dV KOAT®V ... KOUTOTVEDOT),
unless fu@v is possessive genitive) or in the dative, as in Pl. Com. fr. 189.15
Kassel-Austin pr) oot vépeoig BedBev korramvevor), or in the closely parallel
Archestr. SH 146.3-4 = fr. 16.3-4 Olson / Sens un cot vépeosig katanvevor)
| ... &m0 &Bavdteov with Olson / Sens ad I. As the genitive seems to be used
only in conjunction with an accusative object (xatomveiv Tl Tvog), we
should probably change oe into oot here; so also Feickert, Rhesus (supra,
n.92) ad 387.

29. Rh. 388-9

xaip’, és0Aog 0B ot mad, TUpavve Thode ¥,

“Extop; todond o’ fpépa TPosevvET®

388 £68\o¢ 6800 moi Q et Chr. Pat. 2098, 2538: &- &- aig L: £66A00 moi
V: éc)s@?\of) motpdg mad O u. delere paene malit Diggle (uide Willink ad Or.
71-2

‘Hail, noble son of a noble father, monarch of this land, Hector; it is
after a long time that I greet you.’
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The readings of O and V are obviously unmetrical, but the L could be right'®,
although the vocative woi coupled with the nominative £és6A6g (which is not
attested in the vocative, at least in tragedy'”) makes for a lectio difficilior'®.
Addresses extending over more than one line often come under suspicion (see
Willink ad E. Or.71-2), and Diggle (app. crit. ad 1.) was tempted to delete line
388. But the addresses cited by Willink Z.c. as probably interpolated follow
a set pattern, namely o+ vocative; Rh. 388 deviates from it in having yaipe
open the line, and in lacking a ®. This may or may not be sufficient reason to
keep the line, but surely one cannot lump the present passage together with
the group of interpolated addresses discussed by Willink.

30. Rh. 422-3

TOL0UTOG eipt ka0 ToG, eVBeTY Adywv
Tépvov kedevBov, kod Surdolg Tépuk’ dvrp,
423 tépve (uel Tépvew) Nauck, cl. Cycl. 524, Or. 895, fr. 196

‘I am myself such a man too, following a straight path in my
speech, and am not duplicitous.’

A demonstrative expanded on by a following participle (tépvev) does
not seem to be a common tragic usage. The closest parallel I was able to
find is A. Ag. 312-13 towoide Tol por Aopradnpdpwv vopot, | #Alog Top’
Adov Srdoyaig TAnpovpevor. As Fraenkel ad [. explains, ‘The binding
arrangements (vépot) which Clytemnestra has made for the torch-racers
consist in their being &AAog o’ BAAov Srodoyaic TAnpovpevor.

Thus, there seem to be some grounds for turning to Nauck’s" tépve or
tépvewv; indeed, the case for his emendation(s) may be even stronger than
Nauck himself perhaps realized. For the indicative following and explicating
a demonstrative Nauck cites only E. Cyc. 524 101068 6 daipwv 00déva
BAdmter Bpotédv, Or. 895 1o ydp yévog totottov: émi Tov evtuyf | Tndddo’
det krpukeg (Dindorf’s deletion of the passage is immaterial), and fr. 196.1-3
Kannicht. But one should also take into account E. Andr. 173ff., Su. 881ff.,

1% Digele, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 324 n. 10.

107 Cf. Diggle, l.c. (supra, n. 106).

"% The coupling of vocative and nominative in addresses is ancient and well attested; e.g.
Hom. I1. 4.189 (ptlog & Mevédae; E. Andr. 348 & tAfucov dvep (dvrp Dindorf); S. Aj. 923
& Stopop’ Atag (Alav Suda); see further Kithner—Gerth (supra, n. 22) 1, 48; West ad Hes.
Theog. 964; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen (supra, n. 30) 7, 306-7 = Lectures 14, 385; Diggle,
Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 324 n. 10.

19 Tess close is A. Pers. 236 xai 6tpartog totovtog, EpEag moAld 8t MAdoug kaxd, where
totovTog, EpEag is not the same as Toloitog, dote EpEo, hence Bothe’s EpEou, ‘such as to have
caused’. See further A. F. Garvie (ed.), Aeschylus: Persae, Oxford 2009, ad 235-6.

10 “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 173-4.
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fr. 322.1-3 Kannicht and, for the infinitive after Towéode, IA 502-3 &vdpoc
o0 kakod Tpdmot | Torotde, ypfioBon Toiot Bedtistorg det. The passage should
then be translated: ‘T am myself such a man too: I follow a straight path’ etc.,
or (with the infinitive) ‘I am such a man as to follow’ etc. As David Kovacs
points out to me (per litteras), the indicative seems slightly preferable, since
it parallels wépux’. The corruption into tépvev could be explained from the
fact that the following word and the two preceding words also end in —v.

31. Rh. 438-42

ovy g oL KOPTElG ThG Eag GpivoTidug

o0d’ év Corxpuioolg Scdpacty Kotpdpevo,

GAN ot évTOV OpfKiov puonpoTa 440
kpuotoAdonnkta Iotovag T éneCdper

UV 10168’ dumrvog 018 TAdG TopTapasty.

‘Nothing to do with that “deep drinking” of mine you rant about,
nor with my lying in all-gold chambers; but I know what ice-frozen
winds vexed the Thracian sea and the Paeonians, for I have suffered
them without sleep in this cloak of mine.’

These lines contain an exceptionally harsh anacoluthon. Rather than being
a self-standing comparative clause, cog o0 xopuneic (438) spills over into
apvotidag, itself governed by xopmeis; on the other hand, xoypwpevog (439),
although connected with 438 by o0d’, is syntactically unrelated with it, for
it continues the participial syntax of 436-7 (wepdoag ... Tepédv). A further
anacoluthon occurs in 440 where AN, instead of providing a link with the
preceding participial clause, introduces a principal clause with oido (442) as
the main verb; for this kind of anacoluthon cf. e.g. Thuc. 1.67.2 povepédpg pev
o0 mpeaBevbpevot ... kpUpa 8¢ ... évijyov (Kithner-Gerth [supra, n. 22] ii
100, 4). On the whole, the anacoluthon is only partly paralleled by E. Ba.
683-8 (adduced by Porter ad ), a passage in which, although the syntax is
indeed abruptly transformed under the influence of a verbum dicendi (¢t
686), the accusativus cum infinitivo (Gvewpévag ... Onpdv ... fpnuopévog)
is much more regular than the simple accusativus objecti (&pdotidog) here
(see further Jebb on S. T'r. 1238f.). Matthiae, followed by Klyve'?, assumes a
zeugma: o0 (sic), dg oL kopmeig, dpdotidag deErotpevog (cf. 419); but no
stretch of syntactic goodwill will supply deErotpevog from xorpcdpevog in
439, to say nothing of the fact that an intransitive verb such as xoipdpon

1 See W. H. Porter (ed.), The Rhesus of Euripides, Cambridge 19297,
12 Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 45) ad 435; Klyve, Commentary (supra,
n. 81) ad 435.
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cannot be involved in this type of zeugma (cf. Kithner-Gerth [supra, n.
22] 2, 570-1). And it will not do to posit, as Vater hesitantly suggests'®, a
lacuna after 438: as a quasi-quotation of Hector’s sarcastic reference in 419,
ToG Epog dpvotidag must be governed by kopmeis. Herwerden’s rewriting
of 438, oy g oL kopTElg <oMMDY TLKVAG> dpvoTidoag!™, would remove the
anacoluthon but is too far removed from the paradosis™. The anacoluthon,
it seems, is authorial.

32. Rh. 443

SN Gotepog pev AABov, év katpd & Speg
votepog Cobet: -ov QgV et Chr. Pat. 1728 €ig koupdv Chr. Pat.

‘Alright then, I may have come late, but my arrival is timely
nonetheless.’

Contrary to the majority of the mss. and the consensus of editors, €g xopov
is probably to be read here (cf. eig xarpdv Chr. Pat. 1728 : v xonp mss.).
Tragic idiom seems to prefer ég koupév after verbs of motion™, although this
of course can be no hard-and-fast rule'”. Cf. also the instances of eig xaA6v

/ év xoA& cited by P. T. Stevens, Collogquial expressions in Euripides,
Wiesbaden 1976, 28 and by Dawe ad S. OT'78.

33. Rh. 451-3

f)pd)v d& pn i domid’ (’)'Lpr]'rou Xept’

eyco yop T€EwT Tovg pey ocvxovv*tocg Sopi

Jtepcocg Ayonotg, KOLIJ'EEZp UOTEpOg po?\oov

451 &pnran L. Dindorf: aipnrar V: adpeitoan O: aipete Q, oi- L 452 Eywy’
&prBe Kirchhoff 452-3 1€8wT.. . mépoag Q: fixw ... wépowv Nauck, dpkd
(Holzner) ... mopbeiv uel éBapkésw yap ... wépoag Diggle hos uu. del.
Herwerden

8 Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 425.

14 H. van Herwerden, “Novae commentationes Euripideae”, RPh 18, 1894, 60-98, here 84.

U5 For a recent discussion of anacoluthon (in Plato) see S. R. Slings, “Figures of Speech and
their Lookalikes: Two Further Exercises in the Pragmatics of the Greek Sentence”, in: E. J.
Bakker (ed.), Grammar as Interpretation: Greek Literature in its Linguistic Contexts,
Leiden 1997, 169-214, here 192-213.

16 oo Rh. 52 & xanpdv fixerg, E. Hel. 1081 ég xonpov A\Oe, Hipp. 899, Hec. 666, Herc.
701, Ph.106, Or. 384;S. Aj. 1168.

17 Cf. E. fr. 727¢.39 Kn. év 8é¢ovti & ﬁ)\eeg, Ale. 817, Or. 212, as against &g 8¢ov in E. Ale.
1101, S. OT 1416.
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‘As for you, let no one take up a shield with his hand; for I will
stay(?) the boastful Greeks, vanquishing them with my spear, much
as I have arrived belatedly.

In 451, &pryrou is a suggestion by L. Dindorf™. Of the variants mentioned in
Diggle’s app. crit.'?, only the Q is linguistically possible, though inferior due
to its durative verbal aspect: what Rhesus demands is that the Trojans give
up war, once and for all'®’,

Far greater difficultiesare presented by éyc yop T€Ew7. The problem with
#Ew is that its meaning ‘successfully to sustain an attack’ (e.g. Hom. 11.11.820,
12.166, 13,51, 20.27; figurative in Pi. fr. 232 Snell-Maehler) is incompatible
with the fact that in this play the Greeks have been on the defensive (56-
64), and it is Rhesus who will be the assailant. Indeed, g€yw and kotéyw are
elsewhere used by Hector with regard to his vanquishing of the Greeks, cf.
Rh. 60 ottav Eoyov ... 86pu; 101 Adyym koBéEw. Kirchhoff’s? Eywy’ dprEw,
‘I'shall aid <you>’, i.e. by vanquishing the boastful Greeks in battle, is neat and
paleographically plausible?. However, in tragedy the object of &prjyw does
not seem ever to be omitted, except in exhortations'?. Moreover, as Nauck
intimates'?*, ‘I shall aid’ the Trojans is no doubt too modest a promise from a
man who has claimed to be able to vanquish the entire Greek army in a single
day. Nauck’s (L.c.) alternative suggestion &yco yoip fixe ... wépowv (‘for I have
come in order to vanquish...) is also simple and elegant, but it would be hard
to imagine how and why it was corrupted into €€ ... wépoag (the presumed
change in the tense of the participle seems particularly puzzling).

Minimal change is involved in a suggestion that occurred independently to
Diggle and to Kovacs'®, namely &y yap fj€w k), ‘I shall come back having
plundered the boastful Achaeans’. But although this is admirably economical,
it perhaps places undue emphasis on the idea of Rhesus’ coming back from
his aristeia, when Rhesus has just stressed that he will immediately go away

18 Recorded apud Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 15), ad 451.

9 For the variants cf. E. Hel. 1597 &peiton Elmsley: oipeiton L, ai- P.

120 On the distinction between durative and determined aspect in commands and prohibi-
tions cf. Humbert, supra, n. 22. §298-305.

21 A, Kirchhoff (ed.), Euripidis tragoediae, Berlin 1855, 1, 556 (ad 441).

122 The asyndeton would be explanatory, cf. Kithner—Gerth (supra, n. 22) 2, 344. For the
‘coincident aorist’ (népoag) with future leading verb (éprEw) see Barrett ad E. Hipp. 289-92
and Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 356.

123 In A. Eu. 232 the object is tov ikétnv, to be taken also with ptcopon; in A. fr. 168.26
Radt, otpevon pfev dpriyewv is merely Latte’s exempli gratia supplement.

124 Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 174.

15 K ovacs, Euripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 147. The attribution to Diggle is to be found in
Jouan, Euripide (supra, n. 29) 29 in app. crit. Indeed, I am informed by Diggle (per litteras)
that he proposed 8w to Jouan sometime before the latter’s edition, but refrained from publish-
ing it because of doubts that he now feels are less strong.
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(450) after defeating the Greeks. In support of HEw + aorist participle to
describe performing a feat and returning to tell about it (with no particular
emphasis on the returning) Kovacs in private correspondence points me to
a number of alleged parallels: E. Alc. 488 xtavaov &p’ figeig 1} Baviov avtod
peveic; Hec. 930-2 maideg EANGvmv, wéte 3t wdte o | Thidde oxomdw |
mépoavteg fHEeT olkoug;; Tro. 460-117Ewm & &g vexpobg vikngdpog | kai 8époug
népoas’ Atpeddv; Rh. 156-7 koi vt Ayoadv ekpobiov Bovledpota |
fEw. However, in all these instances the idea of returning or of arriving
is crucial to the passage’s point: in Hec. fi€et’ describes a goal of primary
importance?; in Tro. Cassandra envisages a triumphant arrival in Hades; in
Rh. Dolon’s coming back from his spying mission is an essential prerequisite
for its success; and in Alc. f{Eeig is contrasted to pevels, an eventuality which
(as already noted) is to be excluded in Rh. 451-3. I can find no satisfactory
parallel for the use of aorist participle + fjxeo (vel sim.) to emphasize primarily
the act denoted by the participle rather than by fjkw; the syntagm does not
merely signify Tll get the job done and come back with the news’ (i.e. Tll be
my own messenger before going back home to Thrace’), as Kovacs maintains,
but rather ‘I will return after performing the task’.

Diggle’s alternative suggestions éyco ydp pxé (Holzner) ... mopBeiv
(‘for I am strong enough to vanquish...”) or éBapxése yop ... mépoog (for I
shall succour <you> by vanquishing..., cf. LS] s.v. éBopkéc 111, although the
ellipsis of object seems unidiomatic) are ingenious but too far removed from
the tradition.

No satisfactory expedient lies to hand, unless one wants to consider a
solution of despair: €Ew could be after all what the author wrote, presumably
under the mistaken impression that €yw in the Iliadic passages cited
above means generally ‘to vanquish’ rather than ‘to repel an attacker’; cf.
especially Od. 22.171-2 pvnotipag ... synoopev évtoobe peydpwv, which is
particularly liable to such a misunderstanding, since the suitors there are not
attackers, and oyfjcopev = ‘we shall vanquish’ seems (deceptively) plausible.

34. Rh. 458-60

10 8¢ vawov Apydbev dopu

oUte mplv TV’ olte viv

avdpdv éndpevoe oebev kpeloow. 460
459 1w’ otrte vOv Nauck: oite vov Tiv’ Q

‘As for the ships from Argos, they have never —neither before nor
now— brought [here] a man superior to you.

126 As . Gregory points out (Euripides: Hecuba, Atlanta 1999, ad 932), the goals of sack-
ing Troy and returning home are traditionally linked.
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As Willink remarked, Nauck’s easy transposition ‘postulates only that
Twv was skipped after wpiv and later restored in the wrong place.” More
complicated is Ritchie’s™®® olite mpilv <mot> olite vOv TV, since it requires
&BptEa | pd in the antistrophe (825-6, with initial anceps in the enoplian at
826). Pace'” keeps the ms. reading, divides after Tvv’ &v8pdv, and scans the
result as choriamb + penthemimer (i.e. the colarion x —U— x)™®. This poses
several problems. First, it mars responsion with 825, which Pace scans as a
lekythion — since she misguidedly denies that the two stanzas correspond
in the first place™. Secondly, Pace’s colometry leaves us with the ensuing
colon UU—UU——— (érdpevce o¢bev kpeloow), which is hard to make
sense of132,

35. Rh. 467-8

Tolodto pév oot Thg pakpdg dmovstag
npaEon TapeEo:

The intended meaning seems to be ‘Such is the compensation I will allow
you to exact for my long absence’, looking back to Rhesus’ pledge in 447-
5313, Kovacs®* finds “I will allow you to exact such things” hard to make
sense of, especially since in his immediately preceding lines 451-3 [Rhesus]
forbids the Trojans to do anything to the Greeks and promises he will do it
alone’; moreover, Kovacs complains, ‘“tfjg pokpég drwovstag has no obvious
construction.’ Therefore, he argues, something must have fallen out after 467,
e. g. <f) Suoyepatvers, &L dpednpare, so that the run of the sentence may
be ‘I shall allow you to exact from me <a benefit that befits> my long absence,
<at which you take offence>’. In Kovacs’ restoration, towara <dpeAnpoTo>
would be pointing ahead to the attack against Greece that Rhesus proposes

127 Willink, “Cantica” (supra, n. 9) 37 = Collected Papers 576.

18 Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 311.

129 Reso (supra, n. 36) 41-2.

130 See M. L. West, Greek Metre, Oxford 1982, 30, 198.

B Cf, also G. Pace, “[E.] Rh. 454-466: 820-832”, QUCC 65, 2000, 127-39; endorsed by
Delle Donne, “In margine” (supra, n. 39) 180-1, 193-4. Pace’s idiosyncratic colometry earned
her some sharp criticisms from Willink, “Cantica” (supra,n.9) 33-7 = Collected Papers 572-6
passim.

182 Pace unhelpfully calls it ‘prosodiac’. One might choose to call it ‘anapaest + spondee’, but
this would be to disregard the metrical context. To scan it as UU—UU—UU— (cf. K. Itsumi,
“Enoplian in Tragedy”, BICS 38, 1991-1993, 243-61, here 253 with n. 29), assuming contrac-
tion of the last biceps, would be unadvisable for lack of parallels. To call it a ‘dragged’ glyconic
would be impossible, for the ‘aeolic base’ never takes the form UU in tragedy (Dale, Lyric
Metres [supra, n. 38] 133-4; West, Greek Metre [supra, n. 130] 30).

13 Thus Lindemann, Ad annuam lustrationem (supra, n. 60) 12; J. Wackernagel, Glotta
7,1916, 161-319, here 194 n. 1.

134 Euripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 147-8.
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to undertake, over and above his promised defeat of the Greek aggressors, in
469-73.
Ingenious as it is, Kovacs’ conjecture is open to objections. First, towo0to is

robably recapitulatory (appositely so, after the eleven-line choral interlude
in 454-66), with pév (467) contrasting the feats that Rhesus has promised to
perform on behalf of the Trojans all by himself (447-53) with the additional
—émel & dv (469)— services he will offer, in joined effort with Hector (471
EUv oot), once the war is over, namely the proposed expedition against Greece
(469-73). Moreover, pace Kovacs, there is no real contradiction between 467-
8 (Rhesus will allow Hector to benefit from his exceptional valour) and 451-3
(Rhesus’ valour needs no support from the Trojans). But even if there were
such a contradiction, it would still not be an insurmountable one, since it
resurfaces a little later, at 469-70, where Rhesus’ 8épev implies —contrary
to his insistence, in 451, that no Trojan should interfere in his attack against
the Greeks— that the liberation of Troy will be achieved by the joint effort
of Hector and himself (a rhetorically expedient device, as it paves the way for
Rhesus’ proposal of a joint expedition against Greece in the following lines,
471-3). As for Kovacs' complaint that tfig pokpdg émouvstag has no obvious
construction, it is hard to see why it cannot be genitive of exchange / price
from mp&Eon ‘exact’ (as tribute or fine) — ‘an unusual but understandable
syntax”®. One may compare Rh. 192 3édpov ’t‘qg epqg evoit?\ocywicg,
Med. 534-5 (adduced by Paley™) meco Je pevrm g ep‘qg Gquptocg |
mlqcpocg 1| 8édwxkag; S. Tr. 287-8% bt &v dyva Bopora | péEn Totpde
Znvi g GAwoE®G,.

When all is said and done, there may well be some textual corruption
lurking in wpdBon wopéBe (cf. Diggle in app. crit). If wp- wop- conceal a
word or words meaning compensation or requital, then a complement in
the genitive would be perfectly in order. An emendation in this direction is
Musgrave’s TpdEwv TopéEm'™, ‘these things I shall offer you as a compensation
for my long absence’ or perhaps (though this is doubtful) ‘as a positive
outcome of my absence’, i.e. ‘I shall turn my absence into an advantage for

ou’; cf. LS] s.v. mpa&ic, 1.2, VI.2, and E. IA 270-2 téc puyovsag pédabpor
r.. | mpdBwv ‘EANGG dog Adfot (mpdErg = ‘requital’); Hom. 11. 24.524 o0 yap
Tig MPREIG TEAETOAN ... Y6010, ‘no good comes from weeping’. But towadta

.. TpdEwv seems odd; Musgrave’s emendation might be improved by reading
TowavOE. .. TPAEv.

135 Quotation from D. J. Mastronarde, Electronic Antiquity 8.1, 2004, 15-30, here 21 (in a
review of Kovacs, Euripides [supra, n. 16)).

B0 F. A. Paley (ed.), Euripides, London 18722, vol. 1, on Rh. 467.

137 Adduced by Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 249.

138°S. Musgrave, Exercitationum in Euripidem libri duo, Leiden 1762, 94; so also Kirch-
hoff, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 121) 556 ad 457.
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36. Rh. 481

olikovv kTavévTeg Tovode Tavt eipydopedo;
navt eipyaopebo Q: mav eipy- OV: mavt eipydoped dv L: of. 2V ndvra
SenpoBdpeba (Sromerpabpebo Schwartz, Sromrpaépebo Wilamowitz

“Well then, once we have killed these men, will we not have accom-

plished everything?’

We can summarily dispose of the L reading™, because the notion of an
unfulfilled condition it introduces is unacceptable here: Rhesus presents the
eventuality of defeating the Greeks as a wholly realistic one. The Q is of
course entirely in order (cf. e.g. E. Alc. 607, El. 610, 771, Hel. 53), but so
is the OV: cf. E. Andr. 448-9 méw wépi& | ppovoivreg (wdv corrupted into
Tdvta in some mss!); IA 1540 wév nevon capddg; fr. 800.2 Kannicht wév
tedoUot (Nauck : wdvt’ Excoot mss); fr. 918.2 Kn. mév &n’ épot textonvésbeo
(mdv Ar. Ach. 660, Suda m 40 Adler : mdvt’ Cic. Att. 8.8.2). Perhaps mav’ is
slightly preferable in view of the following (482) neuter plurals Té wépoc,
téyyuBev!®. But the question is a hard one to settle.

37. Rh. 496

Tig Of) pet’ adtov dAAog e0d0Eel oTPOTOD;
tilg 01 LQ: tig 8¢ V: t{ dal O

‘Well then, who else after him is held in high esteem in the army?’

There is something to be said for the O reading, which I take to stem from an
original ti<g> dat. Despite its colloquial tone!, ol is transmitted eight times
in the mss. of Euripides, in questions motivated by preceding enunciations,
often (as here) after the rejection of an idea or in introducing a new point™;
cf. Cyc. 450, Med. 1012 (v.1.: 8%}, & ad) are also transmitted), Hel. 1246, IA 1443
(8ai Triclinius : 81 Gaisford), 1447 (8¢ Gaisford, prob. Diggle), EI 244 (& av
Seidler, prob. Diggle), 1116 (8’ od Nauck, prob. Diggle), Ton 275 (81 Elmsley,
8 b Porson). For 8od in questions in tragedy cf. also A. Cho. 900 1o Sed e

1% Defended by J. Hardion, “Corrections de quelques passages de la tragédie de Rhésus”,
Histoire de I’Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres 5, 1741, 68-75, here 74 (a
piece written in 1731). Contra Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 45) ad 477.

40 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 324 n. 11.

4 Cf. P. T. Stevens, Colloquial Expressions in Euripides, Wiesbaden 1976, 45-6, citing
inter alia examples from comedy. On Sat as a comic colloquialism see also A. Lépez Eire, La
lengua colloquial de la comedia aristofdanica, Murcia 1996, 211.

42 Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 263; cf. also Page ad E. Med. 339.
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Aourd AoElov pavtetpara .. %3 In general, editors are wary of accepting ot
in tragedy unless they feel its colloquial tone is warranted by the situation; a
characteristic example is Jebb (on S. Ant. 318, App. p. 250): ‘Each passage in
which the mss. ascribe dat to [Euripides] should be tested by our sense of the
degree in which, there, he meant to reproduce the language of every-day life.’
However, Stevens (supra, n. 141) 45 has rightly cast doubt on ‘the validity of
this very subjective criterion, and of the assumption that E[uripides]'s use of
colloquialisms was entirely regulated by some single principle.

38. Rh. 527-30

Tivog & puAaka; Tig dpelBet Taw pdv; TpddTo
dveton onpeio kol EnTaTopot
IMheadeg aibépron 530

‘Whose turn is it to do guard duty? Who is to relieve my shift? The
first signs are setting, and the Pleiades are aloft along their sevenfold
paths in the heavens.’

In the wake of Lachmann'* and others, C. W. Willink® emended mpéto
into mpaTag, sc. pulakag, arguing that ‘the transmitted brevis in longo at
... wpéra || Sleton is extraordinary (in mid-phrase).’ I fail to see anything
extraordinary here: for brevis in longo (and subsequent period-end) ‘in mid-
phrase’ cf. e.g. E. Med. 427 (~ 415). Aside from this, how can the chorus
say that the stars corresponding to ‘the first watch’ (Willink’s mpchrog [sc.
tpvkouc&g] onueia) are setting only now? That the “first watch’ of the night
has long been over is shown by Rh. 538-41: in fact, the Trojans’ is the fourth
watch, cf. 5 tetpdporpov vuktog pulaknv'.

39. Rh. 546-50

ZpoevTog Npévoa koltog
powviog Opvel ToAvyopdotdTa
ynput TardoAéTwp
pelomolov dmdovic peppvay. 550
548 powiog O: pov-VLQ Bpnyvei #2V  -yopSotdtav 0? (~0?) 550
pedorowdy ... péprpvov Dindorf (péprpvav iam Reiske): -og ... péprpva
fere Q (pelco- ... pepipve Q)

13 See Garvie ad I., who opts in the end for Auratus’ &1,

144 Cf. Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) 196.

4 See CQ 21,1971, 351 n. 4; cf. more explicitly Willink, “Cantica” (supra, n. 9) 39 = Col-
lected Papers 577-8.

146 Cf, also Vater, Lc. (supra, n. 144).
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‘Sitting at the bloodied river-bank of the Simois, the nightingale,
slayer of her own son, with its many-toned voice puts into song its
music—making cares.

In 547, the mss. are virtually unanimous in transmitting Opvei. However, the
scholia ad I'¥". give Bpnvei as a (very tempting) yp- variant. The dilemma is a
difficult one, and more complicated than the universal acceptance of bpvei by
modern editors may suggest. Both Opvei and Bpnvei can govern peloroiov
pepwpvav; for Bpnvé with internal accusative cf. A. fr. 291 Radt Bpnvet o¢
yoov tov (T1v'?) éndéviov. The nightingale’s plaintive song can be thought of
both as Upvog and as Bpfjvog, cf. Ar. Av. 210-11 pvev, | odg ... Bpnveig; for
vpvelv Bprvorg cf. Rh. 976. Moreover, bpvel with an object meaning ‘song’
is straightforward, Bpnvet less so, and thus the former might in principle be a
banalization. On balance, however, Opvei seems safer: Bpnvel may have been
introduced by someone who took the verb’s object to be xottag gowiag, so
that in effect = ‘lamenting her bloodied wedding’; thus e.g. the scholiast ad
. (dg émi Tod Zwpdevrog ECopévn Bpnvet tég poviag kottac) s, and Vater
(luget cruentas nuptias luscinia)*,

As for pelomowdv ... pépypuvav, Dindorf’s emendation of the mss.
pedomolds ... péprpva or peptpve’™ (péptpvoy had already been proposed
by Reiske®) is virtually unassailable. With péptpva one would have to take
&ndovig as an adjective™, an unparalleled usage. The slip from accusative to
nominative would have been an easy one after the three nominatives fjpéva,
ntondolétwp, dndovic'™.

40. Rh. 552-3

vukTiB3popou
oUpLyyog 10 KoToKoUE.
vukT13pdpov Pierson : vuktidpdpov OV: vukti Sp- LQ

‘I hear the sound of a pipe played by night.

Defending the lectio tradita as against Pierson’s commonly accepted
emendation, Pace™ argues that vuktidpdpov olpryyog iav, supposedly an

47 See E. Schwartz, Scholia in Euripidem, Berlin 1891, 2, 341.21.

48 See Schwartz, Scholia (supra, n. 147) 341.22.

49 Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 532.

150 Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 15) ad 550.

151 Reiske, Animadversiones (supra, n. 32) 89. For earlier attempts to emend see Wecklein,
SBAWMiinchen (supra, n. 72) 495-6.

152 Cf, Hermann, Opuscula (supra, n. 60) 306.

153 Thus Porter, Rhesus (supra, n. 111) ad L.

154 “Note” (supra, n. 22) 458-9.
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enallage for vuktidpdpov o. 1., can mean ‘the flute’s sound that runs (=spreads)
through the night.” However, in Greek sound can ‘travel’ (iévon)™ or ‘come
out’ (éx[30u'vew%156, but it never seems to ‘run’. For the confusion BPOM /
APOM df. E. Herc. 1212 8popov Reiske : Bpopov L.

41. Rh. 560-1

—&N 7y xpuTTov Adyov Eomaisag 560
S0dwle; Tray’ Gv einT poBepdv pot.

560 eiomatioag O: glowecwv VaLQ

‘Could it be that he chanced on a hidden ambush and perished? This
is what I fear.

The unmetrical eiomesdv (VaLQ) in 560 may have started life as an
interlinear gloss. This seems to be confirmed by the reading of O in 559
(&weotiv épweochv), where the uncalled-for éumesdv (from an original
¢omeocdv?) apparently intruded from the interlinear space below. While
éomaioag is doubtless correct, it is ironically less accurate than eiowescv:
elowoico means ‘to burst in’ (cf. S. 0T'1252), elominteo ‘to fall in’ (by chance),
and it is the latter sense that we need here. In E. Or. 1315, Wecklein’s stelyer
yop elomadoovsa (eloresodoa mss.) Stktiwv Bpdyoug is based on the present
passage, and thus offers no warranty for the validity of eiomatelv here — the
more so since Or. 1315-16 are probably interpolated (Willink ad [.), and at
any rate elowaiew ‘is an unnaturally violent’ verb in that context (Willink
l.c, though I cannot accept his view that ‘the notion of “striking” is much
more to the point in Rh. 560°).

Line 561 presents a much more difficult problem. Among the emendations
proposed I single out Morstadt’s (81(’)?\0)?\85 a8’ Gv @oPep’ €in™, Hermann'’s
Ty’ v 8 ein pavepdv {pot)™, and Herwerden’s (§téAco)e) tadag; poBepdv
pou®. Taking his cue from Hermann, Diggle proposed a neat rewriting:

Ty’ v & in <pavepov.

— xod puiv T6de Y’ V> pofepdv pot.

<Choreut A> ‘it should soon become apparent’ (viz., whether Dolon
has met with foul play).

<Choreut B> “Well, this is exactly’ what I've been fearing’.

55 Cf. A. Sept. 964; S. Tr. 208; E. Supp. 89, El. 879.

565, Aj. 892.

57 Morstadt, (supra, n. 40) 23.

15 Hermann, Opuscula (supra, n. 60) 306.

15 Herwerden, “Novae commentationes” (supra, n. 114) 85.

10 On kod prpv ... y’ see Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 353-5.
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Omission of <pavepdv ... Av> would be due to an error ex homoeoteleuto
(porvepdbv—epofepdv). However, the sole parallel for the change of speaker at the
beginning of a paroemiac seems tobe S. Tr.977'' More radical, though pleasantly
concise, is Headlam’s Ty’ &v {ein pofepdv por}: ‘Do you think Dolon ma

have been ambushed? — ‘No doubt’ (the excised words were presumably added
to ‘complete’ the syntax, which was wrongly felt to be incomplete). For elliptical
tay’ Gv in replies Feickert'® ad 561 compares Pl. Soph. 255¢, Resp. 369a. True,
there seem to be no tragic examples of elliptic tay’ &v used in responses. Still,
S. OC 964-5 Beoig yop A otte pilov, | éy’ &v Tt pnviovow elg yévog méAon
shows that Ty’ &v can be used elliptically as a virtual synonym of ‘perhaps’ see

Jebb ad 1. and App. 283-6 for detailed discussion. In the end, Headlam’s solution

seems to be preferable, qua more economical.
42. Rh. 567-8

oUk, GANG Seopd TwAtkdv €€ dvtiywv
kAaCet oidnpov:
568 stdnpov Bothe (denuo Paley): sidpov Q

‘No, it is rather reins striking on chariot rails that produce a metallic
noise.

Bothe’s emendation’®* introduces a bold cognate accusative (governed by
xAdCer), for which cf. A. Sept. 386 x¥AdCouot ... péBov. Porter, Rhesus
(supra, n.111) ad . further compares Sept. 123 xwvipovrar pbvov yoAwvol
(see Hutchinson ad [.).

There is little to be said for the mss. reading, retained by Zanetto and
Jouan. It would entail one of the following three interpretations:

(1) take ©\dCet odripou as a brachylogy for ¥\~ KAayytv awdrpov, ‘they
emit an iron sound’ (with odrjpou as genitive of quality); but I can find no
satisfactory parallel for such a brachylogy;

(2) take ¥\dTet odripou as the auditory equivalent of e.g. Tpuydg 8Cew,

Upou mvelv etc.;' but this again would be unparalleled;

(3) take Seopd s18rpov as = Seopd o1dnpd. (i.e. with s18rpov as genitive of

material);' this would go perversely against the run of the sentence.

161 See Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 292.

162\ . Headlam, “Notes on Euripides.-II”, CR 15,1901, 98-108, here 103.

163 Rhesus (supra, n. 92) ad 561.

lo+ F H. Bothe, Euripides’ Werke verdeutscht von—, Berlin & Stettin 1803, 5, 296.

165 Cf, Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 551; P. Albert, De Rheso tragoedia, diss., Halle 1876,
37, Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n.15) ad 568 paraphrases Aeris sonum reddit. For
the construction see Kithner—Gerth (supra, n.22) 1, 356-7.

166 A solution put forth by Feickert, Rhesus (supra, n. 92) ad 568 but attributed by Vater
L.c. (supra, n. 165) to Bothe (I have been unable to confirm this). Jouan, Euripide (supra, n.
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43. Rh. 585-6

otkouv én’ Aivéav f) Tov Exbotov Bpuydov
ITgpwv poldvre xpt kapatopeiv Elpet;
586 ypry OVa : xpijv LQ

‘Why, shouldn’t we attack Aeneas or Paris then, that most hateful of
Trojans, and hack their heads off with a sword?’

Should we read ypr or xpfv in 5867 A difficult choice. The imperfect of xpn
is used to express the idea that something ought to be the case but is not.
Thus, ypfjv here would rather appositely suggest Diomedes’ reluctance in the
face of Odysseus’ decision not to kill any more Trojans: ‘but still, should we
not be (now in the process of) going and cutting off Aeneas’ and Paris’” heads
(as we are not at this moment)?. On the other hand, ypr} makes Diomedes
a little more unrelenting, since he insists that a prominent Trojan must be
slain at all costs; besides, ‘shouldn’t we go and cut off Aeneas and Paris’ heads’
is a more straightforward proposition.

44. Rh. 607
Eoton yap adtd Bavartog €€ 8AANG Yepds,
goton OLQ : fixer Va : #{e Vak

‘For death will come to him from another man’s hand.

Va’s et (in a supralinear note by the codex’s first scribe) deserves greater
attention. For death ‘coming’ to humans cf. e.g. E. Alc. 6711#v & €yyvg EAbn
Bavorog; Hipp. 1373 xat pot Bdvortog ... EX6ov; Troad. 1167 Bavorog AABE.
Admittedly, however, I cannot find any instances in which fjkew (rather than
Epyopou) is used of the coming of death.

45. Rh. 613-15

88’ &yyvg Aoton kol suviifipotstan GTpaTe,

AN €xTOg abTOV TaBE®V KATNOVASEY

“Extawp, éwg Gv vOkT dpelpnton paog. 615
615 vokt Lenting : vOE mss.

‘He (sc. Rhesus) is encamped nearby and has not joined the (rest of
the) army; rather, Hector stationed him apart from the ranks until

the coming daybreak.’

29) 35 adopts it in his translation: ‘ce sont les chaines de fer des attelages qui grincent.’
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Lenting’s emendation is indispensable, for otherwise (with ¢dog in the
accusative) the sense would be exactly the opposite: ‘until daylight is succeeded
by night.’ Paley’s (Euripides, supra, n. 136) idea that vOE dpetprror pdog
is acceptable Greek for ‘shall have taken light in exchange for itself’, i.e. ‘shall
have given place to day’ is untenable: &pe{Bopan ‘get in exchange for’ requires
a genitive (or 4vti + genitive) indicating the thing exchanged, as well as an
accusative indicating the thing got in exchange, e.g. S. Tr. 736-7 #) Acboug
ppévag | Tédv vV Topovsdv tdvd dpelposBal mobev.

46. Rh. 635

TobTOoV 88 TPOG oG YEPOS 0V BEMG Barveiv.
Xepdg o Bépg fere OV (Bépig post BaveivO): ob 6- xepds LQ Baveiv O et
aut L™ aut Tr™: xtoveivVLQ

‘For it is forbidden that this one (=Alexander) should die at your
hands.’

Xepog ov Bépig Bavelv as such is found in no single ms. O has yepog o0
Boveiv Bépig, in keeping with its characteristic penchant for the witium
Byzantinum (cf. e.g. Rh.170, 218, 220, 426, 433, 503, 506, 606, 618, 635,
636). V has yeipodg o0 Bépg xtoveiv; a marginal note in L (either by the
first scribe or by Triclinius) has o0 Bépig yepog Baveiv, whereas Q and L
post corr. have o0 - - ktoveiv. While there can be no doubt that ktaveiv
(which is incompatible with Tpdg ofic xelpdc) is a mere corruption of
Boveiv'?’, it is hard to decide on the right word order: mpog ofig yepog 0¥
Bépic or mpdg ofig 00 Bépig xe(1)pds? Pace Diggle, I should be inclined to
opt for the latter: it is lectio difficilior because of the separation of noun and
possessive, for which cf. e.g. Hom. I1. 6.368 #8n 1’ Um0 yepoti Beot Sopdwory
Ayouddv; S. El. 1033 untpi tadto tavt’ €ewne of); Kithner—Gerth (supra,
n. 22) 2, 600.

47. Rh. 636-7
SAN Gmep fixelg popoipoug pépmv oporydg
TdYLV"

636 domep P domep Q

‘But make haste towards (the man) for whom you have arrived

bringing fated slaughter.’

167 For the corruption cf. E. IT 553 Bavadv Tr: xtovedv <L>P. For the inverse error cf. IT
484 xtoveiv Seidler: Baveiv L et Stob. 3.8.6.
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While the majority reading éomep fjkeig obviously makes little sense, c’;)'n:ep
fjk- is not entirely accurate: the man whom Diomedes has ‘come’ (f{xeig) to
kill is not Rhesus, but Hector (575-6 &g’ c?mep). Adding to the confusion, the
place to which Diomedes ‘has come’ (fixetg), i.e. the Trojan camp, is not the
same as the place to which he is enjoined to ‘hasten’ (téyvv'), i.e. the ‘separate’
(cf. 520 3tye) space assigned Rhesus for the night. It would be unlikely for
Athena, of all characters, to be misrepresenting the facts, since it is thanks
to her intervention (595-607) that the Greeks turned their murderous
attentions, midway, from the unreachable Hector to the more vulnerable
Rhesus. Kovacs’ O{'J'Eep #Beig'® (‘but hasten whither you will arrive bringing
fated slaughter’) does remove the inaccuracy, but only at the expense of
introducing a redundancy: in Athena’s mouth, tdyvve, ‘make haste’, surely
implies that Diomedes will ‘arrive’, {ge1g'”. Moreover, as Mastronarde has
pointed out"?, conep here is supported by the antithesis with toOtov in the
previous line (‘not Alexander but Rhesus’).

I suggest: GAN & mpoorjkel popoipoug pépmv opayds | Tdyuvv, ‘but
make haste as you bring fated slaughter to the man it beseems’ (sc. to bring
slaughter)”! . This is precisely the point one should expect Athena to make:
since fate will not allow Diomedes to slay Alexander (635), Diomedes should
rather ‘bring slaughter’ to a target whose death is not forbidden by fate (cf.
popoipoug), and may therefore be described as ‘befitting’ or ‘suitable’.

48. Rh. 640-1

kol TadT €y pev eimov: Ov 8¢ yph mobelv 640
oUk 01dev o0d’ Hrouoev €yyvg @v Adyou.

‘And although I have said these words, he (=Alexander) does not
know nor has he heard who is the man who must suffer, though he
be within earshot of my speech.’

168 Buripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 148-9.

169 Kovacs (per litteras) points out to me that the emphasis in the relative clause falls, as is
often the case, not on the verb of motion (#Eeig) but on the participle dependent on it (pépcov)’,
cf. Goodwin, Syntax (supra, n. 34) § 895 so that the whole means ‘But make haste to the
man to whom your coming will bring fated slaughter.’ This is true, but the (characteristically
Euripidean) idiom fjke + participle is usually reserved for situations in which a character
explains the purpose for which he has come or the circumstances in which he has come; cf. E.
Or. 245-6, 688, 854, 1323, 1628; A. Th. 40, Ag. 258; S. Ant. 394-5, El. 666; Bond on E. Hyps.
fr. 60.39 (p. 110); T. B. L. Webster, CR 47,1933, 117-23, here 118. In other words, the idea of a
person’s arrival remains central in such expressions, even though the leading idea is conveyed
by the participle.

170 Mastronarde, in Electronic Antiquity (supra, n. 135) 21-2.

I The corruption from wmnpoo- to wnep may have been facilitated by the similarity be-
tween the minuscule abbreviations for mpog and for ep.
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Schmidt’s”? tata oot pév for the mss. Tadt’ gy pév is worth considering:
gy pev girov, with its emphatically placed first-person pronoun, implies a
false antithesis between Athena and another speaking person. But the true
antithesis is between Diomedes, to whom Athena has been speaking, and
Alexander, who is prevented from hearing what Athena has just said. For
tadta ool pév eirov Schmidt compares E. El. 1276 cot pgv a8’ einov (‘you
contrasted to the ensuing ‘the citizens’), Supp. 1213 coi pév 8’ eiwov (as
opposed to oot & Apyetwv Aéyw), Hel. 1662 cot pev a8 addd (followed
by suyybve & épiy Aéyw), Ph. 568 (an address to Eteocles concluded by cot

&v tad’ avd® and followed by an address to Polynices, sot 8¢, IToAbverkeg,
Aéye)73,

It is true that in all of Schmidt’s examples oot is placed at the beginning
of the sentence, in emphatic position. This, however, is no argument against
his emendation. Initial oot in the passages invoked by Schmidt brings into
focus the antithesis between the preceding portion of the speaker’s utterance,
which was addressed to oot, and the following portion, which is addressed
to someone else. In the present passage, by contrast, the antithesis is not
between two different addressees but rather between a character (cot pév,
‘you, Diomedes’) who can hear the speaker and another character who cannot.
Foregrounding tadt” makes it clear that this antithesis is due to a calculated
disparity between those aware of Athena’s plan (tadt’, summarizing 636-9)
and those still in the dark.

49. Rh. 686

(Xo.) fy o 31 Pioov karéktag; (08.) <pty> GAAS TOV kTevobvTo o
(ante 7)) nullam notam O: fy. VLQ (ante &AXG) ‘O8. O: om. VLQ <pr>
Dindorf; cf. A. Ch. 918, Denniston, GP 4-5 xtevobvra LV: xtov- 0Q

‘(Chorus) So, was it you who killed Rhesus? (Odysseus) No; (I
rather killed) the man who was going to kill you.

The line seems irremediably absurd. The first hemistich may be spoken either
by the chorus (thus VLQ) or by Odysseus™ — in the latter case, presumably

172See F. W. Schmidt, Kritische Studien zu den griechischen Dramatikern, Berlin 1886,
2,378.

173 Cf. also J. Diggle, “P.Petrie 1.1-2: Euripides, Antiope”, PCPhS 42, 1996, 106-26, here
110-11.

7 Thus Kovacs, Euripides (supra, n. 16) 422, supported by Mastronarde, in Electronic
Antiquity (supra, n.135) 22. It has been argued by L. Battezzato (“Parola d’ordine e distribuzi-
one delle battute in [Euripide], Reso 682-89”, Lexis 22, 2004, 277-88, here 277-9, 280-4) that
both Odysseus and Diomedes are in the orchestra, and that the first half of 686 is addressed
by the chorus to Diomedes, while the second half is spoken by Odysseus, who quickly chimes
in to prevent a mindless response by Diomedes. For arguments against the notion that Dio-
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as a red herring to distract the Trojan guards. Either way, one fails to see
why Rhesus” murder should be mentioned at all: the chorus have not yet
been apprized of it, while Odysseus has no interest in revealing the fact”>.
The same objection goes for Morstadt’s otherwise interesting suggestion that
katéktag refers to murderous intent rather than to actual murder (cf. S.
Aj. 1126 with Jebb ad L; E. Ion 1500)7. As for the second hemistich, it
makes little sense, however one looks at it. If spoken by the chorus, it must
mean something like ‘No, but (I rather killed) yourself (c¢) who meant to
kill <him> (tov krevodvra).” But how can the chorus surmise that Odysseus
intended to kill Rhesus? If the second half-line is spoken by Odysseus (thus
presumably 0), his red herring is bound to prove ineffective, since he will be
unable to produce the body of the mysterious potential murderer he claims
to have slain. All in all, the line is best deleted, just like 685 (cf. Diggle in
app. crit.).

Here are some representative attempts that have been made to extract
some sense out of 686.

(1) Badham, followed by Schenkl and Paley, transposes 685/6 and
introduces concomitant emendations””: [%%°08. f ob 81 Picov koréxtac;
Xo. A& TOV kTevoUvTa ot |68 iotopd.’08. Bdpoet, tedag (6. Xo. male,
mode, woie wog. But this still leaves us with the unwanted mention of Rhesus,
and GAAG TOV kTevoDVTa ot ioTopd is impossible Greek for ‘nay, I am asking
you about the person who came to kill us’ (a point half-conceded by Paley).
Moreover, one fails to see the connection of Odysseus’ Bdpoet, Tedag 16
with what precedes it.

(2) Wilamowitz”® suggested recombining 680 and 685 into a trochaic
verse (Xo. 8etpo Sedpo még (Tt [{ote mss.] ‘08. Bdpoet. Xo. mélag
moie mag), to be placed after 679. But the resulting trochaic tetrameter
would lack, as Wilamowitz was aware, the requisite caesura after the second
metron; presumed exceptions to this rule, namely A. Pers. 165 and S. Phil.
1402, are probably to be emended or deleted”, and at any rate they are too

medes, as well as Odysseus, is present onstage see my forthcoming commentary on Rhesus
(ad 681/678-9).

175 This was already seen by S. Petit, Miscellaneorum libri novem, Paris 1630, 3, 196; cf.
also L. C. Valckenaer, Diatribe in Euripidis perditorum dramatum reliquias, Leiden 1767,
108-9; Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 36-7; H. Grégoire, in Mélanges offerts a M. Octave
Navarre, Toulouse 1935, 232-3; Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 73-4; Battezzato, “Parola”
(supra, n. 174) 281.

176 Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 37. For other, less likely explanations see e.g. Badham,
“Miscellanea” (supra, n. 13) 337; D. Ebener (ed.), Rhesos: Tragidie eines unbekannten Dich-
ters, Berlin 1966, 17.

177 See Badham, “Miscellanea” (supra, n. 13) 337; K. Schenkl, “Die Euripideische literatur
von 1850-1862”, Philologus 20, 1863, 485; Paley, Euripides (supra, n. 135) ad 686.

78 Hermes 44,1909, 445-76, here 451-2 = Kleine Schriften (ed. K. Latte), Berlin 1962, 4,
230-1.

179 Cf, West, Greek Metre (supra, n. 130) 91; Garvie on A. Pers. 165.
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few and far between to warrant Wilamowitz’s solution. Moreover, Bdpoer is
hardly the response one should expect of a cornered Odysseus; significantly,
Wilamowitz found himself obliged to pretend that Odpoer can mean, in
effect, ‘easy now’ (‘nur ruhig).

(3) H. Grégoire®™, emended 686 into ('O3.) ph ob Selpng 6v xotéktog,
GAAG TOoV ktevobvta oe, ‘don’t cudgel someone you've already killed, go
rather for the one who is about to kill you.’ The emendation makes for oddly
contorted Greek, not least because it uses katakteivew in both its figurative
and its literal senses in the space of a single line.

(4) In the wake of a number of earlier scholars®, Ritchie advanced a
preposterous hypothesis®®% (i) Odysseus, who has despoiled Rhesus, enters
clad in the latter’s armour; (i) he is subsequently ‘struck down by one of
the blows accompanying the maie wég of 685’; (iii) members of the chorus
realize that the man they attacked bears the arms of Rhesus; the suspicion
is formulated in the first half-line of 686, which is spoken by some of the
choreuts: ‘have you killed Rhesus?’; to which the rest of the choreuts reply
(second half-line of 686) ‘no, I only killed someone who was going to kill
you. At this juncture, Ritchie argues, Odysseus comes to and decides to
play along by pretending that he actually is Rhesus; whereby he eventually
manages to escape. This interpretation cannot hold water. Ritchie’s point
(i) is untenable since Odysseus cannot be allowed any accoutrements (such
as Rhesus’ armour) that might give him away; his point (ii) is weakened
by the distinct possibility that 685 is extremely hard to make sense of, and
perhaps interpolated; as for his point (i), it falls together with point (2).
Most importantly, the chorus are too familiar with Rhesus’ outward aspect
(they had nearly 150 lines in which to observe him, 380-526) to be fooled so
easily by Odysseus’ imposture®. And if they did somehow take Odysseus
to be Rhesus, they would surely not have made a point of asking him —the
formidable leader of an allied army!— for the night’s password (688), which
they know has already been given him by Hector (521).

180 (supra, n. 175) 233-6.

Ble.g S. Musgrave, EQpuridov ¢ owldueva: Euripidis quae extant omnia, Oxford 1778,
2, 410 (on Rh. 688); Beck, Exercitatio (supra, n. 81) 11-12; Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40)
32.

182 Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 73-4; for the absurdity cf. J. A. Hartung, Euripides
restitutus sive scriptorum Euripidis ingeniique censura, Hamburg 1843, 1, 32 n.**; C. B.
Sneller, De Rheso tragoedia, diss. Utrecht, Amsterdam 1949, 21. Battezzato, “Parola” (supra,
n. 174) 279-80 thinks that the author of Rh. follows here the Doloneia, where the two Greeks
have no time to remove Rhesus’ armour.

18 Cf. Hartung L.c. (supra, n. 182): ‘Non potuit se Ulysses Rhesum esse fingere, quia statim
fraudis convinceretur ab iis, qui paullo ante Rhesum ipsum praesentem oculis suis intuiti erant.
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50. Rh. 687

(°03.) {oxe méig Tig. Xo. 0 pév odv. "08. & @iliov Evdpa ph) Bévng.
peév ovv Reiske: pevotv OB+ pevé> VLQ

‘(Odysseus) Desist, everyone! (Chorus) Most certainly not!
(Odysseus) Hey! Don't strike a man who’s your friend!

For o0 p&v obv (‘neutiquam’) see Reiske, Animadversiones (supra, n.
32) 90. The VLQ reading would have to mean ‘I will not tarry’, i.e. T will
strike without further ado’; but pévew in this sense signifies ‘to wait until
X happens’ or ‘to be left behind (cf. LS] s.v. péveo, 1.3). Pace adduces a
number of tragic passages that purportedly support o0 pevé = ‘T will not
linger’ (E Med. 389, El. 220,226, Hel. 548, Phoen. 897, IA 855)185. However,
aside from the impossible hiatus thus created™®, in all of these passages pevewv
means ‘to stay, to refrain from departing’, a sense obviously inapposite here.
It would be just possible to interpret ‘I will not tolerate this’, but this is
unlikely with pevéd tout court: a complement would be required (cf. e.g. E.
Phoen. 740 &moptov y&p o0 pevd)™.

51. Rh. 703
mtolov érevyeton TOV Untatov Bedv;
énevyetor Hermann: eby- Q: 8 ely- Porson, Bothe

‘Which of the gods does he proclaim to be supreme?’

For éateéxe’tou see Hermann, Opuscula (supra, n. 60) 307. woiov & eﬁxeral
was simultaneously hit upon by Porson and Bothe™,. Sticking to the lectio
tradita, Pace™ takes moiov elyeton as hypodochmiac (—U—U—) in
Responsionsfretheit with mpiv émi y&v ®puyédv in 721 (UUU—U—). But
aside from the dubiety of the whole concept of Responsionsfreiheit (see
item 7 above), Pace’s alleged parallel, namely IA 235 = 246, comes from a
robably interpolated portion and is a special case involving a proper name
Kamavéme) in 246.

184 Pace, “Note” (supra, n. 22) 460 n. 29 claims that O reads o0 pevd, like VLQ, but Diggle
(per litteras) informs me that O’s reading is as reported in his app. crit.

185 See Pace, “Note” (supra, n. 22) 460.

186 Pace imagines the hiatus is rendered tolerable by the antilabe and the exclamation, but
Battezzato, “Parola” (supra, n. 174) 284-7 shows that this is simply untrue.

87 On the semantic inappropriateness of pevé here see also Battezzato, “Parola” (n. 174) 287.

18 Bothe, Euripides’ Werke (supra, n. 164) 297. 1 was unable to trace Porson’s conjecture.

189 Pace, Reso (supra, n. 36) 53.
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52. Rh. 708

—1lv’ &k TV’ aiveic; —O8uoo
v’ &\~ OV : tig éA- LQ

‘(One choreut) Whose bravery are you praising? (Another choreut)
Odysseus’ own’.

In the LQ, tig must be meant a self-standing question taking up Bpastg in
707: tig; dAxny TV’ aivelg;, “Who (sc. is it that you call epaolﬁg)?’ However,
bacchiacs here and in 706-7, 724-6 are separated from each other by
diaeresis, so as to form syntactically self-contained units; the effect is surely
too striking to be fortuitous, and one ought not to disturb the balance.

53. Rh. 710-14

&Ba kol Tdpog 710
kotd TOAw Uragpov Spp’ Exywv,
pokodUT® 6ToNd

nukooBels, Evpripng

KPUPLOG €V TETAOLG,

kpuprog Bothe, denuo Morstadt: kpupoiog €

‘In the past, too, he (sc. Odysseus) went into the city (of Troy), his
face under cover, a ragged outfit around his body, a sword hidden
inside his cloak’.

kpUplog was first proposed by F. H. Bothe, then again independently
by Morstadt"!, thus restoring responsion with 696. Pace’s defence of mss.
kpupoiog?* rests on the doubtful assumption' that tivi =" poserkdow is
possible in 696"*. Even if lengthening before mute + liquid is admitted in a
few cases in tragic lyric, this is no reason to accept it where it can be disposed
of by so simple an emendation as kpugaiog > kpvgLog.

%0 See F. H. Bothe, Euripides’ Werke verdeutscht von—, 1824, 3, 366.

9 Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 41.

192 Pace, Reso (supra, n. 36) 52-3.

1% The assumption is endorsed by Delle Donne, “In margine” (supra, n. 39) 203.

194 See Barrett on E. Hipp. 760 and Addenda (p. 435) with due warnings (although he does
not exclude the possibﬂity); Diggle, Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 344, 386.
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54. Rh. 764-7
.. 000’ £QPOVPETTO GTPATOG
pulakaiot vukTépotsty 008’ év tdEeoty 765
€xerro Tevyn TAfKTPA T ovk émi Cuyoig
{nncov kabrppost’, ...

‘nor was the army guarded by night sentinels, nor were there any
arms lying with the ranks(?), nor were goads fitted on the horses’

yokes'.

008’ év tdBeowv | Exerto tedyn raises an elementary question: where were
the Thracian arms if not with their owners? It is inconceivable that the
Thracians left their arms anywhere else except ‘in their ranks’, i.e. where the
rank and file slept. When the charioteer wakes up, he finds himself ‘without
a spear at hand’ but can clearly see, and reach for, his weapon (792-3), which
presumably lay somewhere beside him. This is the case also i in 1l.10.471-3
gvdov ... Evrea 8¢ opwv | koA ap’ adroiot xBovi kékAtto €0 KoTd Koopov
| tpwotoryel; and even in the drunken disarray of the Rutulian sleepers in
Verg. A. 9.318-19, the weapons lie close to hand, albeit mixed up with wine-
cups. It is, on the other hand, entirely conceivable (if militarily unadvisable)
that the Thracians would have taken their armour off before going to bed, a
sense easily obtained by a simple transposition: o0’ év tevyeotv | #xer<v>to
ta€erg, ‘nor did the ranks lie [Psleep ] in their armour’ — as the Trojans, we
recall, more prudently did (cf. 21-2). For the construction cf. Th. 2.61.2 xad
Twa plov vokto kol katédapBov €v Onoelem té év wodet év Smotg.

55. Rh.770-2

Kéyd pedovon kapdia Angag Hrvou 770
TDOAOG1L Y6pTOV, TPosdokdV Ewbiviyy

CevEerv ég dAknv, dpBove petpd yeptl.

&g dAxnv V : pog dAkrv LQ

‘And I, abandoning my sleep with anxious heart, measure out fodder
to the steeds with unstinting hand, expecting to yoke them for an
early-morning confrontation.’

Both ég éAknv and mpog dAknv seem to be used interchangeably in E. Su.
678-9 Eotpepov | Tcblouvg &g dAxrv and Andr. 1148-9 otpatdv | orpégog

1pog dAknv. For what it is worth, eig &- is a much commoner tragic idiom'”

95 Cf. also E. fr. 298.3, 754b.6 Kn., Med. 264, Hel. 42, 980, 1379, Ph. 421, 1363.
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than mpog &-%. Besides, the LQ reading may be the result of interference
from mposdokdv in the previous line.

56. Rh. 785-6

... ai & Eppeykov €€ dpTnpiddv 785

Bupov véovoo kéveyattiCov eoBw.
786 @B Q: pdBnv Reiske

‘...while the horses snorted as they breathed their fury through their
wind-pipes and threw their manes back in panic’.

Reiske’s @6fBnv'”” was presumably suggested by the fact that dvayontiCw
elsewhere seems to demand an accusative (cf. Sud. a:2133): cf. Heliodor. 2.35.1
™V kOpny ... dvayortiCwv; Philostr. Her. 31.1 dvayotiCewv thy kdunv.
Indeed, p6fnvis good tragic idiom for ‘mane’, cf. E. Alc. 429 adyévmv eofnv;
A. Cho.188;S. El. 449 Bootpvywv ... pdBog; OC 1465; fr. 707a.1 Radt; E. fr.
540.5 Kannicht. And @dBw here could be an error by anticipation of p6fog
at 788. However, in S. fr. 179 dvayortiCw seems to be used intransitively,
as it certainly is in Plut. Mor. 150a; Philostr. Im. 2.17.1; cf. Hippiatrica
Cantabrigiensia 81.8"%; Hsch. a4677, 4683 Latte. Moreover, horses rear up
when afraid, and so 6w is apposite.

57. Rh. 787-8

gy & apvvev Bfpag éEeyelpopon
ooty Evvuyog yop EEdppa eoBog.

‘As for me, I woke up fighting off the beasts from the horses; for
the nocturnal fear urged me on.

M. Platnauer™ pointed out that éEoppdw, when transitive, is always followed
by an accusative, and went on to emend into &vv- 8¢ p’ éEcdppo -, with ¢
= yap*®. Although it is true that active éEoppdw is always followed by an
accusatiuus objecti, it is also true that in no other extant case is the object
so easy to supply mentally as in the present passage. The lectio tradita may
stand, therefore, although Platnauer’s conjecture probably merits a place in
an apparatus criticus.

96 Cf. E. Ph. 862; A. Sept. 498 with Hutchinson ad .

197 Reiske, Animadversiones (supra, n. 32) 91.

¥ In E. Oder & K. Hoppe (eds.), Corpus hippiatricorum Graecorum, Leipzig 1927, 2,
224.

9 Eranos 62,1964, 73.

200 Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 169-70.
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58. Rh. 790-1

Beppog 8¢ kpouvdg deoTdTou ToPd SPoyTG 790
BaAAer pe Susbvrjokovtog aipatog véou.

opayfc Musgrave: -aig Q et =V, quo seruato 1170'cpoc Hermann (mxpd LQ,
mopa- V et 2V), insolenti uerborum ordine (uide Denniston ad El. 574)

‘And I was splashed by a warm spring of fresh blood gushing out of
my master’s wound as he writhed dying’.

For opayfig see Musgrave, Euripidis (n. 181) 411. Hermann®" read 8eordtou
mépo opayei, presumably taking opoyaic (locative dative) with afpatog
in 791, as in A. Ag. 1389 aipatog opaynv, an odd phrase that is sometimes
explained along the lines of ‘the blood gushing from the wound’ (LS] s.v.
spayn 1.2)22, However, the Agamemnon passage is probably corrupt, at
least as far as oqoyr| is concerned (see Fraenkel ad L), and at any rate it is
hard to see how the alleged parallel might help make sense of the Rhesus
passage. In their comment on the Ag. passage, Denniston and Page?* invoke,
after Headlam, Rh. 790-1 as ‘an exact parallel’ but they can offer only a very
clumsy rendering of it?**, which merely goes to prove that the Rh. passage
as transmitted is impossible to be made sense of. Aside from the inadequacy
of the Aeschylean ‘parallel’, the postposition of mdpa not in end-line would
be highly unusual in tragic iambics: see Denniston on E. El. 574.

Musgrave’semendation (with opoyfg having its usual meaning of ‘wound’)
simply and neatly indicates the source of the gushing blood. True, Tapa with
genitiuus personae is much more common than it is with genitiuus rei
(hence Hermann’s emendation); but mopd. + gen. rei to designate provenance
is a recognized poetic usage, cf. Kithner-Gerth (supra, n. 22) 1, 509. The
ancient scholia?® and later editors (e.g. Paley) read Seowdtouv mapd opayaic,
taking mopd + dative to indicate the charioteer’s proximity to his master
when the latter was slaughtered. But this is not borne out by the Greek;
besides, what we need to know is surely where the kpouvég came from, not
where the charioteer was standing when it splashed him.

20! Hermann, Opuscula (supra, n. 60) 308.

202 Cf, Meschini, in Scritti (supra, n. 42) 224-5.

203 T.D. Denniston & D. Page (eds.), Aeschylus: Agamemnon, Oxford 1957, ad 1387 [sic].

204 ‘A hot stream, issuing from my master, strikes me with woundings (or whatever
opayaig does mean) of fresh blood, while he struggles against death.’

205 See Schwartz, Scholia (supra, n. 147) 342.8-9.
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59. Rh. 811-12

koUT’ elotdvtag otpoténed’ eEammoate
oUT éE16vrog;
811 éEnmioate Naber

‘And you thrust them away neither as they were entering nor as
they were exiting the camp?’

¢Bomwoorte is a hapax in the whole of Greek literature, and a problematic
form: normal Attic would require éBomecoote, which could only be
accepted with synizesis (cf. Paley’s éBanédooorte); but synizesis in the fifth
‘foot’ of the iambic trimeter is to be avoided?*. Ritchie?” evoked Soph. fr.
479.1 Radt as a possible parallel, but Herwerden’s rauvce (for Eustathius’
dmédooe) is now generally accepted there. It would be unadvisable to explain
away the unaugmented form as a Homerism (thus Porter, Rhesus [supra, n.
111] ad 1.): such forms generally occur only in messenger speeches, and then
ordinarily at line-opening position only. As far as I can see, there is only
one intractable exception to this rule, namely E. Ba. 1134, where however
yupvoovro, although not at beginning of line, occurs at least in a messenger
speech. Of the other apparent exceptions mentioned by Dodds on E. Ba.
1133-6, six are easily emended?®, while one (A. Pers. 313) may be spurious®”
or otherwise emendable (voog &mecov éx pidg Porson), and at any rate
occurs in a messenger speech?. Mastronarde?! argues that, if Rh.is a fouth-
century work, perhaps éBancoate can stand for éBamecdoorte; but there are
no adequate parallels, either from the fourth or from any other century.

It is true that éEomaoorte ... éB1dvtag, although not strictly an absurdity
as Naber thought??, involves a rather harsh zeugma, e.g. olt’ €Ei6vtog
<e{lete> / <eCwyprioate>; in a translation it might be preferable to render
by ‘you intercepted them’ or the like. However harsh, the zeugma (‘an effect
of vehement utterance’, Mastronarde I.c., supra n. 211) is not much harsher
than, say, S. El. 435-6 f) mvoaiow f| BaBuokogel kover | kpUpov viv, where
one is to understand mapddog or the like with wvooiow (see Jebb ad )2

206 See Descroix, Trimétre (supra, n. 33) 32-3.

27 Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 154, 178.

28 E. Andr. 1130 «éeuldoocet’; Ton 1205 aidlovs™ éBdpPnoev; Ale. 839 éyelvart’
"H)ektptwvog; S. Ph. 371 kupet; OC 1506 thsd’ EBnke.

29 Thus Paley, Euripides (supra, n. 136); but see Broadhead’s supplementary notes on
311-13 and Garvie ad 310.

210 See further Davies on S. 1. 560, 767, 904.

2 Mastronarde, in Electronic Antiquity (supra, n. 135) 22.

225, A. Naber, Mnemosyne n.s. 9, 1881, 5-6.

28 For other harsh zeugmata in tragedy, though none that is strictly comparable with this
one, cf. Friis-Johansen and Whittle on A. Su. 1006-7, 681-3; Garvie on A. Ch. 360-2.
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Naber (Lc., supra n. 212) proposed é€nmicate, which does away with the
zeugma and is consistent with this author’s otherwise unparalleled use of
&mde in non-lyric contexts (cf. 776). But surely the guards would be expected
to capture or drive away (¢Bomcboorte) the foreign spies rather than merely
raise a clamour (éEnmioate). As for J. I Beare’s éBomchmorre?, it is out of the
question: €éEopéd means ‘to catch sight of from a distance, to descry’, which
would be impossible in the darkness; what is more, the perfect tense seems to
be unattested for this compound.

All in all, éBamaoate seems to give the right sense, but is a problematic
form. No satisfactory emendation lies to hand, and a crux is reccommended.

60. Rh. 821-3

'{'pé,x’(/xg gpot péyag & moioyov kpdiTog

TOT Gp’ Epolov Ste 001’{‘
biyyedog nMABov dpei vodg mop’ aiberv.

“TGreat to me, o great city-guarding ruler, it was then that I came
to you, whent I arrived to announce that fires were burning around

the (Greek) ships’

In 821-2 the transmitted text is both ungrammatical and unmetrical; for a list
and refutation of earlier attempts to emend see Ritchie, Authentzczty (supra
n. 8) 309. For the address cf. E. Tr. 1216-7 & pexocg ¢pot ot &V | dvdxtmp
o ewc?®. At least the epanadiplosis péyag ... péyog seems guaranteed by
the correspondence with cptloc . piog at 455. Nauck’s?® peya ov pot pey’
@ is neat and economical: pey’ & could easily give way to the (false) scriptio
plena péyog &, which in turn would retrospectively force péya ov pot into
accordance with the following péyog, thereby giving rise to the transmitted
péyac épot. As for modloyov (Vater lLe., supra n. 215 : tolodyov mss.),
which restores the metre, it is supported by its earlier occurrence at 166. It is
true that IToAoyog seems to be attested elsewhere only as a proper name in
Athens?”; but despite Pace?® this is no argument against Vater’s correction.
A more difficult problem is presented by 822, which albeit metrical (a
‘hexasyllable’?®) seems to yield no satisfactory sense. The transmitted text

24 Hermathena 13, 1905, 70-86, here 79.

5 Cited by Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 808.

%6 A. Nauck, EdpuriSng: Euripidis tragoediae superstites et deperditarum fragmenta,
Leipzig 1854, 2, xxiii (cf. p. 336).

27 Already in the 5%/4™ century: see P. M. Fraser & E. Matthews, A Lexicon of Greek
Personal Names, Oxford 1994, 2, 370.

28 Pace, Reso (supra, n. 36) 57 with n. 93.

¥ On the ‘hexasyllable’, a sequence related to the dochmiac, see Barrett on E. Hipp. 565-
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can only mean: ‘surely it was then they came (sc. ot xatdoxonot) when I
went to bring thee news that fires were blazing round the ships’ (Porter,
Rhesus [supra, n. 111] ad L). But omission of the crucial oi kotdokomot
seems very awkward, especially since Epo?\oY is likely to be interpreted as
first person singular in view of the following AAB0v??°; moreover, as Willink
points out??, &pa ‘does not mean “surely ™.

An emendation worth considering is that proposed by Willink??%: néyo oé
pot | péya oe Todoyov | kpdrog téT dp’ Epodov Ete cot kT, (it was) to you
as a ruling power mighty in my eyes that I came on that occasion, when I
came with the report that.... As Willink explains, ‘the chorus know that they
left their post only the once, for sufficiently exonerating reasons, and that
they have not been otherwise remiss.’ But this would obscure the logical link
with the following émetl: having stated that they left their post only once, the
chorus should then be expected to add ‘and I otherwise did not budge from
my post’ or something of the sort, rather than point out that they never fell
asleep on their duty.

An easy emendation would be t68" &pa pédov T’ époi | dyyedog AABov
xTA. (in conjunction with Nauck’s emendation discussed in the previous
paragraph): ‘it was still with that thing in mind that I came to announce’ etc.
Here, ©60’ would refer to the guard duty Hector accuses the chorus of having
abandoned, and pélov would be used as an accusative absolute, although
its syntax is personal with 88" as subject (cf. e.g. Pl. Protag. 314c 868ov
ARV tadto éropevdpebo; Aristoph. Vesp. 1287-8 eyédwv ... Becdpevor, |
008V 8p’ Epod pédov)*?. The primary item in the chorus’ defence would be,
then, that they never for one moment forgot about their assigned task, even
when they had temporarily to abandon their posts in order to communicate
important news to Hector. The énet-sentence at 824ff. further elaborates on
that thought: ‘my guard duty was always on my mind; for (énet) I didn’t get
a wink of sleep this night’. For dpo ‘expressing a lively feeling of interest’
see Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 33-5 (but the usage admittedly has ‘a
precarious footing in tragedy’).

600, p. 267-8; Dale, Lyric Metres (supra, n. 38) 115-16; Conomis, “Dochmiacs” (supra, n. 39)
28-30; Diggle, Studies (supra, n. 47) 19.

220 S also Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 309.

21 Willink, “Cantica” (supra, n. 9) 38 = Collected Papers 576.

222 “Cantica” (supra, n. 9) 34, 38 = Collected Papers 572-3,577.

2 See Goodwin, Syntax (supra, n. 34) § 854: ‘The accusative absolute used personally
without dog or doep is very rare. It occurs chiefly with neuter participles which are regularly
impersonal.” See also Kithner-Gerth (supra, n.22) 2, 89-90; for pelov as accusative absolute
see LS] s.v. pédow, I1.2.
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61. Rh. 844-5

Tig v mtep[?)oc?\cov ?\oxovg

Tpcoo;)v &g’ N MABev, dote ko Aabeiv; 845
844 & Nauck: 8 Q, quo seruato 845 AAD &v Beck (cf. Studies 100, 120)

‘Who could have reached us passing through the Trojan companies
[that lay in-between] so that he might remain unnoticed?

For Nauck’s emendation see his ‘Studien’ (supra, n. 20) 182-3. There can be
no question that a ‘potential’ rather than a simple indicative (as in the mss. tig
& UmepBadav) is required here to express past possibility??*. An alternative
solution would be to keep the mss reading at 844 —with & expressing
indignation at the 1mphc1t suggestion contained in the question?”— and to
accept Beck’s AAD’ &v at 84522, Against Beck’s emendation Paley (Euripides,
supra, n. 136) ad 845 invoked Elmsley’s alleged ‘rule’ postulating that Attic
poets avoid eliding 3rd-person -e before &v?*’; but the validity of the ‘rule’ has
been repeatedly assailed by Diggle??,.

62. Rh. 847-8

Tig 0V TéTpeoTon, Tig Ts@vqxe Tovppaywvy

@V 5V, po?\ovtoov @V oU Toepiwv Aeyels;
848 éov Bothe: dc Q

‘Who has been wounded, then, among your allies? Who has died, if
as you claim it was enemy soldiers who entered (the camp)?

For po)- &v o0 see Bothe, Euripides’ Werke (supra, n. 190) 366. The mss.
reading pol- dg b modepicov Aéyerg (impossible because of the word-order)
probably originated in an effort to do away with the somewhat convoluted
relative attraction. The problem cannot be solved by a mere re-shuffling of
words, such as pol- dg Aéyerg o modeptwv (Blaydes??): it would be unusual
to have the first short of the fifth~foot’ tribrach so strongly divorced (o0 |

22% For past indicative + &v expressing past possibility, with no reference to any definite

condition, unfulfilled or otherwise (here, “who would have been likely to come?’), see Goodwin,
Syntax (supra, n. 34) § 243-4.
235 Cf. Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 174.
226 See Beck, Exercitatio (supra, n. 81) 12 n. 3; cf. Blaydes, Adversaria (supra, n. 71) 10.
227 For the ‘rule’ see P. Elmsley, Euripides Medea, Leipzig 1822, 151-2 n. p.
28 Euripidea (supra, n. 4) 109 n. 61, 197; Studies (supra, n. 47) 100, 120.
*¥ Blaydes, Adversaria (supra, n. 72)10.
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76)E) from the other two?®. Morstadt? took tév 6@V poldvrwv bdv o
nolepiwv Aéyerg to mean ‘when those foes of yours came, those you're talking
about’ (cf. 866 ovk 01do Tovg G0l odg Aéyerg ‘O8usséag). But in such a case
svppaywv in 847 would lack a necessary qualification: the Trojans and their
allies need to be distinguished from the Thracian newcomers. Moreover, tév
o®V ...oU seems redundant.

Diggle’s cruces around Touppdywvt indicate an apparent illogicality: the
murdered Thracians were all Trojan allies, and so it the charioteer’s claim that
‘none of your allies’ was harmed seems at first sight nonsensical?2. However,
the Thracian newcomers are clearly distinguished from the Trojan / allied
contingent both spatially (519-20) and because of their longer standing as
fighting allies, and it would probably not be inapposite to refer to them as
‘Hector’s allies’ by a mild catachresis. A similar point has been made by L.
Battezzato: ‘Lines 138-9 imply that the Trojans and the allies (before the
arrival of Rhesus) are all in one location. The position of the allies is explicitly
clear if we keep suppdycv at line 847: the Thracian charioteer knows that
the Trojans and their allies are all in the same location. The word suppaywv
here needs to mean “all who fight on your side”, i.e. Trojans and the allies
other than the Thracians—who have just arrived, and whose allegiance has
been repeatedly questioned.*

63. Rh. 875-6

SAorl’ 6 Spaoog: ov yap Teig ot Telveton 875
YA@od’, g ob kopmeis: f Atkn & énlotaton

Aol 6 Jpdoag 1y Atkn & énilotator ceteris omissis Chr. Pat. 276, haud
male €ig ot fere LQAf: eioétt V sensum requiro ‘numquam cohibebitur’

‘May the doer perish — what I am saying is not meant for you, brag
as you may; Justice is aware of it’.

A locus vexatus. In principle, o0 yop eig ot tetvetan | yAddoo’ could mean
‘my tongue is not aimed at you’, i.e. ‘you are not the target of my virulent
remarks’; for the figurative use of tetvewv (no doubt a metaphor from archery,
e.g. E. Hec. 263 &g tiv8 AyihAebg &vdikeog tetvet pdvov) cf. especially Pl
Phd. 63a xai pot Sokel KéBng eig ot telvewv tov Adyov; E. Hipp. 797 odk
elg yépovrag §de oot Tetver (‘concerns’) Toyn; see further LS] s.v. tetveo, 1.4
(E. Ph. 435 ¢ ot tetver Tdvde S1dAvoig kakdv is different: see Mastronarde

230 Cf. Descroix, Trimétre (supra, n. 33) 163.

231 Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 44.

32 See already Morstadt, Beitrag (supra, n. 40) 43-4.

23 L. Battezzato, “The Thracian camp and the fourth actor at Rhesus 565-691”, CQ 50,
2000, 367-73 (here 368 n. 9).
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ad L.). For the tongue as a bow shooting words cf. e.g. A. Su. 446 with Friis-
Johansen and Whittle ad I. Thus, the tenor of the passage could be, in effect,
‘how can you [i.e. Hector] be so arrogant (cf. dg 60 xopeic) as to think that
my remarks are directed at you??%*,

However, the charioteer has so far been vehement in his denunciation
of Hector’s supposedly criminal behaviour; a volte-face here would be both
unexpected and inexplicable. To assume, with Mastronarde (Lc., supra, n.
234), that fy Atk & éniotoron means ‘but Justice knows the truth’, viz.
that the charioteer’s curse does properly fall upon Hector, even though the
Thracian has just assured Hector that ‘the curse I utter is not directed at you’,
is both to strain the Greek and to muddle the passage’s logic — especially if
the force of ydp is (I feel free to utter my curse against the slayer in your
very presence,) for on your own hypothesis it doesn’t apply to you’ (thus
Mastronarde). Moreover, dg o kxopmelg seems to refer to a positive assertion
of Hector’s prior to this; still, the only statement of Hector’s that could qualify
as kOpmog is his claim, in 856-8, to have never received any complaints about
his dealing with his allies, and this would be too far back for the charioteer
to refer to it now.

Alternatively, one may attempt to restore, as Diggle suggests (in app.
crit.), the sense ‘I will not hold my tongue’. Apart from everything else,
this would also make much better sense of g oU xopmeic, which would
now look back to 874: Hector’s alleged ‘presumption’ consists in thinkin
that he could silence the inconvenient charioteer. But it is hard to think of
a paleographically plausible way of obtaining the sense posited by Diggle:
for instance, 8Aol8’ 6 Spdisag: kai yop o0 kabeBeton | yAéooo’ is perhaps easy
enough to make up but scarcely follow from the transmitted text.

All in all, it may be best to delete o0 yap ... o0 kopmeig as a
Binneninterpolation, as Diggle implies in app. crit.: the words are, after all,
omitted in the corresponding passage in Chr. Pat. 276. The omission yields
acceptable sense: EAod’ 6 Spacag: 1) Atkn & énlotatar, ‘may the doers perish
— and Justice is aware of who the doers are’ or *Justice is aware that what I
am saying is true’.

64. Rh. 882-4
Tl 0T’ evTLYlOG €K THG PEYAANG
Tpotav &vdyer Tadw ég mevin

datpev dAAog, T{ puteL®V;

‘Whatever is the reason that an adverse deity is carrying Troy from
great success to mourning? What is he up to?’

234 Cf. Mastronarde, in Electronic Antiquity (supra, n. 135) 29.
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In 883, dvayet is B. Heath’s conjecture?®, which subsequently turned up in

Af (otherwise of little value). It restores the metre as against VL (&yet) and Q
(&yo), both of which seem to be due to haplography (TPOIANANATEI)>%.
Although &vdyer, ‘brings back’ (cf. wdAw), is apposite (‘a Sodpcov is leading
Troy back to her old misfortunes’), it does seem rather odd that in a context
bemoaning a change from good to bad fortune the author should have chosen
a verb that can also mean ‘lift up’, ‘raise’ ‘elevate’, as indeed it does in S. Aj.
131-2 fpépa kAver te kdvdyer TaAv | &ravro tévBpwrnero. One wonders
if the Q reading (&yot) may not point to another, more promising solution,
namely <6v> &yot, ‘why would an adverse deity be changing Troy’s fortune?’;
for the potential optative in questlons expressmg ‘what may hereafter prove
to be true’ cf. S. El. 1450 o0 8ft’ &v elev ot Eévou; (Kithner—Gerth [supra,
n. 22]1, 234-5; Goodwin, Syntax [supra, n. 34] § 238).

65. Rh. 886-8
'ttg Um-:p KePOARG eeog, ® [30(01}\81)
TOV vemq.rq’tov VEKPOV €V YELPOTV
PopAdNV TERTEL;
887 vedkpnrov LQ (vedyp- V) : vedduntov Va and Chr. Pat. 1456 (aipewv
popddny TOV veddpunrov xpechv).

‘Who is this god above our heads, O King, that escorts the man who
died of late, bearing him in her arms?’

veokpuntov is a hapax in the sense ‘newly killed’; otherwise, vedxpuntog/
veokpr|g are found only in late Greek, and only in the sense ‘newly wrought’
or ‘fresh’. This is evidently a Homerizing usage, harking back to the well-
known epic euphemism ot xopévreg = ‘the dead’ (LS] s.v. xdpve, I1. 4), a
usage common also in tragedy and prose. The ‘tautology’ vedxpuntov vekpov
seems also to be Homeric in origin, cf. vexpoug kotorreBvnétog and the like
(11.16.526, 18,540, Od. 10.530); for tragic examples cf. S. Ant. 26 Bavévra . . .
vekuy, 515 6 katBavav vékug; E. Hel. 1252 toug Bavovtog . . . vekpoig; Su.
45 (cf. 974) pbrpévav vekvwv, 107 vekpdv tédv dAwAdTwv, 524, 558; also
Collard on E. Su. 16b-17.

As for the variant veé8untov, it can stand only by assuming synecphonesis
(veodp-). The word should mean either (i) ‘newly tamed’, from Sopudico (cf.

2% See B. Heath, Notae sive lectiones ad tragicorum Graecorum veterum Aeschyli,

Sophoclis, Euripidis quae supersunt dramata deperditorumque reliquias, Oxford 1762,
Euripidean section p. 97; cf. Valckenaer, Diatribe (supra, n.175) 111-12 n. 12.

236 For a comparable error from haplography cf. Men. fr. 842 Kassel-Austin oioyvvopevog
afoytota meviav <dv> eépotg, on which see R. Porson, Adversaria, Cambridge 1812, 278.
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veodpnc)?; or (ii) ‘recently constructed’, from root *3ep-?*. Only meaning
(i) would be suitable in this context: cf. Sopaleo = ‘kill’, LS] s.v., IIL2; for
Spobevteg = teBvedreg cf. E. Tro. 175 with Biehl ad 1.; IT' 199, 230; Alc.
127. Taking into account that vedOuntog = ‘recently killed” is unparalleled
in pre-Hellenistic literature (Lycophr. 65 mtpog vedduntov vékuy; cf. Nonn.
47213 veodprrowo Koechly : veotp- mss.), we may safely assume that
veddunrov in Va and Chr. Pat. reflects Hellenistic and later usage. Indeed, it
appears that in later Greek veéduntog and vedkpntog came to be regarded as
essentially synonymous®’; this will no doubt have encouraged confusion in
the manuscript tradition.

66. Rh. 904-5
80V TPOCTKEL Pt yEVOUG KOlV@Vio
gyovtt AUmng OV 6OV oikTipw yovov. 905
904 8ot (et 905 Avmr) Wecklein (~Chr. Pat. 1159) 905

Avmng Kirchhoff: -n L: -nv VQ

‘With as much grief as befits a non-relative I feel pity for your
offspring.’

The transmitted text makes for awkward syntax: it requires us to take Soov
TPOOTKEL ... AUTNg as cognate accusative with oiktipw = ‘I feel as much
pity (with Admng as partitive genitive from &cov) as befits a non-relative’;
but Avmng would be both redundant and too far removed from &oov for
their syntactic relationship to be adequately apparent. One way out of the
difficulty is to read &on wpootiket ... AUmn: L already has AUmn, and 8or) was
hesitantly suggested by Wecklein?¥. But again it would be clumsy to separate
&or and Avmn so widely; besides, Chr. Pat. 1159 8cov 0¢ov yap pr yévoug
kowmviav shows that oov is firmly ensconced in the tradition. Another
possibility is Kirchhoffs ... p#) yévoug xowemviav | Exovrt Ay kT .24, ‘as
much as it becomes a non-relative it is with grief that I feel pity for your
offspring’; but again AV would be redundant in view of otxtipam?2.

As a simpler remedy I suggest: ... ufy yéver kowwviov | gyovta Avmng,
‘as far as it becomes someone who shares your grief though not qua relative’;
for this use of yévet see LS] s.v., L1; for the accusative (¢yovta) instead of
the dative after an impersonal verb (mpoorjket) cf. Kithner-Gerth (supra, n.

22)2, 591,

%7 See Phot. Lex. p. 294.15 Porson veddpnrov: veoddpoaotov; E. Med. 623.

238 Cf, Pi. I. 3/4.80.

2 Cf. Suid. v 194 (1I1.450.14 Adler) and Phot. p. 294.22 Porson vedkpntov: vewoti
KOTESKEVOIGHEVOV.

240 N, Wecklein (ed.), Euripidis Rhesus, Leipzig 1902, in app. crit. ad [.

241 A Kirchhoff (ed.), Euripidis fabulae, Berlin 1868, 3, 341.

242 Cf, further Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 185.
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67. Rh. 910-14

& 0 "EAAava Mirotoa ddpov 910

Dpuylwv Aeyewv Endevoe TAabeis’,

O T dAecet pev o Exatt Tpotog,

piltorte, pupradag te TOXeIG

avdpdv dyobdv ékéveaev.

910 “EAAove. Badham: éXévo Q 912 & Siddece Jackson, dxd & ddAece
Henning (4mé v Wecklein), 8wov éece Wilamowitz ¢’ €xort Bruhn: oe
kortd Q 913 puprddog uel puptddewv Ritchie tddewv Reiske

‘(May the woman perish) too, who abandoned her Greek home and
sailed off to lie in a Phrygian bed; and she destroyed you, my dearest,
for Troy’s sake(?), and emptied myriads of cities of their good men’.

There seems to be some textual corruption at 911 éndevoe TAabeic’. As Kovacs
points out?®, rAobeic’ is extremely awkward in its confused relation both
to émAevoe and to AMiwovoa. The awkwardness remains, at least in relation
to Aumotoo. (does it precede or follow m\abeic’?), even if we assume, with
Mastronarde?*, that ““Phrygian bed” refers to a bed already shared with [the
Phrygian] Paris, her new sexual partner, not to a bed in Phrygia she has yet
to reach’. Kovacs (I.c., supra, n. 243) proposes a simple emendation, namely
mAéous’ émAdBn, which addresses both problems in tandem (the hiatus in
¢m\dBn | Ox’ implies period-end, cf. below). Kovacs also advances a metrical
argument in favour of his emendation: according to him, assuming period-
end at 911 (since the concluding bacchiac, a catalectic metre, is followed by a
breve in the next line) would be incompatible with the elision in T\obeis’.
However, catalexis (or ‘pendant close’) is not a mark of period-end if
followed by double short, as here?*>. The point is also made by Mastronarde,
Le. (supra, n. 244) 21: “The metrical argument used by [Kovacs] applies
properly topassages of single-short rhythm and is misapplied in this passage
containing double-short movement: the lack of period end in these enoplians
is correctly accepted by Wilamowitz, Zanetto, and Dale.’

Another problem concerns 01’ TAiey dAeoet at 912. This unmetrical
phrase has generally been obelized as corrupt, or emended away. Thus,
Jackson suggested <> SitdAese (with & standing for Aéyen);?*; H. Henning

28 Kovacs, Euripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 149-50.

244 In Electronic Antiquity (supra, n. 135) 21.

245 See T. C. W. Stinton, Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy, Oxford 1990, 326 n. 41.
26 Marginalia (supra, n. 17) 66.
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amd & dHAece?’; and Wilamowitz 8mouv dAeoe?®s. Were it certain that

o’ Tl éAece is corrupt, then Wilamowitz’s emendation would be the
obvious choice: the subordinate clause it introduces helps preserve the basic
structure 8Aotto X, O ... initiated in 906-8 (with 8Aorto ‘EAéva understood
as antecedent of the relative clause at 910ff.). Moreover, Wilamowitz’s
emendation provides ‘an easy explanation of the paradosis: 6mov, referring
to a Troy that had to be understood out of @puyiwv, was difficult enough for
someone that he added an explanatory note, which in time effaced &mwouv?¥.
However, it seems awkward to have a vague 6mwouv = “Troy’ juxtaposed with
an explicit Tpotog in the same verse. One wonders whether the corruption
may not lie rather in o&¢ kot Tpolag, ‘which is faulty both in sense and
rhythm®’. True, E. Bruhn’s® ¢ €xott Tpolog is satisfactory, but what
if xatd Tpotag were a gloss on U’ Thicp rather than vice-versa (thus e.g.
Paley)? For Ux’ Ao in tragedy cf. A. Ag. 860, 882, 1439 (cf. also Ond Tpota
in 1457); Ch. 345; E. Andr. 1182; Hec. 764; EL. 881; Or. 58, 102. If so, then
one might consider reading, as an exempli gratia suggestion, Om6 v "Thov
&ecév oe Bavra (cf. alreadyHermann’s Omd v Thicp?): for the triple Te (&
0 ... éndevoe ... U6 T "Thwov dAeoe ... pupadag Te TOAELG ... EKEVWOEV
see Denniston, Particles (supra, n. 54) 504-5; for omd "TAov ... Bavro cf. I1.
2.216, 673 Umod "Thwov AABe. Noteworthy is also Paley’s Omo & (malim Omé
) Thov &ecév oe Topyorg™:.

The emendation suggested, exempli gratia, in the previous paragraph
is compatible with the lectio tradita Exdevoe TAabeis’ in 911, but not with
Kovacs’ emendation mléovs” éndabr), since a hiatus between 911 and 912 is
precluded by the probable lack of period-end at 911 (see above). In other words,
the problem of the temporal relation between mAaBeic’ and Aurotoa remains.
For want of a better solution, it may be advisable, at least for the time being,
to accept that the problem is innate, a genuine fault of the author’s style
rather than the result of textual corruption. After all, it would not be the first
time this author utilizes what is evidently meant to be precious tragic style
but is in fact bad or contorted Greek: see my forthcoming commentary on
Rhesus, notes to 8, 90-4, 109-11, 143-5a, 226-7, 355-6, 360-7, 414b-15, 424-
5, 519-20, 523-5a, 619-21, 624-6, 633, 647-8, 710-14, 986-7.

Lastly, in 913, the adjectival use of pupiddag seems unparalleled: one
should have expected either puplag moleg or pupddag mdéAewv. Despite

247 Teste Wecklein, Euripidis Rhesus (supra, n. 240) 55, who printed it in slightly modi-
fied form as &6 T dAece.

8 gp. G. Murray, Euripidis Fabulae, Oxford 1909, in app. crit. ad I.

249 Quotation from Kovacs, Euripidea Tertia (supra, n. 11) 149.

250 Quotation from Porter, Rhesus (supra, n. 111) ad 910ff.

%! RhM 48, 1893, 630.

252 Hermann, Opuscula (supra, n. 60) 310.

23 Paley, Euripides (supra, n.136) ad 912.
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various attempts to explain or emend it away, pvpto’cSocg has remained an
intractable crux. Thus, Vater and Ritchie wished to construe xoi moAeig
ékévawoe pupadag avdpdv dyabidv, ‘and she emptied cities of myriads of
good men'?*. However, (i) to take puptadog with dvdpév goes against the
run of the sentence®s; and (ii) xevéc with double accusative is unparalleled,
since in Pi. Pyth. 3.97-8 tov pev ... B0yatpeg épfpmoay ... | ebpposivag
pépog ai TPelc?™, it seems best (despite LS] s.v. gpnude IL1) to take
P€pog as accusative of respect rather than as object of épfpwoav: ‘his three
daughters, each one for her part, deprived him of his happiness’. As an
alternative, Ritchie Lc. (supra, n. 254) suggested emending into puptadcov
or pvpuadog; but the resulting consecutive genitives (pvpto’c&ov / puprddog
&vdpdv &yabédv) would be clumsy. The same goes for Reiske’s puptadeov
Te TONEWV?: it is an obvious remedy?s, but rather awkward in view of the
following genitives; indeed, it is precisely those genitives that, one expects,
should have protected méAewv, had it been the original reading. The best
way out of the conundrum, faute de mieux, is Wilamowitz’s suggestion
that adjectival pupiddag is a Boeoticism, apparently paralleled in Corinn.
PMG 654 (a) col. i.34 Page ¢]Ju pou[pt]dSesor Adug (=év pupidor Aaoig)?.
For another Boeoticism in Rhesus cf. 523 mpotoavi tdBecwv: its Boeotian
character, affirmed by Parmeniscus (thus the ancient scholiast, Schwartz,
Scholia [supra, n. 147] 340), has been confirmed by epigraphy: wpotnvi
occurs at least 3 times in Boeotian inscriptions (IG 7173911, 14 Thespiae;
restored by Dittenberger in IG 7.2406.7 Thebes); a fourth instance may be
lurking in BCH 21(1897) 554.2 / 557 .2 (Thespiae, suppl. G. Colin) Omdpyt 8¢

év iy 7 pot Jnvi 7| pJoppetoet.
68. Rh. 923-4

... peylotn eig Epwv pedwdiog
KAEWE GOPLoTH @pr.gm'. ..
Y

KAewd Dobree: ketveo(1) Q: dewvéd Valckenaer

‘...a supreme contest of music against the renowned Thracian
singer....

%4 Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 899; Ritchie, Authenticity (supra n. 8) 177; cf. Jouan,
Euripide (supra, n. 29) p. 53 n. 270.

%5 Cf. Paley, Euripides (supra, n.136) ad 914.

2% Adduced by Ritchie (supra n. 254).

27 Reiske, Animadversiones (supra, n. 32) 92.

8 Cf. also Blaydes, Adversaria (supra, n. 72) 11; for the synizesis see Diggle, Studies
(supra, n. 47) 93,1207

29 Wilamowitz, Verskunst (supra, n. 68) 585 n. 1.
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The mss reading is untenable: we should expect either copioti) ketvey or
kelve @ copioti). One possibility is Dobree’s kAewvé?®, but Valckenaer’s
Sewd?! may be slightly preferable in view of E. Hipp. 921 dewvov copiotv;
Su. 903 dewodg copiotrig (del. Porson, prob. Diggle); Trag. adesp. fr. 323
Kannicht-Snell (perhaps a parody or an alternative version of E. Su. 903).

69. Rh. 938-40

ki Todd’, ABdvar, Tavtog aitio pdpov—

ovdev & 'O3uasevg 00d’ 6 Tudémg TdKog

Edpooe—0pidoo. ur) S6ker AeAnBevon. 940

938 xai: o Kirchhoff 940 #8pace—38pdoo Lenting: &8poce Spdioog Q (cf.
Chr. Pat. 1411 83pog 83pacog kT\.): 8dpac’'—Edpacag Heath, quibus acceptis
ToUT pro To0d’ 938 Paley

‘And you, Athena, cause of all this massacre —for neither Odysseus
nor Tydeus’ son did anything—, do not think that your act has
escaped notice.

Lenting’s emendation®® requires a parenthesis in 939-40?% and an intransitive
use of dpédoa. Paley, Euripides (supra, n. 136) ad 938-40 accepts Heath’s
(008tv & "O8- ... Edpac’) Edpasag, piy 8- A- in 940%°%; his further change
of Todd into todT in 938 aims at furnishing &3pacoag with an object.2®
But surely the transmitted text can be defended. As Matthiae saw?%, o08ev
& '08- 008 6 T- t- Edpaoce dpdoag is meant as a mild paradox: although
Odysseus and Diomedes did of course slay Rhesus (8pdoog), they were not
really the perpetrators of the act (008¢v ... €8pase), since it was Athena who
masterminded it (cf. 945 xatéktewag ov). This is no doubt an attempt to
reproduce a well-known Euripidean mannerism, which has been recently
discussed by, inter alios, Diggle?”, Parker (ad E. Ale.521), and Olson (adAr.
Ach. 395—6{. For such paradoxes one may further compare h.Merc. 92 xat te
1dcov pn) idcv elvan kol kw@og dkovoas; A. Ag. 1623 ovy 0pag 6p@dv TAdE;

2600 Dobree, Adversaria (supra, n. 12) 88.

261 L. C. Valckenaer, EvpiniSov TrmdéAvrog: Euripidis tragoedia Hippolytus, Lugduni
1822, 262.

262 Nova Acta Literaria Societatis Rheno-Trajectinae 1,1821,77.

26 For such parenthetic statements see Diggle, Studies (supra, n. 47) 115-16; Euripidea
(supra, n. 4) 428-9 with n. 40.

264 See Heath, Notae (supra, n. 235), Euripidean section p. 98, notwithstanding his inept
ob 3dket \-.

265 Cf. his explanation: ‘And this, O Athena, thou sole cause of his fate, —for neither Ul-
ysses nor Diomed in fact was guilty, —thou hast done; think not it has escaped my notice.’

266 Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 45) ad 937.

%7 “Notes on fragments of Euripides”, CQ 47, 1997, 98-108, here 106 with n. 46, citing
inter alia Hel. 696 EAunov o0 Mmotoo, Ba. 332 @povéidv o0dev ppoveic.
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(apparently proverbial, see Fraenkel ad I and cf. especially [Dem.] 25.89); PV
447-8 BAémovteg EBAerov parny, | Kl vovteg ovk fxovov (with Griffith ad
1.);S. Aj. 85 &yéo oxotchow BAépapa koi Sedopkdta; OT 413 o ki Sedopkdog
o0 (Reiske : 8¢8opkag ko mss.) BAénerg; for a late ex. cf. [Men.] Mon. 586
Pernigotti 6 ypoppdtmv &nelpog o BAeret BAémcov.

The transmitted text would be improved with Kirchhoff's 60 for xod at
938: ‘You, Athena, (are the) cause of all this massacre; neither Odysseus nor
Tydeus’ son did anything, even though they did act. Do not think that your
act has escaped notice.

70. Rh. 948-9

kol TVOe wobov taid’ Exovs’ év dykdAoug
Bpnvéd soprothy & &AAov ovk érdEopar.

‘And as my recompense for all these things, I now lament my son
whom I hold in my arms; thus, I will never bring another skilled
artist (into Athens).’

A much-debated phrase. Sense and context seem to require something along
268. ¢

the lines already suggested by Hardion?$: ‘n’espérez pas que je forme jamais
pour votre ville aucun autre Philosophe™®; cf. also Beck?": ‘non inducam,
non mittam Athenis [sic], non sinam e Thracia illuc venire, alium
philosophum’ — although, of course, sogiotrg here means ‘poet / musician’
rather than ‘philosopher’”!.

Later editors, with few exceptions*?, have generally resisted this inter-
pretation. The reason is that, if the Muse’s point were that she will provide
no more copiotadl for Athens, then one should have expected éndEcw rather
than éndEopon, which seems elsewhere to be reflexive, ‘to procure or provide
for oneself, ‘si bi aliquem adducere, arcessere’”?® This is correct, but

268 J. Hardion, “Dissertation sur la Tragédie de Rhésus”, Mémoires de littérature tirez des
registres de I’Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres 14, 1741, 509-31 (written in
1731), here 527-9.

2 The quotation is from p. 527. There is no need to discuss Hardion’s absurd idea that this
is a covert reference to Socrates.

270 Beck, Exercitatio (supra, n. 81) 14 n. 8.

7 For cogdg (‘learned’ or ‘skilled’) used of poets and musicians cf. LS] s.v., L1. For copiotrg
in connection with musicians see M. Coray, Wissen und Erkennen bei Sophokles, Basel/
Berlin 1993, 138.

72 e.g. 0. F. Gruppe, Ariadne: die tragische Kunst der Griechen, Berlin 1834, 327: ‘ich
werde dir keinen Weisen mehr hersenden’; Paley, Euripides (supra, n.136) ad 942: ‘But I will
take care not to bring into Athens any more teachers of religion and art’.

73 Thus e.g. Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 45) ad 946; Vater, Rhesus (supra,
n. 45) cxxvi; cf. LS] s.v. émdyw, 111, 2, 4; Schwyzer, Grammatik (supra, n. 50) 231.
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no alternative interpretation carries any conviction. Thus, Musgrave?*, fol-
lowed by Matthiae Lc. (supra n. 273), thought the phrase means ‘Bpnvé,
and I need no other skilled artist to sing my dirge’ (‘musicum alium nae-
niae canendae causa non adducam’), an interpretation that appears to be
corroborated by the similarly phrased E. Herc. 911-12 pavtwv ody | Etepov
8Eopan (see further Bond ad L.); cf. also Rh. 952 008ev pdvrewmv Edet ppdoan,
with Porter, Rhesus (supra, n. 111) ad 949. But as Matthiae himself suspect-
ed, it would be an irrelevance for the Muse to call attention upon the fact that
she will not hire the services of a professional mourner to perform a dirge for
her son; tragic lamentation is never performed by proxy.

Again on the basis of E. Herc. 911-12, L. Dindorf** and Vater** argued
that the phrase means ‘I have no need for a skilled exegete (veteratore L.
Dindorf) or a prophet (vate sive interprete Vater) to reveal to me who the
guilty party is’; but of course neither could adduce any evidence for copiotrg
= pavtig?’; the same goes for Burnett’s translation ‘diviner or adept™s.

Defending the traditional interpretation, Fantuzzi?”® has argued that the
Muse’s affirmation is in reality a statement of poetics: she refuses to ‘bring
over to her side’ (érdBopon) poets and singers (cf. sopiotriv), who would be
unwilling to perform what Greek poetry, especially tragedy, often brands as
anomalous or unbecoming, namely a song on a funereal occasion, cf. e.g. E.
Pho. 1498-501, Hel. 164-6, IT 179-85; see further Fantuzzi, art. cit. (supra,
n. 279) 178-85. However, Fantuzzi’s reading is simply not borne out by the
text: one would expect the Muse at least to hint at the supposedly anomalous
nature of her song, the more so since her lament is legitimized (as Fantuzzi
is aware) already in epic tradition”. Moreover, this interpretation seems
to have no use for 8A\Xov in cogiothy ... GANov: if Fantuzzi were right,
there would be no point in the statement that the Muse will bring in no
‘other’ artisans or (with a well-known idiomatic use of 8A\og) ‘other people,
artisans’.

In an alternative suggestion by Leaf, the phrase is taken to imply: ‘I
am content with Musaios as my advocate, and need call in no other skilled

7 Musgrave, Edpuriov ta: owldpeve (supra, n. 181) 412.

275 teste Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae (supra, n. 15) ad 949.

276 Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) cxxvii.

277 Despite Porter, Rhesus (supra, n. 111) ad 949, Melampous himselfis not called copiotrig
in Hdt. 2.49.1.

78 A. P. Burnett, “Rhesus: Are smiles allowed?”, in P. Burian (ed.), Directions in Euripi-
dean criticism, Durham 1985, 13-51, here 48.

779 M. Fantuzzi, “La mousa del lamento in Euripide, e il lamento della Musa nel Reso as-
critto a Euripide”, Eikasmos 18, 2007, 173-99, here 188-90.

0 In the Aethiopis Thetis was joined in her lament for Achilles by the Muses as well as
by her own sisters the Nereids; Procl. Chrest. 198-9 Severyns = PEG 1 69.20-1 Bernabé = EGF
47 26-7 Davies: kol ©étig dprkopevn sbv Motoag kol taig &dedpaic Bpnvet tov naida. The
detail is also mentioned in Od. 24.60-2 and in Pi. I. 8.57-60.
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pleader to speak on my behalf'?®!. This is an improvement upon an untenable
suggestion first put forward by Reiske??, namely ‘doctorem & testem huius
rei locupletem habeo filium meum, ut opus alio non habeam’ (but a
coploTrg is not a testis, and at any rate Rhesus’ dead body could scarcely
serve as proof of the murderer’s identity). Promising as Leaf’s suggestion may
seem, it is unlikely: the intervening ki té@vOe pisbov ... Bpnvéd permanently
shifts the focus from the Muses’ importance for Athenian culture to this
particular Muse’s personal grief.

Finally, Richards® suggested that the Muse, considering that her
association with the musician Thamyris led to the ill-fated birth of Rhesus,
and that the Muses’ generosity in offering the musicians Orpheus and Musaeus
to Athens was basely rewarded by the death of Rhesus, resolves ‘never to
bring down on [her] head another musician’. This is impossibly contorted.

All things considered, it appears that Hardion’s and Beck’s intuition,
described in this note’s first paragraph, was right, and that cogpiotiiv A\ov
& ovk éndEopon is best taken as the Muse’s vengeful response to Athena’s
ungrateful, perverted ‘recompense’ (948 pw@év): as an act of retaliation,
the Muse will retract the benefits she once bestowed on Athens®*. True,
the middle éndEopon remains problematic?®, and it will not do to imagine,
with Burnett?¢, that it merely stresses the Muse’s personal interest in
Athens’ cultural excellence: the Muse cannot be speaking from an Athenian
perspectlve — not in this context of express enmit ag ainst Athens. One
solution might be to emend into eutoc%opev (Pale §287 the shift into the
first-person ‘heroic plural’, however jarring, is adequately paralleled in
Euripides (see Bond on Herc. 858). Still, the pluralis maiestatis is never
used elsewhere by the Muse, presumably because she reserves the plural for
references to herself and her sisters as a group (e.g. Rh. 891, 921-5, 941-2,
947, 976). Given the frequent lack, in Greek, of any appreciable difference
between active and middle verbal forms, interchangeability or downright
confusion were common, and not only among non-native speakers (as in Ar.
Thesm. 1005, Pax 291)2%, More importantly, the Rhesus author does use

problematic middle forms elsewhere®’, or use active forms where one would

28V, Leaf, “Rhesos of Thrace”, JHS 35, 1915, 1-11, here 4. Cf. also Feickert, Rhesus (su
pra,n. 92) ad 949.

82 Reiske, Animadversiones (supra, n. 32) 93.

283 G. C. Richards, “The Problem of the Rhesus”, CQ 10, 1916, 192-7, here 196-7.

2 Cf. Jouan, Euripide (supra, n. 29) p. 78 n. 280(3).

285 Cf. in the last instance Fantuzzi, “La mousa” (supra, n. 279) 189-90 n. 50.

286 Burnett, “Rhesus” (supra, n. 278) 187 n. 109.

37 Paley, Euripides (supra, n. 136) ad 948.

28 See further Schwyzer, Grammatik (supra, n. 50) 232-3, 234-5.

2 In 805, middle SuootCouv is unique, and the sense problematic. Active SusoiCew probably
means ‘to cry out in distress’ or ‘in indignation’, but ‘you should stop wailing because Rhesus
was after all killed by enemies’ cannot possibly be the intended meaning here. One would
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expect the middle*”, and so it would not be unreasonable to infer a similar

error in the present passage.

A final hurdle is o0k éndEopon where one might expect oOkéT endEopar;
but there seem to be sufficient parallels for this omission of -é¢ti: Rh. 451
1 TS domid’ ocp‘q’tou (= p‘rpcen T1c); also, e.g., S. Ant. 91 8tav 31 uh) oBéveo,
nerovoopon (=6tov 8 unkét ob-).

The Muse’s climactic threat, to the effect that she will henceforth withdraw
her favour from Athens, has also been remarked upon by P. Wilson*!, who
has pointed out that ‘one could read it, perhaps a little facetiously, as a kind
of aition for the end of Athens’ poetic productivity [..] A Muse herself
announces the end of Athens’ musical privilege and poetic supremacy, and
the departure of those deities from an ungrateful city.” In a similar vein, I
have argued (with no awareness of Wilson’s remarks) that the Muse’s severe
criticism of Athens is hard to reconcile with the assumption of Athenian
authorship, whereas it is compatible with the hypothesis that Rhesus was
written for a Macedonian audience®?.

71. Rh. 961
pthog yap eEXBovV duoTuyddg dmépyeTon
‘For though he came in friendship he is departing in misfortune’.

At first sight, Vater’s dmotyeton seems attractive?”: the perfective mode
seems in order because Rhesus is already ‘gone’; moreover, dmotyopou seems
to be a key term in Greek funerary discourse?”*. Equally plausible is Nauck’s
Srotyetan™. cf. S. Aj. 972-3 ¢poi | hwéov dviog koi ydoug Srotyetar. But
either emendation would destroy the studied antithesis with éX6wv: Rhesus
is now leaving (&népyetar) Troy in very different circumstances from those
surrounding his arrival (EABcov).

require SucotCopat to mean ‘to carp’ (‘stop cavilling, for this was all our enemies’ doing’), but
this is unattested.

2% Tn 982, Siotoet (sc. [31’0\1) is unusual, since it is the middle, not the active, that is used
absolutely (LS] s.v. Stapépem, 1.2; cf. S. Aj. 511); cf. 600 ei Sroloet vikTto TAvS'.

! “Euripides’ Tragic Muse”, ICLS 24/25,1999-2000, 427-49, here 427-8.

2 See V. Liapis, “They Do It with Mirrors: The Mystery of the Two Rhesus plays”,
in D. L. Jacob & E. Papazoglou (eds), Oupéln: Meléres yopiopéves atov Kabnynri N. X.
Xouvppouv€uddn, Heraklion 2004, 159-88, here 161; cf. also V. Liapis, “Rhesus Revisited: The
Case for a Fourth-Century Macedonian Context”, JHS 129, 2009, 71-88, here 83.

293 Vater, Rhesus (supra, n. 45) ad 946.

294 Cf, P. A. Hansen (ed.), Carmina epigraphica Graeca saeculi IV a.Chr.n., Berlin 1989,
no. 75.2; W. Peek, Griechische Vers-Inschriften, Berlin 1955, nos. 210.1, 238.2, 647.6, 785.2,
844.7,1121.6,1237.6,1438.7,1474.4,1892.4, 2089.2; Ar. Ra. 83 (a parody of funeral Ianguage);
fr. 504.10 Kassel-Austin 6 paxapitng ofyetar.

2% Nauck, “Studien” (supra, n. 20) 186.
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72. Rh. 974-5

paov 8¢ mevBog Thg Bodasolog Beod
olow: Bavelv yop kol TOV €k kelvng Ypewv. 975
974 pGov Musgrave: Bonov & et Chr. Pat. 1777 Badassiov L

‘I will bear my grief more easily than the sea goddess will; for her
own son must die too’.

The credit for pgov belongs really to Valckenaer, who proposed the emenda-
tion in a set of manuscript notes, which are dated 24 Febr. 1749, but were
published only recently by P. J. Finglass***. Musgrave, who actually got
around to publishing the same emendation®”’, hit upon it independently sev-
eral years later than Valckenaer — a coincidence pointed out by Valckenaer
himself: ‘mihi dudum id ipsum in mentem venisse™,

This neat emendation should have won universal gpproval; cf. especially
E. Hipp. 205-6 paov 8¢ véoov ... oioeig; ?A. PV104 aisov @épetv g paoTo.
However, Ba16v is still printed by Zanetto and defended by Feickert as
meaning ‘presently, after a short while’”. But Ba1dg never has this meaning,
and supposed parallels turn out to be illusory: in S. OC 1653 &nerta pévror
Bawov o0de svv ypdvw, construe Boudv Enerta, ‘shortly afterwards’ (cf. S.
Phil. 20 Boadv & Evepbev); and in S. Trach. 335 Boawdv dppetvos’ means
‘waiting for a short while’, not ‘after a short while’. Even if Bou6v could
mean ‘presently’, the resulting sense would still be absurd in the present
context; for though a participant in the lamentations for Achilles (976-7),
the Muse cannot properly be said to ‘bear’ a grief that really belongs to Thetis
(cf. 977 ©éti8og év Tévber). Paley, Euripides (supra, n. 136) ad I. explains:
‘though they will one day have to take part in the mourning of Thetis for
her son [...], they will feel it but lightly [i.e. Baadv] ... in comparison with the
loss of Rhesus’. This is entirely off the mark, not least because ‘in comparison
with the loss of Rhesus’ is not in the Greek.

The L reading Badasciov Beod is unlikely both because of the phrasing in
this passage’s model, namely E. fr. 885 Kannicht 8Anfeg, & mod g Badaootiog
Beot;, and because, as pointed out by E. Harrison™. it is hard to parallel Oe6c
preceded by feminine article with an intervening adjective in -og. Harrison,
apparently unaware of this passage’s Euripidean model, considers reading
BoAaooiov Bedic, which would incidentally also eliminate interlinear hiatus.
True, Bodaosioug is feminine in E. I7T' 236, but all the instances of feminine

2% See GRBS 49, 2009, 187-221, here 199-201.

27 Musgrave, Exercitationum (supra, n. 138) 96.

2% Valckenaer, Diatribe (supra, n. 175) 113 n. 15.

299 Zanetto, Rhesus (supra, n. 49); Feickert, Rhesus (supra, n. 92) ad 974.
300 “Interlinear Hiatus in Tragic Trimeters, II”, CR 57,1943, 62-3.
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article + adjective in -og + feminine noun cited by Harrison (S. OC 39-40,
458; E. Andr. 978, Su. 260, IT 944, 1113-4) feature compound adjectives,
which have no morphologically distinct feminine endings anyway, and thus
cannot support his emendation.
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